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INTRODUCTION

INTRODUCTION

2011 marks a new beginning
for the DATA Report.
As ONE’s flagship policy product, for the
past five years the DATA Report has provided
an annual update on the delivery of the
historic 2005 Gleneagles commitments to
sub-Saharan Africa. In 2010, the year the
commitments were due, the DATA Report
offered a final verdict on Gleneagles and an
analysis of the lessons learned.
2010 was a year of reflection. 2011 is a year
to look ahead.
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By many accounts, the outlook for sub-Saharan Africa is a
promising one. In 2011, economies in the region are projected
to reach their highest growth rate in four years thanks to
high commodity prices and increased investment. The rise of
the G20 has enabled emerging economies to better leverage
their interests – and potentially those of less developed countries – at the global level, while the spread of information
technology (especially mobile phones) has allowed citizens to
engage with their governments and seize economic opportunities more than ever before.
At the same time, unprecedented increases in development assistance and investments by national governments
have helped achieve dramatic results in primary education
enrolment and the fight against malaria, HIV/AIDS and infant
mortality. A handful of sub-Saharan African countries are
demonstrating that development assistance, when matched
with better governance, increased domestic resources and
economic growth, can help create change on a macro scale.
The development agenda has also evolved in some
important ways since Gleneagles and the launch of the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). Citizens are part of the
development equation more than ever before; results are
increasingly being prioritised and citizens are being empowered to hold their governments accountable for delivering
them. Accountability has also become a greater area of focus
among donors, especially at the G8, and leading donors –
including the United States and United Kingdom – have
launched major reform initiatives to maximise the efficiency
of their development programmes.
Yet the final five years to reach the MDGs could be the
most difficult. The sub-Saharan African countries furthest
off track are among the world’s poorest and most fragile,
where prospects of creating jobs, sending children to school,
providing maternal care and delivering vaccinations, bed nets
and HIV/AIDS treatment will prove most difficult to realise.
Simultaneously, the challenges of globalisation are hitting
relatively wealthier countries on the continent, fostering
inequality and leaving millions of people in extreme poverty.
For all countries, these next five years also fall during
a time of unprecedented global austerity. The outlook for
development assistance in many donor budgets is bleak, with

their role in Africa’s development. ONE advocates for these
countries to embrace global standards of transparency and
accountability in development assistance by beginning to
report their ODA data to the DAC.
For the past five years, ONE has acknowledged the limitations of the DATA Report. First, it measures only promises that
were made, not the promises we believe should have been
made. Second, our analysis is only as good as the data available. While the development assistance data of DAC members
are vetted and updated by the DAC annually, other key statistics – such as data on results in developing countries – are
often incomplete, unreliable and infrequently updated.
Past DATA Reports have also lacked robust monitoring of
the areas most critical to Africa, such as pledges to improve
trade and governance, and also the commitments of African
governments to reduce poverty. In 2011, ONE will tackle these
issues more aggressively by producing new reports that analyse progress in these critical areas.
We will rely heavily on our African partners in producing these reports. We applaud the work of the Africa Progress
Panel (APP) and the United Nations Economic Commission for
Africa (UNECA) in monitoring progress towards development
commitments, as well as the efforts of African Monitor, the
African platforms of the Global Call to Action Against Poverty,
the Mo Ibrahim Foundation, the International Budget Project,
Revenue Watch, and many other civil society organisations
focused on holding African governments accountable to their
citizens. These efforts need more support from the international community.
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some countries planning to cut or flatline investments in
effective programmes that are now having an impact in the
world’s poorest countries.
So although Africa, the development community and
ONE’s own advocacy agenda have evolved significantly since
2005, the vision and momentum of that year are needed now
more than ever. It is in this context that ONE has decided to
evolve the scope and objectives of the 2011 DATA Report.
This year’s DATA Report is the first in a series of ONE
policy publications in 2011. Subsequent reports will focus on
transparency and accountability; domestic resource mobilisation; and inclusive, sustainable economic growth.
ONE believes that the founding objective of the DATA
Report – to hold donors accountable to their commitments to
increase the quality and quantity of their development assistance – remains as critical as ever. This year’s report maintains a focus on development assistance commitments, along
with sections on improving aid effectiveness and leveraging
innovative financing for development.
There are some notable changes in the development
assistance sections of this year’s report. First, although we
include a final assessment of the delivery of the 2010 targets
(using preliminary 2010 data), we place equal emphasis on
commitments that extend beyond 2010.
Second, we do not monitor development assistance commitments to specific sectors in this year’s report because we
will be focusing on them in future ONE publications. We do
include a list of donor pledges to specific sectors, including
results-oriented commitments that target specific outcomes.
We have also expanded the number of countries monitored in this year’s report. Since ONE published the first DATA
Report in 2006, countries beyond the G8 have become increasingly important partners for sub-Saharan Africa. Although
this report still monitors G8 and EU countries in depth, it also
profiles G20 countries that are not G8 or EU members.
Among that group, this year’s report profiles the eight
countries that are G20 members and do not report their ODA
data to the OECD’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC).
Although we cannot yet compare their development assistance commitments with DAC members, they are profiled in
this report in order to recognise the growing importance of
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For the past five years, the DATA Report has
monitored the historic commitments to sub-Saharan
Africa that the G8 and European Union made in 2005.
These promises were due to be delivered in 2010, a
year that also marked the crucial two-thirds point
for the world to achieve the Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs) by 2015.

allocated. Smart policies are critical to ensuring that resources are targeted towards poverty reduction and delivered in an
effective, accountable manner to achieve results. Subsequent
ONE reports in 2011 will focus on domestic resource mobilisation, as well as governance and inclusive economic growth.
Improved governance and economic growth will increase domestic revenue, help ensure that it is invested transparently
and effectively and, in the long term, create an environment
where development assistance is no longer necessary.
In line with the evolution of the discussion on development financing, the 2011 DATA Report focuses on effectiveness, innovation and the role of new partners in development
assistance. The key findings show that, despite historic increases and remarkable results over the past decade, donors
still fell short of meeting their commitments to sub-Saharan
Africa by 2010. The road to 2015 is less clear than the path to
2010, with budgets tightening and some countries lacking
overall targets for their development assistance.
This challenging landscape will require all development
partners – African governments, donors and private sector
actors – to renew their focus on effectiveness, innovation and
results to ensure that the impact of every development dollar
is maximised.
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FIGURE 1

SSA DOMESTIC REVENUES 2004-10

Domestic revenue figures: MRDE 2011 Interim Report, Economic Commission
for Africa and Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development
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In 2010, development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa was
the highest on record. However, the increases over the past
five years still fell short of the commitments made in 2005,
and the prospect of scaling up efforts to meet commitments
beyond 2010 could be in jeopardy. Flatlining or even cuts
from some donors threatens to undermine recent progress
made in fighting HIV/AIDS and malaria, boosting agricultural
productivity and sending children to school.
Upcoming budget decisions in the United States, Germany, France and the EU will provide a bellwether on which
countries have the political will to keep their commitments
to Africa during the next five years. UK Prime Minister David
Cameron has already set an example of moral and political
leadership through his decision to maintain the UK’s pledge to
achieve 0.7% of GNI for ODA by 2013, despite massive budget
cuts across the government.
At the international level, the GAVI financing conference
and funding for the Global Agriculture and Food Security Programme will be two critical tests of the global community’s
resolve to continue progress toward achieving the MDGs.
As stated in the introduction to this report, development
assistance is just one element of the development agenda
– and one component of development finance broadly. In addition to increased development assistance, another headline
of the past decade has been the boom in other resource flows
to sub-Saharan African countries, including remittances,
foreign direct investment and domestic resources.
Domestic resources are the most important type of
development finance. Developing a tax base is critical to
creating a sustainable source of government revenue, as well
as strengthening the relationship between a government and
its citizens. Thanks to improved revenue collection and economic growth, domestic revenue in sub-Saharan Africa more
than doubled between 2004 and 2010 in nominal terms,
reaching levels seven times the volume of ODA to the region
in 2010 (see Figure 1).
Though domestic resources represent a substantial
amount of financing, too little is known about how they are
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KEY FINDINGS

LOOKING BACK
THERE HAVE BEEN HISTORIC INCREASES IN
DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE TO SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA OVER THE PAST TEN YEARS,
ESPECIALLY IN THE FIVE YEARS SINCE
GLENEAGLES
Since 2000, development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa
has increased by $19.628 billion, compared with a decrease of
$1.800 billion from 1990 to 2000. G7 and EU countries have
played a critical role in this, delivering an additional $15.625
billion and $9.540 billion, respectively, to the region since 2000.
These increases accelerated in the five years after Gleneagles. Of total donor increases since 2000, 63% (or $12.444
billion) was delivered after 2005. For G7 countries, the rate of
increase was even more marked: more than two-thirds (68%,
or $10.68 billion) of the increases in G7 development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa over the past decade were made
between 2005 and 2010.

RESULTS SINCE 2000 ARE LIVING PROOF
THAT INVESTMENTS IN DEVELOPMENT
ARE WORKING
In partnership with African efforts, increased development
assistance has helped achieve significant progress in countries across sub-Saharan Africa during the past decade.
Since 2000:
Q The lives of nearly three-quarters of a million children have
been saved through scaling up malaria interventions across
34 endemic countries in the region;1
Q 46.5 million more children started going to primary school
in sub-Saharan Africa;2
Q Nearly 4 million people in the region have gained access to
life-preserving antiretroviral treatment for AIDS;3
Q Agricultural production in 17 sub-Saharan African countries has increased by 50%.4
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BECAUSE OF SHORTFALLS FROM A SUB-SET
OF COUNTRIES, THE G7 DELIVERED ONLY
61% OF THEIR PROMISED INCREASES TO
SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA BY 2010
The G7 increased their annual development assistance to
sub-Saharan Africa by $11.197 billion between 2004 and
2010, delivering 61% of the $18.227 billion increases they
promised in 2005. The increases delivered were largely a result of the US, Japan and Canada surpassing their targets and
the UK nearly meeting its very ambitious commitment. Three
countries – Italy, Germany and, to a lesser extent, France –
were responsible for most of the G7’s shortfall. Germany and
Italy missed their targets by a combined $7.11 billion, and
France by $1.34 billion.
The Gleneagles agreement placed a special emphasis
on sub-Saharan Africa, the region furthest from achieving
the MDGs: approximately half of all pledged increases in
development assistance were committed to the region. This
was reinforced by a specific EU commitment at Gleneagles to
direct half of all development assistance increases to subSaharan Africa.
The final figures show that, as a group, the G7 outperformed other groups of donors (driven particularly by the
US and Japan), with 43% of their global increases going to
sub-Saharan Africa between 2004 and 2010. This compares
with just 28% for the EU15 and 36% for the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) countries overall. Given
the EU’s specific Gleneagles commitment to the region, its
poor performance is particularly concerning and needs to be
addressed in future development assistance allocations.

FIGURE 2

THE G7’S PROMISED VERSUS ACTUAL INCREASES, 2004–10
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Some G7 countries showed tremendous leadership in meeting their commitments to sub-Saharan Africa by 2010, while
others fell short.
Q THE UK showed historic leadership during the five-year
period, delivering 86% of its ambitious commitment to
sub-Saharan Africa, with an increase of $2.55 billion.
Q THE US also made historic increases in development assistance to the region, meeting 121% of its Gleneagles commitment, with an increase of $4.28 billion.
Q CANADA and JAPAN met their relatively modest targets.
Canada increased its development assistance to the region
by $779 million, delivering 197% of its committed increases. Japan met 126% of its bilateral target, delivering $1.6
billion in total increases to the region between 2004 and
2010. Within the G7, Japan and Canada directed the largest
proportions of their 2004–10 increases to sub-Saharan
Africa (140% and 62% respectively).
Q FRANCE increased its development assistance by $1.086
billion, 45% of the total increases it promised to deliver
after its initial pledges were revised down in subsequent
years.
Q GERMANY delivered only 23% of its committed increases by
the end of 2010, with an increase of $979 million. Among
the G7, Germany allocated the second lowest proportion of
global development increases to sub-Saharan Africa (18%)
between 2004 and 2010.

Q ITALY’S dismal performance continues to undermine the
credibility of collective G7 and EU efforts in sub-Saharan
Africa. Its development assistance to the region has declined by $78 million since 2004. Italy should immediately
produce the ‘piano di rientro’ (recovery plan) promised by
President Silvio Berlusconi in 2009.
Q THE EU15 (including four G7 members) committed to
increase development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa
by $18.902 billion between 2004 and 2010. With a $6.541
billion increase, the EU delivered only 35% of its committed
increases to the region. Nearly 40% of the increase came
from one country, the UK. However, it is critical to note that
several members of the EU15 are consistent high performers. Four in particular – Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Sweden – maintained their target ODA/GNI
ratios of 0.7% or above. Only Denmark and Luxembourg
have met the official EU target for sub-Saharan Africa.
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INDIVIDUALLY, SOME G7 EFFORTS TO MEET
THEIR DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE TARGETS
WERE COMMENDABLE, BUT OTHERS WERE
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LOOKING FORWARD
CLEAR AND COLLECTIVE COMMITMENTS
ARE NEEDED TO ENSURE ACCOUNTABILITY
POST-GLENEAGLES
Gleneagles bound together a diverse set of development assistance commitments and established the G8 summit as an
annual moment of accountability. There is evidence that this
sense of shared responsibility has helped to enforce delivery:
the G7 grouping performed better than the EU and DAC in
meeting their targets to increase ODA (delivering 61%, as opposed to the EU’s 35% and the DAC’s 56%) and in prioritising
sub-Saharan Africa (directing 43% of increases to the region, as
opposed to the EU’s 28% and the DAC’s 36%).
In a time of austere budgets and competing global priorities, accountability to development commitments is more critical than ever. In the years ahead, collective accountability will
be more difficult to enforce without a comprehensive target or
an annual global moment to evaluate progress.
One shared pledge that extends beyond 2010 is the EU’s
commitment to reach 0.7% ODA/GNI by 2015. Although the
EU has committed 50% of its increases to the African continent, the proportion of resources intended for sub-Saharan
Africa is not defined (though there is a commitment to
allocate 0.15% GNI for low-income countries, most of which
are in sub-Saharan Africa). This shift to focus on the entire
African continent means that North African countries of increasing geopolitical importance (such as Egypt, Tunisia and
Libya) will now be grouped with sub-Saharan countries. ONE
is concerned that the expansion of focus from sub-Saharan
Africa to include North Africa may dilute the focus on poverty
alleviation that development assistance has achieved during
the past decade.
Commitments by the three non-EU G7 members have
expired or have been surpassed early (in the case of Japan).
Canada and Japan lack ambitious new commitments, and
the US has sectoral targets but no comprehensive plan to
increase development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa. A
number of donors which are not members of the G8 or EU
(such as Australia and South Korea) or which do not report to
the DAC (such as China and South Africa) have development
assistance commitments as well.

Amidst this increasingly diverse and challenging
landscape, it is critical that all development partners embrace
the DAC’s new recommendation on ‘good pledging practice’
and ONE’s TRACK Principles. The TRACK Principles call for
all donor pledges to be Transparent, Results-oriented, clear
about the degree of Additionality and Conditionality, and
audited by an independent mechanism to ensure that
promises are being Kept.

INNOVATIVE FINANCING CAN HELP
MOBILISE THE RESOURCES NEEDED TO
ACHIEVE THE MDGS
There is a significant resource gap that needs to be filled in
order to meet the MDGs, and development assistance flows
could be increasingly unpredictable over the next five years.
Development partners should pursue new opportunities
to leverage innovative financing for development that is
additional to their existing development assistance commitments. Innovative financing mechanisms raised an estimated
$57 billion for development between 2000 and 2008 (through
both donor funds and local-currency bonds),5 using creative
approaches ranging from the IFFIm’s issuing of bonds to
purchase vaccines, using an Advanced Market Commitment
to spur the creation of a new pneumococcal vaccine, to
mobilising resources from consumers to finance Global Fund
programmes (via Product (RED)).
The G8 and G20 should identify opportunities to build on
these successes in 2011. There are several innovative financing proposals that could garner support from a majority of
G20 countries and raise significant new resources for development. For example, a combination of cutting remittance
costs and issuing diaspora bonds could raise an additional
$6.65–$12.3 billion for sub-Saharan Africa annually, and the
proposed Financial Transaction Tax could raise $128.4 billion
if introduced in Europe (though the amount allocated to
development would likely be much smaller). Windfall profits
from gold sales by the International Monetary Fund could
produce $2.79 billion that could be directed towards lowincome countries. Building on successful innovative health
mechanisms (including launching a new AMC, expanding
debt-for-health swaps and IDA buy-down efforts) could help
generate $7 billion for investments in global health.

A lack of updated data hinders a comprehensive assessment
of progress towards the commitments made at the 2005
and 2008 High Level Forums on Aid Effectiveness in Paris
and Accra. However, the latest available data show that G7
countries lag far behind in meeting their targets. Progress on
using country systems and coordinating division of labour
to avoid fragmentation has been especially slow. Although
G7 donors have nearly met their 2001 commitments to untie
aid to Heavily Indebted Poor Countries (HIPCs), there is still
a considerable amount of tied assistance both in policy and
practice. Also concerning is the increasing proportion of loans
within ODA (from 8.4% in 2005 to 13.6% in 2009), especially
because many low-income countries are still facing unsustainable debt burdens despite large amounts of debt relief
provided through HIPC and the Multilateral Debt Relief Initiative (MDRI).
One positive trend is the effort by some donors (notably
the UK, US and Canada) to identify the results they intend to
achieve through their development investments. These results-oriented commitments are helping to prioritise a focus
on impact (instead of inputs) and are encouraging innovative
new programme designs to maximise results. These commitments will require the same level of clarity and accountability
as ODA pledges, as well as robust monitoring and evaluation
that put the citizens of developing countries more in the driving seat of development processes.
At the Fourth High Level Forum in Busan in November
this year, countries should set clear standards for monitoring and evaluating results, and should increase their efforts
to pursue greater transparency of development assistance
flows and of developing country budgets and statistics. They
should also work with non-DAC donors and other actors to
ensure broad participation in aid effectiveness standards and
commitments.

NEW PARTNERSHIPS MUST BE BUILT ON
TRANSPARENCY AND ACCOUNTABILITY
Over the past ten years, Africa’s partnerships with the BRICS
(Brazil, Russia, India and China), other emerging economies
and the private sector have grown tremendously. Though the
main impact on Africa will be through increased trade and
investment, and changes in global governance standards
(such as transparency of extractive industries), the role of
emerging economies as donors is becoming increasingly important. Countries such as Brazil, India, China, Saudi Arabia
and Russia have been steadily increasing their bilateral aid
in recent years, as well as their contributions to multilateral
mechanisms and initiatives. Many countries are working to
improve their statistical capacity and to build effective aid
agencies (specifically through the DAC’s Enhanced Engagement initiative).
These burgeoning relationships represent new resources
for African countries, as well as opportunities to share knowledge and build a critical new dialogue among countries.
Improved transparency and compliance with global development assistance standards will help strengthen and sustain
these new partnerships. Non-DAC donors should work with
the DAC and other partners to set a timeline to start reporting their ODA figures. Two G20 countries (Saudi Arabia and
Turkey) have already started reporting. Non-DAC donors
should also work with African countries to establish shared
guidelines and objectives for their comprehensive aid, trade
and investment partnerships, as well as set clear development commitments and continue to participate in global
forums on aid effectiveness.
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IN A TIME OF CONSTRAINED RESOURCES,
THE EFFECTIVENESS OF EACH DOLLAR IS
EVEN MORE CRITICAL
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FIGURE 3

GLOBAL ODA (ALL FIGURES ARE NET OF BILATERAL DEBT RELIEF, IN $ MILLIONS, 2010 PRICES)
2010 GLOBAL
ODA
(ODA/ GNI)

2004 GLOBAL
ODA**

2010 GLOBAL
ODA

CHANGE IN GLOBAL
ODA 2004-10

PERCENTAGE
INCREASE IN GLOBAL
ODA 2004-10

CANADA

0.33%

3,815

5,075

1,259

33%

FRANCE

0.44%

7,773

11,439

3,666

47%

GERMANY

0.38%

7,270

12,642

5,372

74%

ITALY

0.14%

3,420

2,882

-538

-16%

JAPAN

0.20%

9,890

11,031

1,141

12%

UK

0.56%

7,029

13,581

6,552

93%

US

0.21%

21,673

30,127

8,454

39%

G7

0.27%

60,871

86,777

25,906

43%

EU15

0.44%

43,534

66,640

23,107

53%

DAC

0.31%

87,270

125,064

37,794

43%

FIGURE 4

ODA TO SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA (SSA)

(ALL FIGURES ARE NET OF BILATERAL DEBT RELIEF, IN $ MILLIONS, 2010 PRICES)
2004
ODA TO SSA**

* Japan’s commitment to sub-Saharan Africa
was only for bilateral ODA. For the purposes
of monitoring the percentage of increases
promised to the region, ONE only considers
bilateral ODA. To generate a 2010 target for
the G7 as a whole, ONE assumes flatlined
Japanese multilateral ODA for 2010.
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**Because multilateral disbursements can spike
from year to year, ONE uses the average multilateral disbursements for 2004 and 2005 to
establish a baseline for progress by each donor.

2010
ODA TO SSA

% OF 20042010 TARGET
INCREASES MET

SHORTFALL IN TARGET INCREASE
PROMISED ($ MILLIONS)

% OF 2004-10
GLOBAL ODA
INCREASES TO SSA

CANADA

1,105

1,884

197%

N/A

62%

FRANCE

3,119

4,205

45%

1,338

30%

GERMANY

2,453

3,432

23%

3,292

18%

ITALY

1,278

1,200

-2%

3,818

14%

JAPAN*

1,746

3,346

126%

N/A

140%

UK

2,509

5,059

86%

429

39%

US

5,268

9,550

121%

N/A

51%

G7

17,479

28,676

61%

7,030

43%

EU15

16,005

22,546

35%

12,361

28%

DAC

26,162

39,677

56%

10,560

36%

$ millions, 2010 constant prices
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FIGURE 5

2010 G7 ODA (ALL FIGURES ARE NET OF BILATERAL DEBT RELIEF)
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FIGURE 6

2010 G7 ODA/GNI (ALL FIGURES ARE NET OF BILATERAL DEBT RELIEF)
0.60%

0.56%
0.47%

ODA as a proportion of GNI
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Other DAC
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DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

For the past five years, the DATA Report has
monitored the development assistance commitments
made by the G8 and other donors in 2005. Those
quantitative targets – while not sufficient to reach
the MDGs – served as a critical benchmark to help
assess progress on development commitments and
donor efforts towards them. This year’s development
assistance chapter offers a final assessment of
performance against the Gleneagles targets and
pivots to monitor commitments towards 2015.

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE
PROGRESS 2009–10

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

In 2005, each G7 country set a 2010 target for development
assistance to sub-Saharan Africa. The momentum around
Gleneagles helped pressure donors to clearly state their targets. Beyond 2010, some countries do not have commitments,
and assessing the clarity and ambition of those that do exist
is more challenging. Commitments made by members of the
European Union extend to 2015, but they are not clear on the
proportion intended for sub-Saharan Africa, the region furthest from achieving the MDGs. Commitments by the three
non-EU G7 members (Canada, Japan and the US) have either
expired or have been surpassed before their due date (in the
case of Japan).
Development assistance from emerging economies
has become an increasingly important source of finance
for sub-Saharan Africa over the past five years. While the
diversification of the donor community is a welcome development, it brings some new challenges in accountability. For
example, most new donors do not monitor their aid flows in
a systematic way or report their ODA data to the DAC. As a
result, this chapter does not monitor development assistance
from countries that are not members of the DAC; profiles of
G20 countries that are not DAC members are included in the
country progress section of this report.

Between 2009 and 2010, global development assistance
increased by 6% to reach a total of $125.064 billion. Growth
in development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa slightly
outpaced growth in global development assistance, which
was 7% between 2009 and 2010 (reaching a total of $39.677
billion). Collectively, in 2010 the G7 increased their spending
both globally and to sub-Saharan Africa. The largest increases
for sub-Saharan Africa came from Japan, the UK and the US.
It is important to note that these increases reflect budget
decisions made prior to the austerity measures introduced
in many donor budgets for 2010 and 2011. Increases or
decreases in development assistance may not be captured
in ODA flows (which measure actual disbursements) for one
to two years after a budget decision, because of the time it
takes to design programmes and disburse money. As austerity budgets begin impacting ODA disbursements in 2012 and
beyond, reaching commitments will become more unlikely
for many donors.

FIGURE 1

G7 ODA TO SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA, 2009–10 ($ MILLIONS, 2010 PRICES)
2009 ODA

2010 ODA

2009–10 volume change 2009–10 % change

CANADA

1,569

1,884

315

20.1%

FRANCE

4,405

4,205

-200

-4.5%

GERMANY

3,351

3,432

82

2.4%

ITALY

1,079

1,200

121

11.2%

JAPAN

2,549

3,346

797

31.3%

UK

4,084

5,059

975

23.9%

US

8,879

9,550

671

7.6%

G7

25,915

28,676

2,761

10.7%

EU15

21,675

22,546

871

4.0%

DAC

36,941

39,677

2,736

7.4%
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% OF
GLENEAGLES
PROMISE
DELIVERED
BY 2010

61%

G7

HISTORIC INCREASES 2000–10
Since 2000, development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa
has increased by $19.628 billion, compared with a decrease
of $1.800 billion between 1990 and 2000. G7 donors were responsible for 80% of this increase (or $15.625 billion). The EU
(including four G7 members) as a group also played a critical
role, providing $9.540 billion, or 49%, of the total increase to
the region since 2000.
Increases to sub-Saharan Africa accelerated in the five
years after Gleneagles. Of total donor increases since 2000,
63% (or $12.444 billion) were delivered after 2005. For G7
countries, the rate of increase was even more marked: more
than two-thirds (68% or $10.68 billion) of the increases in G7
development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa over the past
decade were made between 2005 and 2010.

FINAL GLENEAGLES
ASSESSMENT

35%
56%
14

EU15

DAC

Total development assistance for sub-Saharan Africa reached
$39.7 billion in 2010, representing an increase of $13.5 billion1 over 2004 levels, or 56% of the $24.1 billion increase
promised by all DAC donors in 2005.2 The G7 delivered 61%
of the $18.2 billion increase they committed to sub-Saharan
Africa, while the EU15 countries (including four G7 members)
delivered only 35% of their committed increases.
Progress by individual donors has been mixed. Among
the G7, one country came very close to delivering on its
ambitious commitment; three countries exceeded their more
modest commitments; while the remainder delivered varying
levels on more ambitious commitments.
Q THE UK made an ambitious commitment at Gleneagles
and came very close to fully delivering on it. The UK increased its development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa
by $2.550 billion from 2004 to 2010, meeting 86% of its
Gleneagles commitment.
Q THE US exceeded its relatively modest commitment. In
total, the US increased its development assistance to subSaharan Africa by $4.282 billion from 2004 to 2010, meeting 121% of its commitment.

Q CANADA also exceeded a modest commitment. It increased
its development assistance to sub--Saharan Africa by $779
million from 2004 to 2010. In total, it met 197% of its
Gleneagles commitment. 62% of Canada’s global increases
in development assistance between 2004 and 2010 were
allocated to sub-Saharan Africa, the second highest proportion among the G7.
Q JAPAN also delivered in excess of its more modest bilateral
commitment. It increased bilateral development assistance
by $1.098 billion to sub-Saharan Africa from 2004 to 2010,
meeting 126% of its Gleneagles commitment. 140% of Japan’s global increases in development assistance between
2004 and 2010 were allocated to the region, the highest
proportion among the G7.
Q FRANCE, this year’s G8 and G20 host, delivered only partially on a more ambitious commitment. France delivered a
total increase of $1.086 billion from 2004 to 2010, meeting
45% of its Gleneagles pledge.
Q In earlier years, GERMANY delivered significant increases
towards meeting its ambitious development assistance
commitments, but has nearly flatlined increases in recent
years, including in 2010. Total increases from 2004 to 2010
reached $979 million, meaning that Germany delivered
only 23% of its Gleneagles commitment. Only 18% of its
global increases in development assistance between 2004
and 2010 were allocated to sub-Saharan Africa, the second
lowest proportion among the G7.
Q ITALY is the only G7 country to decrease development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa since Gleneagles. Between
2004 and 2010, its ODA to the region dropped by $78 million, meaning that it delivered -2% of its commitment.
Q THE EU15 countries (including four G7 members) committed to increase development assistance to sub-Saharan
Africa by $18.902 billion between 2004 and 2010. With a
$6.541 billion increase, the EU delivered only 35% of its
committed increases to the region. Nearly 40% of the increase came from the UK. However, it is critical to note that
several members of the EU are consistent high performers.
Four in particular – Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Sweden – maintained their target ODA/GNI ratios of 0.7% or above. Only Denmark and Luxembourg have
met the official EU target for sub-Saharan Africa.
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DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE TO SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA SINCE GLENEAGLES ($ MILLIONS, 2010 PRICES)
50237

45,000

39677

36941

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

FIGURE 2

35,000
31184

*Japan’s Commitment was only to increase bilateral ODA to Sub-Saharan Africa. This chart assumes a 2009 flatlined multilateral ODA for the 2010 target.
**Because multilateral disbursements can spike from year to year, ONE uses the average multilateral disbursements for 2004 and 2005 to establish a baseline for progress by each donor.
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FIGURE 3

HAVE THE G7 ACHIEVED THEIR ODA COMMITMENTS TO SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA? ($ MILLIONS, 2010 PRICES)
2004 ODA

2010 ACTUAL ODA

TOTAL CHANGE

2010 TARGET

SHORTFALL

% OF 2010 TARGET

2004-10

INCREASES MET

CANADA

1,105

1,884

779

1,500

FRANCE

3,119

4,205

1,086

5,543

-1,338

45%

GERMANY

2,453

3,432

979

6,724

-3,292

23%

ITALY

1,278

1,200

-78

5,018

-3,818

-2%

JAPAN (BILATERAL)

547

1,645

1,098

1,422

UK

2,509

5,059

2,550

5,488

US

5,268

9,550

4,282

8,800

G7

17,479

28,676

11,197

35,706

-7,030

61%

EU 15

16,005

22,546

6,541

34,907

-12,361

35%

DAC

26,162

39,677

13,515

50,237

-10,560

56%

197%

126%
86%

-429

121%

The totals for G7 and DAC include Japan’s multilateral contributions (i.e. Total Japanese aid)

FIGURE 4

FIGURE 5

DONORS RANKED ACCORDING TO SSA ODA
VOLUME INCREASES 2004-10

DONORS RANKED ACCORDING TO SSA ODA/GNI RATIO INCREASES 2004-10

$ millions (2010 constant prices)
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FOCUS ON SUB-SAHARAN
AFRICA
The Gleneagles commitments on development assistance
placed special emphasis on scaling up resources to sub-Saharan Africa. The region was, and still is, furthest behind on its
path to meeting the MDGs. Of the commitments established
in 2005, roughly half of the total increases were designated
for the region.
DAC donors increased global development assistance by
$37.794 billion between 2004 and 2010, from $87.27 billion
to $125.064 billion; 36% of those increases were directed to
sub-Saharan Africa.

As a group, the G7 out-performed other groups of donors
(driven particularly by the US and Japan), with 43% ($11.197
billion) of their global increases going to sub-Saharan Africa
between 2004 and 2010. This compared with just 28% for
the EU15 and 36% for DAC countries overall. Given the EU’s
specific Gleneagles commitment to the region, its poor
performance is of particularly concerning and needs to be
addressed in future development assistance allocations. During the period 2004–10, Japan and Canada directed the largest
proportions of their increases to sub-Saharan Africa (140% and
62% respectively) and Italy the smallest (14%).
The annual proportion of total global ODA directed to
sub-Saharan Africa rose only marginally between 2004 and
2009, from 28% to 29%. The proportion of G7 ODA to the
region increased from 27% in 2004 to 30% in 2009.3

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

TRENDS IN DEVELOPMENT
ASSISTANCE 2004–10

FIGURE 6

PROPORTION OF G7 ODA DIRECTED TO SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA, 2004–10
($ MILLIONS, 2010 PRICES)
SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA
2004

2010

GLOBAL
CHANGE
BETWEEN
2004 AND
2010

2004

% OF INCREASE
DIRECTED TO SSA
2010

CHANGE
BETWEEN
2004 AND
2010

G7

17,479

28,676

11,197

60,871

86,777

25,906

43%

EU15

16,005

22,546

6,541

43,534

66,640

23,107

28%

DAC

26,162

39,677

13,515

125,064

37,794

36%

87,270
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IMPACT OF DEBT
CANCELLATION ON
MONITORING TRENDS IN ODA
ONE has always excluded bilateral debt relief from its analysis of ODA flows (see methodology section for more details).
Although debt cancellation is a critical resource for lowincome countries and has enabled tremendous development
progress over the past decade, including debt relief in ODA
flows overstates the annual resources available for development financing and, because of the erratic nature of debt
relief, skews actual ODA trends. ONE’s final 2004–10 analysis
demonstrates that excluding debt relief has made trends in
development assistance much more visible. With debt relief
now declining to more modest levels, donors should exclude
these volumes when monitoring their own progress and
making future ODA commitments.

FIGURE 7

DECLINING IMPACT OF DEBT RELIEF ON ODA TO SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA
45,000

$ millions, 2010 constant prices

40,000
35,000
30,000

GLOBAL STRATEGY FOR WOMEN’S AND CHILDREN’S
HEALTH: On 22 September 2010, UN Secretary-General Ban

25,000

Ki-moon announced a $40 billion commitment to promote maternal and child health, aiming to accelerate progress towards
MDGs 4 and 5 by saving the lives of 16 million women and children over the age of five years. Of the $40 billion total, around
$27 billion was new money committed by governments, with
$8.6 billion coming from developing nations.

20,000
15,000
10,000
5,000
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In an annex to the Gleneagles Communiqué, the G8 and their
partners committed to help achieve a set of development
outcomes by 2010. These included universal access to HIV/AIDS
treatment, universal access to primary education and making
trade ‘work for Africa’. Although many of these commitments
were vague, difficult to monitor and ultimately not achieved,
they marked an important shift in the development agenda by
tying resource commitments to intended outcomes.
The Gleneagles summit took place during the height
of the public’s attention to the HIV/AIDS crisis. Much of the
increases in development assistance following Gleneagles
was driven by a focus on global health, specifically on fighting
infectious diseases such as HIV/AIDS and malaria. More recently, development partners have increased investments in
health systems, food security and agricultural development.
Two of the major sectoral commitments that extend beyond
2010 (which ONE will be monitoring in upcoming reports)
were recently agreed and are described here.
L’AQUILA FOOD SECURITY INITIATIVE: In 2009, world leaders
met in L’Aquila, Italy and agreed the Joint Declaration on Global
Food Security, referred to as the L’Aquila Food Security Initiative
(AFSI). 40 government heads and international organisations
committed to providing $20 billion over three years to help
farmers in poor countries boost productivity, signalling a new
focus on sustainable agricultural investment that was previously absent from G8 communiqués.

50,000

0

SECTOR-ORIENTED
DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

2000
2001
2002
2003
■ SSA ODA (excluding debt relief)

2004
2005
2006
■ SSA debt relief

2007

2008

2009

2010

2010 marked a turning point for the development community and for advocacy efforts. Though only a few development assistance commitments expired last year, the cohesive
benchmark of 2010 that tied donors together towards a common goal ended. While many donors have targets that extend
beyond 2010 in line with the MDGs, the sense of collective
accountability has diminished.
Simultaneously, the need for resources has increased.
Though estimates vary widely, some experts predict that sub-Saharan Africa could require $72 billion in development assistance
annually to achieve the MDGs.4 However, it is important to note
that this target is three years old and does not include increased
costs associated with climate adaptation. Mobilising these
resources will be exceptionally difficult given the constrained

economic climate and pressure for fiscal austerity across
developed countries. This situation is not expected to change
significantly; therefore, every effort to deliver development
assistance commitments must be matched with efforts to
improve effectiveness and strengthen partnerships.
While a new global compact with delineated financial
commitments seems increasingly unlikely, clarity on individual
commitments, provided in a manner that can be aggregated
across donors, would be a critical step towards equipping
countries with the information they need to build strategies
to meet the MDGs. The TRACK Principles provide a blueprint
for the type of commitments that ONE has found be easiest to
monitor during the past five years; this approach was recently
embraced by the DAC through the DAC Pledging Guidelines.
In addition, donors should scale up their support for
mechanisms that are best able to deliver results, and continue
the trend of outlining development outcomes alongside commitments on inputs.

The 2015 target for Africa is derived
from two components.

FIGURE 8

ODA COMMITMENTS THROUGH TO 2015

US$ millions, 2010 prices

80,000

50,000

18,085

Q Non-EU donors have not made new
ODA commitments for the region. This
graph assumes a minimum maintenance
of 2010 levels for these donors. This
does not represent an official target.

46,276

ONE calls for non-EU donors to set new
development assistance targets and for
all donors to clarify their 2015 goals for
sub-Saharan Africa in accordance with
the TRACK Principles.
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TOWARDS 2015:
MEETING THE MILLENNIUM
DEVELOPMENT GOALS

36,060

41,168

2010
2011
2012
2013
■ EU ODA (2010 baseline)
■ EU ODA (target)
■ Non-EU ODA (2010 baseline)

2014

51,385

2015

Q The EU 15 target of 0.7% ODA/GNI
allocates half of total global increases to
the African continent. Indicative intermediate targets are based on a straight line
trajectory between 2010 and 2015.
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DELIVERING DEVELOPMENT
ASSISTANCE
Official development assistance (ODA) is a
standard definition of what donors can count
as development assistance for developing
countries, as defined by the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC). This
definition is agreed upon by all 24 members
of the DAC (including all G8 countries except
Russia) and allows both a fair comparison of
donors and assurance that the funding being
compared is used for development purposes.
The 2011 DATA Report monitors ODA in
constant 2010 US dollars. This helps provide a
universal reference point across donors. It also
ensures that the full value committed to in
Gleneagles is not eroded by inflation (pledged
nominal increases by some donors notwithstanding). The figures in this report are also
net of bilateral debt relief. While debt relief
is immensely valuable and frees up funding that would otherwise go to debt service
payments, the rules of counting bilateral debt
cancellation as ODA (which are set by donors
themselves) overstate both the value of the
debt relief and what the donor has to pay to
provide it. As pointed out in previous reports,
debt relief can provide an artificial boost to
ODA in some years.
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There is a significant time lag in the reporting
of ODA data. While this report can only evaluate preliminary 2010 ODA data, the budgets
that will determine spending in 2011 and
even 2012 will either have been agreed or are
in the process of being agreed now. In order
to assess donors’ performances with the most
current information, ONE recognises that the
DATA Report should include development assistance actions taken in the current calendar
year. Unfortunately, no source exists that
evaluates donors’ future spending plans with
a standard methodology.

OVERVIEW OF COMMITMENTS

MEETING COMMITMENTS BY 2015

Figure 9 provides details on donors’ development assistance
commitments beyond 2010. The G7 and EU commitments can
be summarized as follows.
Q EUROPEAN DONORS, including the four EU G8 members,
established their commitments in the lead-up to Gleneagles, and these targets extend to 2015.
Q CANADA’S commitment was to meet a quantitative target
and then maintain that level, although the duration of this
commitment has not been specified.
Q THE US set a quantitative target to double assistance by
2010, but since then has not made a new commitment to
sub-Saharan Africa. Future commitments are focused on
key sectoral areas including global health and food security.
Q JAPAN’S commitment was modest as it focused only on
bilateral increases, but it does extend through 2012.
One important point to note is that, although the EU has
committed 50% of its increases to the African continent, the
proportion of resources intended for sub-Saharan Africa is
not defined (though there is a commitment to allocate 0.15%
GNI for low-income countries, most of which are in sub-Saharan Africa). This shift of focus to the entire African continent
means that North African countries of increasing geopolitical
importance (such as Egypt, Tunisia and Libya) will now be
grouped with sub-Saharan countries. ONE is concerned that
the expansion of focus from sub-Saharan Africa to include
North Africa may dilute the magnitude of the commitment
and the focus on poverty alleviation.

Figure 8 provides the best aggregation of targets by 2015 that
ONE can compile at this time, using quantitative targets for
the EU commitments and assuming flatlined ODA for donors
that do not have targets beyond 2010. ONE calls on all donors
to clarify their commitments to sub-Saharan Africa so that an
official 2015 target can be derived and monitored.
Taken one way, Figure 9 generates optimism. If all EU
countries redouble their efforts to meet their 0.7% ODA/GNI
commitments by 2015, development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa would reach $69.4 billion in 2015, within reach of
the estimated $72 billion that is needed annually to support
reaching the MDGs. If non-EU countries continued to increase
their development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa at a rate
comparable to the EU, then development assistance from all
donors would reach levels as high as $87 billion by 2015.
Given the poor performance of certain countries (such as
Italy) during the past five years, as well as the recent introduction of austerity measures in many European countries, it
is unclear whether the EU will reach 0.7% ODA/GNI by 2015.
Achieving the global ODA target for 2015 will require the
same growth rate registered by the DAC group in the postGleneagles period (assuming that non-EU donors flatline
ODA to 2015). Achieving 2015 targets for Africa, however, will
require accelerated growth — a 65% increase over 2010 levels, compared with a 44% growth rate since Gleneagles. This
means that, within an overall scenario of continued growth,
continuing the prioritisation of sub-Saharan Africa laid out at
Gleneagles is more critical than ever.
Given these uncertainties, it is critical that development
partners accelerate their efforts to enhance the impact of existing resources by pursuing a revitalised plan for increasing
aid effectiveness and ensuring that new sources of financing,
including innovative financing mechanisms, are maximised.

ODA COMMITMENTS BEYOND 2010
Global

Africa

AUSTRALIA

Reach 0.5% ODA/ GNI by 2015/16; 0.15% for least developed countries (LDCs)

CANADA

Cap the International Assistance Envelope (which includes ODA) at CAD$5 billion annually for an undetermined length of time

FRANCE

Reach 0.7% ODA/ GNI by 2015 as part of the 2005 EU
commitment on development assistance

Direct 50% of the increases between actual ODA in 2004 and
targeted global ODA in 2015 to the African continent

GERMANY

Reach 0.7% ODA/ GNI by 2015 as part of the 2005 EU
commitment on development assistance

Direct 50% of the increases between actual ODA in 2004 and
targeted global ODA in 2015 to the African continent

ITALY

Reach 0.7% ODA/ GNI by 2015 as part of the 2005 EU
commitment on development assistance

Direct 50% of the increases between actual ODA in 2004 and
targeted global ODA in 2015 to the African continent

JAPAN

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

FIGURE 9

Double aid to Africa by 2012

SOUTH KOREA

Reach 0.15% ODA/GNI by 2012; and 0.25% by 2015

UNITED
KINGDOM

The United Kingdom has committed to reach 0.7% ODA/ Direct 50% of the increases between actual ODA in 2004 and
GNI by 2015 as part of the 2005 EU commitment on de- targeted global ODA in 2015 to the African continent
velopment assistance

Double aid to Africa by 2012 (from 2009 levels)

UNITED STATES

EU15

Reach 0.7% ODA/ GNI by 2015 as part of the 2005 EU
commitment on development assistance

Direct 50% of the increases between actual ODA in 2004 and
targeted global ODA in 2015 to the African continent
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RESULTS
SINCE 2000

750,000
children are alive due
to malaria interventions
in Africa

4m

HIV+ Africans have
access to ARV treatment

46.5m
more children in school
in SSA
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THE TRACK PRINCIPLES
During the past five years, the need for strong
commitments has become increasingly clear.
Going forward, stakeholders must focus on the
strength of the commitments laid out from the
start in order to ensure better outcomes. While
bold commitments should still be strongly encouraged and welcomed, ONE hopes that the
following questions will be asked seriously (and
answered positively). These ‘TRACK’ principles
have been developed and agreed by ONE, Development Initiatives, AidInfo, the African Progress
Panel and independent consultant Richard Manning (former Chair of the OECD DAC).

their governments – and the whole development
sector – accountable for delivery of these results.

IS IT TRANSPARENT?
Every quantifiable commitment should come
with – or be swiftly followed by – a clear presentation which shows how many years the commitment is for; a clear deadline; which budget line
item the commitment is coming from; what the
initial baseline is; and how the budget line item
will change in future years. All this information
needs to be comprehensive, comparable and
timely, and to be available and accessible to the
citizens of both recipient and donor countries.
It should be accessible, ideally in machine-readable formats, on websites and in line with the
International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI)
format standards.

IS IT CONDITIONAL?
Often increases in resources are conditional
upon changes in policy, both by the government
and other agencies which are programming
the resources, and above all by the implementing partner in the recipient developing country.
Some conditionalities are onerous and much
research has shown that conditions that impose policy choices on the recipient tend to be
counter-productive. Others are important and
necessary (i.e. the need for fiscal transparency
and good audits and monitoring of projects). In
either case, however, it is important for the conditionalities to be clear and openly presented.

IS IT RESULTS-ORIENTED?
Financial promises should link expenditure to
real-world outcomes. In the context of ODA, these
outcomes should be set by the recipient countries. A clear presentation of desired results will
help the citizens of developing countries to hold

IS IT ADDITIONAL?
Perhaps the most difficult aspect of making
promises, and one which makes the process vulnerable to abuse, is judging whether or not any
of the money promised is new and additional.
There is often confusion as to the meaning of
additionality, as donors can justify new commitments as being ‘new’ in many ways. Overall,
every promise that claims to be ‘additional’ must
answer the question ‘additional to what?’.

HOW WILL WE KNOW IT’S BEEN KEPT?
As part of any major promise, a mechanism
should be identified, preferably an independent
mechanism, to measure and monitor progress
through the life-cycle of the promise to help
ensure that it is kept and that performance along
the way is publicised to citizens and the media.

In addition to bilateral assistance, donors contribute resources
to a number of multilateral mechanisms. This section profiles
a few of these organisations. Though this is not an exhaustive
list, it includes the multilateral mechanisms that ONE believes
have effectively prioritised sub-Saharan Africa and have had
recent (or have upcoming) financing conferences.

INTERNATIONAL
DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION
(IDA)
IDA is the concessional lending arm of the World Bank which
provides low-interest loans and grants to the world’s least
developed countries. IDA works in 79 countries around the
world, 39 of which are in sub-Saharan Africa. Over the past
decade, it has helped save 13 million lives through supporting immunisations for more than 310 million children, improved access to water for more than 100 million people and
supported the construction or rehabilitation of more than
100,000 kilometres of roads.
IDA is funded through replenishment rounds held every
three years, during which donors pledge funds and review
policies. The most recent replenishment (IDA 16) was completed in December 2010, and will fund IDA’s activities from
2012 to 2015. At the meeting, donors pledged a record $49.3
billion, the largest amount in IDA’s history and an 18% increase from the IDA 15 replenishment. In order to receive the
pledges, commitments have to be approved by donor governments. Key themes for IDA 16 include gender, climate change,
fragile states and crisis response.
IDA is the largest external development financier in
Africa. Since 1960, it has disbursed more than $220 billion in
support to low-income countries, half of which has gone to
countries in sub-Saharan Africa. In 2010, global IDA commitments increased from $14 billion to $14.5 billion, and disbursements increased from $9 billion to $11.5 billion..5 $7.2
billion, or 49%, of IDA commitments were directed to Africa in
2010. Also in 2010, a significant portion ($5.3 billion) of global

IDA commitments funded infrastructure projects, an increase
of 9% from 2009.
The World Bank predicts that at least five African countries will achieve middle-income status in the next ten years.6
IDA recipient countries are eligible for ‘graduation’ from IDA
when they exceed a target per capita income guideline or
when their creditworthiness allows them to receive assistance from the International Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (IBRD). Owned and operated by member countries, the IBRD uses funds raised on global financial markets
to promote sustainable development through loans, risk
management and analytical and advisory services. The IBRD
had its second consecutive record-breaking year in FY 2010,
when lending increased to $44.2 billion for 164 operations. In
April 2010, the 186 countries that own the World Bank Group
approved an $86.2 billion General Capital Increase (GCI) and
increased the voting power of developing countries by just
over 3%.
The Bank estimates that the graduation of middleincome countries from IDA over the next 20 years could free
up 40% of IDA resources for low-income countries. As a result,
73% of resources in IDA 21 would go to countries in sub-Saharan Africa, up from 52% in IDA 15.7

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE

OVERVIEW OF MULTILATERAL
MECHANISMS

AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK
(AfDB) AND THE AFRICAN
DEVELOPMENT FUND (ADF)
The African Development Bank Group consists of two parts:
the African Development Bank (AfDB), which provides ‘hard’
lending to qualified countries, and the African Development
Fund (ADF), which provides both low-interest loans and
grants to the 38 least developed countries (LDCs) in Africa.
The ADF, which is financed by 26 donors, supports infrastructure, governance and regional integration projects in
countries across the continent.
The ADF is funded through replenishment rounds, during which donors commit funding for a three-year cycle. The
ADF completed its twelfth replenishment (ADF-12) in 2010,
with $9.5 billion pledged for 2011–13, a 10.6% increase in donor contributions from the $8.9 billion that was promised for
2008–10. The twelfth ADF replenishment was finalised in Tu-
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nis in September 2010.8 ADF-12 will fund projects focused on
priority areas, including infrastructure, governance, regional
integration and fragile states, as well as integrating the
cross-cutting issues of private sector development, climate
change adaptation and mitigation, gender, food security and
agricultural productivity.9
Between 1967 and 2009, the African Development Bank
Group provided 3,417 loans and grants to 53 countries,
worth a total of $79.69 billion. As a part of measures taken
to address the global financial crisis in 2009, the Governors,
who represent the Group’s shareholders, approved a GCI that
tripled the Bank’s capital resources to nearly $100 billion.
This substantial increase allows the AfDB to sustain a higher
level of lending in response to overwhelming demand in all
countries caused by the recent financial crisis.
The AfDB continues to implement reforms recommended
by the Governor’s Consultative Committee (GCC), including
improving the Bank’s risk management capacity, business processes, human resources and results management framework.

THE GLOBAL FUND TO FIGHT AIDS,
TUBERCULOSIS AND MALARIA
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The Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria is the
world’s largest external health financier, providing two-thirds
of all international financing to fight malaria and TB, as well
as one-quarter of all financing used to fight HIV/AIDS since
2002. The Global Fund is an innovative partnership between
governments, civil society, the private sector and affected
communities that raises and distributes resources for countrydriven programmes. By providing AIDS treatment for 3 million
people, TB treatment for 7.7 million people and 160 million
insecticide-treated bed nets to help fight malaria, programmes
supported by the Fund have saved 6.5 million lives since 2002.
Since 2002, the Global Fund has committed a total of
$21.7 billion to support prevention, treatment and care programmes for AIDS, TB and malaria in 150 countries, of which
$13 billion has been disbursed to date. Every three years, the
Fund holds a voluntary replenishment conference. In October
2010, it held its third replenishment and secured $11.7 billion
in pledges from donors for 2011–13. However, this fell short
of the lowest scenario ($13 billion) the Fund released outlining its estimated resource needs.

Without additional pledges, the Global Fund will be unable to scale up programming. Donors need to continue to
expand their support for the Fund, which continues to prove
itself an effective mechanism to address three deadly epidemics and contribute to stronger health systems in the process. The Global Fund will also have to work hard to maximise
the impact of its grant funds, focusing on the most effective
tools and the most at-risk populations. Countries benefiting
from the Fund’s resources also have a responsibility to use the
money wisely, to redouble efforts to eliminate corruption and
to increase their own financial and political commitments to
fighting AIDS, TB and malaria and improving health for all.
The Global Fund board is set to approve a new strategy at
the end of 2011, and that is a key opportunity to put this all
together into a coherent plan for making the Global Fund an
even better and more effective partner.
The Global Fund consistently undergoes self-evaluation to
identify ways to use its investments more effectively. It recently
announced that it will take additional measures to reinforce
financial safeguards and enhance its capacity to prevent and
detect fraud and misuse of funds. Additionally, it is organising a panel of experts to review its systems and ensure that its
approaches to fraud prevention remain among the strongest
in the world. Its board continues to examine how its investments can have positive impacts on broader issues of maternal
and child health, but at this time the Fund remains committed
specifically to work around AIDS, TB and malaria.

GAVI
The Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunisation (GAVI)
was created in 2000 to complement and strengthen existing immunisation programmes. GAVI plays a critical role in
increasing access to under-utilised vaccines and currently
funds immunisation programmes for new and under-utilised
vaccines in 72 of the poorest countries in the world. By pooling demand, it can help to drive down the cost of vaccines for
developing nations. GAVI also plays a critical role in incentivising the development of new vaccines for the developing
world and separately working to strengthen health systems
in developing countries. Since its launch in 2000, GAVI and its
partners have averted an estimated 5.4 million deaths and
have supported the immunisation of more than 288 million

THE GLOBAL AGRICULTURE
AND FOOD SECURITY
PROGRAMME (GAFSP)
The Global Agriculture and Food Security Programme (GAFSP)
is a multilateral trust fund designed to quickly finance
resource gaps in developing countries’ national food security
and agricultural development plans. The GAFSP was launched
in 2010 in an effort to fulfil commitments made at the 2009
L’Aquila G8 summit, where 12 donor countries and the European Commission committed to principles of aid effectiveness in this sector and to $22 billion for global food security
and agricultural development programmes. The US estimates
that the L’Aquila Food Security Initiative will increase the
incomes of 40 million people and will prevent stunting in 10
million children.

Upon a call for proposals, potential recipient governments develop proposals and submit them to the GAFSP
steering committee. A Technical Advisory Committee then
reviews the proposals, and the Steering Committee makes
the final funding decisions at its next meeting. Thus far, funding decisions have been limited more by resource constraints
than by a lack of good proposals.
Seven donors – Australia, Canada, Ireland, Korea, Spain,
the US and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation – have made
pledges to GAFSP. Less than one-third – $321 million of $914
million – of these pledges have been received. Notably, Korea
and Ireland have not contributed any of their pledges, and the
US shows the largest gap between pledge and contribution
amount, thus far contributing only $67 million of its $475 million pledge. Due to this lack of promised financing, the GAFSP
was able to finance only three of the 21 country proposals it
received in November 2011, at a total value of $97 million.
In January 2011, the GAFSP’s Technical Advisory Committee
recommended a set of proposals to the Steering Committee for
funding when donors fulfil their commitments.
The GAFSP is a critical component of the global plan to
improve food security and stimulate broad-based economic
growth in the world’s poorest countries. Thus, it is of urgent
importance that donors which have made pledges to the
GAFSP deliver on their commitments, both to implement these
high-quality proposals and to leverage additional financing
from donors that have not yet made pledges. GAFSP donor contributions are expected through to 2013 and implementation
is expected through to 2019.
In terms of governance and structure, the Fund has
several innovative features, including mechanisms to ensure
that it is transparent in choosing proposals to fund. Its Steering Committee, which has the final say on which proposals
get funded, is made up of representatives from both donor
countries and potential recipient countries, while international organisations and Southern and Northern civil society
organisations provide advice to the Technical Advisory Committee. While most funding is channelled through the public
sector, there is also a ‘private sector window’, through which
private firms and financial institutions doing business in eligible countries can submit proposals for funding in the form
of loans, credit guarantees or equity. This window works just
like the public window and has the benefit of stimulating not
only smallholder farming but also larger agribusinesses.

% OF
GLOBAL ODA
INCREASES TO
SSA 2004-10

43%
28%
36%
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children. With GAVI’s help, global immunisation coverage
for three doses of the diphtheria-tetanus-pertussis vaccine
(DTP3) rose from just over 65% in 2000 to almost 80% in 2009.
Between 2011 and 2015, GAVI aims to disburse $6.8 billion to poor countries to support immunisation plans. Of this
amount, $3.1 billion has already been promised by donors,
which means that GAVI’s funding gap for 2011–15 is $3.7
billion. Nearly half of the $6.8 billion to be disbursed will be
used to roll out two new vaccines for rotavirus and pneumococcal disease to fight strains of the two biggest disease
killers of children: diarrhoea and pneumonia.
In June 2011, leaders will gather in London for GAVI’s first
resource pledging conference. If given sufficient resources,
GAVI will be equipped to make significant advances towards
reducing child mortality by immunising 90 million children
with the pneumococcal vaccine (to fight pneumonia), 53 million children with the rotavirus vaccine (to fight diarrhoea)
and 230 million children against the five deadly diseases
covered by a single shot of pentavalent vaccine. With these
vaccines, GAVI expects to reach 243 million children and save
the lives of 3.9 million children by 2015.

G7

EU15

DAC
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Since the launch of the
Millennium Development
Goals (MDGs) in 2000,
a global consensus has
emerged that the poorest
countries will need
substantial external
resources in order to meet
these ambitious targets.

Development assistance commitments, however, still
fall far short of the financing required to meet the goals.
Though estimates vary widely, some experts predict that
sub-Saharan Africa could require $72 billion in external
financing annually to achieve the MDGs, a price tag
that is significantly higher than both the amounts
of development assistance promised and delivered
to the region in 2010 ($50.2 billion and $29.7 billion
respectively).1
This resource gap, along with a desire to better
engage the private sector in global development,
has generated a demand for innovative
mechanisms to mobilise resources outside
traditional development assistance budgets.
Interested governments began sharing ideas
through the Leading Group on Innovative Financing
for Development in 2003, and innovative finance
has become a recurring agenda item in the United
Nations’ Financing for Development process.
This year, French President Nicolas Sarkozy has
identified innovative finance as a priority for the
French G8/G20 Presidency. This chapter provides an
overview of several existing innovative financing
mechanisms and presents six ideas for consideration
by the G8 and G20 in 2011. Concrete solutions should
be presented by the G20 in November.

Innovative financing mechanisms are designed to raise
resources that are additional to donors’ development assistance budgets as well as bonds issued by multilateral and
national development banks.2 These resources generally
come from citizens, corporations, donor governments and
international institutions.
As their name suggests, innovative finance mechanisms
employ creative approaches to leverage resources and to
spend them more effectively. They are designed either to
initiate new revenue streams (such as the Financial Transaction Tax, described below) to establish regulatory or demand
incentives to increase private sector resources for development, or to generate savings (such as Advance Market Commitments).
From 2000 to 2008, innovative finance mechanisms
raised an estimated $57 billion for development, including
development assistance and local currency bonds.3 Most
existing innovative finance mechanisms have been launched
for global health.
This section highlights a few examples within the wide range
of approaches employed by existing innovative finance
mechanisms and their impact on global development.

ADVANCED MARKET COMMITMENTS (AMCs)
AMCs were designed to improve access to essential products
by addressing the main disincentive for private companies
to develop products for customers in low-income countries
– uncertain or small profit margins. AMCs create a viable future market by guaranteeing funding to purchase a product
before it has been developed. These commitments provide
producers with an incentive to invest money in research,
training staff and building manufacturing facilities. Participating companies then make binding commitments to supply the product for a certain amount of time, often at a lower
price after donor funds are spent.
The first AMC was launched in 2009 to accelerate access to vaccines against pneumococcal disease. Although a
pneumococcal disease vaccine was developed in 2000, an
affordable and appropriate vaccine did not exist for developing countries. Canada, Italy, Norway, Russia, the UK and the
Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation committed $1.5 billion for
a future vaccine. GlaxoSmithKline (GSK) and Pfizer Inc. were
the first two companies to make long-term commitments to
supply new vaccines for the pneumococcal AMC at a maximum price of $3.50 per dose for the next ten years, compared
with $70 in developed countries. AMCs have been utilised
exclusively for vaccines thus far, but lessons learned from the
pilot AMC could help shape future plans for additional AMCs
for other diseases or issues outside the health sector.

$57
BILLION
Amount raised through
innovative finance
mechanisms between
2000 and 2008
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$7

BILLION
has been generated
by innovative finance
mechanisms for health
since 2006.

DEBT2HEALTH
Debt2Health is an innovative financing initiative that
complements programmes of the Global Fund to Fight
AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria in partner countries. In the
Debt2Health model, creditors agree to cancel a portion of a
country’s debt on the condition that the country invests an
agreed upon counter-payment in a Global Fund-approved
programme. The Global Fund then channels the counterpart
payment back to the beneficiary country.
Germany pioneered the Debt2Health initiative in 2007,
with the first three-party agreement with the Global Fund
and Indonesia, worth $72.6 million. Germany has since
signed additional debt swaps with the Global Fund and
Pakistan to finance tuberculosis interventions as well as a
debt swap to support HIV/AIDS programmes in Côte d’Ivoire.4
Australia became the second donor to participate in the
Debt2Health initiative in 2009, with an agreement to cancel
$66.1 million worth of commercial debt in exchange for
support to Global Fund programmes in Indonesia. To date,
a total of $212.5 million of debt has been cancelled through
agreements between creditor and beneficiary countries.
Similar models have been piloted for environmental funding,
and discussions are ongoing with other creditor countries to
encourage additional agreements for health.

INTERNATIONAL FINANCE FACILITY
FOR IMMUNISATION
The International Finance Facility for Immunisation (IFFIm)
model uses financial markets to convert future aid flows into
immediate resources for the Global Alliance for Vaccines and
Immunisation (GAVI). Vaccines provide a lifetime of protection against debilitating and deadly diseases; for every year
a child remains unvaccinated, he or she potentially faces
serious health risks which could later lead to high treatment
costs from avoidable diseases. The IFFIm helps address this
challenge by converting long-term funding into immediate cash resources, allowing more children to be vaccinated
against preventable diseases. The IFFIm raises money by
issuing bonds on capital markets and converting government
pledges for the bonds into immediate cash resources. Longterm government pledges are used to repay the bonds.
The IFFIm was launched by the UK in 2006, with support
from France, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, South Africa, Spain
and Sweden. Additionally, Australia has demonstrated support
for the IFFIm through a new pledge (subject to the signing
of a contribution agreement) worth $254 million and Brazil
has pledged $20 million (awaiting parliamentary approval).
In total, these governments have pledged $6.2 billion to the
IFFIm over 23 years. Thus far, the IFFIm has raised more than $3
billion for GAVI through bond issues. Thanks to IFFIm funding,
GAVI was able to make a long-term purchase commitment on
the 5-in-1 pentavalent vaccine to immunise children against
five deadly diseases (diphtheria, tetanus, pertussis, Hib and
Hepatitis B) in a single vaccine. The goal of the IFFIm is to
disburse up to $4 billion for immunisation programmes by
2015 to vaccinate more than 500 million people. Thus far, it
has raised more than $3 billion for GAVI, $1.6 billion of which
has been disbursed to support the purchase and delivery of
vaccines in 70 countries. New resources through the IFFIm will
eventually run out as it launches its final bonds and government pledges are exhausted to repay bonds.

UNITAID AND MASSIVEGOOD

Product (RED) is designed to mobilise the power of the consumer by providing an option to choose products that support
improved global health outcomes. (RED) works to raise awareness and money for the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria by building partnerships with established
consumer brands and establishing (RED)-branded products.
(RED) agrees to market these products and the life-saving
outcomes of purchasing them, and the companies agree to
contribute a portion of their profits from each (RED) item sold.
Since its launch in 2006, (RED) has formed partnerships with
globally recognised brands, including American Express, Apple,
Converse, Dell, Gap, Microsoft, Nike and Starbucks.
The purchase of (RED) products has generated more than
$164 million for the Global Fund. 100% of (RED) money is
allocated to Global Fund grants in Ghana, Lesotho, Rwanda,
South Africa, Swaziland and Zambia. More than 5 million
people have benefited from HIV/AIDS programmes supported
by (RED) and the Global Fund in these countries. To date,
(RED) money has helped provide 145,000 HIV-positive people
with ARV treatment, 84,000 HIV-positive pregnant women
with preventive ART and 4.8 million people with HIV/AIDS
counselling and testing.

UNITAID was created to help increase access to treatment for
HIV/AIDS, malaria and tuberculosis by improving the price,
quality and availability of key medicines and diagnostics. It
was launched in 2006 by Brazil, Chile, France, Norway and
the UK, and currently receives support from 29 countries and
the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. Approximately 70%
of UNITAID’S funding is derived from a $1–$40 levy on airline
tickets for flights departing from select UNITAID member
countries (the remaining 30% of funds are provided through
direct contributions from donors). To date, UNITAID has raised
$1.5 billion and has disbursed more than $1 billion. UNITAID
channels its funds through partners active in the fight against
HIV/AIDS, malaria and tuberculosis and partnerships are at the
cornerstone of its success. These resources have helped reduce
the cost of paediatric AIDS treatments by 60%, delivered over
19 million artemisinin-based combination therapy malaria
treatments and purchased 750,000 TB treatments.
In 2010, MASSIVEGOOD was launched in the US and
Spain to replicate the voluntary model of UNITAID in nonparticipating countries and to empower citizens by creating a mechanism that would allow them to support global
health causes, even though their country may not be a donor
country. MASSIVEGOOD gives consumers the option of making a $2 contribution towards global health causes every time
they purchase a plane ticket, reserve a hotel room or rent a
car. Contributions to MASSIVEGOOD are designed to support
UNITAID projects, although little funding (only $50,000 as of
May 2010) has been raised to date, due to high start-up costs
and slow integration of the donation mechanism into travel
distribution and reservations systems.5

5
MILLION
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PRODUCT (RED)

people have been
provided with HIV/AIDS
counselling, testing,
or treatment thanks
to (RED) and the
Global Fund
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LOOKING AHEAD

NEW OPPORTUNITIES TO LEVERAGE INNOVATIVE FINANCING
FOR DEVELOPMENT

The wide range of existing
and proposed innovative
mechanisms is a testament
to the growing importance
of these resource streams in
global development finance.

Because international commitments to increase development
assistance will fall short of the resources needed to achieve
the MDGs (even if they are fully met), it is critical that the G8
and G20 affirm that any new resources leveraged by innovative mechanisms in the coming years will be additional to
existing development assistance commitments.
This section outlines six innovative finance proposals for
the G8 and G20 to consider. Although there are other proposals that ONE supports, these six are most representative of
the range of existing ideas. Following a review of existing
and proposed innovative financing instruments, these ideas
were selected based on three main criteria: first, they are both
politically and technically feasible for at least a sub-set of
G20 countries in 2011; second, consistent with aid effectiveness principles, they do not require the creation of additional
institutions or implementing agencies; and third, they have
the potential to leverage significant amounts of development
finance and can therefore make a substantial contribution
toward the achievement of the MDGs.
In addition to these criteria, several of the options were
chosen based on their aim to mobilise private sector resources for development, which creates a multiplier effect for
each dollar invested. This approach is closely aligned with the
economic growth and development focus of the G20’s development consensus and multi-year work plan.
It is also important to note that there are several promising proposals to increase domestic resources for development
from developing country governments (for example, through
development bonds or social protection funds with contributions from commodity exports). Although future ONE reports
will address the efforts of African governments to leverage
their own resources for development, this report is focused
on the governments of the G8 and the G20.

For decades, the diasporas of the developing world have
been channelling resources back to their home countries
through finances sent to friends and family, which are called
remittances. An estimated $325 billion of remittances flow
to developing countries each year, more than eight times the
volume of development assistance received by those countries
in 2010. An estimated 7% ($22.75 billion) of global remittances
flow to sub-Saharan Africa. Because remittances are person-to
person flows that recipients do not usually need to repay, they
are considered to have a direct impact on poverty alleviation.
Studies show that remittances are usually used to supplement
daily living expenses, including spending on education and
health, and can also provide capital to start small businesses.
National governments, and the G8 and G20 in particular,
could help unlock additional value from these diaspora flows
through targeted policy reforms. First, the G8 and G20 can help
maximise the value of remittances by helping to reduce the
costs of sending them from developed to developing countries.
At the 2009 summit in L’Aquila, Italy, the G8 and G20 committed to reduce the global average costs of transferring remittances from 10% to 5% by 2014. This could unlock $16.5–$33
billion annually for recipients in developing countries and
$1.15–$2.3 billion for recipients in Sub-Saharan Africa.
Since 2009, some progress has been made on this commitment. Average remittance transfer costs have been lowered by
1.1%, to reach a level of 8.9%. This decrease, which translates
into an estimated $3.6 billion that reaches people in developing countries annually, was made possible through improved
monitoring and increased transparency efforts by the World
Bank (specifically by publishing remittance costs from different
service providers). To build on this progress and to meet their
commitment to cut rates to 5%, the G8 and G20 can build partnerships with the private sector to develop intercontinental
mobile phone payment systems, pursue regulatory reform and
eliminate exclusivity clauses to increase competition.
Another diaspora-related idea is for the G8 and G20 governments to encourage the use of diaspora bonds, which are
issued by a developing country government and purchased
by the country’s diaspora overseas. Diaspora bonds can raise
funds at an interest rate significantly lower than would

otherwise be achievable for a country, and typically without a
rating. The revenues can then be used by developing countries to invest in areas that are key for development, such as
education or infrastructure. Projections indicate that diaspora bonds could raise as much as $5–$10 billion annually
for sub-Saharan Africa.6 To facilitate the use of these bonds,
the G8 and G20 could provide reliable demographic data to
developing countries to identify where their diasporas are
based, instruct multilateral development banks to support
countries in this type of bond issuance and also customise
the regulatory framework for the creation and sale of bonds
in foreign countries.
Combined, these two measures—cutting remittance
costs by an additional 5% and issuing diaspora bonds—
would result in an additional $6.65–$12.3 billion annually for
sub-Saharan Africa.

ISRAEL’S USE OF DIASPORA BONDS
In 1950 Israel launched the ‘State of Israel
Bonds’, a programme which has become
the most financially successful use of diaspora bonds. These bonds, which are mainly
targeted at the Jewish diaspora in the US,
have raised more than $32.4 billion for a wide
range of infrastructure and development
projects in Israel.7
Prime Minister David Ben Gurion introduced
the bond scheme in 1950 to raise resources
for the new state of Israel, which was struggling to accommodate streams of immigrating Holocaust survivors and recovering from
the devastating 1948 Arab-Israeli War. The
bonds have provided a steady stream of
finance for Israel for the past 60 years, supporting a wide range of projects such as the
Hadera power plant, the National Water Car-
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1. UNLOCKING VALUE FROM
DIASPORA FLOWS

rier irrigation project and the expansion of
Ben Gurion Airport.
State of Israel Bonds range from $100 to
$100,000 in value, with varying maturity periods, rates of interest and minimum investments.8 A ‘patriotic discount’ initially allowed
Israel to offer low interest rates to investors,
but since 1990 rates have been priced competitively, with fixed-rate bonds linked to the
US Treasury bond and variable bonds to London’s Interbank Offered Rate (LIBOR).9 Israel
has never defaulted or missed payments on
its sovereign debt (which includes State of
Israel bonds), and in 2010 Standard & Poor’s
gave it an ‘A’ rating with a ‘stable’ outlook.10
This performance has attracted interest from
non-Jewish and institutional investors (such
as foundations, unions and government
funds), which collectively purchased $143
million worth of bonds in 2010.11
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$6.65
TO

$12.3

BILLION
could be raised every
year for sub-Saharan
Africa by cutting
remittance costs by
an additional 5% and
issuing diaspora bonds.

2. STIMULATING PRIVATE
CAPITAL FLOWS
Multilateral development banks (MDBs) such as the World
Bank and the African, Asian and Inter-American Development
Banks can help raise substantial new resources for development through instruments that blend private capital with
concessional finance (loans with low or zero interest rates).
Evidence shows that each taxpayer dollar invested by bilateral development banks can leverage six dollars from capital
markets.12 This financing could help meet the funding gap for
infrastructure in sub-Saharan Africa, which is estimated to be
$31 billion a year (mainly for power).13 In addition, increasing
use of leveraged funding in emerging markets or advanced
developing countries would allow grants to increase in weaker
developing countries even in times of fiscal austerity.
Since the 2009 G20 summit in London, MDBs have increased their efforts in this area: the World Bank, for example,
has expanded its use of guarantees, insurance instruments
and risk management products to attract capital from private
investors who would not otherwise invest. However, the level
of activity in this field remains limited considering the potential resources it could leverage.
Through their influence within the MDBs’ decision-making processes, the G8 and G20 can help to encourage MDB
efforts to stimulate private capital flows. First, they could call
for a certain portion of the MDBs’ balance sheets to be used
for leveraging innovative streams that blend concessional
finance with private finance. Incentives and risk would need
to be carefully managed, but this would enable the banks to
scale up innovations or take them from the pilot to the implementation phase.
Finally, the G8 and G20 could commit to working with
the MDBs to pool smaller, private equity funds into a ‘fund-offunds’ that enables larger investors, such as sovereign wealth
funds, to make investments in sub-Saharan Africa. An interesting example here is the Africa Health Fund, which invests in
small and medium-sized companies with the goal of helping
low-income Africans gain access to affordable, high-quality
health services.14 The fund has an explicit double bottom line:
it will be measured not only by fiscal performance, but also by
its ability to cultivate businesses serving the poor.

3. IMF GOLD SALES
Before the financial crisis, the IMF’s loan volumes were too
low to pay for its annual costs. To address this issue, in April
2008 the IMF board adopted a new income model that
included selling over 400 tonnes of the Fund’s gold, investing the proceeds and using the returns as new income. Given
the historically high price of gold, the IMF earned much more
from these sales than it initially expected. As a result, in 2009
it agreed to use $900 million of its windfall profits to increase
its low-interest lending to poor countries.
When the sale was completed in December 2010, however, gold prices were even higher and it turned out that the
IMF had earned an extra $2.79 billion (even after creating
the endowment for its new income model and subsidising
its low-interest lending programme). Given the fact that IMF
income has also grown through increased lending (as a result
of interest and surcharges), the Fund should not use these extra profits to augment precautionary balances or add to the
profits of its gold-funded endowment. Instead, it should use
the windfall profit to support low-income countries in a way
that does not exacerbate their precarious debt sustainability.
There are several ways to do this. One easy solution is
to expand the criteria for the Post-Catastrophe Debt Relief
Trust Fund so that the IMF can not only provide debt relief to
countries in the wake of natural disasters (such as Haiti) but
also to countries that face crises created by other external
economic shocks. Other options for the IMF include making
loans under the Poverty Reduction and Growth Trust more
concessional or introducing moratoriums on repayments if
economic growth falls below a certain level.

5. ENABLING PRIVATE SECTOR
INNOVATION IN AGRICULTURE

The concept behind a Financial Transaction Tax (FTT) is for
a tax of between 0.1% and 0.005% to be levied on every
financial transaction (including derivatives and over-thecounter products). At a low tax rate of 0.01%, an FTT could
raise $288.9 billion annually worldwide, or $128.4 billion if
introduced in Europe only (EU27 plus Norway and Switzerland).15 G20 President Nicolas Sarkozy of France is advocating
for these resources to be fully used for development financing and climate mitigation and adaptation efforts.
Levying an FTT can be automated through online systems such as SWIFT, CSL and TARGET, thereby minimising the
costs of collecting revenues.16 Derivatives can be included
through ‘clearing houses’ that are currently under construction (through the Financial Reform Act in the US, as well as
pending directives in the EU and similar legislative initiatives
in other G8 and G20 countries). Furthermore, by working
through the trading platforms mentioned above, domestic
tax authorities (rather than an international body) would be
in charge of collecting the taxes. Each transaction on the electronic trading platforms bears a country of origin tag, which
would provide the basis for taxation. In order to avoid the
tax, a company within an FTT-implementing country would
have to work without those main clearance and settlement
systems (though avoiding them would be more expensive
than the tax itself).17 It is therefore possible to introduce an
FTT in the EU or Eurozone only, or to allow interested governments to ‘opt in’.
Since the global financial crisis, international support for
an FTT has evolved considerably, as several European campaigns have mobilised support and governments have begun
to explore options to recover spending for rescue packages.
Smaller bank levies have been introduced in individual G8
countries, but the FTT remains on the agenda because of the
level of resources it could leverage. This option is not politically viable for all G20 members, but it could work for a subset of countries. If established, a substantial portion of the
revenues should be used for development finance.

Investing in agriculture can be transformative for the world’s
poorest people, especially in sub-Saharan Africa, where the
sector employs nearly two-thirds of the population and
accounts for an average one-third of GDP. Yet the sector has
been neglected by public and private investment over the
past few decades, beginning to rebound only after the 2008
global food crisis helped generate new donor commitments
to increase development assistance for agriculture and food
security.
In agriculture, private sector investment and strengthening a nascent domestic private sector are needed to improve
food security, while also driving economic growth and creating employment opportunities. Relative to other sectors, agriculture presents greater barriers to private sector investment
because diverse landscapes, poor infrastructure and weak
markets suggest that returns will be low.
The G8 and G20 could engage the private sector in R&D
by stimulating demand for new and appropriate seed varieties, and could explore opportunities for ‘pulling’ the private
sector to improve the distribution and adoption of existing
agricultural technologies such as conservation practices,
fertiliser use, small-scale irrigation and post-harvest storage
and handling practices and value-added food processing in
remote and under-served areas. Similarly, the G8 and G20
could develop risk-sharing models to help small and medium
enterprises access capital and hedge against loss.
First, the G8 and G20 could build on the lessons of the
AMCs by committing to create a market for improved and appropriate seed varieties that better withstand drought, pests
and other challenges faced by smallholder farmers in developing countries. In 2000, global agricultural R&D totalled $25
billion. More than 40% of this was privately funded and 96%
of the research was conducted in developed countries. Private
sector R&D in developing countries barely surpassed 2% of
investments..18 Classed as a ‘pull mechanism’, an AMC could
create incentives for the private sector to invest in researching
and developing seed varieties for crops such as cassava and
millet, which are important in African diets and food security.
Private companies that invest in R&D will then be able to sell
these seeds in an agreed quantity and at an agreed price. Par-

$2.79
BILLION

windfall profits expected
from IMF gold sales in 2010.

$6
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4. FINANCIAL TRANSACTION
TAX

can be leveraged from
the capital markets for
each tax payer dollar
invested in bilateral
development banks.
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$70



$3.50
The reduction in the
price of a dose of
pneumococcal vaccine
in developing countries,
thanks to the AMC.
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ticipating governments are only required to pay once suitable
products become available and are locally adopted.
To generate private sector investment in addressing
market failures, such as limited infrastructure, unreliable energy and transportation, and low adoption rates of available
technologies, the G8 and G20 should take into account the
lessons learned from existing health ‘pull’ mechanisms, identify potential applications for agriculture and ensure that the
identified projects receive the necessary funding. To improve
availability and appropriate usage of existing technologies
such as fertiliser and irrigation, a modified AMC that models a public-private partnership could potentially overcome
barriers to investment. Likewise, for post-harvest storage and
processing facilities, a modified AMC could address issues of
scale and limited access to electricity to incentivise private
sector investment in these facilities in remote areas.
Second, the G8 and G20 could facilitate the flow of commercial capital to farmers looking to expand their businesses.
Two-thirds of people in sub-Saharan Africa earn their incomes
from agriculture, and available arable land and the room for
appropriate technologies to improve soil quality and crop
yields offer a huge potential for enhanced productivity.19 The
target group for this commercial capital could be the ‘missing middle’ – farmers whose financial requirements are too
large for microfinance but too small to be effectively served
by corporate banking models. One way this can be done is
by financially supporting the scale-up of risk-sharing models
such as ‘first tranche loss’ models, where donors fund the
riskiest tranches of a structured credit. Donors could reinforce
this capital with other long-term investments in agriculture,
such as entrepreneurial training for smallholder farmers or
start-up financing for agricultural businesses.

6. FOCUSING ON RESULTS TO
DRIVE HEALTH PRIORITIES
The health sector has been at the leading edge of innovative
finance for the past decade, pioneering a number of innovations (profiled earlier in this chapter). These mechanisms have
generated more than $7 billion in resources for global health
since 2006. This momentum should be maintained and built
upon in the coming years, by adapting the models based on
lessons learned and scaling up the encouraging results that
these instruments have delivered in global health.
There are three concrete steps that the G8 and G20 can
take in 2011 to build upon momentum in innovative financing for health. First, they can evaluate lessons learned from the
inaugural AMC for the pneumococcal vaccine and examine the
potential to replicate it. A working group could be tasked with
improving the model, assessing its application for new disease
areas (such as tuberculosis) and launching a new AMC. Second,
the G8 and G20 could commit to additional debt-to-health
swaps and widen the eligibility criteria to include export credit
agency debt and Highly-Indebted Poor Countries (HIPCs) that
have been thrown back into critical debt levels as a result of the
financial crisis. Finally, the G8 and G20 could commit funding
for additional IDA buy-down efforts.20
These three innovative finance measures could provide
another $7 billion for global health over the next three years,
an amount that the G8 should commit to delivering.

PARTICIPATION OF G20 COUNTRIES IN INNOVATIVE FINANCING MECHANISMS
IFFIM
(CUMULATIVE
SINCE 2006)

UNITAID
(2010 CONTRIBUTIONS
RECEIVED)

MASSIVEGOOD

DEBT2HEALTH
(CUMULATIVE
SINCE 2007)

AUCTIONING OF
CO2 (ANNUAL
CONTIRIBUTIONS)

$200 MILLION

CANADA
ITALY

AMC
(CUMULAITVE
SINCE 2009)

$601 MILLION

$635 MILLION

STARTING 2013,
UNCERTAIN IF FOR
DEVELOPMENT

JAPAN
FRANCE

$1719 MILLION

$197.4 MILLION IN 2010

PLANNING TO
INTRODUCE

GERMANY

UK

$2980 MILLION

$485 MILLION

$256 MILLION

YES (BUT NOT YET FOR
DEVELOPMENT)

$66.1 MILLION
$11 MILLION (NOT
RECEIVED AS OF 31,
DEC 2010)
$80 MILLION

RUSSIA

SOUTH KOREA

€230 MILLION IN
2010 (€120 MILLION
IND 2008 AND €230
MILLION IN 2009)

TOO EARLY TO
COMMUNICATE SOLID
FIGURES (LESS THAN
A YEAR SINCE FULL
LAUNCH)

BRAZIL

SOUTH AFRICA

€109 MILLION
SINCE 2007

£45MILLION IN 2010
($68 MILLION)

US

AUSTRALIA

STARTING 2013,
UNCERTAIN IF FOR
DEVELOPMENT
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$20 MILLION

UNITAID
SUPPORTER; BUT NO
CONTRIBUTION YET
$7 MILLION
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With budget constraints severe
in many countries and only
four years until the deadline
to achieve the Millennium
Development Goals, maximising
the impact and effectiveness
of development resources has
become even more imperative.
Donors and developing countries have made
a number of aid effectiveness commitments
in recent years, through both international
agreements (most notably the 2005 Paris
Declaration and the 2008 Accra Agenda for
Action) and individual reform efforts. In
addition, many countries have started to set
clear commitments on the impact they intend to
achieve through their development programmes.

36

This chapter evaluates donors’ progress
toward their commitments at the High
Level Forums in Paris and Accra (using
the most recent data available), profiles
additional efforts and results-oriented
commitments by individual donors and
proposes recommendations for both donors
and developing countries ahead of the Fourth
High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness, which
will take place in Busan, South Korea in
November/December 2011.
African governments must play a central role
in improving aid effectiveness, for example
by increasing the transparency of domestic
resources and ensuring accountability for the
development assistance they receive. Although
this chapter focuses on aid effectiveness
commitments and progress made by donors,
future ONE reports will assess African
governments’ progress in ensuring the efficient
use of development resources.

TARGETING RESULTS

In 2005, a group of donors, developing countries and
multilateral institutions came together in Paris for the
Second High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness. In signing the Paris Declaration, they each agreed to pursue a
set of aid effectiveness principles focused on improving
developing country ownership over development priorities; aligning with these priorities and working through
developing country systems; harmonising efforts among
donors; focusing on development results; and being held
accountable for those results. In addition, the signatories
agreed on a set of targets to achieve by 2010, along with
indicators against which to monitor progress.
In 2008, the Third High Level Forum in Accra reiterated these principles and recommended additional
areas of focus to accelerate results. The Accra Agenda
for Action called on donors to increase efforts to use
recipient country systems; provide transparent, forwardlooking budgets; reduce fragmentation of aid; focus on
results; and reduce conditionality and tied aid.
Although all G20 countries signed the Paris Declaration and Accra Agenda for Action, only progress by
DAC members and recipient countries is monitored by
the DAC. Most donors that are not members of the DAC
have not made explicit commitments to improve the
effectiveness of their development assistance. However,
it is important to note that 20 donors that are not DAC
members currently report their annual development
assistance data to the DAC, which is a critical (although
not sufficient) first step towards improving the transparency and accountability of their development assistance
commitments. ONE hopes that more donors will take
this step and make specific commitments to improve the
effectiveness of their development assistance.

Starting with the MDGs in 2000, world leaders have
increasingly incorporated results-oriented commitments
into international agreements on development. For example, the Gleneagles communiqué included objectives
that the G8 hoped to achieve with their doubling of aid
to sub-Saharan Africa, such as universal primary education and access to ARV treatment for HIV/AIDS.
These targets have been criticised for being overly
ambitious and vague. Without clear interim targets or
individual parties responsible for achieving the goals, it
has been difficult to hold individual donors accountable
for fulfilling these commitments (a challenge that the
DATA Report has faced each year).
This has started to change in recent years as donors
have increasingly set individual targets for themselves,
especially in areas such as education, health and agriculture. Many commitments to the L’Aquila Food Security
Initiative and the Muskoka Initiative on Maternal, Newborn and Child Health, for example, included targets on
numbers of people to be lifted out of poverty and deaths
prevented among pregnant mothers and children.
These results-oriented commitments have helped
to shift focus from the inputs to the impact of development programming and have started an important discussion about how to design programmes in ways that
deliver maximum results (see box at right). Yet there
are still challenges to ensuring delivery on these commitments. Monitoring is hindered by a lack of reliable,
timely and complete data, which is especially difficult in
sub-Saharan African countries where statistical capacity
is often limited.
Given these challenges, and the fact that results-oriented commitments are still a growing trend in development policy, this report profiles commitments to achieve
results, but does not attempt to monitor their delivery.
As countries continue to make these commitments and
to improve their processes for monitoring them, ONE
looks forward to monitoring them as well.

Z^h>d^Ͳ^&/EE
In recent years, many donor countries have begun
framing their development commitments around
specific targets they hope to achieve. These targets can
be outputs (such as delivering 10 million vaccines to
developing countries), outcomes (immunising 10 million
children) or impact (preventing 150,000 cases of TB).
Results-based finance (RBF) goes one step further by
making the provision of financing (or in-kind resources
for development programmes) contingent upon the
achievement of specific, agreed upon performance
goals. In some cases, RBF initiatives pay for programmes
only once the desired results of these programmes
have been achieved. In others, programmes may be
required to demonstrate results in order for funding to
be continued or expanded in subsequent years. RBF is
an umbrella term that includes output-based aid, cash
on delivery, performance-based financing, provider
payment incentives, vouchers, contracting linked to
particular targets, and conditional cash payments and
transfers to households.
Though RBF is a relatively new concept, it has already
been introduced by several development players. The
World Bank pioneered ‘output-based aid,’ its version of
RBF, with the launch of its Private Sector Development
(PSD) strategy in 2002, which provides subsidies in
exchange for delivery of health, education and other
development services. Similarly, the Global Fund assesses
the performance of its grants against time-bound
output indicators (such as decreased morbidity and
mortality), and adjusts the funding and organisation of
its programmes based on these assessments. The Center
for Global Development’s ‘cash on delivery’ approach
focuses on outcomes rather than outputs, with partner
countries deciding how best to achieve the results that
will be rewarded with funding. Developing countries
can also incorporate RBF into domestic programmes, as
Rwanda has with its healthcare system, which awards
bonuses to health workers and facilities based on their
performance against metrics such as the number of safe
childbirths in the facility.
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MONITORING PROGRESS ON PARIS
AND ACCRA
2006: Following the Paris meeting, the
OECD DAC took a survey of selected
donors and partner countries to establish
a baseline by which to measure progress
towards the five Paris Declaration
principles, using 12 indicators as proxies
– such as having operational country
strategies, making sure aid that flows are
recorded in recipient country budgets and
donors having coordinated country studies
and missions.
2008: At the Third High Level Forum
on Aid Effectiveness in Accra, a second
Paris Monitoring Survey assessed
progress made on the Paris Declaration
principles, evaluating a broader range
of countries and including a qualitative
Paris Declaration Evaluation to examine
how the principles are implemented
in countries. The Forum concluded
that, although countries were making
improvements across all indicators, results
were uneven and there would need to
be significant efforts from donors and
partner countries to meet 2010 targets.
2011: Efforts are currently under way to
collect data for the third Paris Monitoring
Survey and the second phase of the Paris
Declaration Evaluation. The results of these
studies will assess whether or not the
targets were achieved by countries in 2010
and will inform discussions at the Fourth
High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in
Busan at the end of 2011. These data will
not be available until later in the year.

PROGRESS TO DATE

1. TRANSPARENCY AND REPORTING

In preparation for the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in November 2011, a number of studies are under
way by the DAC to document progress against the 2010 goals,
including the third Paris Monitoring Survey and the second
phase of the Paris Declaration Evaluation. However, these
data sources will not be available until later this autumn.
As a result, this year’s DATA Report continues to rely on
data from the 2008 Paris Monitoring Report for many of the
indicators measured. Where possible, the most recent 2009
data from the yearly DAC statistical reporting and associated
DAC reports is reflected.1 There are significant limitations in
assessing progress towards the Paris and Accra commitments,
given that most aid effectiveness data are not collected
annually, there is at least a year’s delay in the data that are
reported annually and the latest Paris Monitoring Survey was
conducted in only 55 recipient countries. Moreover, not all
donors are present in all recipient countries, so the comparability of data varies from donor to donor. Nevertheless, it is
important to use what data are available to hold participants
accountable for their commitments and to show where progress is stalled.
Thus, in addition to the data gathered through the Paris
Monitoring Surveys, the 2011 DATA Report also includes additional indicators from OECD reports and surveys of donors on
forward spending, untying aid and fragmentation. Individual
donor commitments and reforms made to improve aid effectiveness are also reflected in the country profiles that follow.
To assess progress towards donors’ commitments in Paris
and Accra, this section looks at data in six areas:

Accurate and timely reporting of ODA flows greatly improves
aid effectiveness by allowing developing countries to better
manage and plan for development resources; it also allows
citizens to hold their governments accountable for how aid
resources are allocated and spent. The extent to which ODA is
accurately recorded in developing countries’ annual budgets
is an important gauge of transparency and reporting.

1. TRANSPARENCY AND REPORTING
2. PREDICTABILITY OF AID, INCLUDING COUNTRY
PROGRAMMABLE AID
3. USE OF RECIPIENT COUNTRY SYSTEMS
4. GRANT/LOAN MIX OF ODA
5. UNTYING OF ODA AND LOCAL COMPETITIVE
PROCUREMENT
6. FRAGMENTATION
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FIGURE 1

TOTAL BILATERAL ODA DISBURSED BY DONORS
AS A PERCENTAGE RECORDED IN RECIPIENT
GOVERNMENT’S BUDGET ESTIMATES
CANADA

37%

FRANCE

49%

GERMANY

54%

ITALY

39%

JAPAN

46%

UNITED KINGDOM

58%

UNITED STATES

28%

Source: OECD-DAC (2008), ‘2008 Survey on Monitoring the Paris
Declaration: Making aid more effective by 2010’

Predictable aid flows are essential for developing countries
that rely on development assistance for a large proportion
of their resources. It allows to effectively plan and budget
their own expenditures and to coordinate with donors, which
increases the impact of investments. Country programmable
aid (CPA) is recognised as an especially important indicator to
measure predictability because it specifically looks only at the
parts of ODA that countries may use for programming and
excludes unpredictable spending and ODA that does not flow
to the recipient country.2

FIGURE 2

PERCENTAGE OF BILATERAL ODA RECORDED
AS BEING DISBURSED ON SCHEDULE

FIGURE 3

BILATERAL CPA AS A PERCENTAGE OF BILATERAL GROSS DISBURSEMENTS TO
SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA
2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

CANADA

70%

58%

81%

78%

70%

FRANCE

25%

35%

57%

59%

46%

GERMANY

26%

20%

43%

38%

67%

ITALY

23%

17%

74%

67%

46%

JAPAN

28%

19%

39%

73%

68%

UNITED KINGDOM

35%

29%

61%

73%

77%

UNITED STATES

41%

37%

57%

55%

61%

G7

32%

30%

55%

58%

61%

DAC

39%

36%

57%

61%

63%

CANADA

44%

FRANCE

46%

GERMANY

51%

ITALY

30%

JAPAN

42%

UNITED KINGDOM

54%

CANADA

67%

97%

UNITED STATES

32%

FRANCE

107%

68%

GERMANY

120%

140%

ITALY

60%

63%

JAPAN

N/A

N/A

UNITED KINGDOM

99%

86%

UNITED STATES

N/A

N/A

DAC TOTAL (BILATERAL)

93%

94%

Source: OECD-DAC (2008), ‘2008 Survey on Monitoring the Paris
Declaration: Making aid more effective by 2010’
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2. PREDICTABILITY OF AID, INCLUDING
COUNTRY PROGRAMMABLE AID

Source: OECD-DAC online database. Accessed March 2011

FIGURE 4

PREDICTABILITY RATIOS FOR 2009 CPA BILATERAL DISBURSEMENTS
One-year predictability ratio of
2009 actual flows compared with
what was programmed for 2009
in early 2009

Two-year predictability ratio of
2009 actual flows compared with
what was programmed for 2009
in early 2008

Source: OECD (2010), ‘2010 OECD Report on aid predictability survey on donors’ forward spending plans 2010-2012’
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3. USE OF RECIPIENT COUNTRY SYSTEMS

FIGURE 5

PERCENTAGE OF BILATERAL ODA WHICH USES RECIPIENT COUNTRY SYSTEMS
Public financial management
systems

Procurement systems

CANADA

65%

34%

FRANCE

56%

70%

GERMANY

39%

63%

ITALY

41%

66%

JAPAN

72%

71%

UNITED KINGDOM

66%

59%

UNITED STATES

5%

5%

Building sustainable development capacity can only be
achieved as recipient governments begin to take greater
ownership over resources, including planning and budgeting. Donors have committed to channelling more aid through
recipient country systems, and recipient countries have
committed to strengthening institutions and their public
financial management systems.

Source: OECD-DAC (2008), ‘2008 Survey on Monitoring the Paris Declaration: Making aid more effective by 2010’

FIGURE 6

BILATERAL GROSS LOANS AS A PERCENTAGE OF GROSS BILATERAL DISBURSEMENTS
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2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

CANADA

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

FRANCE

6.7%

8.1%

12.4%

23.1%

23.4%

GERMANY

7.5%

12.2%

13.4%

15.0%

19.3%

ITALY

9.0%

8.8%

21.3%

7.5%

16.7%

JAPAN

38.6%

41.0%

48.6%

47.2%

58.8%

UNITED KINGDOM

3.1%

5.0%

10.9%

10.0%

11.1%

UNITED STATES

0.1%

0.2%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

G7

10.0%

11.9%

15.6%

15.8%

17.1%

DAC

8.4%

9.7%

12.1%

12.6%

13.6%

Source: OECD-DAC online database. Accessed April 2011

4. GRANT/LOAN MIX OF ODA
ODA, by definition, must include aid that is concessional, and
includes a grant element of at least 25%. Though there is no
international consensus on the effectiveness of grants versus
loans, since 1978 DAC guidelines have called for donors to
pursue an average grant element of 86%. In 2000, an influential US commission examining the role of international financial institutions (IFIs) concluded that ‘outright grants rather
than loans provide a realistic vehicle for poverty alleviation’.3

FIGURE 7

‘Tied aid’ refers to legal or regulatory restrictions that require
ODA to be spent on goods or services that are purchased from
the donor country or from a limited list of countries selected
by the donor. Since 2001 there has been a broad consensus
among DAC members that untying aid is cost-effective and
that it supports local capacity and markets. Although donors
have made commitments to untie aid, both food aid and
technical assistance remain largely outside these commitments and targets. Moreover, donors need to do a much
better job of reporting their aid tying status and preferential
procurement practices.4

PERCENTAGE OF BILATERAL ODA REPORTED AS TIED AID
(EXCLUDES ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS, INCLUDES FOOD AID AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE)
2008

2009

CANADA

20%

7%

FRANCE

15%

11%

GERMANY

23%

27%

ITALY

21%

38%

JAPAN

3%

4%

UNITED KINGDOM

0%

0%

UNITED STATES

27%

32%

TOTAL DAC

15%

17%
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5. UNTYING OF ODA AND LOCAL
COMPETITIVE PROCUREMENT

Source: OECD-DAC (2011), ‘Implementing the 2001 DAC recommendations on untying aid: 2010-2011 review’

FIGURE 8

CONTRACTS AWARDED WITHIN THE DONOR’S COUNTRY VERSUS WITHIN DEVELOPING COUNTRIES
Total volume
($ millions)

Within donor country

Within other OECD and Within developing
non-DAC countries
countries

Within LDCs and
non-LDC HIPCs

%

%

%

%

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

CANADA

N/A

FRANCE

654.2

23

5

57

15

GERMANY

188.2

37

26

5

32

ITALY

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

N/A

JAPAN

3,897.9

23

8

69

0

UNITED KINGDOM

592.3

65

4

30

0

UNITED STATES

2,771.5

89

4

1

6

Source: OECD-DAC (2011), ‘Implementing the 2001 DAC recommendations on untying aid: 2010-2011 review’
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6. FRAGMENTATION
Harmonisation is one of the Paris Declaration principles, dictating that donors should coordinate development assistance
more closely at the country and sector levels. Coordination
helps achieve greater scale through combined resources and
can increase the scope of activities undertaken in a larger
number of countries through appropriate division of labour. On the other hand, ‘fragmentation’ occurs in a country
when a large number of donors are working on multiple and
disparate projects, which can increase transaction costs and
the burden on the developing country to plan and manage
resources. Donors also bear an increased burden and higher
costs when trying to spread development resources across a
greater number of countries and projects. As more countries
and other actors enter the development assistance sphere, division of labour is gaining greater attention as a core feature
of aid effectiveness.
For the first time, this year’s DATA Report looks at the
concentration of core bilateral aid in the ‘significant’ and
‘insignificant’ relationships that donors have with developing countries. ‘Significant’ refers to a relationship where the
donor gives more aid to a recipient than its global share of aid
or where the donor is among the larger donors in a recipient country that cumulatively account for at least 90% of the
recipient’s aid. Thus significance is measured either from the
point of view of the donor or of the recipient.

FIGURE 9

PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL RELATIONSHIPS
WHICH ARE SIGNIFICANT IN 2009
Concentration ratio
CANADA

35%

FRANCE

53%

GERMANY

81%

ITALY

42%

JAPAN

79%

UNITED KINGDOM

47%

UNITED STATES

84%

G7

62%

EU15

50%

DAC

54%

Source: OECD-DAC data

THE G7’S CURRENT RESULTS-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT COMMITMENTS
CANADA

Prevent 64,000 maternal deaths (2015)
Prevent the deaths of 1.3m children under five (2015)

UK

Double support for polio eradication, vaccinating an additional 45m children by 2013
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FIGURE 10

Prevent 50,000 maternal and 250,000 child deaths from childbirth, enable 10m women to use modern contraception, prevent 5m unintended pregnanacies, and support 2m safe deliveries (2015)
Provide more than 50m people with the means to help work their way out of poverty, secure rights
to land and property for 6m people , help more than 6m people escape extreme poverty, stop 10m
more children going hungry, ensure that another 4m people have enough food throughout the year
Educate 11m children (9m in primary school and 2m in secondary school), and train 190,000 teachers
Help immunise more than 55m children against preventable diseases, help halve malaria deaths in
ten of the worst affected countries
Give 15m people access to clean drinking water, improve access to sanitation for 25m people, Improve hygiene for 15m people to help reduce disease
Focus 30% of aid on fragile states (2014), help 10m women access justice through legal assistance,
help 40m people hold authorities to account
US

Improve the reading skills of 100m primary school children, give access to 15m learners in crisis and
conflict environments, improve development programmes to generate workforce skills relevant to a
country's development goals (2015)
Reduce child undernutrition by 30% in food-insecure countries
Prevent 12m HIV infections, treat HIV in 4m people and support care for 12m people, including 5m
orphans and vulnerable children, halve the burden of malaria for 450m people, help decrease TB
deaths and disease burden by 50% (from 1990 levels), contribute to treatment of 2.6m TB cases and
57,200 multi-drug-resistant cases, cut maternal deaths by 30% in assisted countries, prevent 54m
unintended pregnancies, reduce under-five mortality rates by 35% in assisted countries, reduce child
undernutrition by 30% in assisted food-insecure countries, reduce prevalence of seven neglected
tropical diseases by 50% among 70% of affected populations (2016)
Provide affordable and equitable access to safe water and sanitation in developing countries
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DONOR PROGRESS

CANADA

The latest available data show that the G7 countries lag
far behind 2010 targets in meeting their Paris Declaration
commitments, especially in using country systems and
concentrating assistance in specific countries to avoid fragmentation. While this is concerning, there are some reasons
for optimism. Overall, the G7 (excluding Japan and the US,
two donors that did not provide data to the DAC forward
spending survey) have made significant progress in providing forward programme information for a large percentage
of core aid, although the accuracy of that forward planning
information varies. Country programmable aid on the whole
was increasing to sub-Saharan Africa up to 2009, although
future estimates suggest that that rate of growth will slow
significantly.5 G7 donors have almost fully met their 2001
commitments to untie aid to the HIPC countries. However,
considering all forms of ODA beyond the 2001 recommendation to untie aid, including food aid and technical assistance,
there is still a considerable amount of tied assistance both in
policy and practice.6

Canada has taken firm steps towards becoming more effective and accountable with its development assistance. In 2008
it passed the Official Development Assistance Accountability
Act to make its aid programmes more transparent. By law, the
Canadian International Development Agency (CIDA) produces
an annual report to Parliament on programmatic spending
and the results of its aid. Following Accra, Canada also created
an Action Plan for Aid Effectiveness, which was to go into effect
in 2009. This sets clear goals for Canada to fully untie development assistance by 2012–13; to concentrate 80% of bilateral
aid in 20 focus countries; to conduct a greater number of country joint missions and analytic work; to publish forward funding country programme estimates for the next three years; and
to more fully monitor and evaluate assistance. Canada also
made commitments to channel at least 50% of its aid through
country systems and to direct at least 50% of technical assistance through coordinated programmes by 2012–13.
Although lags in data make it difficult to measure
progress against these goals, the latest available results show
progress in many areas and room for improvement in others.
Between 2007 to 2009, Canadian CPA to sub-Saharan Africa as
a percentage of gross bilateral disbursements declined from
81% to 70%. Canada has mixed progress on predictability of
CPA, with only 67% of planned CPA disbursed in 2009. However,
97% of CPA was disbursed in 2009 compared with the level that
was forecast in early 2008. Canada has untied 100% of its food
aid and has significantly lowered its overall level of tied aid, but
it did not report any of its contract disbursements information
to the DAC. According to the DAC’s measure of fragmentation,
Canada had the highest level of fragmentation among the G7
in 2009, showing that bilateral core aid was spread across too
many recipients. However, Canada has reduced its number of
priority countries to 20, and in 2009–10 it channelled 83% of
bilateral CPA to those countries.7
Canada has been a leader in setting results-oriented development targets. As host of the 2010 G8 Summit, it urged a
focus on maternal and child health and the Muskoka Initiative commitments are designed to prevent 1.3 million deaths
of children under the age of five and 64,000 maternal deaths
over the next five years. Canada has also set individual results
targets in each of its focus countries.

GERMANY

In 2007 France created an Action Plan on Aid Effectiveness to
incorporate Paris Declaration principles into its operations.
The action plan was updated in 2009 when its Interministerial Committee on International Co-operation and Development (CICID) issued a series of recommendations to align
with European and international aid effectiveness commitments, including a pledge to improve the concentration of its
aid and to pursue a better division of labour through coordination with its EU partners.
After regular improvements, in 2009 France saw deterioration on several aid effectiveness indicators. French bilateral
CPA levels to sub-Saharan Africa in 2009 were at their lowest
in volume terms since 2005: CPA to the region as a percentage of total bilateral ODA fell to 46%, down from 59% in 2008.
In terms of predictability, France disbursed 107% of CPA it
programmed for a year earlier, but only 68% of what it had
forecast two years earlier. It decreased its tied aid from 15% to
11%. It is encouraging that France (together with Japan) has
the lowest percentage of contracts awarded within its own
country: 57% of French contracts are awarded to developing
countries.
France’s concentration ratio in 2009 was 53%, below
average for the G7, meaning that just under half of the total
number of developing countries France provided aid to were
not significant. The strategic document released in 2011 (‘Cooperation and Development: A French Vision’) aims to better
concentrate aid, setting an objective of 50% of French grants
to focus on 14 African countries, in addition to the previous
target for 60% of French bilateral budgetary efforts to go to
sub-Saharan Africa.
Together with the UK, France set a target of increasing
the number of children enrolled in school in Africa by 16 million by 2010 each committing to contribute to the enrolment
of 8 million children, and to increase enrolment of all children
by 2015. They also committed to partner with other countries
in order to recruit and train 3.8 million additional teachers
needed to achieve the objective of universal primary education in sub-Saharan Africa by 2015.8

In late 2010, the German government decided to merge three
of its aid agencies into one large entity. This ongoing process
will streamline bureaucracy and is a significant step towards
improving aid efficiency. Other steps that need to follow were
detailed in the 2010 DAC peer review. This report recommended that Germany concentrate ODA in focus countries,
ramp up its use of country systems and joint missions and
untie technical cooperation and humanitarian assistance. It
also criticised the German cap on multilateral contributions
as not being evidence-based.
In March 2009, Germany presented a Plan of Operations
for implementing the Accra Agenda for Action. This plan
makes broad commitments to adhere to aid effectiveness
principles, but also commits to providing 3–5-year rolling
budget and programme plans to developing countries, actively participating in the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI), working towards delivering at least 50% of ODA
through country systems and generating a plan to further untie aid. After initial delays, the current coalition government
has confirmed that the Plan of Operations remains in force
and has said that it will publish the results of its implementation before the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness
in Busan.
Germany has signed on as a member of IATI but has yet
to fulfil its commitment to publish its data, citing a current
lack of resources.9 Other aid effectiveness indicators show
areas for improvement in line with the DAC peer review.
Since 2005, the percentage of German CPA disbursed in
sub-Saharan Africa has increased fairly steadily. In terms of
predictability, Germany disbursed 20% more CPA in 2009 than
was programmed one year earlier, and 40% more than was
programmed two years before. It is promising that Germany’s
concentration levels are improving: they were the second
highest among the G7 in 2009; 81% of the number of developing countries that Germany gives ODA to were significant
partnerships. The total proportion of Germany’s bilateral
ODA which is tied increased from 23% in 2008 to 27% in 2009.
However, Germany awards the highest percentage of contracts to LDCs of any G7 country.
Germany has not set any results-oriented targets.
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ITALY

JAPAN

Italy’s development cooperation has suffered from declining resources in the past few years, which severely limits its ability to meet
its Gleneagles commitments.10 Italy currently has the lowest ODA as
a percentage of GNI among the G7 and is the only country to have
actually made negative progress against its goals.
In 2010 the Italian Directorate General for Development Cooperation released Programming Guidelines and Directions for 2010–12,
in which the government acknowledged that development assistance would continue to decrease for the next three years as a result
of the country’s economic situation. To maximise its scarce resources,
Italy has committed to focusing on a limited number of priority sectors and geographical areas, concentrating half of its aid in Africa. The
Italian government is also committed to distributing a majority of its
resources as grants and to focusing more on using country systems
and general budget support and on untying aid. This is in line with
its Aid Effectiveness Action Plan, which was developed in 2009 to propose objectives and actions to meet the Paris Declaration principles.
Italy carried out a review of progress against this plan in December
2010 and published a revised action plan In January 2011.
The latest DAC data show a poor performance for Italy on aid
effectiveness indicators. In 2007, its bilateral CPA as a percentage of
bilateral disbursements to sub -Saharan Africa was at its highest level
(74%) but this has since decreased to 46%, second to last among the
G7. It is hoped that this situation will turn around with its renewed
focus on sub -Saharan Africa. The latest predictability measures of
core aid funding are also fairly poor, with only 60% of CPA actually
disbursed in the same year as predicted, and 63% of aid disbursed on
time as programmed from two years earlier. Italy’s percentage of tied
aid has almost doubled since 2008 and is the highest in the G7. The
country disburses 16.7% of its global ODA as loans, one of the highest
rates in the G7. It also has the second lowest ratio of concentration in
the G7, indicating a high level of fragmentation.
As this report was going to print, Italy was due to vote on parliamentary motions on improving aid transparency and joining the
International Aid Transparency Initiative. ONE hopes that the Italian
parliament will take the important step of passing these motions.
Italy has not made any results-oriented commitments.

In 2008 the Japan International Cooperation Agency (JICA) consolidated ODA functions from the Japan Bank for International Cooperation
to better integrate development assistance policies and strategies
and create a more streamlined approach, which it has been working on over the past several years. In 2010 Japan underwent a DAC
peer review that recognised some of the gains from its reforms, but
pushed for better overall policy coherence for development, increased
volumes of ODA, better strategy concerning NGO partnerships and
further progress on untying aid and increasing budget support.
Despite a large proportion (68%) of the total ODA disbursed to
sub-Saharan Africa being in the form of CPA in 2009, this was lower
than 2008 levels, when it was 73%. Nor did Japan contribute any
information to the latest DAC forward spending survey – a disconcerting sign for transparency and predictability.
It is encouraging that in 2009 Japan maintained a low proportion of its bilateral ODA being in the form of tied aid (4%). Japan also
leads the G7 in the percentage of contracts awarded to developing
countries, at 69% of the total contract amounts. However, the proportion of total bilateral ODA disbursed in the form of loans in 2009 was
58.8% (up from 47.2% in 2008). In 2009 Japan had the largest number
of partner countries among all DAC donors, the majority of which
were significant (79%).
In 2010 the Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) also
released its own review of ODA and laid out clear plans for improving
the efficiency and impact of its development assistance.11 The review
laid out reforms that JICA and MOFA will undertake to better support country ownership; better establish coordinated country plans;
increase evaluations and focus on results; expand field staff expertise; and develop greater dialogue and consultations with partners
such as NGOs and the private sector. Japan will create rolling plans
with partner countries that lay out country-specific priority areas and
estimated funding for five years, which should improve the predictability of aid.
However, the country should go further in strengthening transparency and predictability by reporting forward spending information to the DAC and by publishing all disbursement and commitment
flows on a regular basis, for all countries and projects. ONE hopes that
subsequent DATA Reports will show distinct progress in aid transparency, effectiveness and impact due to recent reforms.
Japan has not made any results-oriented commitments.

UNITED STATES

Based on available data, the UK has consistently led the G7 in
most indicators of aid effectiveness. In terms of aid transparency, it is a fully participating member of IATI and was the
first member to publish its aid flows in the IATI database. Its
new Aid Transparency Guarantee and Independent Commission for Aid Impact are designed to improve aid effectiveness
and accountability to Parliament. In terms of predictability, the latest forward spending survey shows that the UK
disbursed 99% of its planned CPA for that year, and 86% of
the CPA it had programmed from two years prior. The UK
also continues to maintain 100% of aid untied, performing
best among the G7. However, in 2009, 65% of contracts were
awarded within the UK, with only an insignificant proportion
being awarded to LDCs.
The UK government has committed to spend 0.7% of GNI
on ODA by 2013 and is currently seeking to pass legislation
which would ensure that consistent spending at this level is
maintained, despite severe budgetary constraints. In 2009 a
DAC review of fragmentation found that the UK performed
below the G7 average in terms of concentration of resources
in recipient countries, spreading aid too thinly across too
many partners. However, the UK’s bilateral, multilateral and
humanitarian aid reviews in March 2011 included a focus
on improving the effectiveness and efficiency of aid. These
reviews recognised the need to streamline spending, and
will see the number of countries receiving aid from the UK
decrease from 44 to 27 (18 of which are in Africa). It will also
lead to reallocating funding to higher-performing multilateral agencies. In keeping with the UK’s results-focused approach, its Business Plan for 2011–15 outlines clear objectives
and milestones for achieving development assistance goals.
The UK has been a leader in the trend to reorient aid
targets towards results outcomes. In terms of health outcomes, it remains committed to halving malaria deaths in
at least ten countries by 2014–15 and has also taken on new
commitments focused on maternal and child health, such as
preventing 50,000 maternal and 250,000 child deaths from
childbirth, extending the provision of modern contraception
to an additional 10 million women and supporting 2 million
safe deliveries.

Despite being the world’s largest donor in terms of development assistance volume, the US has previously not achieved
a great deal of progress in improving its aid effectiveness,
especially in terms of transparency and reporting measures,
which makes it more difficult to monitor the aid that is being
disbursed. Important policy developments in the past year,
however, indicate that the effectiveness of US development assistance is set to improve. The release of the Presidential Policy
on Development and the Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review in late 2010 signalled significant changes in the
administration of foreign assistance, which, if implemented
effectively, could lead to cost savings and better development
outcomes. USAID has instituted a series of reforms referred to
as ‘USAID Forward’, which aim to reform its procurement system to be more competitive and to expand the use of country
development cooperation strategies with partner countries;
USAID has also introduced a new monitoring and evaluation
system. The US has not yet signed on to IATI, but has made
improvements in its reporting by instituting a foreign aid
‘dashboard’12 through which the government reports all commitments and disbursements from year to year.
The US has steadily been increasing the proportion of
total ODA disbursed to sub-Saharan Africa in the form of CPA
since 2006; in 2009 it was 61%. The US did not report any information to the DAC 2010 forward spending survey, so ONE
cannot currently assess predictability.
The US increased its percentage of tied aid in 2009 to
32%, the second highest amongst the G7. It also performed
the worst among donors on contract distribution, awarding almost 90% of contracts domestically, although ongoing
reforms aim to increase the number of competitive contracts
and reduce the volume of contracts to improve the possibilities for local bidding. On a positive note, the US disburses all
of its ODA as grants, not loans, leading the G7 (along with
Canada) in this area. It also has the highest level of ODA
concentration among all the DAC donors, at 84%. ONE expects
that with implementation of the aid reforms over the coming
years there will be significant improvements on aid effectiveness indicators.
The US has also been a key leader in the creation of
results-oriented targets and goal setting. In the area of global
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agriculture, it has established the Feed the Future initiative,
through which it intends to reduce child undernutrition by
30% in food-insecure countries, reaching approximately 7
million children, and to increase the purchasing power of 18
million people (which represents a 68% income increase for
those below the poverty line).
President Obama’s Global Health Initiative intends to
avert 3 million child deaths (1.5 million of which will be
newborns) and thereby reach a 35% reduction in mortality
in assisted countries, while also averting 360,000 maternal
deaths (reaching a 30% reduction in mortality in assisted
countries). The initiative also sets out to prevent 54 million
unintended pregnancies, prevent 12 million HIV infections,
care for 12 million people living with HIV including 5 million
orphans and vulnerable children, and ensure that 80% of
pregnant women receive an HIV test and that 85% of HIV-

positive women in partner countries receive ARV prophylaxis
and treatment. In addition, the initiative aims to treat 2.6
million people for TB, thereby averting 1.3 million deaths,
reduce the malaria burden by 50% for 450 million people and
the prevalence of seven neglected tropical diseases (NTDs)
by 50%, eliminate onchocerciasis (river blindness) in Latin
America and eliminate lymphatic filariasis (LF, also known as
elephantiasis) globally. An overarching target for the initiative is to train 140,000 new healthcare workers.
In terms of education targets, the new USAID education
strategy intends to improve reading skills for 100 million children by 2015, increase equitable access to education in crisis
and conflict environments for 15 million learners and ensure
that workforce development programmes generate the skills
necessary to countries’ development goals.

Between 29 November and 1 December 2011, donors and developing countries will come together at the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Busan, South Korea. to review
progress towards the Paris Declaration targets. As it looks
likely that many targets were not achieved by 2010, the task
for participants in Busan will be to build on existing progress,
but also to sharpen the focus of the aid effectiveness agenda
with additional, monitorable commitments to better support
developing countries to meet the MDGs in 2015.
Although the latest Paris Monitoring Survey results will
not be available until later in 2011, the most recent data show
that donors need to continue efforts to better align ODA with
country priorities, building capacity in and work through
country systems, further untie aid and increase competitive
procurement, and improve selectivity and division of labour
among donors. Countries should reaffirm their commitments
to the existing Paris and Accra principles and should continue
to be monitored regularly. However, it will be important for
participants to think broadly about how these aid effectiveness
principles and efforts are translating into real development results and progress towards the MDG. ONE hopes that transparency, results and accountability will be the focus at Busan, and
that broad consensus can be achieved in the following areas,
along with clear, monitorable commitments to track progress:
TRANSPARENCY

Aid transparency by donors and aid agencies, coupled
with budget transparency by recipients, is a critical step in
enabling coordination, effective management of resources
and accountability. There have been broad efforts to increase
aid transparency and to create international standards for
publishing data, and buy-in and agreement appear to be
increasing in the run-up to the Fourth High Level Forum.

FOCUS ON RESULTS

Transparency in aid and other resources is crucial, but
transparency about results is the essential foundation for
effective accountability. Managing for results would entail
donors and developing countries working closely together to
set clear, measurable targets and to coordinate development
assistance and domestic resources within countries to meet
those goals. Clear standards for monitoring and evaluation,
combined with internationally comparable data collection
and analysis, would facilitate transparent reporting, improve
mutual accountability between donors and recipients and
provide feedback for future decisions on programming.

AID EFFECTIVENESS

LOOKING AHEAD

ACCOUNTABILITY AND COUNTRY OWNERSHIP

Development relies on a broad range of stakeholders, including (but not limited to) donor governments, recipient governments, multilaterals, NGOs, civil society and the private
sector. All relevant actors should be involved in any efforts
to meet development outcomes and to ensure the effectiveness and accountability of resource flows. New donors and
other actors which do not report to the DAC need to maintain
their progress on transparency and predictability of aid, by
reporting ODA flows to the DAC and participating in regular
monitoring and evaluation. And to build on the foundations
of transparency and to provide a sharper focus on results,
donors need to support key players in developing countries
– parliaments, audit institutions, CSOs and others – so that
they can use information about aid flows and development
results to demand accountability and generate real country
ownership.
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CANADA

2010
GLOBAL
ODA
% GNI

1

2010
SSA
ODA

$5.08bn
0.33%
(CAD$5.23bn)

$1.88bn
(CAD$1.94bn)

% OF 2010
TARGET
INCREASES
MET
2015
GLOBAL
TARGET
2015
SSA
TARGET
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KEY COMMITMENTS 2010–15

197%

$4.85bn
(CAD$5.00bn)

NO TARGET

Q ODA
Flatline the International Assistance Envelope at
CAD$5 billion annually (undetermined length of time)
Q AGRICULTURE
CAD$600 million to the L’Aquila Food Security Initiative by
2012, including $230 million for the Global Agriculture
and Food Security Programme (GAFSP)2
Q HEALTH
CAD$450 million to support the Africa Health Systems
Initiative (2006–16); CAD$1.1 billion for maternal and
child health by 2015, 80% of which will go to sub-Saharan
Africa
Q AID EFFECTIVENESS3
By 2012–13, untie all development assistance funding; 50%
of funding through country systems; 50% of technical assistance through programmes coordinated with other donors4

CANADA’S PROGRESS 2004–10
Between 2004 and 2010, Canada increased its development
assistance to sub-Saharan Africa by $779 million (CAD$802
million). In 2010, it delivered a total of $1.88 billion (CAD$1.94
billion) to the region, meeting 197% of its modest promised
increases by 2010. Although Canada’s 2004-2010 increases
to sub-Saharan Africa were among the G7’s lowest in volume
terms, it directed the highest proportion (62%) of its global
ODA increases to the region among the G7.
Canada has made significant investments in global
health and food security over the past five years. It is one of
seven countries to make a contribution to the GAFSP and, as
host of the 2010 G8 Summit, it spearheaded the launch of the
Muskoka Initiative on Maternal, Newborn and Child Health,
which secured commitments from more than 16 donors to
deliver $7.3 billion in new funding.5
Canada has also emerged as an early champion of donor
accountability, leading the production of the G8’s Muskoka
Accountability Report in 2010 and chairing the UN Commission on Accountability and Transparency to monitor commitments to maternal, newborn and child health. Canada has
also taken concrete steps to improve the effectiveness of its

development assistance by introducing reforms to increase
efficiency and impact and setting clear targets for untying
aid, using developing country systems and increasing coordination with donors.6

LOOKING AHEAD: 2010–15
In 2010, the Canadian government announced that it would
be capping its International Assistance Envelope (which
includes development assistance) at CAD$5 billion annually
for an undetermined length of time. While Canada’s current ODA/GNI stands at 0.33%, it is projected to fall to 0.27%
by 2015 as the freeze continues.7 Given Canada’s relatively
strong economic performance during the recent global
recession, this decision risks harming its legacy on global
development issues and its credibility as a partner for subSaharan Africa in the years ahead. Canada should set a new
development assistance commitment striving towards the
most ambitious ODA target possible, with a specific amount
dedicated to the region.
A new and explicit development assistance commitment,
both globally and for sub-Saharan Africa, is especially critical given the Canadian International Development Agency
(CIDA’s) new policy to focus 80% of its bilateral country programme aid on 20 countries, seven of which are in sub-Saharan Africa. For those countries receiving bilateral aid that are
not included among the 20 priority countries, ONE hopes to
see greater transparency and explanation around the country
strategies and results from development assistance. Along
with a more selective country focus, CIDA’s aid effectiveness
reforms will introduce a greater sectoral focus, to include
targeted results in partner countries and be driven by more
staff in the field. It remains to be seen how effective these aid
reforms will be in making a bigger impact in terms of results.
Clarity on development assistance is critical to Canada
continuing its leadership on accountability and aid effectiveness. The 2008 Official Development Assistance Accountability Act set standards for the definition of development
assistance, for consultation and for transparent reporting.
Canada’s most recent annual report on results shows progress made in focus countries, and lists targets and timelines
for anticipated results moving forward.8 However, Canada
should begin to to move beyond project outputs and set tar-
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gets for development outcomes, with a rigorous monitoring
and evaluation plan to measure results.
As this report went to print, Canada was in the midst of a
national election, after which the new government will need to
define and prioritise the country’s future role in global development. The post-election period will provide an opportunity for
Canada to move beyond its freeze on development assistance
spending and to set a new, more ambitious vision for its role in
development and targets for development assistance by 2015.

“Canada has a clear, open and transparent record, and
we are proud of what we have accomplished… As host of
this year’s G8 Summit, Canada introduced a new tool to
measure aid effectiveness. For the first time, an aid accountability report was presented to G8 leaders. Leaders agreed
to this, because we all know, it’s not enough for nations to
make promises. We must get results, we must all be held
accountable, And people in the developing world must see
that we deliver on our word.”
Prime Minister Steven Harper
UN Millennium Development Goals Summit
21 September 2010
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$ MILLIONS 2010 PRICES
CAD$ MILLIONS 2010 PRICES

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

TOTAL GLOBAL ODA

3,760

4,899

4,380

4,452

5,034

4,553

5,132

3,874

5,047

4,512

4,587

5,186

4,690

5,287

BILATERAL DEBT
RELIEF (Global)

107

593

310

16

150

55

57

110

611

319

17

154

57

59

TOTAL GLOBAL ODA
(net debt relief)

3,653

4,306

4,070

4,436

4,885

4,498

5,075

3,763

4,436

4,193

4,570

5,032

4,634

5,228

GLOBAL ODA/ GNI

0.26%

0.30%

0.27%

0.29%

0.32%

0.30%

0.33%

TOTAL SSA ODA

1,147

1,321

1,663

1,265

1,970

1,621

1,908

1,182

1,361

1,713

1,303

2,030

1,670

1,966

BILATERAL DEBT
RELIEF (SSA)
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110

241

1

0

52

25

108

113

249

1
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25

MULTILATERAL ODA
TO SSA

327

453

671

408

666

348

571

337

467

691

420

686

359

588

BILATERAL ODA TO
SSA (net of debt relief)

715

758

751

856

1,304

1,221

1,313

736

781

774

882

1,344

1,257

1,352

TOTAL SSA ODA
(net of debt relief)

1,042

1,211

1,422

1,264

1,970

1,569

1,884

1,074

1,248

1,465

1,302

2,030

1,616

1,940

2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2010
■ Bilateral ODA
■ Debt Relief

(prelim) target

■ Multilateral ODA
■ Target ODA

The figures for multilateral ODA in this chart differ from those in Figure
2. ONE is taking into account the ‘lumpiness’ of multilteral contributions by giving the 2-year average of multilteral disbursements for
2004 and 2005. (See chapter on methodolgy) .
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EUROPEAN UNION

Q ODA

EU15: 0.7% ODA/GNI by 2015; post-2005 EU countries: .33%
ODA/GNI by 2015; all EU: 50% of ODA increases to be directed
to Africa (2004-15)
Q AID EFFECTIVENESS

Adopted the Conclusions on an Operational Framework
on Aid Effectiveness, including cross country division of
labour, accountability and transparency
Q HEALTH

EU15 COUNTRIES
2010
GLOBAL
ODA

$66.64bn
(€50.31bn)

0.44%

% GNI1

2010
SSA
ODA

$22.55bn
(€17.02bn)

% OF 2010
TARGET
INCREASES
MET

35%

$117.10bn

2015
GLOBAL
TARGET
2015
AFRICA
TARGET
54

KEY COMMITMENTS 2010–15

(€88.41bn)

$51.39bn
(€38.80bn)

• €1 billion ($1.32 billion)2 for the MDGs, one-third for
health (increases health expenditures by 30% over three
years); €29.50 million ($39.07 million)3 to GAVI by 2013;
€1.25 billion ($1.67 billion)4 to the Global Fund (2001-13)
• 20% of committed funding for partner countries within
the Development Cooperation Instrument on health and
education, worth €2.47 billion ($3.58 billion) per year5
Q AGRICULTURE

€2.7 billion ($3.8 billion) to the L’Aquila Food Security
Initiative, which includes part of a €1 billion ($1.44 billion)
commitment to finance smallholder farmers

THE EUROPEAN UNION’S
PROGRESS: 2004-10
The EU’s institutions were restructured following the adoption of the Lisbon Treaty in 2009. The Treaty established the
European External Action Service (EEAS), which became operational in December 2010. The EEAS now represents the European Union through its embassies in foreign countries, and
will have a significant influence over development spending
in those countries.
The Lisbon Treaty also confirmed that the eradication of
poverty must be the objective of all EU development assistance, giving a legal basis to the use of development funds.
This can be considered an obligation for the EU institutions to
ensure that development assistance always has the maximum possible impact on poverty alleviation. It is within this
context that the performance of the EU as a group and of the
EC should be assessed.
The EU represents 27 member states and the EU institutions. ‘EU’ ODA in this chapter refers to ODA contributions

by 15 member states (EU15) that are OECD DAC members
– while references to the EC refer to European Commission
resources and policy only.
EUROPEAN UNION

The EU’s pledge in 2005 to increase development assistance
to reach 0.7% of GNI by 2015 was an ambitious one. Between
2004 and 2010, EU15 countries increased their development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa by $6.54 billion (€4.94
billion),delivering a total of $22.55 billion (€17.02 billion) in
2010 and meeting 35% of their 2010 target increases. Of the
EU15 countries’ global increases between 2004 and 2010, 28%
were directed to sub-Saharan Africa.
Within the EU15 group of donors, only five increased their
development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa between 2009
and 2010. Two of these were non-G7 members: Portugal (a 68%
increase) and the Netherlands (a 7% increase).
Although the EU12 donors’ development assistance
data for sub-Saharan Africa is not currently available, global
figures show that Bulgaria and the Czech Republic increased
their total development assistance nominally between 2009
and 2010 (by 158% and 4%, respectively).
EUROPEAN COMMISSION

Since 2005, the EC has launched a number of efforts to help
achieve the MDGs. The largest commitment in development
assistance has been its efforts to mobilise additional funding for the MDGs within the EU budget, such as the €1 billion
($1.32 billion) fund for the MDGs announced by President
Barroso in September 2010 and the €1 billion ($1.44 billion)
for the Food Facility (of which €760 million ($1.1 billion) ONE
has calculated to be additional to existing funds).6
Though EU member states are consistently among the top
donors to sub-Saharan Africa, several top recipients of the Commission’s development assistance are either countries located
geographically near the EU or are security priorities. The top
three recipients of development assistance from the Commission in 2009 were Turkey ($787 million), the Palestinian Administrative Areas ($539 million) and Afghanistan ($395 million).7
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LOOKING AHEAD: 2010-15
2011 is a hugely important year for the EU’s development
policy for three main reasons: the European Commission
will launch its draft proposal for the next long-term EU
budget; the Commission is undertaking a review of EU
development policy, which may be the precursor to a new
Consensus on Development between the EU institutions
and member states; and transparency requirements for
oil, gas and mining companies will be proposed.
EU BUDGET PROCESS

The Commission will make a draft proposal for the next
Financial Perspective at the end of June 2011, with
detailed spending proposals expected at the end of the
year. The parallel revision of the Commission’s development policy also brings new opportunities to revitalise
the EU’s approach to development. Currently, the Financial Perspective plans for a seven-year period (though
this may change with the Commission’s next proposals).
The Commission should use the next long-term
budget to fully implement its development policy. First,
it must take steps to increase and protect development
assistance in the next budget, and ensure that the
amount of resources for the poorest people in the poorest countries increases.8 The Commission continues to
push member states to deliver legally binding legislation
to take them to 0.7% ODA/GNI.
The Commission has stated that climate finance
should not jeopardise the fight against poverty and
progress towards the MDGs.9 It is critical in the next
long-term budget that increases in climate finance are
additional to existing and promised development assistance commitments and that the overall level of the
European Development Fund is protected.
The EU is also considering options for innovative
finance mechanisms. Its analysis will be published in July
and will be considered alongside the upcoming Financial
Perspective proposals. The Commission’s working document (which was released on 19 April 2011) states that
revenues from a Financial Transaction Tax (FTT) and a
Financial Activities Tax could be used to finance development, the MDGs and climate finance. The EU’s heads

of government (the European Council) support further
exploration of a global FTT, though the European Council
has not yet stated what proportion of any new tax
should go to development. However, it is clear that many
hope that a future FTT will fund the EU budget.
REVIEW OF EU DEVELOPMENT POLICY

The Commission can use the budget process to implement its plans on results-based finance and increased
effectiveness by prioritising catalytic sectors, such as
health and agriculture. The EC budget should be used to
increase its support for the Global Fund and child vaccines (especially through increased resources for GAVI) as
long-term priorities. The focus on agriculture and food
security in the Commission’s development green paper
is welcome, and needs to be reinforced by increased
support for effective systems to support agricultural
development in the poorest countries.
ENSURING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF EU DEVELOPMENT
ASSISTANCE

The Commission can improve the quality of its assistance
significantly by improving transparency, prioritising aid
effectiveness and integrating good governance across its
development policy.
First, the EU has a unique opportunity to take the
lead on aid transparency through its delegations. To ensure transparency of all EU development assistance, full
details on the delivery, disbursement and impact of EU
spending should be posted by EU embassies online on a
country-by-country basis. This step would enable the EC
to take a strong leadership position at November’s High
Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Busan. The Commission is a member of IATI and is planning to publish its
aid according to the IATI transparency standards. The EU
Donor Atlas10 currently provides transparency on some
activities of the EU and its member states, which could
be expanded.
In addition, the Commission must implement its
commitments on aid effectiveness, integrate them
across sectors (from policy setting to implementation)

and incentivise member states to do the same.
Finally, ONE is also advocating that the Commission
puts its commitment to ‘Policy Coherence for Development’ into practice by introducing strong, legally binding
measures that will oblige companies within the EU to report their payments to governments in countries where
they operate. Commissioner Andris Piebalgs is highly
supportive of this measure, and Commissioner Michel
Barnier, who will decide on this legislation, has already
committed to making these mandatory measures applicable to the oil, gas, mining and forestry sectors.
These EU processes will be crucial to achieving the
MDGs and to reaching the 0.7% target by 2015. The
budget proposals will affect how much of the EU budget
is counted towards member states’ development assistance, and Commissioner Piebalgs’ overhaul of development policy means that the EU’s road to 2015 will be
determined by decisions made in 2011. These decisions
by the Commission will be critical in helping maintain
momentum to meet development assistance promises.
Despite the pressure on EU economies, 72% of Europeans still support meeting international commitments
to the world’s poorest people, and the EC and the EU
together must work to make sure that development and
the eradication of poverty remain priorities.11
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KEY COMMITMENTS 2010–15

FRANCE

45%

$20.06bn
(€15.15bn)

$9.51bn
(€7.18bn)

Q ODA
Achieve 0.51% ODA/GNI by 2010; 0.7% ODA/GNI by 2015;
50% of ODA increases to be directed to Africa (2004-15) 0.51%
ODA/GNI by 2010; 0.7% by 2015
Q AGRICULTURE
$2.161 billion for the L’Aquila Food Security Initiative,
includes $365 million in additional funds (2009-11)
Q HEALTH
$1 billion yearly for health in Africa; €500 million for
maternal, newborn and child health (2011-15)
Q CLIMATE
€1.26 billion ($1.75 billion) for Fast Start Finance
Q FINANCIAL
€10 billion ($14.42 billion) for sub-Saharan Africa by 2013

FRANCE’S PROGRESS 2004-10
Between 2004 and 2010, France increased its development
assistance to sub-Saharan Africa by $1.09 billion (€820 million), delivering a total of $4.21 billion (€3.18 billion) in 2010
and meeting 45% of its promised increases. It was the fourth
largest provider of global development assistance in 2010
and the second largest among the G7 in terms of ODA/GNI
(after the UK). Of France’s global increases between 2004 and
2010, 30% were directed to sub-Saharan Africa.
France has been a champion of the Global Fund since its
inception, providing the second largest amount among donors; its contributions and pledges have totalled $4.00 billion
(€2.91 billion) since 2000. It has taken steps to improve the effectiveness of its development assistance, specifically through
enhanced predictability (thanks to the adoption of a three-year
budget cycle), although the growing proportion of loans within
its bilateral development assistance is a worrying trend.
“France has decided to mobilize…While the crisis is severe in
the wealthy countries …its consequences are much harsher in
the poor countries. …We hope that all the developed countries will decide to do more and, naturally, to help Africa on a
priority basis.”
President Nicolas Sarkozy
UN Millennium Development Goals Summit, 20 September 2010

LOOKING AHEAD: 2010-15
France’s 2005 development assistance commitment was one
of the most ambitious within the G8, with a pledge to reach
0.5% ODA/GNI by 2007 and to direct 66% of total development assistance towards Africa (a proportion higher than the
other EU donors). However, this commitment has been eroded
in subsequent years. In 2008, the target year to reach 0.7% of
GNI was changed from 2012 to 2015, reducing France’s 2010
indicative target by more than $2 billion. Then in 2009 France
decided that 60% of its bilateral financial efforts would be
directed to sub-Saharan Africa2 and that 14 priority countries
(all in the region) would receive at least 50% of its bilateral
grants during the 2011–2013 budget period.
The 2011–2013 French budget includes a three-year freeze
on credits from the ODA mission, which will make it very difficult for the country to reach its targets by 2015. As a result, its
relationship with Africa is at a crossroads this year – as President of the G8 and the G20, it has the opportunity to regain its
global leadership on development. President Sarkozy’s efforts
to forge a G20 agreement on innovative financing for development could, if successful, leverage substantial new resources for
development and help fill the resource gap faced by countries
striving to reach the MDGs. Because development assistance
commitments fall far short of the amount required to meet
the MDGs, it is critical that any new resources from innovative
mechanisms are additional to existing and promised ODA.
Inclusive, sustainable economic growth is another
area in which France can assert a leadership role in 2011.
President Sarkozy has already taken steps on this agenda by
asking Tidjane Thiam, a former Ivorian minister and successful businessman, to convene representatives from the public
and private sectors within the framework of the French G20
to explore new ways to boost infrastructure in Africa. There
were fears that France would resort to supporting national
companies through its ODA, but recent statements underline
the government’s commitment to untying aid, France’s recognition of the role of the private sector is critical, and should
be leveraged to forge new partnerships for development.
Although France has taken steps to improve the quality
of its development assistance in recent years, certain trends
are worrying. France is increasingly relying on loans, rather
than grants, to drive increases in its development assistance.
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2009 to establish a French development strategy, in 2011
the government released a framework document, ‘Cooperation and Development: A French Vision’. This document
is an important step towards a more transparent and
predictable development agenda for France.
To build on the G8’s efforts to improve their accountability, France can also clarify its own development
committments (for example, President Sarkozy’s 2008
commitment of €10 billion to sub-Saharan Africa) and can
urge the G8 and G20 to endorse the TRACK principles to
ensure clarity on future promises.
The development outcomes of the 2011 G8 and G20
summits will be a testament to France’s global leadership.
The summits provide an opportunity for France to clarify
its development agenda, solidify its historic partnership
with sub-Saharan Africa and position itself as a global
development champion for the years to come.
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Subsidised loans, which can be effective development
tools in some cases, also provide a low-cost way for it to
count large amounts of resources as ODA. As debt sustainability rules do not allow the poorest countries to benefit
from loans for fear of exacerbating their debt burden,
recent increases in French ODA have disproportionately
benefited more developed countries.
In addition, the ODA France reports to the DAC is
boosted by large amounts of debt relief, costs of receiving refugees, tuition fees for foreign students studying
in France and assistance to French Overseas Territories.
While the OECD/DAC authorises countries to count these
contributions as development assistance, in France’s case
the amounts are very large, exceeding $3.3 billion (€2.5
billion) in 2010.
Following the Interministerial Committee for International Cooperation and Development (CICID)’s decision in
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KEY COMMITMENTS 2010-15

GERMANY

23%

$26.01bn
(€19.64 bn)

$11.15bn
(€8.42bn)

Q ODA
Achieve 0.7% ODA/GNI by 2015; 50% of ODA increases to be
directed to Africa
Q AGRICULTURE
$3 billion (€2.2 billion) to the L’Aquila Food Security initiative
(2010-12), $1 billion (€718.1 million) of which are additional
funds
Q HEALTH
€500 million annually to health (2008-15); $500 million for
maternal and child health by 2015
Q EDUCATION
Double development assistance for education in Africa
by 2013
Q AID EFFECTIVENESS
Signatory of the International Aid Transparency Initiative

GERMANY’S PROGRESS 2004–10
Germany increased its development assistance to sub-Saharan
Africa by $979 million (€739 million) between 2004 and 2010,
delivering a total of $3.43 billion (€2.59 billion)2 in 2010 and meeting 23% of its target increases by 2010. 18% of Germany’s global
increases between 2004 and 2010 were directed to sub-Saharan
Africa, the second lowest proportion of the G7.
Germany has been a consistent supporter of improved access
to water and sanitation, directing the largest volume of bilateral
development assistance to the sector between 2005 and 2009
(both globally and in sub-Saharan Africa).3 It is also a leader in leveraging innovative finance for development, including becoming
the first country to direct financing from the sales of CO2 emission
certificates to development. Beginning in FY 2011, Germany also
became the first donor to do this with a second income stream, a
surcharge tax for nuclear power stations.

LOOKING AHEAD: 2010–2015
Germany’s commitments to reach 0.7% ODA/GNI by 2015 and
to allocate 50% of its development assistance increases to Africa
are ambitious and praiseworthy. Although development priorities shifted with the establishment of a new coalition govern-

ment in 2009 (including, for example, an increased emphasis
on economic development and private sector engagement),
the government’s commitment to meeting its development
assistance targets was reiterated in the all-Party Development
Consensus on 25 February 2011.
However, Germany’s budget for 2011 includes the smallest increases for development assistance since 2005, with €149
million allocated additionally for FY 2011. The top-line figures
of the draft budget for FY 2012 contain an ODA increase of
€114 million for the Ministry for Economic Cooperation and
Development. In addition, the Foreign Office has seen an ODA
increase of at least €125 million. This would be the second
lowest increase since 2005. ONE hopes that Germany’s ongoing
budget process will increase spending allocated to development assistance, particularly through the new Energy and
Climate Fund. At this pace, Germany will not reach 0.7% ODA/
GNI until 2022 (based on its average ODA increases from 2005
to 2010). In a year when the country’s economy is growing at
the highest rate since reunification, and much faster than the
European average, this trend risks undermining Germany’s
global leadership on development.
Germany should take the opportunity in 2011 to clarify how
it intends to meet its development assistance commitments by
2015. In addition, to ensure that its increased financing for climate
change measures does not come at the expense of traditional
development sectors, Germany should commit to allocating a high
proportion of resources towards international adaptation and
mitigation measures through its new Energy and Climate Fund.
The current German government has identified aid effectiveness as a key priority for its development agenda in the coming
years. It has already taken steps towards making aid more effective with the recent consolidation of three bilateral development
agencies to reduce transaction costs and by reaffirming the Plan of
Operations to Increase Aid Effectiveness of March 2009, which had
been set up by the previous coalition.
To build on these efforts, Germany should update and implement this Plan of Operations, focusing specifically on increasing its
use of country systems, improving aid predictability and implementing the IATI standard to enhance aid transparency. It should
also use the merger of its bilateral implementation agencies to
increase the competitiveness and transparency of its procurement
mechanisms. This should contribute to significantly reducing Germany’s high proportion of tied technical cooperation (27%) and
increase value for money.4
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‘We continue to strive to spend 0.7 % of GNI
for development cooperation.’
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‘In spite of the financial crisis, we intend to
keep our international obligation by successively increasing German ODA to 0.7% of GNI.’
Coalition treaty of 26 October 2009

‘Our promise must be translated into consistent action, and proposals put forward for the
2012 budget and the government’s mediumterm financial planning that actually allow
the 0.7% target to be reached by 2015.’

DAC MEMBERS GERMANY

Finally, Germany should evaluate the impact of its cap
on multilateral contributions. In 1993, the budget committee
stipulated that not more than one-third of the Ministry for
Economic Cooperation and Development budget should be
spent through multilateral channels. The current coalition treaty
has reinvigorated this rule by specifying that only one-third of
all German ODA should be spent through multilateral channels,
a policy that Germany’s DAC Peer Review of 27 October 2010
criticised as ‘not evidence-based’. Germany should review both
the bilateral and multilateral development efforts it supports
to ensure that future decisions to allocate financing through
bilateral or multilateral channels are based on evidence and
the comparative advantages of each. The recent reviews of UK
development programmes can serve as a template that can
be adapted to reflect the German context and priorities.
Germany will also have an opportunity to enhance its
partnership with sub-Saharan Africa through its temporary
seat on the United Nations Security Council, especially in a year
when there are 22 elections scheduled on the continent. It is
critical that this diplomatic engagement is paired with strong
investments in Africa’s development. At the upcoming G8 and
G20 summits, Germany should report on its track record on past
commitments and provide leadership by supporting agricultural
investments and funding key mechanisms for global health,
including by championing innovative financing proposals.

Development Policy Consensus, 25 February 2011,
an all-party initiative that was signed by more
than half of all members of parliament
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KEY COMMITMENTS 2010–15

ITALY

Q ODA
Achieve 0.51% ODA/GNI by 2010; 0.7% ODA/GNI by 2015;
50% of increases directed to sub-Saharan Africa (2004-15);
50% of bilateral aid to sub-Saharan Africa by 20112
Q AGRICULTURE
€307 million ($428 million) over three years to the L’Aquila
Food Security Initiative

ITALY’S PROGRESS 2004-10
2010
GLOBAL
ODA

$2.88bn
(€2.18bn)

0.14%

% GNI

1

2010
SSA
ODA

$1.20bn
(€906m)

% OF 2010
TARGET
INCREASES
MET
2015
GLOBAL
TARGET
2015
AFRICA
TARGET
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-2%

$15.51bn
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WKHpast five years has been dismal. In 2010, it directed $1.2
billion (€906 million) in development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa, a level lower than its 2004 baseline. In total, Italy
delivered -2% of the increases it promised to the region in
2005.3 Although Italy slightly increased its development assistance in 2008, cuts in development assistance of $759 million
(€545 million, or 20%) in 2009 and $109 million (€82 million)
in 2010 mean that it has barely progressed since 2005.
As the 2009 G8 President, host Prime Minister Silvio
Berlusconi promised to deliver a national plan to restore
Italy’s development assistance levels (‘piano di rientro’). He
also committed to backdate the country’s unpaid pledges to
the Global Fund (along with an additional €30 million)4 and
pledged $428 million5 for the L’Aquila Food Security Initiative. While Italy has made some progress on its commitments
under the L’Aquila Initiative and has paid the Global Fund arrears pre-2009, its Global Fund payments for 2009 and 2010
have not yet been made.

(€11.71bn)

$7.74bn
(€5.85bn)

LOOKING AHEAD: 2010-15
There is no indication that Italy will get on track to meet its
development assistance commitments in the near future. To
address one of the highest levels of public debt in the world
(equivalent to 115.8% of the national budget in 2009), the
country’s budget in 2011 included a cut to bilateral ODA from
€327 million to €179 million, with increasing proportions

being absorbed by administrative costs. This makes it almost
inconceivable that Italy will meet its development assistance
commitments by 2015.
A strong political signal from the government is needed.
Italy should produce the ‘piano di rientro’ promised by Berlusconi in 2009. Even with a recovery plan, however, Italy’s poor
performance will continue to undermine the EU’s chances of
meeting its development assistance targets by 2015.
In an effort to better monitor resource flows between
Italy and developing countries, the government has proposed
a plan to track spending by private foundations and NGOs.
While enhanced monitoring and transparency of these flows
is welcome, it should not count towards official development
assistance targets.
At a minimum, Italy should fully deliver its commitments
to the L’Aquila Food Security Initiative (including the Rome
Principles for effective agricultural development assistance)
and pay its overdue pledges to the Global Fund. It should also
maintain its support for GAVI and encourage other countries
to become GAVI donors at this year’s pledging conference.
Italy has taken steps to improve the impact of its development programmes in recent years, which indicates that
it could improve its reputation on development once the
economy stabilises. In 2009 the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
established an Aid Effectiveness and Peer Review Working
Group, which produced an aid effectiveness action plan that
included policy coherence for development, aid untying,
enhanced cooperation with a smaller number of countries,
improved monitoring and evaluation and engagement with
civil society.6 The Group delivered an assessment of progress
in December 2010, which showed some improvement in focusing on a smaller number of countries and better monitoring, as well as a second action plan in January 2011. However,
the impacts of this progress will be limited unless Parliament
approves adequate resources.
Polling indicates that the majority of Italians (73%) support honouring Italy’s development commitments, suggesting that an aid recovery plan, along with the efforts in improving aid effectiveness, would not only have an impact in
the world’s poorest countries but would also be well received
by the Italian public.7

“…when one commits to something, it has to be maintained.
We are behind [on aid to Africa], and we have to put this
right. I’m sorry to have not maintained these promises, you
have to take into account all the things that have got in the
way of us achieving them.”

ITALY’S SSA ODA VS 2010 TARGET
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The figures for multilateral ODA in this chart differ from those in Figure
2. ONE is taking into account the ‘lumpiness’ of multilteral contributions by giving the 2-year average of multilteral disbursements for
2004 and 2005. (See chapter on methodolgy) .
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JAPAN

2010
GLOBAL
ODA

KEY COMMITMENTS 2010–15

$11.03bn

% GNI

1

64

(¥968bn)

0.20%

2010 SSA
BILATERAL
ODA

$1.65bn

% OF 2010
BILATERAL
TARGET
INCREASES
MET

126%

(¥144bn)

2015 GLOBAL
TARGET

NO TARGET

2015 SSA
TARGET

NO TARGET

Q ODA
Double bilateral ODA to Africa from 2007 levels by 2012
Q AGRICULTURE
$3 billion for the L’Aquila Food Security Initiative, including
$2.2 billion for food security infrastructure(2010-12)
Q INVESTMENT
Assist in doubling private sector investment to Africa
by 2012.
Q HEALTH
$5 billion (2011–16) for maternal and child health;
vaccinations for three infectious diseases; measures to
address new threats

JAPAN’S PROGRESS 2004–10
In 2010, Japan exceeded its commitment to double bilateral
development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa, directing
$1.65 billion (¥144 billion) in bilateral ODA and $3.35 billion
(¥294 billion) in total ODA to the region. Between 2004 and
2010, it increased its bilateral development assistance to subSaharan Africa by $1.1 billion (¥96 billion). 140% of its global
increases between 2004 and 2010 were directed to sub-Saharan Africa (because in volume, development assistance to the
region has increased more than Japan’s increases in global
development assistance).2
Over the past five years, Japan has been a leader in providing technical assistance and support for water and sanitation improvements in sub-Saharan Africa. It has also been a
consistent supporter of the Global Fund, pledging the fourth
largest commitment among donors ($1.4 billion) between
2001 and 2011.

LOOKING AHEAD: 2010–15
Japan met its 2010 bilateral target and almost reached the
volumes required to meet its pledge to double bilateral development assistance to Africa by 2012, but has no development
assistance commitment that extends beyond 2012.
Japan has taken steps in the past year to define the

objectives and to enhance the focus of its development programmes. In June 2010, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA)
published a review of Japanese development assistance, called
‘Enhancing National Enlightened Interest’, which outlined a
‘new way forward for Japan’s ODA to respond to changes in the
international and domestic environments’. In a subsequent
speech at the UN Millennium Development Goals Summit in
September 2010, Prime Minister Naoto Kan reiterated Japan’s
commitment to the MDGs and to support development efforts
in Africa and Asia. He also said that in the years beyond 2010,
Japanese development assistance would be focused on health,
education and sustainable development.
According to the review, Japan’s development assistance
could decrease in the coming years. In an effort to improve the
effectiveness of its development programmes, the country’s
new development strategy will evaluate the impact of its aid
against pre-determined targets and will use this information to design and prioritise funding for future programmes.
Japan is also planning to reduce the number of countries and
multilateral organisations that it supports. Within these new
guidelines, it is critical that Japan clarifies by exactly how
much and to whom ODA might decrease, and that it continues
support for effective multilaterals that work with sub-Saharan
African countries, such as the Global Fund, IDA and the African
Development Bank.
Japan also identifies global leadership as a key goal of its
development efforts. As part of this, it has organised a followup meeting to the 2010 High Level MDG Summit in June 2011
to discuss progress towards achieving the MDGs. The summit will look at how to improve sectoral approaches, engage
emerging donors and consider the post-MDG environment.
To improve the effectiveness of its development programmes, in 2011 Japan should implement the commitment
it made towards the Accra Agenda for Action. It should also
continue to work with the G8 Accountability working group
and embrace the TRACK Principles, especially by clarifying
the baselines for its development assistance commitments.
Transparent development assistance commitments will make
it possible for Japan to measure its achievements in the years
to come, especially for programmes such as the Hatoyama
Initiative on climate change and efforts to leverage innovative
finance from private sector partnerships. Japan should also
publicly clarify its plans to increase the amount of, and expand
the number of countries eligible for, concessional ODA loans, to
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As this report went to print, the full extent of the damage sustained in Japan due to the earthquake of 11 March 2011 and subsequent nuclear incidents was still unknown. The reconstruction
effort will require significant resources and, although the Japanese
government has reiterated its commitments to development and
to Africa, it cannot rule out short-term cuts in development assistance. Current proposals would reduce Japan’s 2011 ODA budget
by ¥50.1 billion (nearly 9% of the total) before returning the ODA
budget to its usual level in 2012. These funding cuts would only
be made to multilateral organisations and would include a cut of
nearly $200 million to the Global Fund. While ONE understands
that cuts might be necessary in the short-term, we hope that Japan will continue to provide leadership on global development
and look to restore any reductions post-recovery.
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The figures for multilateral ODA in this chart differ from those in Figure
2. ONE is taking into account the ‘lumpiness’ of multilteral contributions by giving the 2-year average of multilteral disbursements for
2004 and 2005. (See chapter on methodolgy) .
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ensure that it does not exacerbate debt burdens for sub-Saharan African countries.
Given Japan’s plans to decrease development assistance
(by 4%, according to some reports), it should clarify how it
will meet its existing pledges, such as the series of commitments made by Prime Minister Kan at the UN MDG summit in
September 2010. These ‘Kan Commitments’ included an $800
million pledge to the Global Fund and a commitment of $5 billion between 2011 and 2015 to support vaccinations for three
major infectious diseases, address global threats such as new
influenza viruses and support maternal and child health, as
part of a comprehensive coordinated framework strategy that
goes beyond financial support. Prime Minister Kan committed
to offering Japan’s own heath and administrative knowledge
to help in the implementation of these commitments. Additionally, the Kan Commitments provide $3.5 billion over five
years as part of a comprehensive development framework to
support the provision of universal education, with a particular
focus on post-primary education. All these commitments will
need following up in 2011.
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KEY COMMITMENTS 2010–15
Q ODA
Achieve 0.7% ODA/GNI by 2013; 50% of ODA increases to be
directed to Africa (2004-15)2
Q AGRICULTURE
$1.718 billion for the L’Aquila Food Security Initiative (FY
2009/10-FY 2011/12) to prevent hunger in 10 million
children
Q HEALTH:
Prevent the deaths of 50,000 mothers; vaccinate 60 million
children; £500 million annually for malaria prevention by 2014
Q EDUCATION:
Provide schooling for 11 million children by 2015
Q AID EFFECTIVENESS:
Signatory of the International Aid Transparency Initiative

THE UK’S PROGRESS 2004–10
The UK has continued to provide global leadership on development issues during the past five years, most notably by maintaining its commitments to increase development assistance
despite recent budgetary challenges. Between 2004 and 2010,
the UK increased its development assistance to sub-Saharan
Africa by $2.55 billion (£1.65 billion) – representing a more
than doubling of development assistance to the region from
2004 levels, delivering a total of $5.06 billion (£3.28 billion) in
2010 and meeting 86% of its target increases. 39% of the UK’s
global development assistance increases between 2004 and
2010 were directed to sub-Saharan Africa.
In addition to providing leadership on commitments to
increase development assistance, especially in areas such as
education and fighting malaria, during the past five years the
UK has also championed policies to improve aid effectiveness,
relieve unsustainable debt burdens in developing countries and
address the impact of climate change on developing countries.

LOOKING AHEAD: 2010–15
In 2011, the UK reaffirmed its commitment to deliver its development assistance promises, a praiseworthy decision in light
of the current economic climate. The new coalition govern-

ment’s Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) projects that
UK development assistance will remain at current levels until
2013, when there will be a projected increase of £2.90 billion
($4.48 billion) in a single year to reach 0.7% of GNI. If this is delivered as promised in the CSR, the UK will become the first G8
country to meet this historic pledge. Within this increase, the
UK has clarified that 59% of bilateral resources will be directed
to sub-Saharan Africa between 2011/12 and 2014/15.3
The UK’s Department for International Development
(DFID) has also unveiled plans to improve its development
programmes over the coming years. Following reviews of its
bilateral, multilateral and humanitarian spending, in March
2011 DFID announced a series of reforms aimed at maximising the transparency and effectiveness of its development
assistance. This included setting clear, measurable targets
to ensure that UK investments are making an impact in the
world’s poorest countries.
As part of these reforms, the UK announced that it
would direct more assistance (up to 30%) towards conflict
and fragile states. It will also tighten the focus of its development programmes by reducing the number of countries that
receive UK bilateral aid from 43 to 27 (18 of which are in subSaharan Africa).
In terms of thematic areas, the UK has identified health,
education, malnutrition, wealth creation and climate change
as priorities in the years ahead. Within these areas, the government has set specific targets to ensure that UK investments
will lead to results by 2015. These targets include schooling for
11 million children; saving the lives of 50,000 women who die
in pregnancy and childbirth; preventing the deaths of 250,000
newborn babies; vaccinating more than 60 million children under the age of five; preventing 10 million more children from
going hungry; and providing 4 million people with enough
food for a year through greater agricultural support.
Clarity on how the UK intends to meet these targets is
needed from both DFID’s new country plans (to be published
later this year) and the multilateral programmes that receive
UK support. In 2011, ONE will be working to ensure that
DFID’s objectives are implemented by encouraging the UK to
invest in highly effective multilateral mechanisms (such as
GAVI, the Global Fund, the World Bank’s International Development Agency and the African Development Bank), as well
as transparent and accountable bilateral programmes.
The UK’s focus on health and results is welcome, but it
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‘When this Coalition was formed, we made a
commitment that even in these difficult economic times we would keep our promises and
increase aid to help the world’s poorest people.
We are proud to stand by that commitment.
Combating poverty, disaster and conflict is in
the best traditions of our country. Whether
it was the campaign to abolish slavery in the
19th century, the fight against fascism in the
20th century, or campaigns like Live 8 and
Make Poverty History in the 21st, the UK has a
proud history of showing compassion to those
who are suffering beyond our borders.’

‘’UK global ODA will actually exceed the EU target of 0.7% of GNI in
2014 based on the latest growth projections published by the OECD
. The volume target for 2015 is therefore based on 2014/15 levels’’
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is worth noting that it did not make a new contribution at
the Global Fund’s third replenishment conference in October
2010. ONE will continue to encourage the UK to provide funding to this critical, results-driven global health mechanism.
ONE will also be encouraging the UK to increase its focus on
global agriculture in 2011. Specifically, ONE hopes the UK will
deliver and build on its 2009 L’Aquila commitment (in line
with the promises from the recently published Aid Reviews)
and contribute its fair share (£50 million) to the Global Agriculture and Food Security Programme.
In 2011, the UK can demonstrate its commitment to
providing long-term and predictable aid through legislation
to make its 0.7% ODA/GNI commitment legally binding. This
step, along with the new Aid Transparency Guarantee and Independent Commission for Aid Impact, are vital in the run-up
to the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Busan.
The UK played a key role in the creation of mechanisms
such as the IFFIm and the AMC; this historic leadership,
combined with its consistent commitment to development
assistance, puts it in a unique position to support new ideas
for raising innovative finance and to ensure that these are additional to current development assistance promises.

TOTAL SSA ODA
(net of debt relief)

3,199

4,669

6,765

3,453

3,751

4,104

5,215

2,071

3,023

4,381

2,236

2,428

2,657

3,377

714

2,108

3,078

48

15

19

156

463

1,365

1,993

31

10

13

101

953

1,003

1,734

1,489

1,643

1,546

2,136

617

649

1,123

964

1,064

1,001

1,383

1,531

1,559

1,953

1,917

2,092

2,538

2,923

991

1,009

1,265

1,241

1,355

1,644

1,893

2,485

2,562

3,688

3,405

3,735

4,084

5,059

1,609

1,659

2,388

2,205

2,419

2,645

3,276
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2010
GLOBAL
ODA

$30.13bn

0.21%

% GNI1

2010
SSA
ODA

$9.55bn

% OF 2010
TARGET
INCREASES
MET

121%

2015 GLOBAL
TARGET
2015 SSA
TARGET
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NO TARGET
NO TARGET

KEY COMMITMENTS 2010–15
Q ODA
No target
Q HEALTH
$63 billion Global Health Initiative (FY2009-14) to prevent
12 million HIV infections, treat HIV in 4 million people
and support care for 12 million people, including 5 million orphans and vulnerable children, halve the burden of
malaria for 450 million people, help decrease TB deaths
and disease burden by 50% (from 1990), contribute to
treatment of 2.6 million TB cases and 57,200 multi-drugresistant cases, cut maternal deaths by 30% in assisted
countries, prevent 54 million unintended pregnancies,
reduce under-five mortality rates by 35% in assisted
countries, reduce child undernutrition by 30% in assisted
food-insecure countries, reduce prevalence of seven neglected tropical diseases by 50% among 70% of affected
populations
Q AGRICULTURE
$3.5 billion (FY2010–12) for Feed the Future initiative to
help 18 million vulnerable women, children and family members escape poverty and hunger, reach 7 million
undernourished children to prevent stunting and child
mortality, and generate $28 billion in agricultural growth
and leverage $70 million in private investments
Q AID EFFECTIVENESS
Increase the proportion of funds for partner country governments, local organisations and local businesses to 20%
in 25 countries (from less than 10%); allocate 6% of funds
for local non-profit organisations; double the local partner
base to 1,000 partners; increase contracts with local private
businesses to 4% of funds; transition leadership of HIV/
AIDS treatment programmes to national governments and
indigenous organisations in 13 countries; create a webbased ‘dashboard’ for greater transparency in assistance;
and draft Country Development Coordination Strategies for
all countries where USAID maintains a mission, all by 2013

US PROGRESS 2004–10
The US increased its development assistance to sub-Saharan
Africa by $4.28 billion between 2004 and 2010, delivering
121% of the increases it promised in 2005. Of US global development assistance increases between 2004 and 2010, 51%
were directed towards sub-Saharan Africa.
Increases in US development assistance to the region
between 2005 and 2010 were driven by a focus on global
health, specifically through the President’s Emergency Plan
for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR) and the President’s Malaria Initiative,
as well as compacts with well-performing countries through
the innovative Millennium Challenge Corporation. More
recently, the US has emerged as a leader on agriculture and
has revitalised its relatively stagnant progress on aid effectiveness indicators with concrete steps to improve the quality
and impact of its development programmes.

FIGURE 1
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The figures for multilateral ODA in this chart differ from those in Figure
2. ONE is taking into account the ‘lumpiness’ of multilteral contributions by giving the 2-year average of multilteral disbursements for
2004 and 2005. (See chapter on methodolgy) .

Although the US does not have an overall development assistance commitment that extends beyond 2010, two landmark
development initiatives – the Global Health Initiative and
Feed the Future – provide a blueprint for development assistance spending over the next several years. The $63 billion,
six-year Global Health Initiative (GHI) was announced in 2009
to build on PEPFAR through a comprehensive approach for
US investments in health. Feed the Future, a programme to
improve agricultural productivity, link farmers to local and
regional markets, enhance nutrition and build safety nets,
was launched following the 2009 G8 summit, where President Obama pledged to seek $3.5 billion from Congress over
the following three years to contribute to the L’Aquila Food
Security Initiative.
Due to severe budget constraints facing the US, neither
of these commitments will be delivered on time. For FY 2011,
Congress essentially froze funding for global health and agriculture at FY 2010 levels, well below the amounts requested
by President Obama. Not only does this slow progress on
reaching the resources pledged for both initiatives, but
budgetary pressure is expected to become more intense for
spending in FY 2012 and beyond.
The potential size and scope of these cuts could threaten
many US development programmes and undermine the
potential of the GHI and Feed the Future, which are both
about halfway through implementation. Funding for the GHI
is already off track, with only 42% of the total ($26.2 billion)
approved during the first half of the initiative. In order to deliver the full $63 billion commitment, Congress would need to
approve an average annual amount of $12.3 billion through
to FY 2014. It is still feasible, however, that some of the health
goals – including many of those set for HIV/AIDS – will be met
even if the full level of funding is not provided. The prospects
for Feed the Future are similar. Although President Obama
has requested more than $3.5 billion to fund the initiative
from FY 2010 to FY 2012, only about half the resources have
been appropriated in the first two years.
The impact of these cuts will be significant. For example,
for the 20 Feed the Future focus countries, USAID’s proposed
budgets assumed that up to ten countries would qualify
for full implementation of the initiative . Under amounts

approved in FY 2010 and FY 2011, however, only six or seven
might qualify. If funding were to drop to levels proposed in
the FY 2012 Budget Resolution passed by the House of Representatives, the entire initiative would likely stallbefore it has
really begun. For the GHI, many of the targets set seem out
of reach unless funding is scaled up and/or lower costs and
new efficiencies are applied.
While the budget outlook is bleak, prospects for leveraging US development tools beyond development assistance
– specifically to support better governance and improved aid
effectiveness – are promising. In June 2010, Congress enacted
into law a provision requiring extractive companies registered on US stock exchanges to disclose payments made to
governments for oil, gas and mining to the US Securities and
Exchange Commission. This legislation is a critical first
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TOTAL GLOBAL ODA

22,546

30,931

25,234

22,695

26,949

29,123

30,154

BILATERAL DEBT RELIEF
(Global)

199

4,539

1,808

108

222

179

27

TOTAL GLOBAL ODA
(net of debt relief)

22,348

26,392

23,426

22,587

26,727

28,945

30,127

GLOBAL ODA/GNI

0.17%

0.19%

0.16%

0.16%

0.18%

0.20%

0.21%

TOTAL SSA ODA

5,705

5,563

7,374

6,168
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9,047
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(SSA)

120
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33
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3,889

4,392

4,376

4,725
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TOTAL SSA ODA
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5,585
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President Barack Obama,
Un Millennium Development Goals Summit,
22 September 2010
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FEED THE FUTURE
$3.5
$3.0
$2.5
$ billions

‘In fact, my administration has increased
assistance to the least developed countries…
But the purpose of development … is creating
the conditions where assistance is no longer
needed. So we will seek partners who want
to build their own capacity to provide for
their people. We will seek development that is
sustainable.

step towards empowering citizens with information to hold
governments accountable for investing revenues into development. In 2011, ONE encourages the SEC to issue a strong
and effective rule under which this new law will operate, that
will maximise its impact on development opportunities in
developing countries.
In 2010 the US issued two major policy reviews: the Presidential Policy Directive on Global Development (PPD) and the
Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review (QDDR).
Offering the first ever blueprint for US development policy,
these two documents call for a set of reforms to improve
the design and implementation of US global development
programmes. Together, they seek to strengthen the principles
of country ownership; better align US programmes with
developing country priorities; apply a more rigorous evaluation system to measure the impact of programmes; enhance
transparency in where and why the US invests its global
development resources; and encourage innovative solutions
to development challenges.
ONE applauds these policy adjustments and looks
forward to their full implementation over the next few
years. The targets – to increase the proportion of US funding
provided to partner country governments, local organisations
and local businesses, to double direct grants to local nonprofit groups, to ramp up the percentage of contracts with
local businesses, to transfer leadership of HIV/AIDS treatment
programmes from external entities to partner countries and
local organisations and to complete Country Development
Cooperation Strategies in all USAID mission countries by 2013
– are significant and should be met fully. Aid effectiveness
is an area where the US has lagged behind other donors in
recent years. The implementation of these reforms and others
could provide a platform for US leadership at the Fourth High
Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness in Busan.
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‘Let me be clear, the United States of America
has been, and will remain, the global leader in
providing assistance…We keep our promises,
and honor our commitments.
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Switzerland, which are members of the DAC but not the EU or G8.
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The following section profiles Australia, New Zealand, Norway, South Korea and
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AUSTRALIA

NEW ZEALAND

NORWAY

2010 GLOBAL ODA
$3.84bn (AUD$4.19bn)

2010 GLOBAL ODA
$353m (NZ$490m)

2010 GLOBAL ODA
$4.56bn (KRONER 27.58bn)

2010 SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA ODA
$368m (AUD$401m)

2010 SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA ODA
$40m (NZ$55m)

2010 SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA ODA
$1.20bn (KRONER 7.27bn)

CHANGE IN ODA TO
SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA 2004-10
$184m (AUD$201m)

CHANGE IN ODA TO
SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA 2004-10
$9m (NZ$13m)

CHANGE IN ODA TO
SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA 2004-10
-$31m (KRONER -186m)

2015 GLOBAL TARGET
$6.79bn (AUD$7.40bn)

2015 GLOBAL TARGET
NO TARGET

2015 GLOBAL TARGET
NO TARGET

KEY COMMITMENTS 2010–15

In 2010, New Zealand directed $40 million (NZ$55 million) in development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa.
11% of New Zealand’s global increases between 2004
and 2010 were directed to the region.
In 2008, New Zealand adopted a new development
assistance mandate that made sustainable economic development the core focus of its aid programme and confirmed the Pacific as the priority region.1 Its programme
in sub-Saharan Africa is currently undergoing a review.
Its assistance to Africa focuses on Zambia, Zimbabwe
and South Africa. These programmes are complemented
by contributions to multilateral agencies, scholarships
for African students, humanitarian assistance and
funding for New Zealand-based NGOs working with
African partner organisations.2 Following New Zealand’s
aid review, ten multilateral agencies were prioritised,
including seven UN agencies, the World Bank, the Asian
Development Bank and the OECD.3
New Zealand has not made any commitments to
increase development assistance beyond 2010, but looks
to be on track to meet its 2010 goal of ODA reaching 0.35%
of GNI by 2012–13.4

KEY COMMITMENTS 2010–15

Q ODA
Australia has committed to increasing its total ODA
to 0.5% of GNI by 2015–16. It has also committed to
increase its GNI share to LDCs to 0.15%.1
Q CLIMATE
$599 million over three years in climate mitigation,
one-quarter of which will go to developing countries
In 2010, Australia directed $368 million (AUD$401 million) in development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa.
12% of Australia’s global increases between 2004 and
2010 were directed to the region.
In December 2010, the Australian Agency for International Development (AusAID) released its 2011–15
strategy for Africa, which includes a focus on maternal
and child health, water and sanitation, and agriculture
and food security.2
The Australian government is currently conducting
an independent review of development effectiveness to
examine AusAID’s current systems, policies and procedures. Expected to be completed by the end of April
2011, the results will help guide the policy direction of
Australia’s aid programme.
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Q ODA
1% of GNI for ODA (met first in 2009, will maintain 1%
in 2010).
Q MATERNAL AND CHILD HEALTH
$500 million (2010–20).1
Q HEALTH
$241.5 million for the Global Fund (2011–13).
In 2010, Norway directed $1.202 billion (Kroner 7.268
million) in development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa. -2% of Norway’s global increases between 2004 and
2010 were directed to the region meaning that while
ODA grew to other regions between 2004 and 2010, it fell
for sub-Saharan Africa.
Norway’s assistance has focused on health. In 2007,
Norway and the UK launched the International Health
Partnership (IHP), a global campaign to accelerate progress in meeting the health MDGs, by providing better coordination among donors, focusing on improving health
systems as a whole, and by developing and supporting
domestic health plans in developing countries.2
The Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative
was established in Norway. Norway published the first
EITI Report in January 2010 and was accepted by the EITI
Board as EITI-compliant on 1 March 2011.

2010 GLOBAL ODA
$1.17bn (₩1,349bn)
2010 SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA ODA
$220m (₩254bn)
CHANGE IN ODA TO
SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA 2004-10
$135m (₩157bn)
2015 GLOBAL TARGET
$3.0bn (₩3,416bn)
KEY COMMITMENTS 2010–15
ODA

.15% ODA/GNI by 2012; .25% by 2015; Double ODA
spent on Africa to $214 million by 2012 (from 2009
levels)
Q AID EFFECTIVENESS
Untie 75% of ODA by 2015
Q AGRICULTURE
In April 2010 Korea committed $50 million to the
Global Agriculture and Food Security Progamme over
the next three years.
Q HEALTH
$6 million to the Global Fund 2011–13
$1 million to GAVI
Q TECHNICAL
Allow up to 5,000 industrial trainees from Africa to
come to Korea for training.
South Korea has taken an increasingly prominent role on
global development issues during the past five years. It
became the 24th member of the OECD DAC in November
2009, completing its transition from recipient country to
donor. Since 2004, South Korea has increased its global
development assistance from $473 million to $1.2 billion
in 2010.

SWITZERLAND
Although South Korea has historically concentrated its development assistance among its East Asian
neighbors, it has steadily increased its assistance to
sub-Saharan Africa in recent years. 19% ($220 million) of
Its development assistance in 2010 was directed towards
the region. However, it narrowly missed its target of
tripling total development assistance to Africa between
2006 and 2008.1
Following the second Korea-Africa Forum in 2009,
South Korea pledged to double its development assistance to Africa by 2012 to bring total annual development assistance to $214 million.2 South Korea has made
pledges to the Global Fund and GAVI, and has committed
$50 million to the GAFSP over the next three years.
When South Korea became the first non-G7 country to host the prestigious G20 Heads of State meeting
in November 2010, its leadership provided as a vital
bridge between developed and developing countries.
An initiative to enhance global financial safety nets was
launched at the summit, a commitment that aims to
give countries practical tools to manage sudden shifts
in international capital flows caused by volatility in the
financial markets.3 South Korea should continue to provide leadership on this issue and ensure that it remains
on the agenda for future global summits.
South Korea has indicated that it hopes to improve
the effectiveness of its development assistance in the
coming years, including a commitment to untie 75% of
its ODA by 2015.4 In 2009, 50% of Its bilateral aid was
tied.5 South Korea will host the Fourth High Level Forum
on Aid Effectiveness in Busan in 2011, which will be a key
opportunity for its government to unveil its aid effectiveness plans and provide leadership around issues such as
transparency, promoting South–South cooperation and
engaging with donors which are not members of the
DAC on aid effectiveness.

2010 GLOBAL ODA
$2.30bn (CHF2.36bn)
2010 SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA ODA
$522m (CHF544m)

DAC MEMBERS

SOUTH KOREA

CHANGE IN ODA TO
SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA 2004-10
$16m (CHF16m)
2015 GLOBAL TARGET
$3.14bn (CHF3.27bn)
KEY COMMITMENTS 2010–15
Q ODA
0.5% of GNI by 2015
In 2010, Switzerland directed $522 million (CHF544 million) in development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa.
5% of its global increases between 2004 and 2010 were
directed to the region.
In March 2011, the Swiss parliament agreed to
increase ODA over the next two years by $690 million,
after the Senate’s decision to increase ODA to 0.5% of GNI
by 2015. 1
According to the Swiss Agency for Development and
Cooperation (SDC), Swiss development programmes are
focused on reducing poverty, fostering economic development, alleviating the effects of climate change, and providing access to education and healthcare. Switzerland’s
bilateral development assistance is concentrated in 15
countries, seven of which are in sub-Saharan Africa.2
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75

GLOBAL
ODA

(BILATERAL AND
MULTILATERAL)

ODA TO
AFRICA

(BILATERAL AND
MULTILATERAL)

$3.13bn
(2009)1

$1.52bn
(2009)1

TARGETS:
NO KNOWN TARGETS
ONE OF 20 NON-DAC
DONORS THAT REPORT
DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE
DATA TO THE DAC2

Since Saudi Arabia began reporting its development assistance data to the DAC in 2005, significant increases have
been recorded; the country’s global ODA rose nominally from
$1.551 billion in 2007 to a peak of $4.979 billion in 2008. In
2009, Saudi Arabia’s global ODA fell to $3.134 billion, the
majority of which ($2.925 billion) was distributed through bilateral channels.3 Saudi Arabia’s multilateral disbursements
have also increased significantly in recent years, reaching
$209 million in 2009, up from only $21 million in 2008.
The DAC does not disaggregate Saudi Arabia’s development assistance by geographic region, due to a confidentiality clause.4 However, an estimate of its development
assistance to Africa (both North and sub-Saharan) can be
calculated based on DAC data and regional allocations identified in the Saudi Fund for Development (SFD)’s 2009 Annual
Report. According to this calculation, in 2009 Saudi Arabia’s
ODA to Africa represented 48% of its global spending, at a
level of $1.517 billion, up from $496 million in 2005.5
Although it oversees only a fraction of Saudi Arabia’s development assistance, the SFD is Saudi Arabia’s main develop-

FIGURE 2
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ment agency.6 It was established in 1975 to finance projects
in low-income countries through the provision of concessional loans and grants for budget support and development
projects. Approximately half of SFD aid is disbursed to Asian
countries, with the other half going to African countries.7 The
majority of SFD aid supports projects focused on improving
transportation, communication and social infrastructure.8
Details on the effectiveness of Saudi Arabian bilateral aid
are limited. The majority of Saudi development assistance is
untied, largely because competitive bidding, where local suppliers are able to participate, is a mandatory process for Arab
donors.9 Some 35–50% of SFD aid to HIPCs comes in the form
of grants.10
Because the SFD works only with national governments,
a very high proportion of its aid is captured in recipient country budgets, which helps ensure that resources are coordinated with national poverty reduction efforts. In terms of predictability, although the SFD plans internally for multi-year
disbursements, these projections are rarely made public.11
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mainly focused on capacity building and supporting physical infrastructure for providing social services.4 In 2009, 20%
of its bilateral aid to the region was disbursed in the form of
technical assistance.5
The Turkish International Cooperation and Development
Agency (TIKA) was created in 1992 following the collapse of
Communism in the Caucasus, and acts as the Turkish government’s main development cooperation agency. TIKA has
offices in Ethiopia, Senegal and Sudan, which oversee projects
in countries across the continent.6 Turkey has not set specific
development assistance targets for sub-Saharan Africa, but
it did launch an official policy towards the continent in the
Turkey–Africa Partnership Joint Action Plan for the period
2010–14. The plan is intended to improve Turkey’s relations
with the African Union, regional economic communities and
African nations on both bilateral and multilateral platforms.
Although Turkey is a signatory of the Paris Declaration on
Aid Effectiveness, there are very few details on the effectiveness of its development assistance. It does not report its levels
of tied aid to the DAC, but TIKA’s annual reports suggest that
a large proportion of Turkish bilateral aid is in kind, which
generally is more tied than cash grants.
FIGURE 2
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GLOBAL
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AND
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SSA

$966.8m
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MULTILATERAL)

(2010)

DAC-REPORTING COUNTRIES TURKEY

Turkey, which began reporting to the DAC in 1990, has
increased its global development assistance substantially in
recent years. It rose nominally from $64.1 million in 2001 to
$966.8 million in 2010, reaching 0.13% ODA/GNI. This 15-fold
increase resulted from significant boosts in Turkey’s bilateral
development assistance to countries such as Afghanistan,
Kazakhstan, the Kyrgyz Republic and Pakistan.2 The majority of Turkey’s development assistance is disbursed through
bilateral channels; in 2010, $919.5 million of its global ODA
was bilateral and $47.3 million was multilateral.
The Turkish government has committed to increase its global ODA to reach 0.2% ODA/GNI, although it has not set a date for
meeting this target. If Turkey’s accession to EU membership is
successful, it should be expected to commit to the EU12 targets
to reach 0.17% ODA/GNI by 2010 and 0.33% ODA/GNI by 2015,
though it is unlikely to become a member before 2015.
Turkey has also steadily increased its ODA to sub-Saharan Africa in recent years, from $7.7 million in 2000 to an
estimated $71.2 million in 2010.3 However, its ODA to the
region as a proportion of global ODA decreased from 18% to
7% between 2003 and 2009, largely because of the substantial increases in global ODA to other regions. Among African
countries, Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia and Sudan were the largest recipients of Turkish assistance in 2009.
In sub-Saharan Africa, Turkey’s development assistance is

$71.2m
(2010)

TARGETS:
TURKEY HAS COMMITTED TO
INCREASE ITS GLOBAL ODA
TO REACH 0.2% ODA/GNI
(NO DEADLINE)
ONE OF 20 NON-DAC
DONORS THAT REPORT
DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE
DATA TO THE DAC1
NET RECIPIENT OF ODA
($1.4 BILLION IN 2009)

0.03% 0.03% 0.04%

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 Target
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NON-DAC-REPORTING COUNTRIES ARGENTINA

Little information is available on Argentina’s development assistance, in large part because the Argentinean government
does not have an agency dedicated to implementing development projects or collecting aid data.
The most recent estimate of Argentinean bilateral aid
levels comes from a study commissioned by the UNDP’s
Special Unit for South-South Cooperation. The study estimates that Argentina’s bilateral development assistance
disbursements were $748 million in 2007, representing a 34%
increase over 2002 levels.1
Most of Argentina’s bilateral development assistance
is concentrated within Latin America, specifically among its
immediate neighbours. The UNDP study calculates that 1%
of Argentina’s bilateral aid goes to Africa (primarily Angola,
Mozambique and Zimbabwe), suggesting that bilateral aid to
the region was $7.5 million in 2007.2
Most of Argentina’s aid is in the form of technical assistance and is focused on agriculture and food security, agroprocessing, maternal and child health and human rights. In
1992 the Argentinean government established the Argentine
Fund for Horizontal Cooperation (FO-AR) to focus on technical assistance and cooperation within the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. FO-AR has financed more than 2,600 projects and
has sent more than 4,000 experts to developing countries to
provide technical assistance.3

(2007 disbursements)
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In recent years, the Brazilian government has dramatically
increased its statistical capacity to monitor development assistance flows. However, comprehensive estimates are not yet
available to the public. The government’s most recent estimate
of Brazil’s global bilateral aid flows comes from the Institute of
Applied Economic Research (IPEA) and the Brazilian Cooperation
Agency (ABC). This 2010 IPEA-ABC study estimates that Brazil
spent $362.2 million in 2009.3 Other sources that include Brazil’s
technical cooperation estimate that total ODA is more than $1
billion in 2010. Although the ABC-IPEA study does not provide an
estimate of Brazil’s development assistance to Africa, external
studies suggest that, while Latin American countries receive the
majority of Brazilian aid, Portuguese-speaking African countries
have received an increasing amount in recent years.4
According to the ABC-IPEA report, Brazilian bilateral aid
is focused on technical cooperation, humanitarian assistance,
scholarships for foreign students and contributions to international organisations. While the majority of Brazilian aid has
gone to international organisations over the past few years
(76.5% in 2005–09), the proportion of technical cooperation
has been gradually increasing (doubling from 7.2% in 2005 to
13.5% in 2009). A number of studies suggest that Brazil underestimates its levels of technical assistance. The Overseas
Development Institute and Canada’s International Development
Research Centre, for example, estimate that its technical assis-

tance commitments in 2010 could have been worth as much as
$470 million.5
Brazil focuses on sharing its own development experiences
with developing countries and facilitating ‘triangular cooperation’ with traditional donors, newer donors and developing
countries. This assistance is often in the form of technical cooperation and is focused on agriculture, HIV/AIDS, water, energy
and the environment. For example, the Brazilian government
has established the office of the Brazilian Agricultural Research
Company (EMBRAPA) to help transfer agricultural technology
from Brazil to Africa with the aim of contributing to more effective food security in the region.6
In 2003, along with Chile, France and Spain, Brazil called
for new, innovative mechanisms to help pay for international
development. It was one of the 79 countries that endorsed the
Declaration on Innovative Sources of Financing for Development in 2005. In 2006, it was president of the Leading Group
on Solidarity Levies, created to develop advocacy and technical
work.7 In the same year, Brazil announced that it would contribute $20 million over 20 years to the International Finance Facility
for Immunisation (IFFIm), making it the first emerging donor to
donate. Brazil’s donations to UNITAID are another indicator of
its commitment to innovative financing. In 2007, it contributed
$16.1 million, in 2008 $11.1 million and in 2009 $10 million,
making it one of the largest non-DAC donors.

FIGURE 1

BRAZILIAN COOPERATION FOR
INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, 2005–2009
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GLOBAL
AID

o Cancel debts owed by African HIPCs
and LDCs that were due to mature by
the end of 20091

BILATERAL
AID TO
AFRICA

o Provide $10 billion of preferential loans
by 2011
o Triple the size of the China-Africa
Development Fund to reach $3 billion
by 20112

(BILATERAL AND
MULTILATERAL)

$3.15bn
(2009)

$1.36bn

NON-DAC-REPORTING COUNTRIES CHINA

There is no single agency responsible for development assistance programmes or statistics monitoring in the Chinese government. The Ministries of Commerce and Foreign Affairs and
the Export-Import Bank of China (China Eximbank) are the three
government agencies most involved in development assistance;
most estimates of Chinese aid are taken from interviews with
Chinese officials or reports from the China Statistical Yearbook
and China Eximbank Annual Reports.4
Estimates of China’s total development assistance vary
widely, both because China does not systematically collect or
publish its aid data, and also because its classification of aid is
different from the DAC’s definition of ODA, most notably in that
it includes military assistance.5
Though it did not include annual estimates of development assistance, the Chinese government’s first official paper
on foreign aid (April 2011) is an important step in aid transparency. According to the document, Asia and Africa have received
approximately 80% of China’s foreign aid since 1950, and 51
countries in Africa have benefited.6
According to estimates from the China Statistical Yearbook,
total Chinese aid rose from $697 million in 2001 to $3.149 billion in 2009. This five-fold increase was due mainly to a large
rise in China Eximbank concessional loans, which increased from
$128 million to $1.194 billion over the same period.7
Estimates suggest that these concessional loans helped China increase its bilateral aid to Africa four-fold between 2001 and
2009, from $304 million in 2001 to $1.359 billion nominally in
2009 (excluding debt relief).8 During this time, China Eximbank
loans increased from $70 million to $597 million. Africa’s share
of China’s global bilateral and multilateral aid has also been rising gradually since 2004, from 39% in 2006 to 43% in 2009.
China’s assistance to Africa does not conform to all the
principles of aid effectiveness. Most Chinese development assistance to the continent is tied, primarily because the Chinese
government requires that 70% of infrastructure, construction
and other contracts are awarded to Chinese companies (many of
which are state-owned). In addition, Chinese labour is imported
to execute many projects, which means that Chinese investments are less likely to create jobs for Africans.9 China provides
somewhat predictable financial resources, largely because its
aid is disbursed on schedule within the financial year and its aid
is supplied within a multi-year framework.10

(2009)

DOES NOT REPORT
DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE
DATA TO THE DAC

o Grant tariff exemption treatment to
95% of exports from LDCs in Africa
with diplomatic relations with China
by 2011

MEMBER OF THE DAC’S
ENHANCED ENGAGEMENT
INITIATIVE3

o Send 50 agricultural technology teams
to Africa; help train 2,000 agricultural
technicians for African countries and increase the number of agricultural technology centres in Africa to 20 by 2011

NET RECIPIENT OF ODA
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o Train 20,000 African professionals;
build 50 China-Africa schools;
train 1,500 head teachers by 2011
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2009. Sub-Saharan Africa also receives a substantial amount
of loans from India, receiving nearly 52% of the $3.424 billion
allocated by India’s Exim Bank (as of February 2011).
While India’s bilateral aid to other South Asian countries
is focused mainly on infrastructure, health and education, its
aid to African countries is dedicated largely to training civil
servants and personnel working at state-owned enterprises.4
Since the first India-Africa Summit in April 2008, India has
made several development commitments to sub-Saharan Africa,
including a $5.4 billion credit line, grants worth $500 million
and a unilateral opening of its own economy for all exports from
LDCs, of which 34 are in Africa.5 These commitments were set to
be delivered by 2012, and a second India-Africa Summit is due
to take place in May 2011. India has also said that it will increase
its bilateral trade with the African continent from $40 billion in
2008/09 to $70 billion by 2015.50 Progress towards its targets
will be publicised at the summit in May 2011.

NON-DAC-REPORTING COUNTRIES INDIA

Currently, the most comprehensive estimates of India’s
development assistance are published by the government’s
Ministry of External Affairs (MEA). India’s global development
assistance through the MEA was $517.1 million in 2009.2
India’s regional neighbours – especially Bhutan, Afghanistan
and Nepal – receive the majority of this bilateral aid. The
MEA constitutes only one component of Indian aid; other
key funds include Indian Technical and Economic Cooperation (ITEC) and Special Commonwealth Assistance for Africa
(SCAAP).3 The Indian government introduced plans for an
India International Development Cooperation Agency (IIDCA)
in 2007, but these plans were formally dropped in 2010 and
there is no indication that they will be revived.
In 2009, Africa (including North African and sub-Saharan
countries) received $24.6 million in bilateral aid delivered
through the MEA. Although the proportion of India’s bilateral aid allocated to Africa has decreased relative to global
bilateral aid in recent years (from almost 9% in 2004 to 5%
in 2009), the volume of aid to the continent has increased
nominally, from $22.5 million in 2004 to $24.6 million in

2009
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($802.8 MILLION IN 2009)
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There is no agency within the Indonesian government that
collects or publishes development assistance data. As a result,
there are no available estimates on the volumes of Indonesian aid, either globally or to sub-Saharan Africa. However, an
estimate by the UNDP’s Special Unit for South-South Cooperation has calculated that 15–16% of Indonesia’s total aid
goes to Africa.2
The little information that is available on Indonesia’s development policy indicates that the majority of its assistance
is provided in the form of knowledge transfer, or ‘South-South
knowledge exchanges’. The global Task Team on South-South
cooperation (TT-SSC) is currently co-chaired by Indonesia and
Colombia. The TT-SSC has engaged with regional organisations including the New Partnership for Africa’s Development
(NEPAD), the Asian Development Bank, the Inter-American
Development Bank and the Organization of American States.3
In preparation for the Fourth High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness, the TT-SSC is expected to engage in the identification of good practices on South-South cooperation in the
context of aid effectiveness.
Indonesia has launched some small-scale projects to
enhance its relationships with African countries. For example, a
partnership with Japan and ten African countries began in 2011
to institutionalise microfinance skills and knowledge in Africa.4
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There is currently very little information available on Mexico’s
development assistance spending. However, in January 2010
the Mexican government began to develop a National System
of Information on International Cooperation (SIMEXCID) for
tracking both incoming and outgoing aid flows.1
SIMEXCID has been developed with support from the
OECD, the UNDP, the Mexican Central Bank and the National
Institute of Geography and Statistics. The system is now
operational and collecting data, making Mexico the first
country to implement such a system. Once data is public, the
SIMEXCID programme could make Mexico one of the most
easily monitored and transparent donors among non-DACReporting countries.2
Details that are known about Mexico’s development policy indicate that the majority of its development assistance is
directed towards Latin America and Caribbean countries.3 An
estimate by the UNDP’s Special Unit for South-South Cooperation has calculated that approximately 10% of Mexico’s total
aid goes to Africa.4
Much of Mexico’s assistance is focused on facilitating
South-South cooperation, specifically transferring the technical knowledge that it has gained through its own development experiences to other developing countries, with a focus
on education, agriculture, health and the environment.In
sub-Saharan Africa, efforts are carried out largely through
trilateral partnerships such as the May 2010 Mexico-Africa
Triangular Cooperation Forum on Infrastructure for Development. The main goal of this forum was to exchange experiences on social development and energy in order to identify
joint cooperation opportunities between Mexico, United
Nations agencies and countries in Africa.5
In early April 2011, Mexico passed the Law of International Cooperation for Development, which will provide its
government with necessary tools for international cooperation programmes, and ensures the programmes promote
sustainable human development through poverty alleviation,
employment, equality and social inclusion.
Mexico will host the G20 summit in 2012, and has the
opportunity to drive the agenda as leaders of the G20 countries convene for their seventh meeting.
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NON-DAC-REPORTING COUNTRIES RUSSIA

RUSSIA

GLOBAL
AID
(BILATERAL AND
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$800m
(2009)

NO KNOWN TARGETS
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Russia is the only member of the G8 that did not sign the
2005 Gleneagles Communiqué. Russia is not a DAC member, and it does not have a dedicated agency that collects its
development assistance data. In June 2009, Russia began
discussions with the OECD to become a DAC member, which
may happen by 2012 if its accession to the WTO is successful
in 2011. At the request of the Russian government, the World
Bank is providing advisory services to help develop an effective national ODA system.1
According to reports by the Russian government, total bilateral and multilateral aid to developing countries was $800
million in 2009, up from $220 million in 2008.2 This would exceed the target set by the Ministry of Finance to increase ODA
to $400–$500 million per year by 2011–12.Documents approved by the Russian government in 2007 publicly committed to reach 0.7% ODA/GNI, though no timeframe was given.3
The Russian government has not set targets for increasing its
development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa.
Russia is undergoing a transition from aid recipient to
donor and active member of multilateral organisations. The
majority of Russian development assistance, both globally
and to sub-Saharan Africa, is disbursed through multilateral
organisations.
Russia has cancelled $20 billion worth of African debt
through the HIPC initiative,4 surpassing its commitment at
the 2005 Gleneagles conference to cancel $11.3 billion worth
of debt owed by African countries.
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NON-DAC-REPORTING COUNTRIES SOUTH AFRICA

South Africa does not currently have a dedicated agency that
manages or tracks aid disbursements, so very little is known
about its development assistance. However, in January 2011
the South African government announced the establishment
of a development agency, the South African Development
Partnership Agency. The agency is expected to become operational by mid-2011 and will track and oversee all the programmes it funds, as well as work with other donor agencies
to coordinate development programmes.2
A portion of South Africa’s aid figures are currently
reported in national budget documents by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA).3 Expenditure on international cooperation
increased nominally from $64.3 million in 2006 to $110.7 million in 2010, and is expected to reach $134.7 million in 2011.4
However, these figures do not include aid from other departments, such as the Department of Education or the Department of Defence, which are estimated to account for 55% and
36% respectively of total aid spending. In 2006, International
Development Research Centre estimates of total development
assistance from all South African departments ranged from
$363 million to $475 million, approximately six to seven times
the volumes reported by the National Treasury.5
South Africa has committed to increasing development
assistance levels to between 0.2% and 0.5% of GNI, though
no target date has been set. Its aid is directed almost entirely towards other African nations, and is largely focused
on governance, conflict prevention and peacekeeping.6 Aid
administered by the MFA includes disbursements to multilateral organisations, including the African Renaissance and
International Cooperation Fund (ARF), the African Union (AU),
the New Partnership for Africa’s Development (NEPAD), the
Southern African Development Community (SADC) and the
UN. The ARF, which supports projects focused on poverty alleviation, economic development, security and stability, is the
best-defined component of South Africa’s development assistance programme. Although it accounts for a small percentage of the country’s total aid, ARF funds have been growing in
recent years, from $22.7 million in 2006 to an expected $81.3
million in 2011.7
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DAC MEMBERS GLOBAL ODA
90

GLOBAL ODA NET OF BILATERAL DEBT RELIEF ($ MILLIONS, 2010 PRICES)
2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2010
Target

AUSTRALIA

2,336

2,476

2,645

2,946

3,189

3,430

3,841

4,058

1,505

0.32%

AUSTRIA

688

774

831

891

923

1,046

1,044

1,904

356

0.28%

BELGIUM

1,502

1,741

1,783

1,787

2,153

2,418

2,449

3,287

947

0.52%

CANADA

3,653

4,306

4,070

4,436

4,885

4,498

5,075

5,278

1,421

0.33%

DENMARK

2,463

2,471

2,449

2,528

2,571

2,744

2,821

2,535

358

0.89%

FINLAND

762

871

948

993

1,098

1,249

1,335

1,235

573

0.55%

FRANCE

7,877

7,587

7,787

8,363

9,164

10,628

11,439

13,269

3,563

0.44%

GERMANY

7,890

7,422

8,534

9,411

10,687

11,486

12,642

17,103

4,752

0.38%

GREECE

404

471

499

525

676

597

499

1,036

95

0.17%

IRELAND

648

748

1,014

1,073

1,151

941

895

1,018

247

0.53%

ITALY

2,815

4,013

2,330

3,478

3,750

2,991

2,882

10,322

66

0.14%

JAPAN

9,994

10,274

10,056

7,894

9,014

9,834

11,031

13,746

1,037

0.20%

KOREA

473

742

420

615

812

929

1,168

1,015

695

0.12%

LUXEMBOURG

306

319

335

383

385

400

399

340

93

1.09%

NETHERLANDS

4,687

5,472

5,737

5,860

6,400

6,169

5,887

6,241

1,199

0.75%

NEW ZEALAND

273

324

324

340

379

367

353

362

80

0.26%

NORWAY

3,254

3,638

3,493

3,915

3,742

4,405

4,564

4,217

1,310

1.10%

PORTUGAL

391

436

444

470

577

493

648

1,130

257

0.29%

SPAIN

2,843

3,004

3,720

4,899

6,051

6,194

5,593

7,777

2,750

0.40%

SWEDEN

3,084

3,816

4,100

4,263

4,520

4,851

4,527

4,668

1,442

0.97%

SWITZERLAND

1,974

1,990

1,963

1,919

2,047

2,235

2,265

2,114

291

0.40%

UK

7,015

7,061

8,349

8,139

9,791

11,480

13,581

14,908

6,565

0.56%

US

22,348

26,392

23,426

22,587

26,727

28,945

30,127

-

7,780

0.21%

G7

61,592

67,055

64,551

64,308

74,017

79,863

86,777

-

25,185

0.27%

EU15

43,377

46,205

48,859

53,063

59,896

63,687

66,640

86,773

23,263

0.44%

DAC

87,682

96,347

95,255

97,715

110,692

118,329

125,064

-

37,382

0.31%

1. 2004-10 Increases are based on absolute ODA values. These differ from those presented elsewhere in the report, which measure progress from a smoothed baseline.

Change
2004-101

2010 Global
ODA/ GNI

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2010
Target

Change
2004-101

2010 SSA
ODA/ GNI

AUSTRALIA

171

195

302

235

202

265

368

314

196

0.03%

AUSTRIA

210

225

286

270

278

342

297

797

87

0.08%

BELGIUM

633

719

796

752

967

992

962

1,478

329

0.20%

CANADA

1,042

1,211

1,422

1,264

1,970

1,569

1,884

1,500

841

0.12%

DENMARK

953

997

1,059

1,120

1,080

1,127

1,106

881

153

0.35%

FINLAND

260

293

357

372

395

451

446

461

186

0.18%

FRANCE

3,103

3,008

3,632

3,855

3,720

4,405

4,205

5,543

1,103

0.16%

GERMANY

2,748

2,198

2,872

3,055

3,428

3,351

3,432

6,724

684

0.10%

GREECE

81

89

127

112

154

129

124

370

42

0.04%

IRELAND

384

406

560

577

645

536

493

568

109

0.29%

ITALY

884

1,699

829

1,342

1,459

1,079

1,200

5,018

316

0.06%

JAPAN

1,745

1,865

3,595

1,834

2,717

2,549

3,346

2,633

1,601

0.06%

KOREA

64

113

58

112

147

163

220

192

156

0.02%

LUXEMBOURG

126

134

152

159

160

168

165

153

38

0.45%

NETHERLANDS

1,984

1,953

1,654

1,867

1,976

1,626

1,733

2,360

-251

0.22%

NEW ZEALAND

31

34

30

30

34

34

40

33

NORWAY

1,236

1,277

1,300

1,301

1,285

1,278

1,202

PORTUGAL

191

207

227

204

237

228

SPAIN

681

738

942

1,184

1,495

SWEDEN

964

1,347

1,375

1,484

SWITZERLAND

502

511

592

UK

2,485

2,562

US

5,585

G7

9

0.03%

1,223

-33

0.29%

383

533

192

0.17%

1,624

1,460

3,028

779

0.11%

1,565

1,533

1,480

1,639

517

0.32%

513

491

530

522

502

20

0.09%

3,688

3,405

3,735

4,084

5,059

5,488

2,575

0.21%

5,454

5,742

6,135

7,938

8,879

9,550

8,800

3,965

0.07%

17,592

17,998

21,778

20,892

24,968

25,915

28,676

35,706

11,085

0.09%

EU15

15,687

16,574

18,555

19,758

21,294

21,675

22,546

34,907

6,859

0.15%

DAC

26,064

27,234

31,596

31,184

36,078

36,941

39,677

50,237

13,613

0.10%

1. 2004-10 Increases are based on absolute ODA values. These differ from those presented elsewhere in the report, which measure progress from a smoothed baseline.
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GLOBAL ODA (EXCLUDING BILATERAL DEBT RELIEF) AS % OF GNI
2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2010 Target

AUSTRALIA

0.24%

0.24%

0.26%

0.29%

0.29%

0.29%

0.32%

0.36%

AUSTRIA

0.20%

0.22%

0.23%

0.24%

0.24%

0.29%

0.28%

0.51%

BELGIUM

0.35%

0.40%

0.40%

0.39%

0.46%

0.53%

0.52%

0.70%

CANADA

0.26%

0.30%

0.27%

0.29%

0.32%

0.30%

0.33%

0.33%

DENMARK

0.84%

0.80%

0.76%

0.77%

0.79%

0.88%

0.89%

0.80%

FINLAND

0.35%

0.38%

0.40%

0.39%

0.44%

0.54%

0.55%

0.51%

FRANCE

0.32%

0.31%

0.31%

0.32%

0.35%

0.42%

0.44%

0.51%

GERMANY

0.26%

0.24%

0.26%

0.28%

0.31%

0.35%

0.38%

0.51%

GREECE

0.16%

0.17%

0.17%

0.16%

0.21%

0.19%

0.17%

0.35%

IRELAND

0.39%

0.42%

0.54%

0.55%

0.59%

0.54%

0.53%

0.60%

ITALY

0.14%

0.19%

0.11%

0.16%

0.18%

0.15%

0.14%

0.51%

JAPAN

0.18%

0.18%

0.18%

0.13%

0.16%

0.18%

0.20%

0.22%

KOREA

0.06%

0.09%

0.05%

0.07%

0.08%

0.10%

0.12%

0.10%

LUXEMBOURG

0.79%

0.79%

0.89%

0.92%

0.97%

1.04%

1.09%

0.93%

NETHERLANDS

0.70%

0.76%

0.76%

0.76%

0.79%

0.81%

0.75%

0.80%

NEW ZEALAND

0.23%

0.27%

0.27%

0.27%

0.30%

0.28%

0.26%

0.28%

NORWAY

0.87%

0.94%

0.88%

0.94%

0.88%

1.06%

1.10%

1.00%

PORTUGAL

0.20%

0.21%

0.21%

0.22%

0.27%

0.23%

0.29%

0.51%

SPAIN

0.23%

0.23%

0.27%

0.35%

0.42%

0.45%

0.40%

0.56%

SWEDEN

0.77%

0.93%

0.95%

0.92%

0.98%

1.12%

0.97%

1.00%

SWITZERLAND

0.40%

0.38%

0.37%

0.37%

0.42%

0.42%

0.40%

0.40%

UK

0.33%

0.32%

0.37%

0.35%

0.41%

0.51%

0.56%

0.61%

US

0.17%

0.19%

0.16%

0.16%

0.18%

0.20%

0.21%

-

G7

0.21%

0.22%

0.20%

0.20%

0.23%

0.26%

0.27%

-

EU15

0.31%

0.32%

0.33%

0.35%

0.39%

0.43%

0.44%

-

ALL DAC

0.24%

0.25%

0.24%

0.24%

0.27%

0.30%

0.31%

-

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

AUSTRALIA

0.02%

0.02%

0.03%

0.02%

0.02%

0.02%

0.03%

AUSTRIA

0.06%

0.06%

0.08%

0.07%

0.07%

0.09%

0.08%

BELGIUM

0.15%

0.17%

0.18%

0.16%

0.21%

0.22%

0.20%

CANADA

0.07%

0.08%

0.10%

0.08%

0.13%

0.10%

0.12%

DENMARK

0.32%

0.32%

0.33%

0.34%

0.33%

0.36%

0.35%

FINLAND

0.12%

0.13%

0.15%

0.15%

0.16%

0.20%

0.18%

FRANCE

0.13%

0.12%

0.14%

0.15%

0.14%

0.17%

0.16%

GERMANY

0.09%

0.07%

0.09%

0.09%

0.10%

0.10%

0.10%

GREECE

0.03%

0.03%

0.04%

0.03%

0.05%

0.04%

0.04%

IRELAND

0.23%

0.23%

0.30%

0.30%

0.33%

0.31%

0.29%

ITALY

0.04%

0.08%

0.04%

0.06%

0.07%

0.05%

0.06%

JAPAN

0.03%

0.03%

0.06%

0.03%

0.05%

0.05%

0.06%

KOREA

0.01%

0.01%

0.01%

0.01%

0.02%

0.02%

0.02%

LUXEMBOURG

0.33%

0.33%

0.40%

0.38%

0.40%

0.44%

0.45%

NETHERLANDS

0.29%

0.27%

0.22%

0.24%

0.24%

0.21%

0.22%

NEW ZEALAND

0.03%

0.03%

0.03%

0.02%

0.03%

0.03%

0.03%

NORWAY

0.33%

0.33%

0.33%

0.31%

0.30%

0.31%

0.29%

PORTUGAL

0.10%

0.10%

0.11%

0.10%

0.11%

0.11%

0.17%

SPAIN

0.05%

0.06%

0.07%

0.08%

0.10%

0.12%

0.11%

SWEDEN

0.24%

0.33%

0.32%

0.32%

0.34%

0.35%

0.32%

SWITZERLAND

0.10%

0.10%

0.11%

0.10%

0.10%

0.10%

0.09%

UK

0.12%

0.12%

0.16%

0.15%

0.16%

0.18%

0.21%

US

0.04%

0.04%

0.04%

0.04%

0.05%

0.06%

0.07%

G7

0.06%

0.06%

0.07%

0.06%

0.08%

0.08%

0.09%

EU15

0.11%

0.12%

0.13%

0.13%

0.14%

0.15%

0.15%

ALL DAC

0.07%

0.07%

0.08%

0.08%

0.09%

0.09%

0.10%
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MULTILATERAL FUNDING BY MAJOR DONORS (CURRENT PRICES IN $ MILLIONS)
AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FUND

FAST TRACK INITIATIVE1,2

GAVI

2009

2000-09

2009

2004-10

2009

2000-10

2009

2000-10

ARGENTINA

9.6

54.4

-

-

-

-

-

-

AUSTRALIA

-

-

-

20.2

5.0

28.6

32.8

171.0

BRAZIL

15.2

86.0

-

-

-

-

-

-

CANADA

196.7

196.7

8.2

45.4

-

148.8

141.5

843.8

CHINA

38.1

216.9

-

-

-

-

2.0

16.0

EU 15

1,049.5

6,512.1

172.5

1,451.8

64.5

623.6

1,336.2

8,352.2

EU INSTITUTIONS

-

-

31.7

101.6

28.6

57.8

143.3

1,204.2

FRANCE

180.1

1,243.1

8.7

23.3

-

18.6

412.7

2,438.5

GERMANY

217.3

1,311.0

7.4

20.3

5.7

22.0

271.4

1,252.5

INDIA

7.6

43.4

-

-

-

-

2.0

10.0

INDONESIA

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

ITALY

17.7

444.3

12.6

31.5

-

-

-

1,008.3

JAPAN

169.5

1,298.3

1.2

3.6

-

-

194.4

1,287.8

MEXICO

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

NEW ZEALAND

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

2.8

NORWAY

-

157.5

22.6

109.1

82.8

517.3

67.2

352.2

RUSSIA

-

-

2.0

8.0

-

-

57.4

257.0

SAUDI ARABIA

6.6

37.6

-

-

-

-

6.0

28.0

SOUTH AFRICA

132.5

686.3

-

-

-

-

-

10.3

SOUTH KOREA

12.8

105.6

-

-

-

-

3.5

13.0

SWITZERLAND

53.6

424.2

-

3.9

-

-

6.3

47.1

TURKEY

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

UK

217.1

1,179.2

12.6

355.0

-

137.4

184.5

1,234.5

US

150.0

614.5

-

-

75.0

646.7

958.6

5,130.2

Q Annual Report
Q DAC

GLOBAL FUND

1. Fast Track figures refer to pledges made for 2009 and payments made to date for the 2004-2010 period
2. EU Inistitutions is the sum of ACP 1 and 2
3. IDA Replenishment round 15

WORLD BANK IDA

UNICEF

2009

2009

2009

2003-10

2000-09

WORLD FOOD PROGRAMME
2000-09

2009

TO DATE

6.7

30.7

0.0

0.4

ARGENTINA

15.3

54.6

-

57.2

AUSTRALIA

10.0

75.2

15.8

18.3

BRAZIL

15.8

204.6

16.7

272.9

CANADA

4.2

29.0

3.1

31.7

CHINA

26,859.6

329.2

2,474.6

225.1

1,728.6

EU 15

-

1,197.9

-

-

-

775.8

EU INSTITUTIONS

39.3

625.0

3,856.9

14.2

127.1

-

31.2

FRANCE

136.5

342.3

1,029.7

6,266.9

9.1

61.9

-

118.1

GERMANY

-

0.3

-

3.9

25.6

17.1

124.2

INDIA

-

-

-

2.4

14.3

1.0

13.1

INDONESIA

2.1

34.0

214.1

1,882.3

10.8

147.4

20.6

177.6

ITALY

21.4

205.9

1,294.4

9,874.4

15.4

803.4

6.7

787.2

JAPAN

-

-

15.5(3)

3.3

34.1

0.1

0.1

MEXICO

0.1

2.8

11.6

80.0

3.8

20.6

7.9

22.5

NEW ZEALAND

8.7

63.6

141.1

1,049.1

71.7

753.8

26.3

276.2

NORWAY

5.1

30.0

106.7 (3)

2.2

14.3

26.8

89.8

RUSSIA

1.0

4.2

73.7(3)

1.0

19.8

23.3

586.2

SAUDI ARABIA

-

-

31.5(3)

0.7

3.7

0.7

32.7

SOUTH AFRICA

-

-

71.3

540.5

3.0

23.5

0.1

3.6

SOUTH KOREA

-

-

258.9

1,369.6

18.5

140.0

2.1

12.6

SWITZERLAND

0.1

0.7

15.2(3)

1.8

13.6

2.4

14.0

TURKEY

42.3

480.8

867.2

6,106.4

32.8

350.0

-

62.5

UK

133.2

1,062.1

1,209.2

9,275.0

130.0

1,261.4

-

1,193.0

US

-

-

-

-

8.7

130.0

-

-

187.4(3)

29.3

245.1

36.3

-

-

30.0 (3)

186.8

978.2

4,077.5

0.9

165.6

2.7

1,076.2

2,128.2

DAC MEMBERS MULTILATERAL ODA
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METHODOLOGY
MEASURING PROGRESS ON DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE
WHAT ARE THE MAIN SOURCES OF DATA?
OECD DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE COMMITTEE (DAC) ONLINE DATABASE: WWW.OECD.ORG/DAC

• Table 1 for all disbursements of official development assistance (ODA) from 1960–2008.
• Table 2a for disbursements by recipient country and
region.
• Table 5 for all commitments by sectors.
• Table 7b for tying status of ODA.
CRS DATABASE

• Table 1 for all commitments and all details, 1973–2008.
The DAC releases preliminary ODA figures each April for the
previous calendar year. These figures can be found at: www.
oecd.org/dac/stats/dac/reftables.
These preliminary data provide only a basic breakdown
(by region, but not by sector) and are subject to revision. The
DAC then releases final data in December for the previous
year; these include a full breakdown of the ODA figures by
sector. The DATA Report uses the preliminary 2010 data for
total volume analysis.

WHAT IS THE DAC AND WHY DOES ONE USE
ITS DATA?
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The DAC is the Development Assistance Committee of the
OECD. Its members are: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada,
Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy,
Japan, South Korea, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the UK,
the US and the European Commission (EC).
The DAC, set up in 1960, has set an internationally
agreed upon standard definition for what can and cannot be
counted as ODA. ODA is made up of grants or concessional
loans given by the official sector to a defined list of develop-

ing countries. The promotion of economic development and
welfare must be the main objective of the loan or grant. If a
loan is given, the grant element must be at least 25% (this
measures the concessionality of the loan based on its interest rate, maturity and grace period; a grant would be 100%).
Loans or grants for military purposes cannot count as ODA.
Reporting to the DAC is mandatory for all DAC members.
What can be reported as ODA is governed by strict rules, with
which all members of the DAC must comply. This means that
there are objective, internationally comparable figures for
ODA going back to 1960, which are produced and validated by
the OECD DAC each year. These provide an accepted benchmark for measuring performance.

WHAT IS THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN BILATERAL AND MULTILATERAL DEVELOPMENT
ASSISTANCE AND HOW DOES ONE
MEASURE THEM?
DAC data on ODA from donor countries measure the outflow of
resources from donors and split it into two categories: bilateral
and multilateral. The DATA Report gives donors credit for all the
contributions that they make to sub-Saharan Africa, including
their contributions to multilateral organisations.
Multilateral ODA is comprised of the contributions made
to multilateral organisations that are not earmarked and
can be used anywhere (with the exception of some regional
banks). By definition, therefore, the multilateral contributions
from each donor are not disaggregated by country or region.
The DAC reports how much has been contributed to
each multilateral agency from each donor. It also reports
how much has been spent by each multilateral agency by
country and sector. It therefore estimates what proportion
of each DAC country member’s contribution to multilateral
agencies can be imputed for sub-Saharan Africa. The April
2011 preliminary release for 2010 ODA figures, however,
reports only donor contributions to agencies, not multilateral
disbursements to countries and regions. For the purpose of

• In 2009 UN agencies contributed 29.2% of their total ODA
to sub-Saharan Africa.
• In 2010, Canada contributed $275.7 million to
UN agencies.
• Therefore Canada contributed $80.4 million (29.2% of
$275.7 million) to sub-Saharan Africa via its contributions to UN agencies in 2010.
ONE recognises that this is only an estimation, and will
apply the full DAC multilateral imputation figures when they
are released in December 2011.
Donor contributions to multilateral agencies are often
given for a three-year period. This means that the ODA received by the multilateral agency may be quite high one year
and low in another. For the purposes of establishing a baseline upon which to measure commitments to increase ODA,
ONE has averaged 2004 and 2005 multilateral ODA to subSaharan Africa and added that to the bilateral ODA to subSaharan Africa in 2004. This total is used as the 2004 baseline
year. This averaging avoids the ‘lumpiness’ of a replenishment
year establishing an artificially high baseline figure. When
discussing increases from the baseline year (2004) for the G8
Gleneagles commitments, ONE uses this average multilateral
baseline to calculate increases.
Bilateral ODA encompasses all other activities that are
eligible to be counted as ODA, including earmarked funding
that is given to a multilateral organisation. Donors report
to the DAC on how much bilateral ODA goes to each region.
Therefore DAC data show how much of each donor’s bilateral
ODA has gone to sub-Saharan Africa each year.

WHY ARE THERE SOMETIMES DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN A COUNTRY’S OWN DATA AND THE
DAC DATA?
There are a number of possible reasons for this. For example,
a country’s own data may follow a different financial year or
a country may report in categories that are different from the
DAC-defined ODA category. Another possible cause of disparity is that management of development assistance is often
split between several ministries. While activities by all of these
should be collectively reported in the DAC ODA figures, domestic reporting may cover only the activities of the main development assistance ministry. In addition, government reporting
is often based on budgets, while DAC-Reporting deals with
annual disbursements. Finally, a number of countries use multiple coding, where an activity will be coded for several sectors
(for instance 20% to water, 50% to health, 30% to infrastructure), but DAC coding allows for only one sector per project.

METHODOLOGY

this report, ONE has estimated what proportion of this would
go to sub-Saharan Africa. ONE calculates this by applying the
proportion that multilateral agencies gave to the region in
2009 to what each DAC donor gave in global multilateral aid
in 2010 (as reported in the preliminary April 2011 release).
For example:

HOW IS DEBT RELIEF COUNTED AS ODA?
Multilateral debt cancellation is included in this report for
ODA through multilateral contributions. This is because
donors pay for multilateral debt cancellation through their
contributions to the institutions that cancel debts. Therefore
the cost to a donor of cancelling multilateral debt is paid
through its contributions to the multilateral agency (e.g. IDA
or the African Development Bank). For bilateral debt, under
current rules, once debt has been cancelled donors can report
the whole face value of the debt as ODA. This means that
the principal, interest and penalties on arrears for the whole
period that the debt has remained unpaid are counted in the
ODA figures at the point of cancellation, and are included in
the DAC reports.
This amount does not reflect either the value to the
developing country or the cost to the donor country of cancelling the debt. For example, the US is able to cancel a loan
to a poor country at a markedly discounted rate – typically
10–15% of the original face value – and yet receive credit at
the DAC for the full face value. The recipient country will see
only a small fraction of the cancellation as a new flow from
which it can fight poverty.
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WHY HAS ONE DECIDED TO EXCLUDE
BILATERAL DEBT RELIEF FROM THE
MEASURES OF PROGRESS ON
DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE?
To assess whether countries’ reported ODA flows represent
real increases in new resources, ONE has excluded all bilateral
debt relief from its measures of progress. Debt relief is immensely valuable and, as a result of it, governments are now
able to spend resources on health, education and stronger
economies instead of debt servicing. ONE gives due credit for
debt cancellation in the debt section of this report.
However, as noted above, the rules on counting bilateral
debt cancellation as development assistance, which are set by
the donors themselves, overstate both the value of the debt
relief and what the donor has to pay to provide it. Exactly
how much should be counted is unclear, due to lack of transparency by donors in terms of what budget provisions they
must make to provide debt cancellation.
In addition, in 2010 few sub-Saharan African countries
are significantly benefiting from debt cancellation. Therefore
G8 donors need to make budgetary provisions to achieve
their 2010 and future targets without relying on ODA inflated
by bilateral debt cancellation figures.
In the absence of information from donors on what it
costs them to provide bilateral debt cancellation, ONE measures progress on the ODA promise excluding all bilateral debt
relief, so as to not risk obscuring real underlying ODA figures
and trends for reaching the 2010 target. ONE remains hopeful
that a more accurate means of accounting for bilateral debt
relief will become available so that, in the future, donors can
be duly credited for the true allocations they make for bilateral
debt cancellation in their annual budgets. In the interest of
transparency, ONE also shows how much bilateral debt cancellation has been counted in ODA for each G8 donor.

WHAT WAS THE NIGERIAN DEBT
‘BUY-BACK’ IN 2006?
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Part of the debt deal with Nigeria agreed in 2005 was that
the country would ‘buy back’ part of its debt at 60% of its face
value. The difference between the face value and the amount
that official creditors received from Nigeria was about $3.1
billion. As there was no precedent for such a discount, it was

unclear whether it could be counted as ODA. In addition, the
buy-back of debt by the debtor at a market-related discount
is not explicitly mentioned in the DAC rules. In the absence of
a ruling, donors made individual choices about whether to
count this discount offered on the buy-back in their ODA. All
G8 countries chose to include it.
DAC rules have now been clarified to cover this eventuality. Market-related discounts will only be counted in future
when they are part of comprehensive debt treatment for the
country concerned, and only then if the main objective of the
agreement is development or welfare.

WHY DOES ONE USE CONSTANT
2010 PRICES?
Using constant prices ensures that the value of the commitment is not eroded by inflation. The commitments made in
2005 at Gleneagles covered both sector outcomes and financing inputs. Inflation reduces the value of the dollar commitments made in 2005. As a result, the same amount of money
in nominal terms will buy less and will not be enough to pay
for the sector outcomes to which the G8 committed themselves. If inflation was just 2% a year between 2004 and 2010,
the ultimate target would be reduced by $2.4 billion.
The G8 Communiqué issued in June 2005 stated: ‘The
commitments of the G8 and other donors will lead to an
increase in Official Development Assistance to Africa of $25
billion a year by 2010, more than doubling aid to Africa
compared to 2004... On the basis of donor commitments
and other relevant factors, the OECD estimates that Official
Development Assistance from the G8 and other donors to all
developing countries will now increase by around $50 billion
a year by 2010, compared to 2004.’
Although the G8 countries did not explicitly say that
they were making commitments in 2004 prices, the OECD
estimates referred to above are, explicitly, in 2004 prices. This
was reconfirmed in April 2007 in a statement from the Chair
of the DAC and the Secretary-General of the OECD.
In order to show progress in real terms, ONE applies the
DAC deflators for both commitments and resource flows to
convert all amounts into 2010 prices. However, it would be
equally valid to apply the deflator to ODA volumes so that it
was expressed in 2004 prices, and then to compare that with
the original commitments.

HOW DOES ONE CALCULATE TARGETS AND
MEASURE PROGRESS?

There are three main mechanisms for innovative financing
for development: International Finance Facilities (IFFs), UNITAID and the Advanced Market Commitments (AMCs). These
are all eligible to be counted as ODA, but on slightly different
terms for each mechanism.
AMCs are made via the World Bank’s International
Development Association (IDA) and are therefore included in
countries’ DAC-reported multilateral ODA to IDA. Disbursements by the World Bank for AMCs are not yet reported.
Contributions via UNITAID are reported as bilateral ODA
under the category of public-private partnerships and are not
yet disaggregated on the DAC database. They will therefore
be included in total ODA, but cannot be reported separately
by donor.
The International Finance Facility for Immunisation
(IFFIm) has slightly different rules. Under the IFF model, a
donor makes a long-term, legally binding commitment to
contribute over a period of time. Based on these commitments, money is raised in the financial markets and used immediately to deliver services. Only the donor’s contributions
to an IFF – typically spread over 15–20 years – can be counted
as ODA, not the frontloaded disbursements. Currently the
IFFIm is the only operational IFF. GAVI (the Global Alliance on
Vaccines and Immunisation) is a public-private partnership
and manages the IFFIm. Contributions to GAVI are recorded
as bilateral ODA. Disbursements by IFFIm are not recorded in
DAC statistics.
This report measures progress on two bases: inputs of
finance and outcomes on the 2005 targets – for universal
primary education, for example. Contributions to IFFs enable
funding to be frontloaded (the full cumulative value of a 20year commitment by donors can be spent immediately) and
therefore contribute to the earlier achievement of outcomes.
ONE therefore reports on spending by IFFs attributable to
each donor as well as the long-term annual contributions.

For past commitments, this report measures progress in
levels of ODA increases between 2004 and 2010. It then compares these with what would have been achieved between
2004 and 2010 if the G8 donors had met their pledged targets. Some G8 donors have set a target date before 2010. For
these countries, ONE assumes that their ODA will be maintained at the target level up until 2010. In measuring increases, ONE uses a 2004 baseline that smoothes 2004 and 2005
multilateral ODA. Such contributions are typically ‘lumpy’
and vary considerably from year to year due to replenishment
cycles and donors’ own budget plans. ONE therefore considers
a smoothed multilateral baseline a fairer way of comparing
progress between donors.
When the G8 made its commitments in 2005, there were
five years to go until the target date of 2010. It would have
been difficult to make major adjustments to development
assistance spending in 2005 after the G8 Summit in June of
the same year, so 2006 was the first year when there was real
evidence of progress.
G8 and other members that set 2015 targets for development objectives did not set annual interim targets – with the
exception of the UK. This report sets a straight-line trajectory
showing the path that donors would need to be on if they
made regular annual steps towards the 2015 target.

METHODOLOGY

HOW DOES ONE COUNT CONTRIBUTIONS
FROM INNOVATIVE FINANCING MECHANISMS?

99

METHODOLOGY

WHAT ARE THE ODA TARGETS FOR 2010?
HOW ARE THE DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE TARGETS FOR SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA CALCULATED?
All DAC figures in the table below are in 2010 prices, unless otherwise stated, using DAC deflators. This is consistent
with the DAC, which reports on the projected 2010 ODA figures
in constant prices. To convert between national currencies and
US dollars, ONE uses the DAC annualised exchange rates.
Annual ODA to sub-Saharan Africa includes both bilateral contributions and the share of each donor’s multilateral

CANADA
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contributions estimated to be allocated to the region. The
multilateral contributions are averaged for 2004 and 2005 for
the purposes of establishing a baseline. Because multilateral
contributions are often disbursed in lumps, ONE considers it fairer to smooth these two years for the purposes of
establishing a baseline for progress. ONE monitors progress
towards the 2010 targets net of bilateral debt relief.

STATEMENT OF COMMITMENT IN
THE G8 COMMUNIQUÉ ON AFRICA

METHODOLOGY FOR
CALCULATING TARGET

‘Canada will double its international
assistance from 2001 to 2010, with
assistance to Africa doubling from
2003/04 to 2008/09. In addition, the
2005 Federal Budget provided an
additional Cdn$342 million ($263
million) to fight diseases that mainly afflict Africa. The Cdn$200 million
($154 million) Canada Investment
Fund for Africa will provide publicprivate risk capital for private investments, and Canada will provide
Cdn$190 million ($146 million) to
support the African Union (AU)’s
efforts in Darfur, as well as Cdn$90
million ($69 million) for humanitarian needs.’

When Prime Minister Paul Martin unveiled this commitment, Finance
Minister Ralph Goodale cited C AD$1.4 billion (US$1 billion) as the
2003/04 baseline for doubling development assistance to Africa.
Subsequently, Canada has argued that although the planning figure
for 2003/04 was CAD$1.38 billion, the actual disbursement was only
CAD$1.05 billion (US $750 million). So, because spending was under
budget by around US$250 million in 2003/04, Canada’s target for
2008/09 has been reduced by US$500 million. This figure has been
accepted by many of Canada’s NGOs. ONE adopted this revision for the
2008 report and has maintained it in this report. This figure has been
used as the basis for calculating Canada’s target and includes both
bilateral and multilateral ODA.
The new baseline sets the target for the 2008/09 budget year at
US$1.5 billion. This target year of 2008/09 overlaps with two calendar
years. For this analysis, ONE assumes that commitments should be
delivered by the end of 2009, and levels maintained in 2010.

GERMANY

METHODOLOGY FOR
CALCULATING TARGET

‘France has announced a timetable to
reach 0.5% ODA/GNI in 2007, of which
two-thirds will be for Africa – representing at least a doubling of ODA since
2000 – and 0.7% ODA/GNI in 2012.’

France did not meet its 2007 target. The new goal of ‘60% of
financial efforts’ is constructed in a way that makes it almost impossible to translate into a monitorable target for sub-Saharan
Africa. ONE therefore monitors France against the EU Gleneagles
target, as it does for the other European countries.
ONE uses OECD published data to calculate the value of
0.51% of GNI in 2010 and to set the value for France’s global
2010 ODA target.The sub-Saharan Africa component of the
target, based on the commitment that it should receive half of
the increase in ODA, is calculated as follows. The increase in ODA
is calculated by estimating the dollar volume for the increase
between 2004 ODA/GNI and the 2010 ODA/GNI target. Half of
this total is estimated as the increase for sub-Saharan Africa. It is
added to total ODA disbursed to sub-Saharan Africa in the 2004
base year – with the multilateral component averaged for 2004
and 2005 – to achieve the 2010 target.

‘Germany (supported by innovative instruments) has undertaken
to reach 0.51% ODA/GNI in 2010
and 0.7% ODA/GNI in 2015.’
This commitment was made
as part of the EU Gleneagles
commitment, which included a
pledge that half of the collective
increases would be directed to
sub-Saharan Africa. ONE applies
this commitment to each EU
member individually to allow
specific country monitoring.

METHODOLOGY

FRANCE

STATEMENT OF COMMITMENT IN
THE G8 COMMUNIQUÉ ON AFRICA

ONE uses OECD published data to calculate the value of 0.51%
of GNI in 2010.
The sub-Saharan Africa component of the target, based on
the commitment that it should receive half of the increase in
ODA, is calculated as follows. The increase in ODA is calculated
by estimating the dollar volume for the increase between 2004
ODA/GNI and the 2010 ODA/GNI target. Half of this total is
estimated as the increase for sub-Saharan Africa. It is added
to total ODA disbursed to sub-Saharan Africa in the 2004 base
year – with the multilateral component averaged for 2004 and
2005 – to achieve the 2010 target.
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STATEMENT OF COMMITMENT IN
THE G8 COMMUNIQUÉ ON AFRICA

METHODOLOGY FOR
CALCULATING TARGET

ITALY

‘Italy has undertaken to reach 0.51%
ODA/GNI in 2010 and 0.7% ODA/GNI in
2015.’
This commitment was made as part
of the EU Gleneagles commitment, which
included a pledge that half of the collective increases would be directed to subSaharan Africa. ONE applies this commitment to each EU member individually to
allow specific country monitoring.

ONE uses OECD published data to calculate the value of 0.51%
of GNI in 2010.
The sub-Saharan Africa component of the target, based on
the commitment that it should receive half of the increase in
ODA, is calculated as follows. The increase in ODA is calculated
by estimating the dollar volume for the increase between 2004
ODA/GNI and the 2010 ODA/GNI target. Half of this total is
estimated as the increase for sub-Saharan Africa. It is added
to total ODA disbursed to sub-Saharan Africa in the 2004 base
year – with the multilateral component averaged for 2004 and
2005 – to achieve the 2010 target.

JAPAN

‘Japan intends to increase its ODA
volume by $10 billion in aggregate over
the next five years. It has committed to
doubling its ODA to Africa over the next
three years and has launched the Health
and Development Initiative with a $5
billion commitment over the next five
years. For the Enhanced Private Sector Assistance (EPSA) for Africa facility,
Japan will provide more than $1 billion
over five years in partnership with the
African Development Bank.’
At the Tokyo International Conference on African Development (TICAD)
in 2008, Japan further committed to
double bilateral ODA to sub-Saharan Africa, excluding debt relief, by 2012. Clarification indicated that Japan considered
an average of 2003–2007 ODA to be the
baseline for this increase. A doubling
of Japan’s bilateral assistance to Africa
by 2007, using 2003 as a base year, was
an unambitious target. It chose the year
with the lowest bilateral spending in the
previous decade as its base year.

A doubling of Japan’s bilateral assistance to Africa by 2007,
using 2003 as a base year, was an unambitious target. It chose
the year with the lowest bilateral spending in the previous
decade as its base year.
The Gleneagles commitment to Africa expired in 2007.
This report therefore monitors Japan’s new TICAD commitment to double bilateral grant aid and technical cooperation
(excluding debt forgiveness grants), together with a doubling
of net bilateral loans and an increase in disbursements to the
African Development Bank to give a total 2012 target of $1.8
billion. This report monitors net bilateral ODA to sub-Saharan
Africa as a proxy for this target, and monitors progress in its
contributions to the African Development Bank.
A 2010 interim target is estimated by drawing a straightline trajectory between 2007 bilateral ODA – the figure known
when the commitment was made and the last year of the
average baseline calculation – and the 2012 target.
The TICAD commitment was for the whole of Africa. For
consistency, ONE continues to monitor aid to sub-Saharan Africa, but takes this into consideration when assessing progress
against the commitment.

METHODOLOGY FOR
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UNITED
KINGDOM

‘The UK has announced a timetable to
reach 0.7% ODA/GNI by 2013.’
This commitment was made as part
of the EU Gleneagles commitment, which
included a pledge that half of the collective increases would be directed to subSaharan Africa. ONE applies this commitment to each EU member individually to
allow specific country monitoring.
The UK’s 2010 Comprehensive
Spending Review (CSR) reaffirmed its
commitment to reach 0.7% ODA/GNI
by 2013, and laid out interim annual
volume targets, rising from £8.4 billion
($13 billion) in 2010 to £12 billion ($18.5
billion) in 2013.

The UK’s global ODA 2010 target is presented in the 2010 CSR.
The sub-Saharan Africa component of the target, based on the
commitment that it should receive half of the increase in ODA,
is calculated as follows. The increase in ODA is calculated from
the dollar volume difference between 2004 ODA and the 2010
target. Half of this total is estimated as the increase for sub-Saharan Africa. It is added to total ODA disbursed to sub-Saharan
Africa in the 2004 base year – with the multilateral component
averaged for 2004 and 2005 – to achieve the 2010 target.

UNITED
STATES

‘The US proposes to double aid to subSaharan Africa between 2004 and 2010.
It has launched the Millennium Challenge Account, with the aim of providing
up to $5 billion a year; the $15 billion
Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief, an initiative to address humanitarian emergencies in Africa of more than $2 billion in
2005; and a new $1.2 billion malaria
initiative. The US will continue to work
to prevent and mitigate conflict, including through the five-year, $660 million
Global Peace Operations Initiative.’

At the time of the 2005 Gleneagles Summit, US ODA to subSaharan Africa, based on preliminary 2004 data, was reported
to be $4.4 billion in current prices. This was the baseline from
which the US committed to double its development assistance
to $8.8 billion in 2010 (current prices). The DAC figures now report that 2004 ODA to sub-Saharan Africa was $5.4 billion, and
this figure is used to measure increases in ODA to the region.
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THE G8 COMMUNIQUÉ ON AFRICA
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Only a limited number of countries have set 2015 targets for
global development assistance or ODA to Africa. Methodologies applied to calculate volume targets are detailed below.
Although donors will not necessarily make progress towards
their targets in regular annual steps, ONE monitors the prog-

ress that each donor would need to make to be on track to
achieve the commitments based on annual increases. Using
this method, the scale of the annual increase needed can be
better assessed.

STATEMENT OF COMMITMENT

METHODOLOGY FOR CALCULATING TARGET

AUSTRALIA

ODA will reach 0.5% of GNI by 2015.
ODA to LDCs will reach 0.16% of GNI
by 2015.

OECD published data is used to calculate the value of 0.5% of GNI in
2015 and to set the value for Australia’s global 2015 ODA target.

CANADA

In 2010, the Canadian government
announced that it would be capping international assistance at
CAD$5 billion annually for an undetermined length of time.

ONE has applied the latest proportion of Canadian international assistance to sub-Saharan Africa as a proportion of global assistance
(across 2008–2010) and assumed that this will stay the same for
future years. This proportion has been applied to the CAD$5 billion
international aid figure, which is assumed to flatline for the period
2011–2015.

FRANCE

The EU-wide commitment to
achieving ODA levels of 0.7% of GNI
by 2015 is used as the basis for the
global target.
In May 2005 the European
Council affirmed that: ‘The EU will
increase its financial assistance for
Sub-Saharan Africa and will provide collectively at least 50% of the
agreed increase of ODA resources
to the continent.’ ONE applies this
commitment to each EU member
individually to allow specific country monitoring.

ONE uses OECD published data to calculate the value of 0.7% of GNI
in 2015 and to set the value for France’s global 2015 ODA target.
The Africa component of the target, based on the commitment
that it should receive half of the increase in ODA, is calculated as
follows. The increase in ODA is calculated by estimating the dollar
volume for the increase between 2004 ODA/GNI and the 2015 ODA/
GNI target. Half of this total is estimated as the increase for Africa.
It is added to total ODA disbursed to Africa in the 2004 base year –
with the multilateral component averaged for 2004 and 2005 – to
achieve the 2015 target.

METHODOLOGY FOR CALCULATING TARGET

GERMANY

The EU-wide commitment to achieving
ODA levels of 0.7% of GNI by 2015 is used
as the basis for the global target.
In May 2005 the European Council
affirmed that: ‘The EU will increase its financial assistance for Sub-Saharan Africa
and will provide collectively at least 50%
of the agreed increase of ODA resources
to the continent.’ ONE applies this commitment to each EU member individually
to allow specific country monitoring.

ONE uses OECD published data to calculate the value of 0.7%
of GNI in 2015 and to set the value for Germany’s global 2015
ODA target.
The Africa component of the target, based on the commitment that it should receive half of the increase in ODA,
is calculated as follows. The increase in ODA is calculated by
estimating the dollar volume for the increase between 2004
ODA/GNI and the 2015 ODA/GNI target. Half of this total is
estimated as the increase for Africa. It is added to total ODA
disbursed to Africa in the 2004 base year – with the multilateral component averaged for 2004 and 2005 – to achieve the
20 15 target.

ITALY

The EU-wide commitment to achieving
ODA levels of 0.7% of GNI by 2015 is used
as the basis for the global target.
In May 2005 the European Council
affirmed that: ‘The EU will increase its
financial assistance for Sub-Saharan
Africa and will provide collectively at
least 50% of the agreed increase of ODA
resources to the continent.’ ONE applies
this commitment to each EU member
individually to allow specific country
monitoring.

ONE uses OECD published data to calculate the value of 0.7%
of GNI in 2015 and to set the value for Italy’s global 2015 ODA
target.
The Africa component of the target, based on the commitment that it should receive half of the increase in ODA,
is calculated as follows. The increase in ODA is calculated by
estimating the dollar volume for the increase between 2004
ODA/GNI and the 2015 ODA/GNI target. Half of this total is
estimated as the increase for Africa. It is added to total ODA
disbursed to Africa in the 2004 base year – with the multilateral component averaged for 2004 and 2005 – to achieve the
2015 target.

SOUTH
KOREA

South Korea has announced a 2015
global ODA target of 0.25% ODA/GNI.

OECD published data are used to calculate the value of 0.25%
of GNI in 2015 and to set the value for South Korea’s global
2015 ODA target.
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UNITED
KINGDOM

STATEMENT OF COMMITMENT

METHODOLOGY FOR CALCULATING TARGET

The UK’s Comprehensive Spending
Review (CSR) of October 2010 explicitly stated global ODA volumes for
each of the years 2010 to 2014.
In May 2005 the European Council affirmed that: ‘The EU will increase
its financial assistance for Sub-Saharan Africa and will provide collectively
at least 50% of the agreed increase of
ODA resources to the continent.’ ONE
applies this commitment to each EU
member individually to allow specific
country monitoring.

The ODA volumes in the CSR are converted from sterling to US dollars using rates of exchange published by the OECD. The UK’s global
ODA is projected to remain flat between 2014 and 2015 as it will exceed the EU target of 0.7% of GNI in 2014, based on the latest growth
projections published by the OECD.
The Africa component of the target, based on the commitment
that it should receive half of the increase in ODA, is calculated as
follows. The increase in ODA is calculated by estimating the dollar
volume for the increase between 2004 ODA/GNI and the 2015 ODA/
GNI target. Half of this total is estimated as the increase for sub-Saharan Africa. It is added to total ODA disbursed to Africa in the 2004
base year – with the multilateral component averaged for 2004 and
2005 – to achieve the 2015 target.

The section in this report on the effectiveness of ODA uses reports published by the DAC, especially its Working Party on Aid
Effectiveness, and DAC members’ official statistical reporting.
ONE compares data points for each of the six areas monitored:
transparency and reporting (one indicator); predictability and
country programmable aid (CPA) (three indicators); working with national systems (two indicators); untying and local
procurement (two indicators); grant/loan ratio of ODA (one
indicator); and fragmentation (one indicator).

INDICATORS

DAC DATA

PREDICTABILITY AND COUNTRY PROGRAMMABLE AID

As part of the OECD DAC process to monitor progress on the
commitments made in the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness in 2005, the DAC undertook 2006 and 2008 Surveys on
Monitoring the Paris Declaration. Countries must volunteer to
undertake the survey in their country; the 2006 survey included results measured in 34 developing countries and the 2008
survey presented results for 55 countries. Data for the indicator on transparency, for one indicator on predictability and for
the indicators on the use of country systems all come from the
2008 survey. Nearly half of all development assistance (excluding debt relief and humanitarian assistance) delivered in 2007
is recorded in the 2008 survey. The broader participation in the
2008 survey means that the findings are based on a more reliable and representative set of data. While major differences
in the performance of G7 donors are clearly identified in the
surveys, inherently there are limitations in any self-reporting
system. These data, however, should be viewed with caution
and judged more rigorously when the third statistical survey
is released in autumn 2011. All figures should be regarded as
having a significant margin of error.
The data on CPA and grant/loan ODA ratios are taken from
the OECD/DAC online database. The data on predictability of CPA
come from the ‘2010 OECD Report on Aid Predictability: Survey
on Donors’ Forward Spending Plans 2010¬–2012’ (22 December
2010). The data on tied aid and contract procurement are taken
from the OECD/DAC report, ‘Implementing the 2001 DAC Recommendation on Untying Aid: 2010–2011 Review’ (18 April 2011).
Finally, the data on fragmentation are from the OECD/DAC.

The first predictability indicator is from the DAC’s baseline
2006 survey and follow-up 2008 survey. It measures the shortterm predictability of aid flows, and compares ODA scheduled
for disbursement with disbursements recorded by recipient
governments in fiscal year 2007.
The second indicator is a relatively new means of measuring predictability – country programmable aid (CPA). Defined
by the OECD as ‘core’ development assistance, CPA is ODA that
qualifies as budget support, sector-wide programme support or
various forms of project and programme support that partner
countries potentially are able to programme themselves. CPA
is calculated by subtracting various elements of unpredictable
ODA (debt relief, humanitarian aid, administration costs), ODA
that is spent within the donor country, food aid and funding to
national or international NGOs. The indicator measures the percentage of bilateral gross disbursements to sub-Saharan Africa
that was CPA in 2009.
The third predictability indicator has been taken from the
most recent Forward Spending Survey released by the DAC. It
measures the percentage of CPA disbursed in 2009 compared
with what was programmed earlier in 2009 (a one-year predictability ratio) and looks at the percentage of CPA that was
disbursed in 2009 compared with what was programmed in
early 2008 (a two-year predictability ratio). A predictability ratio
of 100% means that a donor disbursed the same amount as it
initially planned. This is only the third year that the DAC has
used this Forward Spending Survey, so data for prior years are
limited. In the December 2010 Forward Spending Survey, Japan
and the US did not report their forward spending levels of CPA.

TRANSPARENCY AND REPORTING

The transparency and reporting indicator is measured in the
DAC’s baseline 2006 survey and follow-up 2008 survey. It measures ODA disbursed by donors to recipient governments (not
ODA that goes to NGOs), as reported to the DAC, and compares
that with what the recipient government includes in its budget estimates of external ODA flows.

METHODOLOGY
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WORKING WITH NATIONAL SYSTEMS

FRAGMENTATION

There are two DAC indicators from the baseline 2006 and
follow-up 2008 surveys. They show what percentage of ODA
uses recipient governments’ systems. This measure does not
include flows to NGOs. The first measure is the percentage
of ODA to governments that uses recipient countries’ public
financial management systems. The second indicator is the
percentage ODA to recipient governments that uses local
procurement systems.

New to the DATA Report this year, the indicator on fragmentation looks at the percentage of significant relationships for
each donor out of their total number of relationships with
recipient countries, to give a concentration ratio (the opposite
of which is fragmentation). A ‘significant’ partnership can
refer to:
(i) A partnership significant from the perspective of the
donor: a relationship where the donor gives more aid to
a recipient than its overall share of global aid e.g. in 2009
the US’s share of global CPA was 17.1%, while its share of
total CPA to Kenya was 27.0%;
(ii) A partnership significant from the perspective of the
recipient: a relationship where the donor is among the
group of donors which together cumulatively account for
at least 90% of aid in a given recipient country e.g. in 2009
Germany was one of the 15 countries which cumulatively
provided 90% of total CPA disbursed to Angola. Germany
provided 1.7% of the total CPA disbursed to the country; this
was lower than its global share of CPA, which was 4.8%.
Thus significance is broadly measured either from the
point of view of the donor or that of the recipient. Relationships that are insignificant, according to the DAC survey
definition, mean that the donor/partner relations are not significant either from the perspective of the donor or that of the
recipient. The data for 2009 were taken from the OECD/DAC.

UNTYING ODA AND LOCAL COMPETITIVE PROCUREMENT

The DAC Creditor Reporting System (CRS) measures the percentage of bilateral aid reported in 2009 that was tied, and
ONE uses these data as presented in the report, ‘Implementing the 2001 DAC Recommendation on Untying Aid: 2010–
2011 Review’ (18 April 2011). It is important to note that
the DAC data include both food aid and technical assistance
(but exclude administrative costs) that were not part of the
original 2001 DAC Recommendation on Untying Aid but were
part of the Accra commitment to further untie aid to ‘the
maximum extent possible’. Thus there is not a specific target
for untied aid, but it is possible to compare progress across
donors. The 2008 data on untied aid come from the earlier
‘Review on Implementing the 2001 DAC Recommendation on
Untying Aid’ (31 March 2010). The 2010–2011 Review also includes information on the distribution of contracts awarded
in 2009, although Canada did not provide contract information and Italy maintains that no contracts were awarded
under the coverage of the Recommendation.
GRANT/LOAN PROPORTION OF ODA

Beginning in 2010, the DATA Report included data on the
percentage of ODA provided as grants and loans, as reported
by the DAC in its annual Development Cooperation Report.
ONE has continued to measure this for the 2011 DATA Report,
using the latest 2009 data.
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ABC

Brazilian Cooperation Agency

DCI

Development Cooperation Instrument

ADF

African Development Fund

DFID

Department for International Development

AfDB

African Development Bank

DTP3

Diptheria-Tetanus-Pertussis vaccine

AFSI

L'Aquila Food Security Initiative

EC

European Commission

AHSI

Africa Health Systems Initiative

EEAS

European External Action Service

AMC

Advanced Market Commitment

FO-AR

Argentine Fund for Horizontal Cooperation

APP

Africa Progress Panel

FOCAC

Forum on China-Africa Cooperation

ARF

African Renaissance and International
Cooperation Fund

FTT

Financial Transaction Tax

ART

Antiretroviral therapy

GAFSP

Global Agriculture and Food Security
Programme

ARV

Antiretroviral

GAVI

Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunisation

AU

African Union

GCC

Governor's Consultative Committee

AUSAID

Australian Agency for International
Development

GCI

General Capital Increase

BRICs

Brazil, Russia, India and China

GDP

Gross domestic product

CICID

Interministerial Committee for International
Cooperation and Development

GHI

Global Health Initiative

CIDA

Canadian International Development Agency

GNI

Gross national income

CIP

Country Investment Plan

HIPCs

Heavily Indebted Poor Countries

CPA

Country programmable aid

IATI

International Aid Transparency Initiative

CSOs

Civil society organisations

IBRD

International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development (World Bank)

CSR

Comprehensive Spending Review

IDA

International Development Association
(World Bank)

DAC

Development Assistance Committee

IDB

Islamic Development Bank

International Finance Facility
for Immunisation

PMI

President's Malaria Initiative

IFI

International financial institution

PPD

Presidential Policy Directive on
Global Development

IIDCA

India International Development
Cooperation Agency

QDDR

Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development
Review

IMF

International Monetary Fund

RBF

Results-based Financing

IPEA

Institute of Applied Economic Research

R&D

Research and development

JICA

Japan International Cooperation Agency

SADC

Southern African Development Community

LDCS

Least Developed Countries

SFD

Saudi Fund for Development

LF

Lymphatic filariasis

SIMEXCID National System of Information on

LIBOR

London Interbank Offered Rate

SEC

Securities and Exchange Commission

MDB

Multilateral development bank

SSA

Sub-Saharan Africa

MDGs

Millennium Development Goals

TICAD

Tokyo International Conference on African
Development

MEA

Ministry of External Affairs

TIKA

Turkish International Cooperation and
Development Agency

MFA

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

TT-SSC

Task Team on South-South Cooperation

MOFA

Ministry of Foreign Affairs

UNDP

United Nations Development Programme

NEPAD

New Partnership for Africa's Development

UNECA

United Nations Economic Commission
for Africa

NGO

Non-governmental organisation

UNICEF

United Nations Children's Fund

NTD

Neglected tropical disease

UNITAID

United Nations Funding Facility for the
Treatment of HIV/AIDS, Malaria and TB

ODA

Official Development Assistance

USAID

United States Agency for International
Development

OECD

Organisation for Economic Cooperation
and Development

WFP

World Food Programme

PEPFAR

ACRONYMS

IFFIm

International Cooperation Mexico

President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief
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that multilateral agencies gave to the region in 2009 and apply
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2010. See chapter on methdology. Proportions of multilateral
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largely due to commitments to the World Food Programme
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systems and iv) policy-specific peer reviews.
2 http://southsouthconference.org/wp-content/
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bogot%C3%A1-spirit-south-south-peers-and-partnerspractice-policy-nexus;
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Africa’. http://siteresources.worldbank.org/WBI/Resources/
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Namibia, South Africa, Sudan, Uganda and Zambia.
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INDIA
1 Within the Enhanced Engagement initiative, India is
expected to participate partially or fully in the following: i)
OECD committees, ii) report to regular economic surveys, iii)
integration into OECD statistical reporting and information
systems and iv) policy-specific peer reviews.
2 Excluding lines of credit provided by the Exim Bank and
calculated using an exchange rate based on the first day of
the financial year. For 2009/10 this was 50.3.
3 The Indian Technical and Economic Cooperation (ITEC) and
the Special Commonwealth African Assistance Programme
(SCAAP) are India’s two technical assistance programmes,
under the purview of the MEA.
4 http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/wps/portal/rielcano_
eng/Content?WCM_GLOBAL_CONTEXT=/elcano/elcano_in/
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SOUTH AFRICA
1 Within the Enhanced Engagement initiative, South Africa
is expected to participate partially or fully in the following: i)
OECD committees, ii) report to regular economic surveys, iii)
integration into OECD statistical reporting and information
systems and iv) policy-specific peer reviews.
2 http://www.irinnews.org/report.aspx?ReportID=91651
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7 http://www.treasury.gov.za/documents/Estimates%20
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