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Abbreviations and Glossary of Terms
A
AAAA Addis Ababa Action Agenda 

AUD Australian dollar

C
CAD Canadian dollar

CRS Creditor Reporting System

D
DAC OECD Development Assistance 

Committee

DFID Department for International 
Development (UK)

DKK Danish Krone 

E
EIB European Investment Bank

EU European Union; EU refers to EU  
Institutions and Member States. In tracking 
ODA, this refers to ODA provided by the 28  
EU Member States plus the EU Institutions’ 
own resources for ODA (i.e. via loans  
extended by the EIB), which are not  
imputed to Member States.

EU INSTITUTIONS The institutions that 
govern the EU. ‘EU Institutions’ ODA’ refers  
to the ODA that is managed by the EU 
Institutions on behalf of the EU. This includes 
the European Commission and the European 
External Action Service, which manage 
ODA under the EU budget, the European 
Development Fund and the EIB.

EU28 The 28 current Member States of  
the EU: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, 
Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, 
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, 
Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, 
Malta, the Netherlands, Portugal, Poland, 
Slovak Republic and Slovenia, Romania,  
Spain, Sweden and the UK.

EUR Euro (€)

F
FDI Foreign direct investment

G
G20 The G20 is made up of the world’s 

19 leading industrialised and emerging 
economies: Argentina, Australia, Brazil, 
Canada, China, France, Germany, India, 
Indonesia, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Russia, Saudi 
Arabia, South Africa, South Korea, Turkey, 
the United Kingdom, the United States of 
America; plus the European Union. 

G7 Group of 7 major advanced economies: 
Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan,  
the UK, the US, as well as the EU

GBP UK pound sterling (£)

GDP Gross domestic product

GLOBAL GOALS The Sustainable 
Development Goals, replacing the  
Millennium Development Goals

GNI Gross national income

4
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H
HIC High-income country

I
IATI International Aid Transparency Initiative

IDP Internally displaced persons

IMF International Monetary Fund

J
JICA Japan’s International Cooperation Agency

L
LDC Least developed country

LIC Low-income country

LMIC Lower-middle-income country

M
MDG Millennium Development Goal

MIC Middle-income country

N
NGO Non-governmental organisation

NOK Norwegian Krone 

O
ODA Official development assistance

OECD Organisation for Economic  
Co-operation and Development

P
PPP Purchasing power parity

R
REDD+ Reducing emissions from  

deforestation and forest degradation 

S
SEK Swedish Krona 

SSA Sub-Saharan Africa

U
UK United Kingdom 

UMIC Upper-middle-income country

UN United Nations

UNFPA UN Population Fund 

UNHCR UN High Commissioner for Refugees 

UNOCHA UN Office for the Coordination  
of Humanitarian Affairs 

US United States

USD United States dollar ($)

W
WDI World Development Indicators  

(World Bank)

WEO World Economic Outlook

WFP World Food Programme
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The world is confronting colossal and growing development  
and humanitarian challenges. From global pandemics to 
violent extremism and from extreme weather disasters  
to protracted conflicts, the need for humanitarian financing  
is at its highest level in decades, and is growing every day. 

The requirement for long-term sustainable development is just as huge. Ending extreme 
poverty by 2030 and achieving the 17 Global Goals that world leaders signed up to just one year 
ago will require substantial new resources along with extensive policy reforms. In 2016, major 
replenishments are taking place for multilateral institutions that provide lifesaving support to the 
most vulnerable countries, including the Global Fund and concessional lending windows of the 
World Bank and African Development Bank—the International Development Association and the 
African Development Fund. These are essential in helping least developed countries (LDCs) and 
African countries in the fight to end extreme poverty and tackle the world’s deadliest diseases. 

Fulfilling the immense need and creating a safe and secure world for all will require scaling up  
of development assistance. Unfortunately, we are now seeing new crises compete for funding  
with long-term development needs, forcing challenging and sometimes deadly trade-offs. 
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This is not the answer. For example, the total amount that 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) Development Assistance Committee (DAC) countries 
spent on refugee costs within their own borders in 2015—$12 
billion (in current prices)—would almost cover the next three-
year replenishment ask ($13 billion) for the Global Fund to Fight 
AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria. The Global Fund estimates, 
with that funding, it could save up to 8 million lives and avert up 
to 300 million new infections from the three diseases. As this 
report shows, development, humanitarian needs overseas and 
the costs of assisting refugees at home are all urgent priorities 
and must all be met.

This year’s DATA Report continues in its role of tracking official 
development assistance (ODA) flows and trends for the world’s 
major donors. In particular, it looks at development flows in 
the context of the refugee crisis and expanding humanitarian 
needs, following on from ONE’s brief released in May 2016—
Financing Stability: How humanitarian and development 
assistance must rise to the challenge. For the first time, 
ONE produced a separate DATA Report looking at domestic 
resources in Africa, with a special focus on health. The 2016 
Africa DATA Report: Health Financing, Outcomes and 
Inequality in Sub-Saharan Africa launched in August 2016.

In the first chapter of this report, ONE looks at the growing and 
unmet humanitarian and development needs and how they are 
deeply interlinked and must be addressed together.  

The second chapter looks at the latest trends in global 
development assistance and aid to the most vulnerable 
countries. This chapter also looks at how, rather than improving 
coordination between development and humanitarian efforts, 
some governments have instead been responding to the 
current refugee crisis by using investments intended for 
overseas to cover so-called ‘in-donor costs’ at home. In the 
13 country profiles in this report, we review each country’s 
overall global development assistance flows, along with 
their spending on refugees within their borders. In the 
recommendations, we suggest steps that governments 
and other stakeholders should urgently take to ensure that 
sufficient humanitarian and development funding is mobilised 
and effectively deployed to bring long-lasting solutions to the 
huge challenges the world is facing. 

While this report looks at the trends and the role of 
development finance in the face of humanitarian crises, it is 
important to note that there are many other policy tools that 
must also be enhanced to deal with these crises. Wherever the 
most vulnerable people live, they deserve protection and the 
opportunity to live a productive life. International development 
is our best long-term bet in foreign policy—lifting people out 
of poverty helps create the human security and economic 
prosperity needed to stop countries sliding into crisis.

https://www.one.org/international/take-action/financing-stability/
https://www.one.org/international/take-action/financing-stability/
https://s3.amazonaws.com/one.org/pdfs/ONE_Africa_DATA_Report_2016_EN.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/one.org/pdfs/ONE_Africa_DATA_Report_2016_EN.pdf
https://s3.amazonaws.com/one.org/pdfs/ONE_Africa_DATA_Report_2016_EN.pdf
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

KEY FINDINGS

1. Global needs are growing  
but continue to be unmet.

Nearly 900 million people still live in extreme poverty, on less 
than $1.90 a day—and it is estimated that by 2018 more than 
half of those living in extreme poverty will be in fragile states.1 

At the same time, humanitarian costs are growing every day 
and insecurity, conflicts and natural disasters have exacerbated 

extreme poverty and development challenges. By the end of 
2015, more people had been driven from their homes that year 
than ever previously recorded. Some 65.3 million people had 
been forced to flee, of which 21.3 million were refugees,2 40.8 
million were internally displaced within their home countries and 
3.2 million were asylum seekers.3 The total number is an increase 
of more than 50% from five years ago (42.5 million in 2011). 

The UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs’ 
(UNOCHA) coordinated humanitarian appeal requested $21.9 

10

FIGURE 1: UNOCHA ANNUAL HUMANITARIAN FUNDING REQUIREMENTS COMPARED WITH AMOUNT FUNDED, 2010–16 (UP TO 31 JULY 2016)
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Figure 1 Sources: 2010–2015 figures are from UNOCHA Financial Tracking Service Humanitarian Response Plans: Summary of Requirement and Funding and Consolidated & Flash Appeals (as of 31 July 2016). 2016 figures are 
from the Global Humanitarian Overview Update (as of 31 July 2016). Note: Compiled by UNOCHA on the basis of information provided by donors and recipient organisations. In current prices.
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billion in 2016 to support 96.9 million people (of an estimated 
130.5 million in need) across 40 countries. Halfway through 
the year, only 33% (or $7.2 billion) of this had been funded.4 
Humanitarian appeals have repeatedly been underfunded 
in recent years, showing how inadequate the international 
response has been so far. In 2015, only 55% of UNOCHA’s 
humanitarian appeal was financed. This is even more  
worrying as these costs are not expected to decline anytime 
soon. In fact, if current trends continue, humanitarian costs  
are projected to more than double to $50 billion by 2030, 
just when the world should be achieving the Sustainable 
Development Goals.5 

2. Humanitarian and development 
needs are closely interlinked  
and have to be addressed at the  
same time. 

Extreme poverty will not be eradicated and development goals 
will not be achieved if humanitarian crises are not properly 
addressed. Developing countries, with enormous poverty and 
development challenges of their own and far fewer resources 
than wealthy countries, actually host by far the largest 
proportion of displaced people in the world. All internally 
displaced people (IDPs) assisted by the UN High Commissioner 

for Refugees (UNHCR), a total of 37.5 million people, are in 
developing countries and in 2015 86% of the world’s refugees—
representing 13.9 million people—lived in developing countries.6 
This was the highest figure in more than two decades and a 
stark contrast with the 2.2 million hosted by developed nations. 

For too many developing countries, the refugee crisis—causing 
untold suffering—has been a reality for too long. The LDCs, 

14%
 2.2 MILLION

26%
4.2 MILLION

60%
9.7 MILLION

FIGURE 2: REFUGEE POPULATIONS IN LEAST DEVELOPED 
COUNTRIES, OTHER DEVELOPING COUNTRIES, AND DEVELOPED 
COUNTRIES, 2015

DEVELOPED COUNTRIES
LEAST DEVELOPED COUNTRIES
OTHER DEVELOPING COUNTRIES

Figure 2 Source: UNHCR data, as of end-2015 (released in June 2016)
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

which have some of the highest and deepest poverty levels 
as well as the fewest resources, provide asylum to 4.2 million 
people (roughly 26% of the global total).7 Our interactive  
map provides further details about where forcibly displaced  
people live.8 

In September 2016, two summits are taking place in New York 
to address the large movements of refugees and migrants, 
strengthen the global response to the crisis and galvanise 
significant new commitments, including increased financing, 
more opportunities for resettlement and improved access 
to education for refugees.9 These are opportunities for world 
leaders to demonstrate true leadership and significantly 
increase the quantity and quality of development and 
humanitarian financing, including their development 
assistance budgets.

Many governments are forcing a trade-off between fighting 
poverty and responding to crises. This is not the answer. 
Both humanitarian and development financing need to be 
increased, alongside enhanced use of other policy tools, such 
as migration policy, fighting corruption, and supporting regional 
peacekeeping forces. The sectors must work collaboratively to 
bring permanent solutions to crises, build resilience and end 
the injustice of extreme poverty.

At present, there is no coherent system in place to track 
funding, progress and results delivered against pledges 
made by countries and agencies for refugees. To ensure 
leaders are accountable for delivery of their pledges and that 
humanitarian and development needs are delivered in a timely 
and coordinated manner, open data on these financing flows 
should be considered a critical part of the solution. 

12

RECOMMENDATIONS

Ensure resources are effectively deployed to meet development and humanitarian needs, 
including through implementing the ‘Grand Bargain’ commitments10 and strengthening 
coordination between humanitarian and development efforts.

• Increase the use of multi-year planning and funding. Shifting from short-term annual financing cycles to more sustainable and 
predictable multi-year funding would help improve coordination between humanitarian and development efforts, and help build 
resilience and ensure long-lasting solutions to disasters and conflicts.

https://www.one.org/international/take-action/financing-stability/
https://www.one.org/international/take-action/financing-stability/
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3. Global ODA flows increased but are insufficient to meet the immense needs.

Global ODA totalled $131 billion in 2015 (current prices), an 
increase of 7% from 2014 in real terms—but by just 1.8% in real 
terms (totalling $119 billion in current prices) when in-donor 
refugee costs are removed. Three-quarters of the DAC member 
countries boosted their development assistance, including 
seven who did so by more than 20% from the previous  
year in real terms: Greece, Sweden, Germany, Austria,  

the Netherlands, the Slovak Republic, and Slovenia. But many 
of these increases—indeed in all seven countries bar the Slovak 
Republic—were partly due to rising in-donor refugee costs. 
Seven DAC countries cut aid: Portugal, Australia, Belgium,  
the United States (US), Spain, Finland and Luxembourg.  
The EU Institutions also slightly decreased ODA by 0.5%.

• Commit to more flexible delivery mechanisms for finance, 
in particular direct cash-based assistance. The UN High-
Level Panel on Humanitarian Financing report concluded 
that in many humanitarian crisis contexts, unrestricted, 
large-scale cash transfers directly to households save 
money, empower those affected by crisis and protect 
agencies’ scarce resources for emergencies, where  
in-kind assistance is truly necessary.11 

• Commit to greater transparency and greater  
effectiveness—to ensure more funding is used for the 
direct benefit of affected people—and better engage 
with direct beneficiaries. To ensure that we can follow the 
money from resources to results, a commitment for aid-
giving countries and agencies to publish timely, transparent, 
harmonised and open high-quality data on humanitarian 

funding within two years has been included in the  
Grand Bargain.12 

• Support, provide data for, and participate in establishing 
a refugee resource tracker to track progress on education 
enrolment targets, funding and results. A uniform 
approach is needed to collect, format, and distribute data 
in a single open data platform that tracks resources for 
refugees, the disbursement of pledges, and the quality of 
services delivered. All agencies, governments, civil society 
organisations and private sector stakeholders must support 
this refugee resource tracker. A tracker would hold donor 
governments and pledge-makers accountable to deliver 
resources in a timely manner. A resource tracker  
will also hold host-countries accountable by evaluating  
the quality and efficiency of education access. 
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ODA represented only 0.3% of the collective gross national 
income (GNI) of DAC countries in 2015, far below the UN target 
of 0.7%. Six countries met the 0.7% target last year, up from 
five in 2014: Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, 
Sweden and the United Kingdom (UK). The Netherlands had 
failed to meet the target since 2013, but achieved it again in 
2015 due to increased refugee costs—though when ODA spent 

to support refugees at home is excluded, the Netherlands’ 
contribution dropped to 0.58%. The 28 EU Member States 
collectively contributed only 0.46% of GNI in 2015 and most 
were far from meeting their commitments. 

After several years of decline, ODA to LDCs increased by 
5.8% in real terms in 2015, amounting to $38.6 billion (current 
prices). Three-quarters (21) of the DAC countries increased their 
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development assistance to LDCs, with five of them boosting it by 
more than 20%: the Slovak Republic, Canada, Poland, Slovenia 
and Sweden. However, Sweden’s share of aid to LDCs decreased 

from 26.1% to 22.9% as its total ODA increased significantly due 
to higher in-donor refugee costs. Italy increased its bilateral 
aid to LDCs by 53.1%. Seven DAC countries met the target of 
spending 0.15–0.20% of GNI on LDCs: Luxembourg, Sweden, 
Norway, the UK, Denmark, Finland and Ireland. 

ONE has called for 50% of development assistance to be 
allocated to LDCs. If all DAC countries had allocated half of 
their ODA to LDCs in 2015, it would have made an additional 
$26.9 billion (current prices) available to the world’s poorest 
countries. However, the proportion of aid allocated to LDCs 
actually declined in 2015, accounting for 29.48% of total DAC 
ODA, down from 29.59% in 2014 and 32.09% in 2013. Only four 
countries focused more than 40% of their ODA on LDCs: Ireland, 
Luxembourg, Iceland and Korea. Ten countries spent less than 
a quarter of their ODA on the world’s most vulnerable countries: 
Switzerland, Denmark, Italy, Spain, the Czech Republic, Sweden, 
Austria, Slovenia, the Netherlands and Greece. Seven DAC 
countries cut ODA to LDCs: Denmark, Spain, Finland, Belgium, 
Australia, Portugal and Ireland. The EU Institutions cut ODA to 
LDCs by 6.4%. 

At the same time, development assistance to sub-Saharan 
Africa increased slightly by 1.2% in 2015 from 2014, reaching 
a total of $38.5 billion (current prices). Yet, worryingly, almost 
half of the DAC countries (13) reduced their ODA to the world’s 
poorest region.
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4. Governments are responding to 
the current refugee crisis by using 
investments intended for overseas  
to cover ‘in-donor costs’ at home.

In response to the escalating refugee crisis, some European 
countries have used a growing portion of their development 
assistance budgets to fund refugee costs at home. Under the 
current OECD DAC rules, donor countries can report the costs 
of assisting refugees within their own borders during their first 
year in the country as aid. 

In-donor refugee costs more than doubled in real terms in 
2015 from 2014, reaching $13.9 billion (2014 constant prices). 
This was nearly double the amount donors spent on health 
($7.18 billion, 2014 prices) in the entire continent of Africa 
in 2014.15 In-donor refugee costs in 2015 represented 9.1% 
of total ODA (up from 2.8% in 2010 and 2.2% in 2008). They 
accounted for more than 20% of total ODA in the budgets 
of five DAC member countries: Sweden, Austria, Italy, the 
Netherlands and Greece. In Italy, Greece and Sweden in-donor 
refugee costs represented 50% or more of bilateral ODA, and 
more than 20% of bilateral ODA in Austria, the Netherlands, 
Slovenia, Germany, Denmark, Belgium and the Czech 
Republic. The dramatic increase in such in-donor refugee 
costs is changing the map of aid. In 2015, more aid was spent 
in Germany ($3.51 billion, 2014 prices) than in Ethiopia, which 

RECOMMENDATIONS

Urgently increase resources to fund both 
long-term development and humanitarian 
needs in developing countries, particularly 
those that are supporting refugees and 
fighting extreme poverty.

• Governments must keep their promises on ODA, 
starting with their commitment to spend 0.7% of 
national income on development aid overseas. They 
must also commit to providing enough resources to 
ensure human security and fight extreme poverty 
for the most vulnerable people in the global South, 
including in countries that are supporting refugees. 

• Governments should make sure that aid is focused 
on fighting extreme poverty and prioritise the most 
vulnerable and marginalised people in developing 
countries by allocating half of all aid to LDCs. Although 
aid volumes to LDCs increased in 2015, the proportion 
of total ODA invested in these countries has continued 
to decline to less than 30%. As committed in Addis 
Ababa13 and at the OECD DAC High Level Meeting in 
2014,14 this trend must be urgently reversed. 
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received $3.29 billion from DAC donors in 2014. The Netherlands 
gave more aid to itself ($1.58 billion) for in-donor refugee costs 
in 2015 than it gave to the whole of Africa ($1.48 billion) in 2014.

If current spending on in-donor refugee costs continues on 
the same trend as from 2010, ODA spent in this way could 
amount to $52.4 billion in 2020, $10 billion more than the 
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RECOMMENDATION

Governments must immediately stop using development assistance to fund in-donor 
costs, and retain the fundamental principles around development spending. 

• The necessary funds to support refugees arriving in Europe must swiftly be found to ensure that their needs are met 
and their rights are protected. However, this should not be at the expense of vulnerable people in developing countries 
or investments in development that will help stem future crises. DAC member countries must ensure that ODA remains 
focused on ending poverty. Anything distracting from this, for example including domestic refugee costs in their aid 
reporting, should be detached from the definition of ODA.

amount DAC countries spent in LDCs in 2015 ($42.7 billion).16 

As the refugee crisis continues in 2016, the amount of aid 
spent on refugees in aid-giving countries is likely to rise. 
Nevertheless, some of the biggest aid providers are proving 
that it is possible to do both—support refugees and increase 
long-term development assistance. For example, the EU budget 
for 2016 increased both funding for the refugee crisis and for 
development aid.17 Although Germany reports in-donor refugee 
costs as ODA, it keeps these on separate budget lines,18 and 
has kept rising domestic refugee costs additional to its planned 
aid increases of €8.3 billion over the next four years.19 Similarly, 
in 2016 France increased its budget for covering the costs of 
refugees arriving in the country by 23%, without taking this from 

its ODA budget, which will also slightly increase because of 
the financial transaction tax. As a result of this aid increase in 
2015, France’s share of aid spent on in-donor refugees slightly 
decreased from 4.6% in 2014 to 4.1% in 2015.20 
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GLOBAL NEEDS AND COSTS

The countdown to implement the 17 Global Goals to end extreme poverty 
and leave no one behind by 2030 has started. With nearly 900 million 
people still living in extreme poverty this is an enormous challenge.

It is estimated that by 2018, more than half of those living in extreme poverty will be in fragile states,21 which are 
also the furthest behind on meeting the previous Millennium Development Goal (MDG) targets.22 At the same time, 
humanitarian costs are growing every day and insecurity, conflicts and natural disasters have exacerbated extreme 
poverty and development challenges. By the end of 2015, more people had been driven from their homes than ever 
previously recorded. Some 65.3 million people had been forced to flee, of which 21.3 million were refugees,23 40.8 

Rising and Unmet
Global Needs
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million were internally displaced within their home countries 
and 3.2 million were asylum seekers.24 The total number is an 
increase of more than 50% compared to five years ago (42.5 
million in 2011). 

The Syrian conflict has been the biggest source of refugees 
in recent years: an estimated 11.7 million Syrians have been 
displaced with 4.9 million refugees leaving the country and 6.6 
million IDPs inside Syria.25 But other conflicts, as well as natural 

disasters—such as the conflict in South Sudan or the El Niño 
phenomenon—have also had devastating consequences. More 
than 2.3 million people, or one in every five, in South Sudan have 
been forced to flee their homes since the conflict began in 2013, 
including 1.66 million IDPs.26 As of August 2016, only 41% ($526.6 
million) of the $1.29 billion requested in South Sudan’s 2016 
Humanitarian Response Plan had been funded.27 The scale of 
the drought and flooding caused by El Niño has been so severe 
that it has left 60 million people food insecure.28 An estimated 

FIGURE 1: UNOCHA ANNUAL HUMANITARIAN FUNDING REQUIREMENTS COMPARED WITH AMOUNT FUNDED, 2010–16 (UP TO 31 JULY 16)

Figure 1 Source: 2010-2015 figures are from UNOCHA Financial Tracking Service Humanitarian Response Plans: Summary of Requirement and Funding and Consolidated & Flash Appeals (as of 31 
July 2016). 2016 figures are from the Global Humanitarian Overview Update (as of 31 July 2016).
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$3.9 billion is required to meet needs arising from El Niño in 22 
countries, of which $2.4 billion has not yet been secured.29 

In response to these crises, the UN Office for the Coordination 
of Humanitarian Affairs’ (UNOCHA) coordinated humanitarian 

appeal has requested $21.9 billion in 2016 to support 95.9 
million people (of an estimated 130.5 million in need) across 
40 countries—of which, halfway through the year, only 33% (or 
$7.2 billion) had been funded.30 As Figure 1 shows, humanitarian 
appeals have been continually underfunded in recent years, 

14%
 2.2 MILLION

26%
4.2 MILLION

60%
9.7 MILLION

17%
 2.7 MILLION

5%
 0.7 MILLION

24%
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FIGURE 2: REFUGEE POPULATIONS IN LEAST DEVELOPED 
COUNTRIES, OTHER DEVELOPING COUNTRIES AND DEVELOPED 
COUNTRIES, 2015

FIGURE 3: REFUGEE POPULATIONS BY REGION, 2015

Figure 2 Source: UNHCR data, as of end-2015 (released in June 2016).

Figure 3 Source: UNHCR data, as of end-2015 (released in June 2016).
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showing how inadequate the international response has been so far. In 2015,  
only 55% of UNOCHA’s humanitarian appeal was financed. This is even more 
worrying as these costs are not expected to decline anytime soon. In fact,  
if current trends continue, humanitarian costs are projected to more than  
double to $50 billion by 2030.31 

INTERLINKAGES BETWEEN HUMANITARIAN  
AND DEVELOPMENT NEEDS 

During the second half of 2015, Europe witnessed a dramatic rise in refugee 
arrivals. More than one million people arrived by sea in 2015: a more than 
fourfold increase from 2014. Although this was a significant increase, 
developing countries, with enormous poverty and development challenges 
of their own and far fewer resources than wealthy countries, actually host by 
far the largest proportion of refugees in the world. All IDPs assisted by the UN 
High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR), a total of 37.5 million people, are in 
developing countries and in 2015 86% of the world’s refugees—representing 
13.9 million people—lived in developing countries.32 This was the highest figure 
in more than two decades and a stark contrast with the 2.2 million hosted by 
developed nations. LDCs that have some of the highest and deepest poverty 
levels, and the fewest resources, provided asylum to 4.2 million people (roughly 
26% of the global total).33 Our interactive map provides further details about 
where forcibly displaced people live.34 

These figures serve to show how interlinked development and humanitarian 
efforts are. The 10 nations hosting the most refugees are all developing countries, 
and five of them are in sub-Saharan Africa: Turkey, Pakistan, Lebanon, Iran, 

https://www.one.org/international/take-action/financing-stability/
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Ethiopia, Jordan, Kenya, Uganda, Democratic Republic of Congo 
and Chad. These 10 countries combined accounted for 58% 
(9.3 million) of the global refugee population under UNHCR’s 
mandate in 2015.

The needs of IDPs are just as urgent as those of refugees. An 
estimated 40.8 million IDPs were displaced because of conflict 
and violence by the end of 2015—the highest number on record 
and 2.6 million more than in 2014.35 This was the fifth year in 
a row that the global number of IDPs has increased, with the 
nations with large numbers of IDPs all in developing regions 
(four in sub-Saharan Africa).36 

However, in this report, ONE focuses on the significant gaps in 
finance for humanitarian and development sectors in relation 
to the global refugee crisis. Many European countries are facing 
their first major influx of refugees since the Second World War. 
This report shows that for all too many developing countries, 
the refugee crisis—causing untold suffering—has been a reality 
for too long.

Extreme poverty will not be eradicated and development goals 
will not be achieved if humanitarian crises are not properly 
addressed. At the same time, short-term emergency aid will not 
be sufficient to address humanitarian crises in the long term. 
Investing in development for refugees, developing countries 
that host refugees, and countries at risk of producing refugees 
are prerequisites to building resilience, promoting stability and 
stemming future crises. As donor countries and aid agencies 
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committed to do in the Grand Bargain, improving coordination 
between humanitarian and development efforts through 
tools such as multi-annual funding—financial contributions 
designed to provide support for more than a single year, which 
allows partners to plan ahead and better allocate resources—is 
essential in bringing a long-lasting solution to human insecurity, 
danger and extreme poverty. 

As leaders gather to agree comprehensive responses to the 
global migration challenge, make commitments to increase 
financing for humanitarian crises, ensure that refugees receive 
an education and that more refugees are resettled, they must 
make sure that resources are effectively deployed to meet 
both humanitarian and development needs, including by 
implementing the Grand Bargain deal. At present, there is no 
coherent system in place to track funding, progress or results 
delivered against pledges made by countries and agencies for 
refugees. To ensure that leaders are accountable for delivery of 
their pledges and that humanitarian and development needs 
are delivered in a timely and coordinated manner, open data  
on these financing flows should be considered a critical part  
of the solution. 

Global ODA flows are insufficient to meet the immense needs. 
Yet many governments are making a trade-off between fighting 
poverty and responding to crises. This is not the answer. 
Both humanitarian and development financing need to be 
increased, alongside enhanced use of other policy tools, such 

as migration policy, fighting corruption and supporting regional 
peacekeeping forces. The sectors must work collaboratively to 
bring about permanent solutions to crises, build resilience and 
end the injustice of extreme poverty.

WHAT IS THE ‘GRAND BARGAIN’?

Launched at the World Humanitarian 
Summit in May 2016, the ‘Grand 
Bargain’ is a package of reforms  
to humanitarian funding. 

Thirty representatives of donors and aid agencies 
produced 51 commitments to make emergency aid 
more flexible, efficient, transparent and effective. Major 
donors and humanitarian organisations committed to: 
support and engage with local and national responders; 
improve the use of cash-based programming; publish 
timely, transparent and open high-quality data; reduce 
duplication and management costs and simplify 
reporting requirements; increase multi-year planning and 
funding; and reduce earmarking of donor contributions.37
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Fighting extreme poverty and addressing numerous emergencies 
such as the Syrian conflict and the refugee crisis, climate-induced 
disasters, and global health threats, require substantial new resources, 
which continue to be severely limited. This chapter analyses trends in 
global aid flows and looks into the growing use of development aid to 
finance the cost of hosting refugees in wealthy countries. Aid levels 
have barely increased in recent years and long-standing promises on 
aid remain unmet. Due to insufficient levels of finance and a lack of 
increase in necessary funding, humanitarian and development efforts 
are competing for the same limited resources.

Trends in Development 
Assistance
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COMMITMENTS TO ODA

At the Financing for Development Conference in Addis Ababa in 2015,38 countries 
reaffirmed previous commitments made in Monterrey in 200239 including a commitment  
by developed countries to invest 0.7% of their gross national income (GNI) in aid and 
directing 0.15–0.20% of GNI to LDCs. 

Recognising the unique needs of LDCs, the Addis Ababa 
Action Agenda (AAAA) also included a commitment to reverse 
the declining share of aid going to LDCs and a suggestion 
of allocating 50% of ODA to these countries.40 OECD DAC 
member states previously made similar commitments to 
allocating “more of total ODA to countries most in need, 
such as LDCs, low-income countries, small island developing 
states, landlocked developing countries and fragile and 
conflict-affected states” and to “reversing the declining  
trend of ODA to LDCs.”41 

At the European Union (EU) level, countries had initially 
collectively committed to increase their ODA to 0.7% of GNI 
and to achieve the 0.15–0.20% target for LDCs by 2015. Having 
failed to meet this deadline, they committed in May 2015 to 
collectively reach 0.7% within the time frame of the post-2015 
agenda and to allocate 0.15% of their collective GNI to LDCs in 
the short term, and 0.20% within the time frame of the post-
2015 agenda.42 Furthermore, at the June 2015 G7 summit in 
Germany, leaders committed to reverse the decline in aid to 
LDCs and confirmed existing commitments, including that  
of EU countries investing 0.7% of national income in aid. 

GLOBAL ODA 

Global ODA totalled $131 billion in 2015 (current prices), an 
increase of 7% from 2014 in real terms—but just 1.8% more in 

real terms when in-donor refugee costs (totalling $119 billion 
in current prices) are removed. The largest part of the increase 
was due to these costs reported as development assistance 
by member countries to the DAC. Three-quarters of the DAC 
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member countries boosted their development assistance, 
including seven by more than 20% compared with the previous 
year in real terms: Greece, Sweden, Germany, Austria, the 
Netherlands, the Slovak Republic, and Slovenia. But many of 
these increases—indeed in all seven countries bar the Slovak 
Republic—were partly due to rising in-donor refugee costs. 

Seven DAC countries cut aid: Portugal, Australia, Belgium,  

the US, Spain, Finland and Luxembourg. The EU Institutions 

also slightly decreased ODA by 0.5%.

Despite a 7% increase and a boost given by escalating in-donor 

refugee costs, current levels of ODA are far from the levels 
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promised by the wealthiest countries, and global development 

assistance is no longer increasing in line with economic 

growth. ODA represented only 0.3% of the collective GNI  

of DAC countries in 2015, far below the UN target of 0.7%. Only 

six countries met the 0.7% target last year, up from five in 2014: 

Denmark, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and 

the UK. The Netherlands had failed to meet the target officially 

since 2013, but achieved it again in 2015 due to increased 

refugee costs—though when ODA spent to support refugees 

at home is excluded, the Netherlands’ contribution drops to 

0.58%. The 28 EU Member States collectively contributed only 

0.46% of GNI in 2015 and most EU Member States were far from 

meeting their commitments. 

ODA TO THE MOST  
VULNERABLE COUNTRIES 

While the share of aid spent on in-donor refugee costs has 

been climbing, the share of aid allocated to the poorest 

countries has continued to decline in recent years. LDCs are 

the world’s most vulnerable countries and face the greatest 

challenges in achieving the new Global Goals of ending 

extreme poverty by 2030. These nations have some of the 

highest levels of poverty, the lowest levels of domestic and 

international resources and the widest funding gaps. 
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1. LDCs have some of the greatest 
depths of poverty.

On average (median), 44% of people in LDCs live on less 
than $1.90 a day, compared with 4% in non-LDC developing 
countries.45 An increasing proportion—43% in 2012, up from 
just 15% in 1990—of the world’s extreme poor live in sub-
Saharan Africa where two-thirds of LDCs are located. Extreme 
poverty is also typically much deeper in LDCs than in other 
developing countries, particularly in sub-Saharan African LDCs, 
meaning that the average income of poor people lies a long way 
below the extreme poverty line.46 

While LDCs have achieved some impressive development 
progress, they still lag behind on many important 
development indicators essential to achieving the new 
Global Goals. Despite progress in the last five years, maternal 
mortality continues to be substantially higher in LDCs than 
in other countries, including other developing countries.47 In 
Uganda, a woman is 123 times more likely to die in childbirth 
than a woman in the UK.48 

WHAT ARE THE LEAST  
DEVELOPED COUNTRIES?

There are currently 48 LDCs, 34  
of which are in sub-Saharan Africa. 

Rather than being solely an ‘income per capita’ grouping, 
the UN’s LDC category is based on three criteria of poor 
socio-economic and human development: (1) low GNI 
per capita; (2) a weak human assets index indicating low 
human capital; and (3) structural vulnerability to external 
economic and environmental shocks.43 

This means that the LDC category overlaps with the 
World Bank’s income-based categories, as well as with 
other country groupings such as fragile states. The 
majority of LDCs (29) are low-income countries (LICs) 
but 16 are lower-middle-income countries (LMICs) and 
three are upper-middle-income countries (UMICs). Two-
thirds of the world’s fragile states are LDCs.44 Twenty-
three countries (20 of which are in sub-Saharan Africa) 
are simultaneously LDCs, LICs and fragile states, 
making them particularly vulnerable. Together, there  
are currently 65 countries in the LDC, LIC and fragile 
state groupings.
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2. While their need is great, LDCs  
also face the largest funding  
gaps to finance the fight against 
extreme poverty.

Although domestic resources in developing countries have 
significantly increased over the past decade, public revenues 
in LDCs are still very limited and are likely to remain low in the 
future.49 Average (median) government spending per person 
in non-LDC developing countries ($1,552 per capita, excluding 
high income countries (HICs)) was seven times higher than 
in LDCs in 2014 ($215 per capita, excluding HICs).50 Total net 
inflows of foreign direct investment (FDI) to LDCs amounted 
to $26 billion in 2014, compared with more than $645 billion 
across non-LDC developing countries.51

Last year, ONE’s 2015 DATA Report estimated that the 
additional cost of meeting everyone’s basic needs in LDCs 
would amount to $34.2 billion.52 Similarly, Development 
Initiatives has found that social protection programmes in 
LDCs are currently reaching only a fifth of those living in 
extreme poverty, and even where extremely poor people are 
reached, the level of transfer is much less than that needed 
to sustainably lift them out of extreme poverty.53 Investments 
from both domestic and partner governments in basic services 
in LDCs will need to be significantly scaled up if extreme 
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Figure 3 Sources: World Bank, World Development Indicators Database. Note: Data in 2014 current prices. Other Developing Countries is formed of low and middle income countries excluding LDCs.
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poverty is eradicated everywhere and no one is left behind  
by 2030.

It is for all these reasons that ONE has called for 50%  
of development assistance to be allocated to LDCs. 

3. The 2015 aid figures to LDCs  
show a mixed picture.

After several years of decline, ODA to LDCs increased by 
5.8% in real terms in 2015, amounting to $38.6 billion (current 
prices). Three-quarters (21) of the DAC countries increased their 
development assistance to LDCs, with five of them boosting it by 
more than 20%: the Slovak Republic, Canada, Poland, Slovenia 
and Sweden. However Sweden’s share of aid to LDCs decreased 
from 26.1% to 22.9% as its total ODA increased significantly due 
to higher in-donor refugee costs. Italy increased its bilateral 
aid to LDCs by 53.1%. Seven DAC countries met or exceeded 
the target of investing 0.15-0.20% of GNI in LDCs: Luxembourg, 
Sweden, Norway, UK, Denmark, Finland and Ireland. Projections 
show that this upward trend is expected to continue. Preliminary 
results from the 2016 DAC Survey on Forward Spending Plans 
show a rise of $5.2 billion (constant 2015 prices) in global 
country programmable aid54 in 2016. The increase is expected to 
benefit all income groups, but primarily LDCs and fragile states. 
Global country programmable aid is projected to remain stable 

up to 2019 with a continued rising trend for LDCs.55 

If all DAC countries had allocated half of their ODA to LDCs in 
2015, it would have made an additional $26.9 billion (current 
prices) available to the world’s poorest countries—a significant 
proportion of ONE’s estimate of the additional cost of meeting 
everyone’s basic needs in LDCs ($34.2 billion). However, the 
proportion of aid allocated to LDCs actually declined in 2015 
accounting for 29.5% of total DAC ODA, down from 29.6% 
in 2014 and 32.1% in 2013. Belgium and Ireland, which both 
committed last year to direct 50% of their aid towards LDCs, 
in reality, slightly decreased the share of their ODA spent on 
LDCs. No country allocated 50% or more of its aid to LDCs 
last year and only four countries focused more than 40% of 
their ODA on LDCs: Ireland, Luxembourg, Iceland, and Korea. 
Ten countries spent less than a quarter of their ODA on the 
world’s most vulnerable countries: Switzerland, Denmark, 
Italy, Spain, the Czech Republic, Sweden, Austria, Slovenia, 
the Netherlands, and Greece. Seven DAC countries cut ODA to 
LDCs: Denmark, Spain, Finland, Belgium, Australia, Portugal 
and Ireland. The EU Institutions cut ODA to LDCs by 6.4%. 

Development assistance to sub-Saharan Africa increased 
slightly by 1.2% last year compared with 2014, reaching a total 
of $38.5 billion (current prices). Worryingly, however, almost 
half of the DAC countries (13) reduced their ODA to the world’s 
poorest region.
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Figure 4 Source: DAC Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: All figures are net flows, bilateral and imputed multilateral, excluding debt relief. LDC debt relief is not provided in the OECD Development 
Assistance Committee (DAC)’s preliminary release. Following the practice of the DAC, ONE has assumed that 100% of bilateral debt relief in 2014 was for LDCs. ONE does not count an estimated portion 
of regional and global unallocated ODA to LDCs. The size of the bubble gives proportional representation of the overall volume of ODA to LDCs for each DAC country. Germany is not shown as Germany 
did not provide any data on its ODA to LDCs in 2015 in time for the DAC preliminarily release in April 2016. Data in 2015 current prices.
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TABLE 1: ODA GLOBALLY, TO SUB-SAHARAN AFRICA (SSA) AND TO LDCS, 2015 (CURRENT PRICES, % CHANGES IN REAL TERMS)

Global ODA ODA to LDCs ODA to SSA Global ODA % 
difference 2014–15

ODA to LDCs % 
difference 2014–15

ODA to SSA % 
difference 2014–15

ODA to LDCs/
Total ODA

ODA/GNI ODA to LDCs/
GNI

ODA to 
SSA/GNI

Australia 3,215.70 926.81 350.01 -11.27% -8.04% -9.21% 28.82% 0.27% 0.08% 0.03%

Austria 1,206.85 242.48 272.73 26.47% 12.17% 8.46% 20.09% 0.32% 0.06% 0.07%

Belgium 1,894.38 609.79 630.63 -7.52% -11.58% -17.16% 32.19% 0.42% 0.13% 0.14%

Canada 4,287.21 1,560.71 1,552.25 17.11% 29.31% 18.73% 36.40% 0.28% 0.10% 0.10%

Czech Republic 201.62 47.13 46.14 11.43% 6.87% 7.54% 23.37% 0.12% 0.03% 0.03%

Denmark 2,565.50 621.54 615.57 0.83% -18.45% -18.99% 24.23% 0.85% 0.21% 0.20%

Finland 1,291.52 419.32 406.27 -5.75% -11.87% -19.40% 32.47% 0.56% 0.18% 0.18%

France 9,082.05 2,402.66 3,272.21 1.50% 11.60% 7.65% 26.46% 0.37% 0.10% 0.13%

Germany 17,735.65 2,991.44 29.20% -2.46% 0.52% 0.09%

Greece 282.20 44.46 52.91 38.73% 9.07% 12.25% 15.76% 0.14% 0.02% 0.03%

Iceland 39.08 16.06 15.48 11.34% 12.56% -4.11% 41.08% 0.24% 0.10% 0.10%

Ireland 718.26 336.85 351.68 1.85% -1.93% -6.45% 46.90% 0.36% 0.17% 0.18%

Italy 3,763.58 887.25 857.65 11.79% 9.90% -2.82% 23.57% 0.21% 0.05% 0.05%

Japan 9,294.58 3,698.60 2,682.18 12.05% 17.04% 19.81% 39.79% 0.22% 0.09% 0.06%

Korea 1,911.00 766.15 526.36 8.28% 12.83% 15.61% 40.09% 0.14% 0.06% 0.04%

Luxembourg 361.40 160.82 164.24 -1.22% 7.99% 13.56% 44.50% 0.93% 0.41% 0.42%

Netherlands 5,767.08 1,006.55 1,194.05 24.83% 7.84% 4.75% 17.45% 0.75% 0.13% 0.16%

New Zealand 437.99 138.07 40.66 1.73% 16.60% 34.52% 31.52% 0.27% 0.08% 0.02%

Norway 4,260.36 1,115.16 1,012.79 8.63% 1.21% -1.69% 26.18% 1.04% 0.27% 0.25%

Poland 442.35 136.85 148.96 16.79% 25.54% 23.34% 30.94% 0.10% 0.03% 0.03%

Portugal 305.73 93.38 142.69 -16.14% -7.57% -32.47% 30.54% 0.16% 0.05% 0.07%

Slovak Republic 85.77 21.77 24.26 23.29% 48.72% 39.91% 25.38% 0.10% 0.03% 0.03%

Slovenia 62.42 11.04 12.52 21.11% 22.34% 22.83% 17.68% 0.15% 0.03% 0.03%

Spain 1,476.46 347.07 399.39 -6.56% -15.34% -13.80% 23.51% 0.12% 0.03% 0.03%

Sweden 7,091.91 1,624.54 1,605.29 36.80% 19.99% 13.03% 22.91% 1.40% 0.32% 0.32%

Switzerland 3,537.73 873.40 843.89 6.72% 6.42% 4.00% 24.69% 0.52% 0.13% 0.12%

United Kingdom 18,699.94 6,236.55 6,600.75 3.21% 0.43% -1.45% 33.35% 0.71% 0.24% 0.25%

United States 31,048.40 11,195.56 11,700.95 -6.99% 4.46% -1.27% 36.06% 0.17% 0.06% 0.07%

Total DAC countries 131,066.72 38,644.25 38,513.94 7.02% 5.77% 1.19% 29.48% 0.30% 0.09% 0.09%

Memo: EU Institutions 13,848.01 3,509.34 4,330.18 -0.47% -6.45% 0.24% 25.34% n/a n/a n/a

Table 1 Sources: OECD DAC Table 1, Table 2a and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: All figures are net flows, excluding debt relief, and in 2015 current prices. % changes are in real terms. LDC debt 
relief is not provided in the DAC’s preliminary release. Following the practice of the DAC, ONE has assumed that 100% of bilateral debt relief in 2014 was for LDCs. The EU Institutions is a ‘memo’ line 
shown for information, but figures overlap with those of individual EU Member States. Blue indicates that the DAC member met the target of 0.7% ODA/GNI; peach indicates that the DAC member 
reduced its ODA funding in 2015 compared with 2014. Germany did not provide any data on its ODA to LDCs in 2015 in time for the DAC preliminary release in April 2016.
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PRESSURES ON AID BUDGETS

In-Donor Refugee Costs 

In response to the escalating refugee crisis in Europe  
a number of wealthier countries have started making  

trade-offs between supporting vulnerable people living in 
developing countries and those arriving at their borders and 
have made use of a growing portion of their development 
assistance budget in order to fund refugee costs at home. 
Under the current OECD DAC rules, donor countries can 
report the costs of assisting refugees within their own  

Figure 5 Sources: OECD DAC Table 1 and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: All figures are net flows. LDC debt relief is not provided in the DAC’s preliminary release. Following the practice of the DAC, 
ONE has assumed that 100% of bilateral debt relief in 2015 was for LDCs. Germany’s percentage in 2015 not shown as Germany did not provide any data on its ODA to LDCs in 2015 in time for the DAC 
preliminary release in April 2016.
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borders during their first year in the country as aid. 

In-donor refugee costs more than doubled in real terms in 
2015 compared with 2014. They represented 9.1% of total ODA 

(up from 2.8% in 2010 and 2.2% in 2008). They accounted 
for more than 20% of total ODA in the budgets of five DAC 
member countries: Sweden, Austria, Italy, the Netherlands and 
Greece. In Italy, Greece and Sweden in-donor refugee costs 
represented 50% or more of bilateral ODA, and more than 
20% of bilateral ODA for Austria, the Netherlands, Slovenia, 
Germany, Denmark, Belgium and the Czech Republic. 

If current spending on in-donor refugee costs continues on the 
same trend as from 2010, ODA spent in this way could amount 
to $52.4 billion in 2020, $10 billion more than the amount DAC 
countries spent in LDCs in 2015 ($42.7 billion).56 

As the refugee crisis continues in 2016, the amount of aid spent 
on refugees in aid-giving countries is likely to rise. Sweden—
one of the first countries in the world to meet the 0.7% ODA/
GNI target and currently investing more than 1% of its GNI in 
ODA—considered spending up to 60% of its total aid budget on 
refugees within Sweden in 2016. As a result of intense pressure 
against such a huge diversion of aid, including from civil society, 
the Swedish government eventually decided to cap in-donor 
refugee costs at 30% of total aid.57 This threatened to cut 
Sweden’s contribution to the Global Fund, the world’s largest 
financier of AIDS, TB and malaria programmes by 35%, however, 
due to a significant decrease in the forecast of refugee 
arrivals, the government reversed this decision.58 As Figure 7 
shows, while Sweden was by far the most generous donor in 
terms of total ODA/GNI in 2015, its contribution drops below 
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the government’s commitment to invest 1% ODA/GNI when in-
country refugee costs are excluded. 

In Norway, another longstanding aid champion, the 
government budget for 2016 saw refugee costs climbing to 

almost 20% of the ODA budget, with some increases to the 
total aid budget to offset costs but not enough to cover the full 
impact.59 The Netherlands is already spending more than 20% 
of its aid on in-donor refugee costs, and has decided to use all 
future aid increases to cover such costs in 2016 and 2017.60 As 
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Figure 7 shows, if in-donor refugee costs are excluded in 2015, 
the Netherlands falls in rank below the UK in terms of ODA/GNI, 
dropping below the 0.7% bar.

Some of the biggest aid providers are proving that it is 
possible to do both—support refugees and increase long-
term development assistance. For example, the EU budget 
for 2016 increased both funding for the refugee crisis and for 
development aid.61 Although Germany reports in-donor refugee 
costs as ODA, it keeps these on separate budget lines,62 
so it has been able to keep rising domestic refugee costs 
additional to its planned aid increases of €8.3 billion over the 
next four years.63 Similarly, in 2016 France decided to increase 
its budget for covering the costs of refugees arriving in the 
country by 23%, without taking this from its ODA budget, 
which will also slightly increase because of the financial 
transaction tax. As a result of this increase, France’s share of 
aid spent on in-donor refugees slightly decreased from 4.6% in 
2014 to 4.1% in 2015.64

DAC countries decided in February 2016 to start a process to 
review the existing rules governing the reporting of in-donor 
refugee costs.65 There has been little appetite among them, 
however, for excluding in-donor refugee expenditures from ODA, 
since this makes up a significant and growing amount of their aid. 
DAC member states also failed to commit to not divert aid away 
from developing countries to cover the costs of the refugee 
crisis at home. Instead, ODA providers are focused on how to 

Figure 8 Source: OECD DAC Creditor Reporting System (CRS) database. Note: Includes total bilateral assistance and total multilateral aid, gross disbursements, in 2014 prices. For a list of DAC purpose codes included under 
each sector, see the Methodology section. 2015 sectoral data not available until December 2016.
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standardise reporting practices, which currently vary widely in 
terms of categories of refugees included, types of expenditure 
covered and methodology used to assess costs.66 Using already 
limited aid budgets to meet the cost of assisting refugees 
at home is not the answer. Wherever the most vulnerable 
people live, they deserve protection and the opportunity to live 
a productive life. DAC countries should use the opportunity 
presented by the DAC reform process to change the rules and 
exclude in-donor refugee cost from ODA—reporting, and to 
ensure that financing for domestic refugee costs is additional to 
existing and promised aid.

Growing Humanitarian Costs

The costs of humanitarian crises are rising every day—the 
current crisis in Syria and neighbouring countries, as well 
as global health emergencies caused by the Ebola virus 
and Zika virus and other conflicts in countries like Burundi, 
Central African Republic and Nigeria have all contributed 
to the increase in humanitarian needs. As funding has not 
been growing accordingly, this has put severe pressure on 
development assistance budgets. The low levels of aid available 
have increasingly been used to fund humanitarian costs—
while still failing to meet immense humanitarian needs67—and 
the focus has shifted away from long-term development 
programmes. It goes without saying that the resources to 

address humanitarian needs must be urgently mobilised. But 
no trade-off should be made between the two by diverting funds 
from one to cover the costs of the other. As shown in Chapter 1, 
humanitarian and development efforts are deeply interrelated 
and wealthy countries can and should finance both. The overall 
funding must grow to accommodate global needs and must be 
prioritised to support the most vulnerable people wherever they 
live. 

As shown in Figure 8, and reflecting the escalation of 
humanitarian crises in recent years, total humanitarian 
ODA (bilateral and multilateral) massively increased by 47% 
between 2012 and 2014. Meanwhile, overall ODA rose by only 
9%. As a result, aid to some key long-term development 
sectors such as health, agriculture, and education decreased, 
stagnated or saw a very limited increase. DAC countries and 
multilateral institutions spent more than 17 times more on 
humanitarian aid than on basic nutrition in 2014. That same 
year, the amount of money allocated to humanitarian aid was 
larger than aid allocated to basic nutrition, public finance 
management and education put together. The increasing 
humanitarian and development needs cannot be met with 
current levels of funding—and right now in-donor refugee 
costs mean that even less ODA is available to do its main job 
of helping to lift people in developing countries out of extreme 
poverty. 
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In 2015, for the third consecutive year, Australian development 
assistance decreased as the aid budget declined by 11.3%.  
Australian aid continues to focus on the Indo-Pacific region and,  
as a result, aid to sub-Saharan Africa fell by 9.2%. While ODA to  
LDCs also fell by 8%, the proportion of overall Australian aid invested  
in LDCs increased slightly to 29% (up from 28% in 2014) indicating  
that aid to the poorest countries has not been cut as deeply as other 
areas of the aid budget. 

According to the Turnbull government’s May 2016 Federal budget, the decline of Australian aid is set to continue in 
2016/17 when Australia’s global ODA is set to drop to just AUD 3.8 billion,68 giving a figure of approximately 0.23% 

Australia
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ODA/GNI—the lowest level ever recorded. Following the Federal 
election, the Turnbull government should clearly signal a new 
era of Australian aid, urgently reversing the current negative 
trend and committing to increase aid towards the UN target 
of 0.7% ODA/GNI over a specified time frame. In line with the 
commitment made in Addis Ababa last year, Australia should 
also increase aid resources invested in the world’s poorest 
countries, as its contributions fall far short of the LDC target of 
0.15–0.20% ODA/GNI.71 Australia should strive towards giving 
half of its total aid budget to LDCs.

Although Australia invested almost half of its bilateral aid in 
programmes targeting the needs of girls and women in 2014, 
its gender-focused ODA declined in 2014, in line with the 
overall aid cuts the government has been implementing in 
recent years. One of the 10 strategic targets of Australia’s aid 
programme is for more than 80% of investments to effectively 
address gender issues.72 In 2014–15 the government assessed 
that 78% of its investments satisfied this objective, up from 
74% in 2013–14.73 Australia should continue to ensure that 
a large share of aid resources are allocated to programmes 
targeting gender equality in developing countries.

Australia has typically reported minimal in-donor refugee 
costs as ODA. In the December 2012 Mid-Year Economic and 
Fiscal Outlook, the Gillard government announced its intention 
to report AUD 375 million of in-donor refugee costs as ODA 
in 2012/13, a move that was widely condemned.74 At the 

TABLE 1: AUSTRALIA’S GLOBAL, LDC, SSA, GENDER AND IN-DONOR 
REFUGEE COSTS ODA

2015 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2014–15 CHANGE

Global $3.22 billion (AUD 4.28 billion) -11.27%

In-donor refugee costs $0 NO CHANGE

Global ODA, net of  
in-donor refugee costs

$3.22 billion (AUD 4.28 billion) -11.27%

ODA to LDCs $926.81 million (AUD 1.23 billion) -8.04%

ODA to sub-Saharan Africa $350.01 million  
(AUD 465.82 million)

-9.21%

Total ODA/GNI 0.27% 0.05 percentage point

ODA to LDCs as %  
of total ODA

28.82% 1.01 percentage points

ODA/GNI to LDCs 0.08% 0.01 percentage point

2014 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2013–14 CHANGE

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as a  
“principal objective” or  
a “significant objective”  
(gender equality marker)69

$1.61 billion (AUD 1.79 billion) -1.82%

Bilateral aid targeting 
gender equality as %  
of total bilateral ODA70

45.75% 4.33 percentage points
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Figure 1 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and 2a and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows (SSA and LDC 
imputed multilateral flows in 2015 are estimated by ONE).

same time, the Australian government provides additional 
development assistance to neighbouring Pacific countries in 
return for hosting controversial off-shore processing centres.75 
At present, asylum seekers arriving in Australia without 
authorisation are detained indefinitely in off-shore centres  

in neighbouring Pacific countries, rather than claiming asylum 
in Australia. The government must ensure that the rights 
of those seeking asylum in Australia are respected under 
international law and that their needs are met.

FIGURE 1: AUSTRALIA’S GLOBAL ODA AS VOLUME AND % OF GNI; SSA ODA AS VOLUME, LDC ODA AS VOLUME, % OF TOTAL ODA  
AND % OF GNI, 2006–15 
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THE 2016 DATA REPORT  |  49Figure 2 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows.

Figure 3 Sources: OECD DAC CRS database and DAC Secretariat estimations of DAC members’ imputed multilateral contributions by sector in 2013 and 2014. Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. 
ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral (gross disbursements) and multilateral flows. For a list of DAC purpose codes included under each sector (only for bilateral aid), see the 
Methodology section. 2015 data is not shown because 2015 aid figures by sector will not be available until December 2016.

In addition, Australia should increase resources for 
humanitarian needs in developing countries, alongside 
increasing funds for long-term development. The government is 
committed to providing high quality humanitarian assistance, 
including through multi-annual funding to some selected UN 
agencies and funds, as well as non-governmental organisations 
(NGOs). As a party to the Grand Bargain agreed at the 2016 
World Humanitarian Summit, Australia should continue to lead 
by example and promote and increase its use of multi-annual 
financing for humanitarian aid, as well as increase overall budget 
flexibility to respond to unforeseen events.

AID TRANSPARENCY

Australia’s Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade remains in 
the ‘fair’ (49.9%) category on the 2016 Aid Transparency Index.76 
It has made some improvements since 2013 but has not yet 
developed an open aid data portal.77 
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After significant cuts in 2014, Canada’s aid budget rebounded in 2015. 
Total ODA increased by 17% and aid to LDCs grew by almost 30%, 
representing 36% of its total aid. This is a welcome signal of renewed 
political commitment to development. However, Canada’s ODA/
GNI ratio was still relatively low at 0.28%. Canada should continue to 
increase its development assistance budget and allocate a growing 
share of it to LDCs, striving towards 50%. 

Canada is focusing its efforts on girls and women in its aid programmes. Its gender-focused bilateral aid  
remained stable in 2014, amounting to $1.58 billion (current prices) and representing almost half of its  
bilateral aid. The Trudeau government has launched a full review of foreign aid programmes and policy with  

Canada
 CHAPTER 3 

COUNTRY PROFILES: CANADA
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a view to creating a new “feminist foreign policy”. Canada should 
continue to lead by example and invest significant aid resources 
in programmes meeting the needs of girls and women. 

In-donor refugee costs accounted for 5.0% of Canada’s 
reported ODA in 2015, slightly down from 5.1% in 2014. Canada 
reports in-donor refugee cost as ODA to the DAC, but to date 
this has not led to a diversion of aid resources. This is due 
to the fact that these costs come from a different budget 
envelope for the federal government and about half of them 
are attributed to provincial budgets where refugees settle. 
Canada increased its humanitarian aid from $603 million 
in 2013 to $701 million in 2014 (2014 constant prices). On 23 
May 2016, International Development Minister Marie-Claude 
Bibeau announced CAD 274 million of new funding for UN 
humanitarian and aid groups focused on emergency response 
and food security. The next day the minister announced 
CAD 331 million in humanitarian aid to focus on the most 
vulnerable in 32 countries. Canada should continue to 
allocate its resources to fund both long-term development 
and humanitarian needs in developing countries. It should also 
introduce more multi-annual financing for humanitarian aid 
and more budget flexibility to respond to unforeseen events.

TABLE 1: CANADA’S GLOBAL, LDC, SSA, GENDER AND IN-DONOR 
REFUGEE COSTS ODA 

2015 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2014–15 CHANGE

Global $4.29 billion (CAD 5.48 billion) 17.11%

In-donor refugee costs $212.99 million (CAD 272.26  
million), 4.97% of total ODA, 
7.14% of bilateral ODA

14% UP

Global ODA, net of  
in-donor refugee costs

$4.07 billion (CAD 5.21 billion) 17.27%

ODA to LDCs $1.56 billion (CAD 2.00 billion) 29.31%

ODA to sub-Saharan Africa $1.55 billion (CAD 1.98 billion) 18.73%

Total ODA/GNI 0.28% 0.04 percentage point

ODA to LDCs as  
% of total ODA

36.40% 3.44 percentage points

ODA/GNI to LDCs 0.10% 0.02 percentage point

2014 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2013–14 CHANGE

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as a  
“principal objective” or  
a “significant objective”  
(gender equality marker)78

$1.58 billion (CAD 1.74 billion) 0.36%

Bilateral aid targeting 
gender equality as %  
of total bilateral ODA79

47.50% 0.88 percentage point
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Figure 1 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and 2a and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows (SSA and LDC 
imputed multilateral flows in 2015 are estimated by ONE).

FIGURE 1: CANADA’S GLOBAL ODA AS VOLUME AND % OF GNI, SSA ODA AS VOLUME, LDC ODA AS VOLUME, % OF TOTAL ODA  
AND % OF GNI, 2006–15
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Figure 3 Sources: OECD DAC CRS database and DAC Secretariat estimations of DAC members’ imputed multilateral contributions by sector in 2013 and 2014. Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. 
ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral (gross disbursements) and multilateral flows. For a list of DAC purpose codes included under each sector (only for bilateral aid), see  
the Methodology section. 2015 data is not shown because 2015 aid figures by sector will not be available until December 2016.

AID TRANSPARENCY

Global Affairs Canada, the department that leads international 
development and humanitarian assistance in Canada, scores 
‘good’ (76.3%) on the 2016 Aid Transparency Index, remaining 
in the same category as in 2014. It is slowly improving its 
score, publishing new indicators on a monthly basis to the 
International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI) Registry.80 
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CONTRIBUTIONS TO KEY SECTORS, 2013 AND 2014 

IN-DONOR REFUGEE COSTS IN-DONOR REFUGEE COSTS/TOTAL ODA

2013 2014



54

Although the preliminary OECD DAC figures for 2015 show little change 
in Denmark’s overall aid levels compared with 2014 (a small increase in 
volume and a slight 0.01% percentage point ODA/GNI cut), the Liberal 
minority government that took office in June 2015 has promised to 
significantly reduce aid from more than 0.8% of GNI to 0.7%. 

The first reduction was announced in October 2015, with a cut of DKK 2.85 billion reducing Danish aid levels by 
16% to DKK 14.85 billion in the 2015 budget.81 The government further cut aid in its 2016 budget to DKK 14.77 billion, 
which is expected to bring levels down to 0.71% of GNI this year.82 

The Liberal government’s aid cuts are indisputably the largest in Denmark’s history, and the country’s aid levels in 
2016 will be the lowest in almost four decades. This is in stark contrast to the policy of the previous Social-Liberal 
government’s policy, which was planning to increase aid. The cuts, which included the phasing out of bilateral  

Denmark
 CHAPTER 3 
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support to Mozambique and Zimbabwe and substantial 
reductions to Burkina Faso, Ghana and Kenya, have 
substantially affected Danish aid to sub-Saharan Africa. 
Support to the region is expected to decrease by nearly 
DKK 4.5 billion in the period 2015–2017 compared with the 
levels planned by the previous government. This is in direct 
contradiction with previous statements from the Liberal Party 
promising to increase aid levels to sub-Saharan Africa. 

Denmark also significantly reduced its development 
assistance to LDCs by more than 18% in 2015. Although it was 
still meeting the 0.15–0.20% GNI target for LDCs last year, less 
than a quarter of its aid (24%) went to the poorest countries, 
down from 30% in 2014. Denmark should urgently reverse the 
aid cuts planned for 2016. In line with the commitment made 
in Addis Ababa last year and at the OECD DAC High-Level 
Meeting in 2014, it should also urgently reverse the declining 
share of aid spent in LDCs.85 The Danish government should 
ensure that half of its aid budget reaches LDCs, where it will 
have the greatest impact on ending poverty. 

The share of aid that Denmark spent on in-donor refugee 
costs almost doubled from 8.5% in 2014 to 15.5% in 2015, and 
almost tripled from 5.5% in 2013. In addition to the substantial 
cuts to aid planned for this year, in-donor refugee costs were 
expected to rise to 30% of total ODA in 2016, however, the 
Danish government decided to reallocate DKK 575 million to 
humanitarian assistance due to a 60% decline in the number 

TABLE 1: DENMARK’S GLOBAL, LDC, SSA, GENDER AND IN-DONOR 
REFUGEE COSTS ODA

2015 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2014–15 CHANGE

Global $2.57 billion (DKK 17.25 billion) 0.83%

In-donor refugee costs $396.97 million (DKK 2.67 billion), 
15.47% of total ODA, 21.13% of 
bilateral ODA

83% UP

Global ODA, net of  
in-donor refugee costs

$2.17 billion (DKK 14.58 billion) -6.82%

ODA to LDCs $621.54 million (DKK 4.18 billion) -18.45%

ODA to sub-Saharan Africa $615.57 million (DKK 4.14 billion) -18.99%

Total ODA/GNI 0.85% 0.01 percentage point

ODA to LDCs as %  
of total ODA

24.23% 5.73 percentage points

ODA/GNI to LDCs 0.21% 0.05 percentage point

2014 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2013–14 CHANGE

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as a  
“principal objective” or  
a “significant objective”  
(gender equality marker)83

$883.37 million (DKK 4.96 billion) 5.82%

Bilateral aid targeting 
gender equality as %  
of total bilateral ODA84

38.87% 2.11 percentage points



56
 CHAPTER 3 

COUNTRY PROFILES: DENMARK

Figure 1 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and 2a and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows (SSA and LDC 
imputed multilateral flows in 2015 are estimated by ONE).

of estimated asylum seekers in 2016 and 2017. Still, the draft 
2017 Finance Bill proposes allocating DKK 2.7 billion for in-
donor refugee costs in 2017, which will correspond to 18% 
of the total Danish ODA in 2017.86 As a result, Denmark has 
become the largest recipient of its own development aid. As 
shown in Figure 3, Denmark had already spent more on in-donor 
refugee costs than on agriculture, education and water and 
sanitation in 2014.

In terms of gender-focused aid, Denmark allocated almost 
40% of its bilateral aid to programmes meeting the needs 

of girls and women in 2014. But while bilateral support has 
been relatively stable, its multilateral contributions to key 
UN organisations such as the UN Population Fund (UNFPA), 
UNAIDS and UN Women have been substantially reduced for 
both 2015 and 2016. Denmark should continue to increase 
investments in aid programmes that target gender equality.  

The government published a new draft development policy 
in June 2016 which suggests stronger coordination between 
long-term development and humanitarian assistance 
and includes a stronger focus on migration, private sector 
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THE 2016 DATA REPORT  |  57Figure 2 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows.

Figure 3 Sources: OECD DAC CRS database and DAC Secretariat estimations of DAC members’ imputed multilateral contributions by sector in 2013 and 2014. Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. 
ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral (gross disbursements) and multilateral flows. For a list of DAC purpose codes included under each sector (only for bilateral aid), see the 
Methodology section. 2015 data is not shown because 2015 aid figures by sector will not be available until December 2016.

development and fragile states.87 Denmark should continue 
to increase resources to fund humanitarian needs in 
developing countries, but should also increase funding to 
meet long-term development needs in these countries. 
It already provides multi-annual humanitarian funding to 
some selected UN agencies and funds as well as NGOs. The 
government should increase its use of multi-annual financing 
cycles for humanitarian assistance, which is key to ensuring 
better coordination between humanitarian and development 
efforts and allows partners to save resources, plan ahead and 

better allocate resources to meet priorities. Adopting a more 
flexible budget would also allow the government to respond to 
unforeseeable crisis.

AID TRANSPARENCY 

The Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs has improved its score 
by 15.1 percentage points relative to 2014 in the 2016 Aid 
Transparency Index, moving into the ‘good’ category with 
64.7%. It has been publishing more indicators to the IATI 
Registry compared with 2014.88
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EU Institutions refers to the institutions that govern the EU. ‘EU 
Institutions’ ODA’ refers to the ODA that is managed by them on behalf 
of the EU. This includes the European Commission and the European 
External Action Service, which manage ODA under the EU budget, the 
European Development Fund and the European Investment Bank (EIB). 

European 
Union



THE 2016 DATA REPORT  |  59

EU Members States There are 28 Member States of the EU; 19 are members of 
the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC). The nine EU Member States 
which are not members of the DAC report some aid data, but in less detail than full 
DAC members.

EU refers to EU Institutions and Member States. In tracking ODA, this refers to ODA 
provided by the Member States and the EU Institutions (i.e. via loans extended by 
the EIB, which are not imputed to Member States).

In 2015, the EU as a whole increased its ODA to $75.99 billion 
(€68.50 billion), remaining the world’s largest provider of 
ODA.89 However, the share of aid going to the world’s poorest 
countries has declined, in spite of the EU’s promise last year to 
reverse that trend.90 In order to deliver on that commitment, the 
European Commission and EU Member States should urgently 
increase aid to LDCs, with the aim of channeling 50% of their 
ODA to these countries as soon as possible. 

A large portion of the EU’s ODA in 2015 focused on addressing 
the refugee crisis. The political difficulties accompanying 

the EU’s collective response revealed the need for more 
sustainable solutions. Preventing humanitarian crises from 
recurring in future will require a whole new level of financing, 
both for long-term development and for humanitarian needs 
in developing countries. For example, multi-annual financing 
and a flexible budget would enable the EU and its Member 
States to respond better to unpredictable crises and to improve 
planning between humanitarian and development efforts,  
while ensuring long-term solutions to disasters, conflicts and 
extreme poverty.
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Figure 1 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows. In-donor refugee costs by 
the nine EU Member States that are not members of the DAC are only included from 2014 (Croatia from 2013) as these countries did not report any refugee costs to the DAC before that. 

Despite their promise to spend 0.7% of their collective GNI 
on ODA by 2015, the EU Member States came nowhere near 
meeting this target, spending only 0.46% of their collective 
national income on aid. After several years of decline, EU 
Member States increased aid to LDCs by 3.7% in 2015.91 
However, as a proportion of total ODA, the share of aid they 
allocated to LDCs fell to only 25% (down from 27% in 2014).  
This was in part due to the increase in overall aid sparked 
mainly by soaring in-donor refugee spending.

EU Member States more than doubled their in-donor refugee 
costs in 2015, which now amount to 13.4% of total aid (up from 
5.8% in 2014). Figure 2 shows how, for the EU Member States 
reporting to the DAC, in-donor refugee costs and humanitarian 
aid increased in 2014 while other development expenditures 
remained flat. As the refugee crisis continues this year, 
worryingly several EU Member States have decided to increase 
in-donor refugee costs even further in 2016, leading to further 
diversions of development resources away from overseas 
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aid programmes. Development, humanitarian, and domestic 
refugee assistance efforts must be more efficiently and 
effectively resourced and no trade-offs should be forced  
by diverting funds from one to cover the costs of the other.

Table 1 Note: Figures are in current prices and percentage changes in real terms. Due to rounding, there are slight differences in the percentages of in-donor refugee costs out of total ODA between 
constant and current prices.  

Figure 2 Sources: OECD DAC CRS database and DAC Secretariat estimations of DAC members’ imputed multilateral contributions by sector in 2013 and 2014. Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices, 
gross disbursements, exclude bilateral debt relief. This only includes ODA from the 19 EU members of the OECD DAC and for which the DAC calculates imputed multilateral contributions by sector. 
For a list of DAC purpose codes included under each sector, see the Methodology section. 2015 data is not shown because 2015 aid figures by sector will not be available until December 2016.
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FIGURE 2: DAC-MEMBER EU MEMBER STATES’ BILATERAL AND 
IMPUTED-MULTILATERAL CONTRIBUTIONS TO KEY SECTORS,  
2013 AND 2014 

2015 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2014–15 CHANGE

Global $73.35 billion (€66.12 billion) 12.60%

In-donor refugee costs $9.61 billion (€8.66 billion), 
13.10% of total ODA, 20.23% of 
bilateral ODA

158% UP

Global ODA, net of  
in-donor refugee costs

$63.75 billion (€57.46 billion) 0.04%

ODA to LDCs92 $18.35 billion (€16.54 billion) 3.68%

ODA to sub-Saharan Africa93 $19.79 billion (€17.84 billion) -0.80%

Total ODA/GNI 0.46% 0.05 percentage point

ODA to LDCs as %  
of total ODA94

25.13% 2.03 percentage points

ODA/GNI to LDCs95 0.12% 0.004 percentage point

2014 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2013–14 CHANGE

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as a  
“principal objective” or  
a “significant objective”  
(gender equality marker)96

$19.10 billion (€14.39 billion) 5.21%

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as %  
of total bilateral ODA97

37.87% 1.77 percentage points

2013 2014
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The EU Institutions slightly reduced overall ODA levels by 
0.47% in 2015. Although they made a positive effort to ensure 
that refugee costs were additional to the existing aid budget, 
the EU Institutions let down the poorest countries by cutting 
aid to LDCs by 6.45%. Only 25% of their total aid went to 
LDCs, down from 27% in 2014. The European Commission 
should aim to direct 50% of the ODA it manages to LDCs, 
with the rest available for middle income countries and other 
developing countries.

When it comes to funding for refugees that is additional to 
planned development spending, the EU Institutions led by 
example and increased both funding for the refugee crisis 
and funding for long-term development programmes in the 
EU’s 2016 budget. The EU should keep this up and ensure that 
its 2017 budget once again maintains measures to support 
refugees as well as increased development funding. With €15.7 
billion in planned spending on migration inside and outside the 
EU between 2015 and 2017, there is considerable pressure on 

the spending limits agreed in the EU’s Multiannual Financial 
Framework back in 2013.98 Nevertheless, in resourcing these and 
new commitments, it is vital to avoid reorienting development 
programmes and instruments meant for poverty eradication 
towards migration-related objectives. Instead, the upcoming 
mid-term review of the Multiannual Financial Framework could 
provide an opportunity for revising the ceilings and flexibility of 
the EU’s budget so that refugees and the world’s poorest people 
are not pitted against one another.

AID TRANSPARENCY 

The European Commission is an original signatory to IATI. Four 
of the European Commission’s departments publish data to IATI 
and they all rank as ‘good’ in the 2016 Aid Transparency Index.99 
In particular, the Humanitarian Aid and Civil Protection 
department’s ranking increased from ‘fair’ to‘ good’ (71.9%) 
since publishing new indicators in 2015.100 

EU Institutions
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Figure 3 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and 2a and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and 
multilateral flows (SSA and LDC imputed multilateral flows in 2015 are estimated by ONE).

0

U
S

D
 M

IL
LI

O
N

S

14,000

12,000

10,000

8,000

6,000

4,000

2,000

16,000

18,000

20,000

12
,0

0
2

4
,2

75

4
,4

5
8

12
,2

0
9

4
,8

9
1

12
,7

75

4
,8

41
13

,4
5

2

4
,9

8
2

13
,3

13

4
,5

24
17

,1
4

3

5
,1

92
18

,4
26

4
,5

76
16

,0
73

5
,1

0
7

16
,4

51

5
,1

20
16

,3
74

33% 34% 35% 30% 35% 23% 22% 24% 27% 25%

2015201420132012201120102009200820072006

TABLE 2: EU INSTITUTIONS’ GLOBAL, LDC, SSA, GENDER AND  
IN-DONOR REFUGEE COSTS ODA
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2015 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2014–15 CHANGE

Global $13.85 billion (€12.48 billion) -0.47%

In-donor refugee costs101 $0, 0.00% of total ODA 100% DOWN

Global ODA, net of  
in-donor refugee costs

$13.85 billion (€12.48 billion) -0.47%

ODA to LDCs $3.51 billion (€3.16  billion) -6.45%

ODA to sub-Saharan Africa $4.33 billion (€3.90 billion) 0.24%

ODA to LDCs as %  
of total ODA

25.34% 1.62 percentage points

2014 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2013–14 CHANGE

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as a  
“principal objective” or  
a “significant objective”  
(gender equality marker)102

$3.32 billion (€2.50 billion) 30.46%

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as %  
of total bilateral ODA103

17.97% 3.27 percentage 
points GLOBAL
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% LDC ODA/
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In 2015, France increased its total ODA by $158.49 million (2014 
constant prices), a 1.5% rise. French aid totalled more than $9 billion 
or €8.19 billion in 2015 (current prices). This first increase since the 
beginning of President François Hollande’s term four years ago is a 
welcome change. But with an ODA/GNI ratio stagnating at 0.37% much 
more needs to be done to reach the 0.7% target and the intermediate 
goal announced by President Hollande in September 2015, i.e. to 
increase French ODA by €4 billion by 2020. 

Despite this increase, France also lost its position as the fourth biggest donor in absolute terms, which it had held 
for over 10 years, to Japan. France’s ODA to LDCs increased notably by 11.6%, totalling $2.40 billion (current prices) 

France
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and reaching 26.5% of total ODA. This is still below the already 
low DAC average of 29.5%, however, and with a GNI ratio of only 
0.10%, it falls short of the EU commitment for LDCs (0.15% of 
GNI in the short-term, and 0.20% within the time frame of the 
post-2015 agenda).106 France should continue to increase its aid 
to LDCs towards 50% of ODA to the world’s poorest countries.

Although France’s gender-focused bilateral ODA increased by 
12% between 2013 and 2014—for the first time since 2011—it 
was still 30% lower in 2014 than in 2009 (more than $650 
million in 2014 constant prices). The percentage of bilateral 
ODA allocated to gender also remained stable at 19% in 2014. 
The government adopted a new gender strategy in 2013.107 
France should urgently reverse the decline in aid resources 
invested in programmes targeting the needs of girls and 
women, and ensure that a growing share of its development 
assistance is gender-focused.

Given the current challenges, it is clear that France should 
not only increase resources for long-term development but 
also provide more funding to meet urgent humanitarian needs 
in developing countries delivered as multi-annual financing 
with budget flexibility to respond to unexpected events. 
While many European donors increased their aid spending on 
refugees at home, France’s in-donor refugee costs decreased 
by 9% or $43 million (2014 constant prices) between 2014 
and 2015. This represented 4.1% of total ODA in 2015. The 
rise of overall ODA levels therefore cannot be attributable 

TABLE 1: FRANCE’S GLOBAL, LDC, SSA, GENDER AND IN-DONOR 
REFUGEE COSTS ODA

2015 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2014–15 CHANGE

Global $9.08 billion (€8.19 billion) 1.50%

In-donor refugee costs $373.61 million (€336.79 million), 
4.11% of total ODA, 7.18% of 
bilateral ODA

9% DOWN

Global ODA, net of  
in-donor refugee costs

$8.71 billion (€7.85 billion) 1.99%

ODA to LDCs $2.40 billion (€2.17 billion) 11.60%

ODA to sub-Saharan Africa $3.27 billion (€2.95 billion) 7.65%

Total ODA/GNI 0.37% NO CHANGE

ODA to LDCs as %  
of total ODA

26.46% 2.40 percentage points

ODA/GNI to LDCs 0.10% 0.01 percentage point

2014 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2013–14 CHANGE

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as a  
“principal objective” or  
a “significant objective”  
(gender equality marker)104

$1.52 billion (€1.15 billion) 12.34%

Bilateral aid targeting 
gender equality as %  
of total bilateral ODA105

18.55% 0.31 percentage point
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Figure 1 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and 2a and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows (SSA and LDC 
imputed multilateral flows in 2015 are estimated by ONE).

to domestic refugee spending. According to French budget 
documents,108 although in-donor refugee costs will grow 
in 2016, their share of the aid budget will remain stable. 
Humanitarian programmes in developing countries, however, 
received less funding than in-donor refugee costs. Figure 3 

shows that France invested significantly in education in  
2013 and 2014. However, more than 70% of this was not spent 
in developing countries, but in France itself on scholarships 
and on students from developing countries.
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THE 2016 DATA REPORT  |  67Figure 2 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows.

Figure 3 Sources: OECD DAC CRS database and DAC Secretariat estimations of DAC members’ imputed multilateral contributions by sector in 2013 and 2014. Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. ODA 
excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral (gross disbursements) and multilateral flows. For a list of DAC purpose codes included under each sector (only for bilateral aid), see the Methodology 
section. 2015 data is not shown because 2015 aid figures by sector will not be available until December 2016.

2017 will be a decisive year for France, with presidential and 
legislative elections in the first semester. France as a major 
international and European player is needed more than ever. 
The elections should not be an excuse for its leadership, 
old or new, to retreat fully into national politics. The current 
international political situation calls for a comprehensive 
vision which aims at sustainable solutions and addresses 
humanitarian needs. France should reaffirm bipartisan support 
for such a vision and fully weigh in on international issues, 
including development. 

AID TRANSPARENCY

The French Development Agency has made significant 
progress since 2013 on the Aid Transparency Index and is one 
of the biggest improvers, increasing its score from 16.3% to 
45.2% and scoring a rating of ‘fair’. The agency has made aid 
information more accessible in its new project database, with 
disaggregated data and bulk exports of data available under 
an open licence, and has created an innovative transparency 
website for priority partner countries.109 
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Germany has taken a leadership role in terms of overall ODA spending, 
in the way it responded to the refugee crisis and the increasing need 
for humanitarian aid, by not using its aid budget to cover skyrocketing 
in-donor refugee costs, and in taking concrete steps to increase 
coordination between humanitarian and development efforts. Issues 
still remain around increasing the flexibility of its humanitarian and 
rehabilitation aid and the very low share of ODA it provides to LDCs.

Germany should be congratulated on its historical announcement in 2015 that it would spend an additional €8.3 
billion on ODA over the period 2016–19. Moreover, the German government announced a new €2.8 billion increase by 
2020, a positive signal of continued political commitment to development.110 The new and additional funds announced 
in spring for the mid-term financial planning (€2.8 billion by 2020) are part of the German government’s strategy to 
respond to humanitarian emergencies as well as to address the causes of flight in refugees’ countries of origin.  
The government has set an important precedent in funding the costs of supporting refugees at home, being additional 
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to the fight against extreme poverty and even surpassing 
planned budget increases for the development ministry. In 
addition, the German government seems to be interested in 
incorporating important issues for global development and 
poverty eradication—such as health, innovation, and the global 
response to the refugee situation—in its G20 presidency.  
A course that should be supported and further expanded on. 

German ODA reached 0.52% of national income in 2015, the 
highest level ever. However, this increase was mostly due to 
rising in-donor refugee costs which were additional to planned 
aid increases. Excluding in-donor refugee costs, Germany’s 
ODA merely increased to 0.43% of GNI in 2015. Thus, Germany 
is still a long way from reaching 0.7% of GNI. Despite the 
repeated political commitment to allocate more funds to the 
poorest countries, Germany allocated only 21% of its ODA 
to LDCs in 2014, down from 24% in 2013, it and was the only 
OECD DAC country not to report its 2015 aid to LDCs in the 
DAC preliminary data in April 2016. Aid to sub-Saharan Africa 
declined by 2.46% in 2015. 

The German government should meet its promise to spend 
0.7% of national income on aid by continuing to increase 
spending overseas and by keeping in-donor refugee costs (and 
other in-donor costs) additional to development spending. In line 
with the commitment made in Addis Ababa last year and at the 
OECD DAC High-Level Meeting in 2014, Germany should urgently 
reverse the declining share of aid spent in LDCs,116 and aim to 

Table 1 Note: Figures are in current prices and percentage changes in real terms.

TABLE 1: GERMANY’S GLOBAL, LDC, SSA, GENDER AND IN-DONOR 
REFUGEE COSTS ODA

2015 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2014–15 CHANGE

Global $17.74 billion (€15.99 billion) 29.20%

In-donor refugee costs $2.99 billion (€2.70 billion), 
16.87% of total ODA, 21.57% of 
bilateral ODA

1949% UP (though this 
in addition to existing 

ODA)

Global ODA, net of  
in-donor refugee costs

$14.74 billion (€13.29 billion) 8.56%

ODA to LDCs111 No data No data

ODA to sub-Saharan Africa $2.99 billion (€2.70 billion) -2.46%

Total ODA/GNI 0.52% 0.11 percentage point

ODA to LDCs as %  
of total ODA112

No data No data

ODA/GNI to LDCs113 No data No data

2014 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2013–14 CHANGE

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as a  
“principal objective” or  
a “significant objective”  
(gender equality marker)114

$5.17 billion (€3.90 billion) 19.17%

Bilateral aid targeting 
gender equality as %  
of total bilateral ODA115

38.97% 0.38 percentage point
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direct half of its ODA to the world’s poorest countries. In the light 
of upcoming federal elections, it is essential that parties include 
these commitments in their respective party platforms. 

Gender-focused ODA accounted for 39% of bilateral ODA in 2014  
and increased by 19% from 2013. To facilitate the implementation of  
the German strategy for gender equality and the G7 commitment  
for the economic empowerment of women, the development 
ministry published a gender action plan, laying out the key 
instruments applied to foster women’s empowerment and gender 
equality.117 Germany should make sure that its development 
activities continue to meet the needs of girls and women.

Following the large numbers of refugees arriving in Germany in 
2015, the government decided to broaden its reporting of in-donor 
refugee costs to the DAC, resulting in more costs covering a larger 
group of people being counted as aid. Although it remains in 
line with the DAC rules, this new approach combined with the 
high number of refugees in Germany has significantly inflated 
German ODA in 2015. In-donor refugee costs skyrocketed from  
1% in 2014 to almost 17% of the aid budget in 2015 and Germany 
has become the largest recipient of its own bilateral aid. 

It is positive that Germany has increased its multi-annual 
humanitarian funding to some selected UN agencies and funds, 
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Figure 1 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and 2a and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows (SSA and LDC 
imputed multilateral flows in 2015 are estimated by ONE). Germany did not report any data on its ODA to LDCs in 2015.
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including the World Food Programme (WFP), and to NGOs. 
However, there remain issues around the flexibility of funding, 
with large percentages of funding still being earmarked. Germany 
should continue and expand on its approach to provide multi-
annual financing cycles for humanitarian assistance while 
significantly decreasing the use of earmarked funding and 
thereby increasing budget flexibility. This is vital to ensure better 

coordination between humanitarian and development efforts and 
allow partners to plan ahead and better allocate funds, enhancing 
their impact by using scarce resources more effectively. 

AID TRANSPARENCY

Germany’s Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (BMZ-GIZ) scored ‘good’ (63.2%) for the first time 
on the Aid Transparency Index, having improved the frequency of 
its publication of data to IATI. The BMZ KfW Development Bank 
remains in the ‘fair’ (59.0%) category, two places behind BMZ-GIZ, 
with an increase of 8.2 percentage points on the 2014 Index score.118

Figure 2 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows.

Figure 3 Sources: OECD DAC CRS database and DAC Secretariat estimations of DAC members’ imputed multilateral contributions by sector in 2013 and 2014. Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. 
ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral (gross disbursements) and multilateral flows. For a list of DAC purpose codes included under each sector (only for bilateral aid), see the 
Methodology section. 2015 data is not shown because 2015 aid figures by sector will not be available until December 2016.
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In 2015, Italy’s development assistance increased for the third 
consecutive year, bringing its ODA/GNI ratio to 0.21%. While still some 
way off from the international target of 0.7% ODA/GNI, Prime Minister 
Matteo Renzi’s government has set out a timeline to reach 0.3% ODA/
GNI by 2020,119 along the way hoping to fulfill his commitment for Italy 
to be the fourth largest G7 donor, in terms of ODA/GNI, by the time Italy 
hosts leaders in Sicily in May 2017. However, with Canadian development 
assistance climbing to 0.28% ODA/GNI in 2015, Italy will need to provide 
a substantial increase in order to ensure that it overtakes Canada to 
become the fourth largest G7 donor.

Italy
 CHAPTER 3 
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Italian ODA to LDCs increased by nearly 10% in 2015; however, 
the overall share of Italian aid invested in LDCs remained 
stagnant, decreasing slightly from 23.98% in 2014 to 23.57%. 
At only 0.05% of GNI, Italy’s aid to LDCs is far from its EU 
and Addis commitments to give 0.15–0.20% ODA/GNI to 
the poorest countries. With increases to the development 
cooperation budget line committed for 2017 (+€240 million122) 
and 2018 (+€360 million123), Italy should seek to substantially 
increase the portion of its ODA it invests in LDCs, working 
towards 50% of total aid.

The OECD DAC figures show that the Italian government cut 
bilateral assistance targeting gender equality by a massive 
60% in 2014—however, this might be due to a reporting issue 
rather than an actual cut.124 As a result, only 13.19% of its 
bilateral ODA seems to have been invested in programmes 
targeting the needs of girls and women, down from 49.74% in 
2013. Italy should seek to ensure that a larger share of its aid 
is gender-sensitive. 

The Italian government has been at the forefront of calls for the 
European governments to do more to tackle the refugee crisis 
—both in the immediate sense, but also in terms of increasing 
investments in development assistance in a bid to tackle the 
root causes of migration.125 Italian reporting of in-donor refugee 
costs as ODA spiked in 2011, due to a steep increase in ODA to 
refugees arriving from North Africa,126 and rose again sharply 
in 2014 and 2015. In 2014, Italy spent more on refugee costs 

TABLE 1: ITALY’S GLOBAL, LDC, SSA, GENDER AND IN-DONOR 
REFUGEE COSTS ODA

2015 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2014–15 CHANGE

Global $3.76 billion (€3.39 billion) 11.79%

In-donor refugee costs $982.18 million (€885.39 million), 
26.10% of total ODA, 62.81% of 
bilateral ODA

39% UP

Global ODA, net of  
in-donor refugee costs

$2.78 billion (€2.51 billion) 4.52%

ODA to LDCs $887.25 million (€799.81 million) 9.90%

ODA to sub-Saharan Africa $857.65 million (€773.13 million) -2.82%

Total ODA/GNI 0.21% 0.02 percentage point

ODA to LDCs as %  
of total ODA

23.57% 0.40 percentage point

ODA/GNI to LDCs 0.05% 0.004 percentage point

2014 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2013–14 CHANGE

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as a  
“principal objective” or  
a “significant objective”  
(gender equality marker)120

$188.76 million (€142.27 million) -60.12%

Bilateral aid targeting 
gender equality as %  
of total bilateral ODA121

13.19% 36.55 percentage 
points
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Figure 1 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and 2a and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows (SSA and LDC 
imputed multilateral flows in 2015 are estimated by ONE).

than it did on agriculture, health and education combined in 
developing countries. In 2015 over a quarter of Italian ODA, 
and more than half of bilateral ODA, was reported as in-donor 
refugee costs.

Italy must continue to provide for refugees arriving on its 
shores without diverting resources from lifesaving aid 
programmes overseas. Prime Minister Renzi’s choice of 
location for the Italian summit next year —Sicily—is symbolic, 
taking place both on the frontline of the current refugee 
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THE 2016 DATA REPORT  |  75Figure 2 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows. 

Figure 3 Sources: OECD DAC CRS database and DAC Secretariat estimations of DAC members’ imputed multilateral contributions by sector in 2013 and 2014. Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. 
ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral (gross disbursements) and multilateral flows. For a list of DAC purpose codes included under each sector (only for bilateral aid), see the 
Methodology section. 2015 data is not shown because 2015 aid figures by sector will not be available until December 2016.

crisis and closer than it has ever been to Africa. The Prime 
Minister should use this occasion to urge G7 leaders to rise 
to the challenge of the current refugee crisis and secure the 
necessary commitments to increase development assistance 
to respond to the urgent and long-term needs of both 
humanitarian crises and development. 

AID TRANSPARENCY

Italy’s Ministry of Foreign Affairs and International Cooperation 
has stalled in its transparency efforts, remaining in the ‘very 
poor’ (16.0%) category in the 2016 Aid Transparency Index. Italy 
is the only European country included in the Aid Transparency 
Index that does not currently publish to the IATI Registry, 
despite having committed to implement the standard by 
2015 in the Loch Erne G8 communiqué in 2013.127 It currently 
publishes only OECD DAC CRS data, making it difficult to build 
a picture of its current activities.128 
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Japan’s ODA increased from 2014, and it now tops France as the fourth 
largest OECD DAC donor, although as a proportion of national income 
Japan’s ODA is only 0.22%. Japan continues to lead the G7 in directing 
the largest proportion of its ODA to LDCs. In terms of volume, it was the 
third largest donor to the group of LDCs, after the US and the UK. As its 
economy improves, Japan should increase its ODA commitments and 
direct more of its development assistance to LDCs. It previously met the 
target of 50% of ODA to LDCs in 2013, but directed only 40% of its aid to 
the group of most vulnerable countries in 2015. 

Japan
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In terms of gender-focused ODA, only 12% of Japan’s bilateral 
ODA targeted the needs of women and girls in 2015. It should 
urgently ensure that a larger share of its development 
assistance goes to programmes contributing to improved 
gender equality in developing countries. 

In 2015, Japan announced that it would provide about $810 
million in humanitarian assistance for refugees and IDPs  
from Syria and Iraq, almost three times the amount provided  
in 2014.131 However Japan has had a strict policy on asylum;  
it granted asylum to only 121 people out of 5,000 applicants in 
2014132 and to 106 out of 7,586 applicants in 2015.133 As a result, 
Japan has reported very limited refugee costs over the last 
decade; the figure was $250,000 in 2015, representing only 
0.002% of its total ODA. Despite Japan’s geographical distance 
from the Syrian crisis, Japan should provide for refugees 
arriving at its borders and continue to allocate its resources to 
fund both long-term development and humanitarian needs in 
developing countries. Providing more multi-annual financing 
for humanitarian aid and introducing more flexibility in the 
budget would enable Japan to respond more effectively to 
unexpected events.

Improving global health and women’s empowerment are 
priority issues for Japan, and the government had several 
opportunities in 2016 to demonstrate leadership on these 
issues through its ODA commitments, at the 2016 G7 Summit 
in May in Ise-Shima, Japan, and at the sixth Tokyo International 

TABLE 1: JAPAN’S GLOBAL, LDC, SSA, GENDER AND IN-DONOR 
REFUGEE COSTS ODA

2015 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2014–15 CHANGE

Global $9.29 billion (¥1.12 trillion) 12.05%

In-donor refugee costs $0.22 million (¥26.62 million), 
0.002% of total ODA, 0.004%  
of bilateral ODA

57% DOWN

Global ODA, net of  
in-donor refugee costs

$9.29 billion (¥1.12 trillion) 12.05%

ODA to LDCs $3.70 billion (¥447.54 billion) 17.04%

ODA to sub-Saharan Africa $2.68 billion (¥324.55 billion) 19.81%

Total ODA/GNI 0.22% 0.02 percentage point

ODA to LDCs as %  
of total ODA

39.79% 1.70 percentage points

ODA/GNI to LDCs 0.09% 0.01 percentage point

2014 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2013–14 CHANGE

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as a  
“principal objective” or  
a “significant objective”  
(gender equality marker)129

$1.48 billion (¥156.24 billion) -15.46%

Bilateral aid targeting 
gender equality as %  
of total bilateral ODA130

11.85% 0.14 percentage point
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Figure 1 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and 2a and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows (SSA and LDC 
imputed multilateral flows in 2015 are estimated by ONE).

FIGURE 1: JAPAN’S GLOBAL ODA AS VOLUME AND % OF GNI, SSA ODA AS VOLUME, AND LDC ODA AS VOLUME, % OF TOTAL ODA AND % OF GNI, 
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Figure 3 Sources: OECD DAC CRS database and DAC Secretariat estimations of DAC members’ imputed multilateral contributions by sector in 2013 and 2014. Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. 
ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral (gross disbursements) and multilateral flows. For a list of DAC purpose codes included under each sector (only for bilateral aid), see the 
Methodology section. 2015 data is not shown because 2015 aid figures by sector will not be available until December 2016.

Conference on African Development in August in Nairobi, 
Kenya. Ahead of the G7 Summit, the Government of Japan 
announced its commitment to contribute $1.1 billion in grant 
aid to global health organisations.134 At the G7 Summit, the 
G7 Ise-Shima Vision for Global Health was announced as a 
comprehensive framework to address global health issues.135

AID TRANSPARENCY

Japan’s International Cooperation Agency (JICA) rose into the 
‘fair’ (44.2%) category in the 2016 Aid Transparency Index due 
to more comprehensive publishing of aid information to the 
IATI Registry. JICA ranked in the ‘poor’ category for the two 
previous Index cycles. The Japanese Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 
which sets aid policy and holds jurisdiction over JICA, scored 
‘very poor’ (14.3%) in 2016.136
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After officially dropping below it in 2013, the Netherlands met the 
0.7% ODA/GNI target in 2015.137 However, this was due to the steep 
increase of in-donor refugee costs reported as ODA by the Dutch 
government. Excluding ODA spent to support refugees at home, the 
Netherlands dropped below 0.7% again, to 0.58%. In reality, this overall 
increase hides severe budget cuts to ODA by the current and previous 
governments. The negative effects of these cuts are clear. 

As shown in Figure 1, in less than 10 years the percentage of ODA the Dutch government has allocated to LDCs 
has nearly halved.138 In addition, the amount of ODA for sub-Saharan Africa has been cut by 25% in the same 
period, despite the small increase in 2015. As shown in Figure 3, spending on in-donor refugee costs in 2014 

Netherlands
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was higher than total aid spending (bilateral and imputed 
multilateral) in areas such as health, humanitarian aid, 
agriculture, education and water and sanitation. 

With national elections due in March 2017, there is a serious 
chance to stop this severe decline of development aid and to 
become the aid champion the Netherlands once was. The next 
Dutch government should meet its promise to spend 0.7% of its 
national income on aid by increasing overseas aid spending—to 
fund both long-term development and humanitarian needs in 
developing countries—and keeping in-donor refugee costs (and 
other in-donor costs) additional to development spending. In line 
with the commitment made in Addis Ababa in 2015, it should 
also reverse the declining share of aid spent in LDCs.141 The 
Netherlands should ensure that half of its aid budget reaches 
the world’s poorest countries. For humanitarian aid the Dutch 
government should introduce more multi-annual planning 
and funding so partners can do their work more effectively 
and sustainably. The Netherlands increased the amount of aid 
targeting the needs of girls and women in 2015. The government 
should make sure that this continues to grow in future years.

After Germany and Sweden, the Netherlands reported the 
highest amount of in-donor refugee costs in 2015, accounting 
for more than a fifth of the Dutch aid budget that year.  Out  
of the DAC donor countries, the Netherlands reported the 
highest average annual cost per refugee ($31,933),142  as a 
result, it was the single biggest recipient of its own total and 

TABLE 1: NETHERLANDS’ GLOBAL, LDC, SSA, GENDER AND IN-DONOR 
REFUGEE COSTS ODA

2015 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2014–15 CHANGE

Global $5.77 billion (€5.20 billion) 24.83%

In-donor refugee costs $1.33 billion (€1.20 billion), 
22.99% of total ODA, 31.53%  
of bilateral ODA

69% UP

Global ODA, net of  
in-donor refugee costs

$4.44 billion (€4.00 billion) 15.79%

ODA to LDCs $1.01 billion (€907.36 million) 7.84%

ODA to sub-Saharan Africa $1.19 billion (€1.08 billion) 4.75%

Total ODA/GNI 0.75% 0.13 percentage point

ODA to LDCs as %  
of total ODA

17.45% 2.75 percentage points

ODA/GNI to LDCs 0.13% NO CHANGE

2014 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2013–14 CHANGE

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as a  
“principal objective” or  
a “significant objective”  
(gender equality marker)139

$1.50 billion (€1.33 billion) 7.30%

Bilateral aid targeting 
gender equality as %  
of total bilateral ODA140

36.53% 0.46 percentage point
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Figure 1 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and 2a and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows (SSA and LDC 
imputed multilateral flows in 2015 are estimated by ONE).
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Figure 3 Sources: OECD DAC CRS database and DAC Secretariat estimations of DAC members’ imputed multilateral contributions by sector in 2013 and 2014. Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. 
ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral (gross disbursements) and multilateral flows. For a list of DAC purpose codes included under each sector (only for bilateral aid), see the 
Methodology section. 2015 data is not shown because 2015 aid figures by sector will not be available until December 2016.

bilateral ODA budget in 2015. Furthermore, the government 
has decided to use nearly all future aid increases till 2020 to 
cover in-donor refugee costs in 2015, 2016 and 2017, which 
will worsen the impacts of the severe aid budget cuts that 
have been implemented in recent years.143 The Netherlands 
must provide for refugees arriving at its borders without taking 
resources away from lifesaving aid programmes overseas.

AID TRANSPARENCY

The Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs has made 
significant progress in the 2016 Aid Transparency Index, 
graduating into the ‘good’ (66.6%) category with an 
improvement of 12.8 percentage points relative to 2014.  
It has significantly increased the comprehensiveness of  
the aid information made publically available on the 
government’s website.144
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Norway has long been a development champion, regularly meeting 
the 0.7% ODA/GNI commitment. The centre-right government has 
increased aid by 8.6% in 2015, spending 1.04% of national income on 
development. The Norwegian aid budget is expected to further increase 
in 2016 to reach 1.1%. However, the parliamentarian consensus on 
development has become less strong in recent years and the national 
elections in 2017 could lead to Norway’s commitment to development 
being weakened. 

Norway’s focus on international climate and forest initiatives such as the UN Green Climate Fund and REDD+ 
increased funding to middle-income countries (MICs) such as Brazil and Indonesia. Consequently, as a share of 

Norway
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total ODA and GNI, ODA to LDCs slightly decreased in 2015 
(although Norway slightly increased aid to LDCs in volume 
terms) and aid to sub-Saharan Africa decreased by 1.7%. 
All political parties should continue to support Norway’s 
commitments to spend at least 1% of its GNI in developing 
countries. Norway should also ensure half of its aid budget 
reaches LDCs, where it will have the greatest impact on  
ending poverty.

Gender equality and women’s empowerment have for decades 
been overarching priorities in Norwegian development policies. 
Norway provided $1.06 billion (current prices) to gender-
focused programmes targeting women and girls in 2014, 
representing 27.3% of total bilateral aid, up from 26.0% in 
2013. Norway has prioritised education as a key investment to 
empower women and the government is planning to double 
its financial contribution to education for development in the 
period 2013–2017.147 However, a recent evaluation of Norway’s 
support to gender equality concludes that the impact at the 
operational level in partner countries has been less consistent. 
Norway’s level of gender-marked aid also scores low compared 
with the other Nordic countries, and is far below that of Sweden 
and Denmark.148 Norway should further increase investments in 
aid programmes promoting gender equality.

In 2015, Norway spent 11% of its aid budget on refugee costs 
at home, twice the amount spent in 2014. As Figure 3 shows, 
the country had already spent more on in-donor refugee 

TABLE 1: NORWAY’S GLOBAL, LDC, SSA, GENDER AND IN-DONOR 
REFUGEE COSTS ODA

2015 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2014–15 CHANGE

Global $4.26 billion (NOK 34.36 billion) 8.63%

In-donor refugee costs $462.89 million (NOK 3.73  
billion), 10.87% of total ODA, 
14.07% of bilateral ODA

115% UP

Global ODA, net of  
in-donor refugee costs

$3.80 billion (NOK 30.62 billion) 2.47%

ODA to LDCs $1.12 billion (NOK 8.99 billion) 1.21%

ODA to sub-Saharan Africa $1.01 billion (NOK 8.17 billion) -1.69%

Total ODA/GNI 1.04% 0.04 percentage point

ODA to LDCs as %  
of total ODA

26.18% 1.92 percentage points

ODA/GNI to LDCs 0.27% 0.01 percentage point

2014 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2013–14 CHANGE

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as a  
“principal objective” or  
a “significant objective”  
(gender equality marker)145

$1.06 billion (NOK 6.70 billion) -0.58%

Bilateral aid targeting 
gender equality as %  
of total bilateral ODA146

27.29% 1.26 percentage points



86
 CHAPTER 3 

COUNTRY PROFILES: NORWAY

Figure 1 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and 2a and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows (SSA and LDC 
imputed multilateral flows in 2015 are estimated by ONE).

costs than on agriculture as well as on water and sanitation 
in 2014. In 2016, the share of aid spent on in-donor refugee 
costs is expected to rise further to 19.8% of total development 
assistance. In November 2015, the government proposed to cut 
aid in support of civil society by a massive 67% in 2016 to cover 
rising in-donor refugee costs.149 As a result of strong pressure 
against such cuts, including from civil society and the Christian 
Democratic Party, the proposal was dropped. However, future 
cuts to aid to civil society are likely to take place in the coming 
years. At the end of 2015, the government also decided to 

increase taxes on air fares and electricity consumption to cover 
refugee costs at home150—a positive sign of the government 
understanding the need to find resources elsewhere. 

In 2014, Norway increased humanitarian assistance by 10% to 
$544.7 million (in 2014 prices). The aid budget for 2016 includes 
the largest budget for emergency relief and humanitarian 
assistance ever with substantial earmarked funds for Syria 
and its neighbouring countries. The Norwegian government 
should increase funding to address both humanitarian needs 
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Figure 3 Sources: OECD DAC CRS database and DAC Secretariat estimations of DAC members’ imputed multilateral contributions by sector in 2013 and 2014. Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. 
ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral (gross disbursements) and multilateral flows. For a list of DAC purpose codes included under each sector (only for bilateral aid), see the 
Methodology section. 2015 data is not shown because 2015 aid figures by sector will not be available until December 2016.

and long-term development needs in developing countries. 
Incorporating more multi-annual financing and a more flexible 
budget would allow the government to better react and 
coordinate its development and humanitarian efforts.

AID TRANSPARENCY

Norway has moved up into the ‘fair’ (41.9%) category on the 
2016 Aid Transparency Index, taking into account information 
published by the Norwegian Ministry of Foreign Affairs and 
Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation. It has begun 
implementing the IATI Standard, publishing information 
relating to 15 activity-level indicators to the IATI Registry for 
the first time in December 2015, increasing its score by 27.7% 
points in the 2016 Index relative to 2014.151
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In 2015, Sweden increased total ODA by 36.8%, to over $7 billion.  
As a result, Sweden reported the highest ODA/GNI of all DAC donors, 
totalling 1.4% ODA/GNI. However, a large proportion of the increase in 
Sweden’s total ODA in 2015 is attributable to the rise in in-donor refugee 
costs, equivalent to over a third of total reported ODA in 2015.152 Sweden 
spent twice as much on in-donor refugee costs as it did on health in 
developing countries in 2014, and several times that spent on education 
or agriculture. In-donor refugee costs were also higher than the total aid 
spent in LDCs or in sub-Saharan Africa.

Sweden
 CHAPTER 3 

COUNTRY PROFILES: SWEDEN
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However, Sweden’s overall ODA in 2015 is exceptionally high 
because it is calculated including the total cost for receiving 
asylum seekers from developing countries including costs 
financed from other central government budget lines, not 
solely the development budget. In addition, this figure also 
includes a number of advance payments to UN bodies and  
a capital subscription to the Green Climate Fund.155 This is  
in line with DAC rules, however, the government considers  
that Sweden’s development budget sits at 0.96% GNI, rather 
than the 1.4% GNI reported to the OECD. Even using this  
higher figure, when in-donor refugee costs are excluded, 
Sweden’s ODA/GNI falls to 0.93% GNI—above the international 
target of 0.7% ODA/GNI, but below the government’s target to 
invest 1% ODA/GNI. 

In November 2015, the Swedish government agreed to cap 
the proportion of the ODA budget being used to finance 
domestic refugee costs in 2016 at 30%.156 As a result, funding 
for certain critical development programmes was cut—
including the Global Fund.157 However, following the Swedish 
Migration Agency’s July forecast for refugee arrivals in 2016, 
which indicated a significant decrease in expected arrivals 
compared to the April forecast, the government reached an 
agreement with the Left Party to reallocate a portion of the 
funds earmarked for in-donor refugee costs to development 
assistance.158 As part of this agreement, the government 
agreed to reinstate its commitment to the Global Fund in 2016. 
In future budgets, the government must ensure that the funds 

TABLE 1: SWEDEN’S GLOBAL, LDC, SSA, GENDER AND IN-DONOR 
REFUGEE COSTS ODA

2015 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2014–15 CHANGE

Global $7.09 billion (SEK 59.78 billion) 36.8%

In-donor refugee costs $2.40 billion (SEK 20.20 billion) 
33.8% of total ODA, 49.7% of 
bilateral ODA

163% UP

Global ODA, net of  
in-donor refugee costs

$4.70 billion (SEK 39.58 billion) 9.88%

ODA to LDCs $1.62 billion (SEK 13.69 billion) 20.0%

ODA to sub-Saharan Africa $1.61 billion (SEK 13.53 billion) 13.0%

Total ODA/GNI 1.40% 0.31 percentage point

ODA to LDCs as  
% of total ODA

22.9% 3.21 percentage points

ODA/GNI to LDCs 0.32% 0.04 percentage point

2014 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2013–14 CHANGE

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as a  
“principal objective” or  
a “significant objective”  
(gender equality marker)153

$2.51 billion (SEK 17.23 billion) 9.12%

Bilateral aid targeting 
gender equality as %  
of total bilateral ODA154

56.83% 3.12 percentage points

Table 1 Note: Figures are in current prices and percentage changes in real terms.
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necessary to meet the needs of the refugee crisis at home are 

additional to promised aid levels.

In 2015, Sweden increased aid to sub-Saharan Africa by 13% 

and aid to LDCs by 20%. However, the overall share of Swedish 

ODA allocated to LDCs fell to just 23%. The percentage of 

Swedish aid allocated to LDCs has been declining since 2013 

and is cause for concern. Despite pressures on the Swedish 
aid budget as a result of the refugee crisis, the government 
must take action to reverse this worrying trend and should 
commit to investing 50% of Swedish development assistance 
in LDCs by 2020. Sweden increased its bilateral aid spent on 
programmes meeting the needs of girls and women by 9.12% 
in 2014. More than half (56.83%) of the Swedish bilateral aid 
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Figure 1 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and 2a and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows (SSA and LDC 
imputed multilateral flows in 2015 are estimated by ONE).
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budget was invested in gender-sensitive activities in 2014 
(although down from 59.95% in 2013). Sweden should  
continue to prioritise girls and women in aid allocations.

AID TRANSPARENCY

Sweden remains in the Aid Transparency Index’s ‘very good’ 
category for the second consecutive year, taking into account 
ODA information published by the Ministry for Foreign Affairs and 
the Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency. 
It has met the Busan commitment on aid transparency and 
publishes comprehensive information in the IATI Standard.159 
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Figure 2 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows.

Figure 3 Sources: OECD DAC CRS database and DAC secretariat estimations of DAC members’ imputed multilateral contributions by sector in 2013 and 2014. Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. 
ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral (gross disbursements) and multilateral flows. For a list of DAC purpose codes included under each sector (only for bilateral aid), see the 
Methodology section. 2015 data is not shown because 2015 aid figures by sector will not be available until December 2016.
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The UK continues to meet the target to invest 0.7% of its GNI in ODA, 
contributing £12.2 billion in ODA in 2015 (current prices). Having 
enshrined the 0.7% aid target into law, the UK must ensure that aid  
is targeted towards the countries and development programmes  
that will have the greatest impact on ending extreme poverty.

In 2015, the share of UK aid to sub-Saharan Africa and LDCs declined. In line with the commitment made in Addis 
Ababa in 2015 and at the OECD DAC High-Level Meeting in 2014, the UK should urgently reverse this declining share 
of aid invested in LDCs.160 In fact, the UK Government should ensure half of its aid budget goes to LDCs, where it will 
have the greatest impact on ending poverty.

Priti Patel, the new Secretary of State for International Development, has indicated that in future the UK will place 
a stronger focus on the role of trade in development. When focused on the needs of developing countries, efforts 
to boost trade have enormous potential to unlock economic growth and development, particularly in sub-Saharan 

United Kingdom

 CHAPTER 3 

COUNTRY PROFILES: UNITED KINGDOM
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Africa, which currently struggles more than any other region 
to reap the benefits of global trade. However, the fundamental 
purpose of UK aid—as defined in law—is to reduce poverty 
and the new political leadership must protect the integrity of 
aid, ensure a clear focus on poverty reduction and maintain 
the Department for International Development (DFID)’s world 
leadership in aid transparency and effectiveness. The UK will 
soon renegotiate its relationship with the EU. The implications 
of this so called ‘Brexit’ for aid and development—in the UK and 
across the EU—will not be fully understood for some time.

The UK has introduced the International Development (Gender 
Equality) Act 2014, which requires the government to ensure 
that development and humanitarian assistance are provided 
in a manner that is also likely to contribute to reducing 
gender inequality. The UK government has also introduced 
flagship programmes aiming to end violence against women 
and girls and to promote women’s economic empowerment. 
Although the UK allocated more than 45% of its bilateral aid 
in programmes targeting the needs of girls and women in 
2014, its gender-focused bilateral ODA was cut by almost 5% 
that year. In future, the UK should increase investments in aid 
programmes that specifically target gender equality.

The share of aid spent on refugees in the UK doubled from 
1.1% in 2014 to 2.2% in 2015. These rates are relatively low 
compared with other European countries, which partly reflect 
the relatively low number of refugees resettled in the UK. 

TABLE 1: UK’S GLOBAL, LDC, SSA, GENDER AND IN-DONOR REFUGEE 
COSTS ODA 

2015 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2014–15 CHANGE

Global $18.7 billion (£12.24 billion) 3.21%

In-donor refugee costs $408.20 million (£267.17 million), 
2.18% of total ODA, 3.47% of 
bilateral ODA

96% UP

Global ODA, net of  
in-donor refugee costs

$18.29 billion (£11.97 billion) 2.13%

ODA to LDCs $6.24 billion (£4.08 billion) 0.43%

ODA to sub-Saharan Africa $6.60 billion (£4.32 billion) -1.45%

Total ODA/GNI 0.71% 0.01 percentage point

ODA to LDCs as %  
of total ODA

33.35% 0.92 percentage point

ODA/GNI to LDCs 0.24% NO CHANGE

2014 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2013–14 CHANGE

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as a  
“principal objective” or  
a “significant objective”  
(gender equality marker)161 

$5.41 billion (£3.28 billion) -4.57%

Bilateral aid targeting 
gender equality as %  
of total bilateral ODA162

45.70% 2.96 percentage 
points
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Figure 1 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and 2a and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows (SSA and LDC 
imputed multilateral flows in 2015 are estimated by ONE).

The UK government has committed to accepting 20,000 
refugees from 2015 to 2020 under the Syrian Vulnerable 
Persons’ Resettlement Programme. In-donor refugee costs 
could increase in 2016/17 as pressure to increase the number 
of refugees, particularly vulnerable unaccompanied children, 
increases. The government should provide for refugees arriving 
in the UK without diverting resources from lifesaving aid 
programmes overseas.

In terms of aid allocations by sector, the UK invested 
significantly in health, humanitarian aid, education and 

agriculture in 2013 and 2014. In 2014 there was a $492 million 
reduction in spending on health from the previous year, and 
an increase of $556 million in humanitarian financing from 
2013 (2014 constant prices). In May 2016, the UK signed up 
to the Grand Bargain at the World Humanitarian Summit. As 
a signatory to the Grand Bargain, the UK should ensure that 
it consistently applies a flexible approach to humanitarian 
financing, using multi-year funding across the humanitarian 
system. In 2015, the UK committed to targeting 50% of DFID’s 
budget in fragile and conflict-affected states.  
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Figure 3 Sources: OECD DAC CRS database and DAC Secretariat estimations of DAC members’ imputed multilateral contributions by sector in 2013 and 2014. Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. 
ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral (gross disbursements) and multilateral flows. For a list of DAC purpose codes included under each sector (only for bilateral aid), see the 
Methodology section. 2015 data is not shown because 2015 aid figures by sector will not be available until December 2016.

This commitment provides an opportunity for increased 
coordination between long-term development assistance  
and humanitarian programmes. 

AID TRANSPARENCY

DFID has consolidated its position on the 2016 Aid Transparency 
Index, scoring ‘very good’ (88.3%), the exact same score as in 2014, 
though it slipped from second to fourth place. It is the second 
highest ranking bilateral donor on the 2016 Aid Transparency 

Index, publishing all indicators to IATI. DFID published a three-year 
forward-looking budget for the first time in 2016. 

More aid is set to be spent by government departments outside 
of DFID. The Foreign & Commonwealth Office—the second 
largest aid spending department not assessed in the 2016 Aid 
Transparency Index—has previously appeared on the Index 
ranked as ’poor’. In line with the government’s commitment 
to increase transparency for all ODA spending,163 all relevant 
government departments should have the same high 
standards of transparency by 2020.

100 0.5%

1.0%

1.5%

2.0%

2.5%

300

400

500

200 0 0 0 13 21 3
4

4
8

5
4

22
2

4
3

5

0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
0.1% 0.1%

0.2%
0.3% 0.3%

1.1%

2.2%

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

U
S

D
 M

IL
LI

O
N

S

%
 O

F 
TO

TA
L 

O
D

A

0 0.0%

FIGURE 2: UK’S IN-DONOR REFUGEE COSTS REPORTED AS ODA,  
AS VOLUME AND % OF TOTAL ODA, 2006–15

IN-DONOR REFUGEE COSTS IN-DONOR REFUGEE COSTS/TOTAL ODA

0

4,046

3,554

1,791

2,347

1,876 1,823

1,056
1,181

545 656

54
222

1,000

2,000

3,000

4,000

5,000

U
S

D
 M

IL
LI

O
N

S

Health Humanitarian
Aid

Education Agriculture Water &
Sanitation

In-Donor
Refugee Costs

FIGURE 3: UK’S BILATERAL AND IMPUTED MULTILATERAL 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO KEY SECTORS, 2013 AND 2014 

2013 2014



96
 CHAPTER 3 

COUNTRY PROFILES: UNITED STATES

Global ODA from the US dipped in 2015 by 7% from a record high in  
2014. It also decreased as a percentage of its GNI, to 0.17%. During the 
same period, ODA to LDCs increased by 4.46% (to $11.20 billion), and to 
36.06% of total aid. Despite the increase in assistance to LDCs, ODA  
to sub-Saharan Africa decreased slightly, by 1.27%. The US government 
should urgently reverse this decline in its overall aid budget and aid to 
sub-Saharan Africa, while continuing to prioritise the poorest countries. 

In terms of gender-focused aid, the US increased bilateral aid invested in programmes focused on gender equality 
by 36.10% in 2015 to $6.21 billion. Gender-focused ODA now accounts for more than a fifth of the US bilateral aid 
budget. The US government should continue to increase the proportion of its aid contributing to gender equality in 
developing countries. 

United States
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US in-donor refugee costs have more than doubled over the last 
10 years, from $559 million to over $1.19 billion, although they 
dipped somewhat from 2014 to 2015. As a percentage of ODA, 
in-donor refugee spending has correspondingly increased, from 
2.2% in 2006 to 3.9% in 2015, but is still relatively low compared 
with many European countries. The US should continue to 
provide for refugees arriving at its borders without diverting 
resources from lifesaving aid programmes overseas. 

The US gives the majority of its ODA to health-related activities 
and humanitarian aid. The most significant increase from 
2013–14 was in humanitarian aid, which went up by over 
$1 billion, and reflects a number of years of multiple crises 
around the world requiring international response. Resources 
should be increased to fund both humanitarian and long-term 
development needs in developing countries. These efforts can 
be better coordinated and more effective if the US makes its 
budget more flexible and provides more multi-annual financing 
for humanitarian aid. 

AID TRANSPARENCY

The US Agency for International Development (USAID) scores 
‘fair’ (59.1%) on the 2016 Aid Transparency Index, placing it just 
outside the ‘good’ category where it ranked in 2014, although 
it did achieve an 18.8 percentage point increase relative 
to the 2014 Index. USAID has published complete dates of 

TABLE 1: US GLOBAL, LDC, SSA, GENDER AND IN-DONOR REFUGEE 
COSTS ODA

2015 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2014–15 CHANGE

Global $31.05 billion -6.99%

In-donor refugee costs $1.21 billion, 3.88% of total ODA, 
4.51% of bilateral ODA

4% DOWN

Global ODA, net of  
in-donor refugee costs

$29.84 billion -7.10%

ODA to LDCs $11.20 billion 4.46%

ODA to sub-Saharan Africa $11.70 billion -1.27%

Total ODA/GNI 0.17% 0.01 percentage point

ODA to LDCs as %  
of total ODA

36.06% 3.30 percentage points

ODA/GNI to LDCs 0.06% NO CHANGE

2014 ODA, NET OF DEBT RELIEF 2013–14 CHANGE

Bilateral aid targeting  
gender equality as a  
“principal objective” or  
a “significant objective”  
(gender equality marker)164

$6.21 billion 36.10%

Bilateral aid targeting 
gender equality as %  
of total bilateral ODA165

22.02% 5.22 percentage 
points
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Figure 1 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and 2a and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows (SSA and LDC 
imputed multilateral flows in 2015 are estimated by ONE).
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development activities to the IATI Register since 2015 and 
published a Cost Management Plan to improving the quality  
of its IATI data and streamlining internal reporting 
procedures.166 The Millennium Challenge Corporation scored 
‘very good’ (89.6%) and is ranked second overall in the 2016  
Index ranking. The US Departments of Defense, State and the 
Treasury, along with the President’s Emergency Plan for AIDS 
Relief, have also continued to make large strides in their aid 
transparency, scoring ‘fair’ on the 2016 Index.167

Figure 2 Sources: OECD DAC Tables 1 and Preliminary Release (April 2016). Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. Net ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral and multilateral flows.

Figure 3 Sources: OECD DAC CRS database and DAC Secretariat estimations of DAC members’ imputed multilateral contributions by sector in 2013 and 2014. Note: ODA in 2014 constant prices. 
ODA excludes bilateral debt relief, and includes both bilateral (gross disbursements) and multilateral flows. For a list of DAC purpose codes included under each sector (only for bilateral aid), see the 
Methodology section. 2015 data is not shown because 2015 aid figures by sector will not be available until December 2016.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

As world leaders gather to address the world’s growing 
humanitarian challenges, they must seize this opportunity 
to make ambitious funding commitments to meet growing 
humanitarian and development needs as soon as possible  
and ensure these resources are effectively used. 

At the World Humanitarian Summit in May,168 donor countries and aid agencies signed up to the 
‘Grand Bargain’169 to make the aid system more effective in addressing chronic crises and disasters. 

However, when ONE tried to assess how partners were doing on keeping commitments made at 
the World Humanitarian Summit or the London conference that preceded it, data was scarce to 
evaluate progress. Leaders must now go further, be more transparent, mobilise the necessary 
additional resources to meet growing human security needs, and take the necessary steps to 
effectively implement the Grand Bargain deal.

The following recommendations should be taken up by governments and implemented without delay, 
and stakeholders should work together so that the world has the necessary resources to respond  
in real time to disasters and invest in the long-term human security of everyone on the planet. 
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1. Urgently increase resources to fund both long-term 
development and humanitarian needs in developing 
countries, particularly those that are supporting refugees 
and fighting extreme poverty. Governments should:

• Keep their promises on ODA, starting with  
their commitment to spend 0.7% of national 
income on development aid overseas. They 
must also commit to providing enough resources 
to ensure human security and fight extreme 
poverty for the most vulnerable people in the 
global South, including in countries that are 
supporting refugees. 

• Make sure that aid is focused on fighting extreme 
poverty and prioritise the most vulnerable and 
marginalised people in developing countries 
by allocating half of all aid to LDCs. Although 
aid volumes to LDCs increased in 2015, the 
proportion of total ODA invested in these 
countries has continued to decline to less than 
30%. As committed in Addis Ababa170 and at  
the OECD DAC High Level Meeting in 2014,171  
this trend must be urgently reversed. 

• Immediately stop using development assistance 
to fund in-donor refugee costs, and retain the 
fundamental principles around development 
spending. The necessary funds to support 
refugees arriving in Europe must swiftly be 
found to ensure that their needs are met and 
their rights are protected. However, this should 
not be at the expense of vulnerable people 
in developing countries or investments in 
development that will help stem future crises. 
DAC member countries must ensure that ODA 
remains focused on alleviating poverty. Anything 
distracting from this, for example including 
domestic refugee costs in their aid reporting, 
should be detached from the definition of ODA. 
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2. Ensure these resources are effectively deployed to meet development and 
humanitarian needs, including through implementing the Grand Bargain 
commitments and strengthening coordination between humanitarian  
and development efforts.

• Increase the use of multi-year planning and funding. Shifting 
from short-term annual financing cycles to more sustainable and 
predictable multi-year funding would help improve coordination 
between humanitarian and development efforts, and help build 
resilience and ensure long-lasting solutions to disasters and 
conflicts. In the Grand Bargain, donors promised to increase the 
use of multi-annual financing in at least five countries by the end 
of 2017. The Grand Bargain signatories also promised to perform 
joint risk analysis and needs assessments, as well as collaborative 
planning between the humanitarian and development sectors.172 

• Commit to more flexible delivery mechanisms for finance, in 
particular direct cash-based assistance. The Grand Bargain 
recognises that cash-based assistance remains largely underused and 
commits to increase its use alongside other tools.173 Today only around 
6% of all humanitarian aid is provided in the form of cash or vouchers 
(up from 1% in 2004).174 In many emergency settings, the default model 
of delivering in-kind aid (for example, food and shelter) is very expensive 
and leads to significant delays. A High Level Panel report concluded 
that in many humanitarian crisis contexts, unrestricted, large-
scale cash transfers directly to households save money, empower 
those affected by crisis and protect agencies’ scarce resources for 
emergencies, where in-kind assistance is truly necessary.175

• Commit to greater transparency and greater effectiveness to ensure 
more funding is used for the direct benefit of affected people and 
better engage with direct beneficiaries. To ensure that we can follow 
the money from resources to results, a commitment for aid-giving 
countries and agencies to publish timely, transparent, harmonised 
and open high-quality data on humanitarian funding within two 
years has been included in the Grand Bargain—considering IATI  
as a basis for the purpose of a common standard.176

• Support, provide data for, and participate in establishing a refugee 
resource tracker to track progress on education enrolment targets, 
funding and results. A uniform approach is needed to collect, 
format, and distribute data in a single open data platform that 
tracks resources for refugees, the disbursement of pledges, and the 
quality of services delivered. All agencies, governments, civil society 
organisations and private sector stakeholders must support this 
refugee resource tracker. A tracker would hold donor governments 
and pledge-makers accountable to deliver resources in a timely 
manner. A resource tracker will also hold host-countries accountable 
by evaluating the quality and efficiency of education access.
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METHODOLOGY 

HOW DOES ONE ESTIMATE THE NUMBER  
OF FORCIBLY DISPLACED PEOPLE?

In the 2016 DATA Report, ONE tracks flows of 
forcibly displaced people across the world. 
All figures are from UNHCR data, as of end-
2015 (www.unhcr.org/576408cd7 released in 
June 2016). Due to the data lag, some of these 
figures may be out of date. The figures cited in 
this report include people under UNHCR and/
or UN Relief and Works Agency for Palestine 
Refugees in the Near East mandate.

DEFINITIONS 

FORCIBLY DISPLACED PEOPLE includes 
refugees, internally displaced persons and 
asylum seekers.

REFUGEES are people recognised under the 
1951 Refugee Convention who have crossed  

a border when fleeing from persecution in 
their home country. The refugee population 
also includes people in refugee-like situations.

ASYLUM SEEKERS are people whose  
claims for refugee status has not yet  
been determined but have sought 
international protection.

INTERNALLY DISPLACED PERSONS (IDPS) 
are people who have been forced to flee their 
homes or places of habitual residence but 
remain in their country. This population also 
includes people in IDP-like situations.

HUMANITARIAN COSTS

Humanitarian cost estimations have been 
taken from the UN Office for the Coordination 
of Humanitarian Affairs (UNOCHA)’s Financial 

http://www.unhcr.org/576408cd7
http://www.unhcr.org/576408cd7
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Tracking Service tool, which records all reported humanitarian 
aid contributions with a special focus on humanitarian 
response plans and appeals. UNOCHA data is compiled from 
information provided by donors and recipient organisations  
and cost estimations in this report are in current prices.

HOW DOES ONE ESTIMATE EXTREME POVERTY LEVELS? 

The number and percentage of people living in extreme poverty 
were drawn from the World Bank ‘Poverty and Equity’ database, 
defined as people living on $1.90 (2011 PPPs) a day or less, 
released by the World Bank in October 2015. The World Bank 
database is updated annually as new survey data becomes 
available. Unfortunately, many countries lack data on extreme 
poverty, including Eritrea, Egypt and Equatorial Guinea and 
those countries have been excluded from our calculations. 

HOW DOES ONE MEASURE DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE? 

In the annual DATA Report, ONE tracks official development 
assistance (ODA) flows from Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) Development Assistance 
Committee (DAC) donors to all developing countries, to the 
sub-Saharan African region and to least developed countries 
(LDCs). This tracking is based on preliminary data released by 
the OECD DAC in April each year, pertaining to the previous 
calendar year. The OECD DAC preliminary data for 2015 can 

be accessed at www.oecd.org/DAC/financing-sustainable-
development/development-finance-data/. This preliminary 
data provides only a basic breakdown (for instance, by region 
but not by country, sector or ODA type) and is subject to 
revision in the final figures, which are released in December 
and include a detailed breakdown. Furthermore, it should 
be noted that in the DAC’s preliminary data, regionally 
allocated bilateral flows do not necessarily include all types of 
development assistance for all DAC members and thus, for these 
providers, ODA volumes to sub-Saharan Africa and LDCs are 
likely to be higher in the final figures. For Germany, there is no 
data on bilateral ODA to LDCs in the release of preliminary data 
for 2015. Following the practice of the DAC in its reporting, ONE 
has estimated it by flat-lining these DAC members’ bilateral aid 
to LDCs from 2014. 

The preliminary data for 2014, used in the 2015 DATA Report, was 
revised for some countries in the final December 2015 release. 
These revised 2014 figures have been used for the purpose 
of this report. The data used in this report represents (unless 
otherwise stated) net flows and is taken from the OECD DAC’s 
online databases, which can be accessed at http://stats.oecd.
org. ONE analyses flows in US dollars, as reported by the DAC, 
and converts to other currencies using the OECD’s annualised 
exchange rates; hence flows in these currencies should be taken 
as close estimations rather than exact figures. ONE includes 
historical data for all current DAC members, even though  

http://www.oecd.org/DAC/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-data/
http://www.oecd.org/DAC/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-data/
http://stats.oecd.org
http://stats.oecd.org
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they were not all members of the DAC at the time, to maintain  
a consistent comparison for aggregate amounts. 

EU AID

When analysing European Union (EU) Member States in this 
report, ONE uses data on the 28 EU Member States or, if not 
available, the 19 EU Member States who are DAC members as 
a proxy. The EU profile reports data on both ODA from the EU 
Member States and the ‘EU Institutions’, which includes both the 
portion imputed to Member States and the non-imputed portion 
(European Investment Bank/EIB loans). Loans from the EIB are 
not included as ODA in the DAC statistics for the period 2008–10, 
due to questions over their concessionality, and the only figures 
recorded under EU Institutions’ loan disbursements in the period 
2008–10 are small amounts of equities. Following an agreement 
reached in 2013, EIB loans were included in DAC ODA statistics 
for the first time in the April 2013 release (of 2012 data), but 
only for the period since 2011. While ONE adheres to the official 
figures reported by the DAC, it should be noted that this results 
in a statistical ‘cliff’ between 2010 and 2011.

LDC ODA

In our analysis of ODA to LDCs, we examine the proportion of 
a DAC member’s total development assistance (not country-
specified ODA) allocated to this group of countries. Many DAC 
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members have quite high proportions of country-unspecified 
ODA, some of which is implicitly so (for example, in-donor costs), 
but some of which is more difficult to explain and may have to 
do with poor reporting and/or limitations of the DAC’s coding 
system (e.g. for multi-country projects). Some DAC members 
prefer to report their LDC share as a proportion of country-
specified aid, which would yield larger results than by ONE’s 
method. In historical analysis, ONE uses the DAC database’s 
list of LDCs (based on current designation)—this matches the 
approach taken by the DAC in its own analysis though it does 
miss out the four countries (Botswana, Cape Verde, Maldives  
and Samoa) that have since ‘graduated’ from the LDC list. 

REAL/CONSTANT VS. NOMINAL/CURRENT TERMS 

When not assessing change over time, ONE reports data in 
‘current’ or ‘nominal’ prices, so in the value of the currency  
for that particular year. For example, current price data  
shown for 2015 is based on 2015 prices. 

When comparing data between years, ONE analyses data in 
‘constant’ or ‘real’ terms, so in the value of a particular base 
year (2014 in the case of this report). Current or nominal values 
are not adjusted for inflation. Values in constant or real terms 
exclude the effect of inflation. Series in constant terms are 
therefore used to measure the true growth of a series between 
years, i.e. adjusting for the effects of price inflation. To calculate 

constant prices, ONE applies the country deflators published 
by the DAC.

BILATERAL AND MULTILATERAL FLOWS 

The DAC categorises ODA outflows as either bilateral or 
multilateral. Bilateral ODA is disbursed directly from donor 
countries to developing countries. This bilateral category also 
includes ‘earmarked’ multilateral flows—contributions made 
by DAC providers to specific recipients, but via multilateral 
agencies. Multilateral ODA comprises DAC members’ 
core contributions to multilateral organisations, which, by 
definition, are not disaggregated by country or region. The DAC 
‘imputes’ providers’ multilateral flows each year by applying 
the proportion of each multilateral organisation’s outflows to 
each region/country to each DAC member’s total contribution 
to that multilateral organisation. However, neither these DAC 
imputations nor multilateral disbursements to developing 
countries/regions are included in the publication of preliminary 
data in April—they are not published until the final data 
release in December. Thus, in the DATA Report, ONE uses a set 
methodology to estimate how much of each DAC member’s 
multilateral ODA can be imputed to sub-Saharan Africa and 
LDCs, as indicated in the example below. 

• In 2015, a DAC member provides $10 million in core contributions  
to a particular multilateral agency. 
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• In 2014, this agency allocated 41% of its total disbursements  
to sub-Saharan Africa. 

• Thus, ONE estimates that in 2015 the DAC member provides  
$4.1 million (41% of $10 million) to sub-Saharan Africa via this 
multilateral agency. 

ODA contributions to five groups of multilateral agencies are 
included in the DAC’s preliminary release: UN agencies, the 
European Commission, the World Bank, regional development 
banks and ‘other’. ONE repeats the steps outlined above for 
each of the five groups, and sums them for the ODA provider’s 
total multilateral flows imputed to sub-Saharan Africa and 
LDCs. We then add this to bilateral flows to give a full picture 
of each provider’s total aid flows to these groups of countries. 
ONE fully acknowledges that the figure arrived at by these 
calculations is an estimate, and that the final figures (which 
are published by the DAC in December each year) can vary 
significantly from this estimate. There are three main reasons 
for this variation: (1) due to lack of information for the most 
recent year, ONE assumes that the proportion of total funding 
that a multilateral agency allocates to a given region has 
held more or less steady from the previous year (whereas 
this proportion can increase or decrease); (2) the level of 
multilateral detail is greatly increased in the final figures: in 
other words, we can better track each provider’s flows to each 
individual multilateral agency, rather than simply the five main 
groupings listed above; and (3) all the data in the April release 

(including ODA contributions to multilaterals) are preliminary 
and subject to change. 

DEBT RELIEF 

Multilateral debt cancellation is included in ODA as tracked by 
this report. The cost to a DAC member of cancelling multilateral 
debt is paid through its contributions to the multilateral agency 
(e.g. the World Bank’s International Development Association 
or the African Development Bank). However, ONE excludes 
bilateral debt relief in order to assess whether countries’ 
reported ODA flows represent new, increased resource 
flows. Debt relief is immensely valuable and, as a result of 
it, governments are now able to spend resources on health, 
education and critical infrastructure instead of unsustainable 
debt service payments. However, the rules on counting bilateral 
debt cancellation as development assistance overstate the 
value of the debt relief, and ONE believes that it should be 
additional to ODA. Under current rules, once debt has been 
cancelled, providers 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 DAC member country of cancelling the debt. Exactly how 
much should be counted is unclear, due to lack of transparency 
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by ODA providers in disclosing their internal accounting 
or budget pricing (e.g. market-to-market valuations). ONE 
remains hopeful that a more accurate means of accounting for 
bilateral debt relief will become available so that, in the future, 
providers of ODA can be duly credited for the allocations they 
make for bilateral debt cancellation in their annual budgets. In 
addition, very few countries have yet benefited from bilateral 
debt cancellation. The Heavily Indebted Poor Countries (HIPC) 
Initiative—the only major debt relief scheme in existence—has 
almost come to an end, and there are only a few eligible African 
countries remaining. Therefore, ODA providers need to make 
budgetary provisions to achieve their targets without relying on 
ODA totals inflated by bilateral debt cancellation figures. 

In its preliminary figures, the DAC does not specify the level of 
debt relief received by individual countries. However, it does 
provide debt relief figures for sub-Saharan Africa (although not 
LDCs). In the absence of this information, ONE equates debt 
relief to sub-Saharan Africa with debt relief to LDCs (as the 
figures are likely to be very close since two-thirds of LDCs  
are in sub-Saharan Africa).

TARGETS AND PAST PROGRESS

ONE assesses how aid providers perform against the aid 
commitments they have made or ONE is recommending  
they make. 
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At the Third International Conference on Financing for 
Development Conference in Addis Ababa, countries reaffirmed 
previous commitments made in Monterrey, including a 
commitment by developed countries to spend 0.7% of their GNI 
on aid, and to direct 0.15–0.20% of GNI to LDCs. Recognising 
the unique needs of LDCs, the Addis Ababa Action Agenda also 
included a commitment to reverse the declining share of aid 
going to LDCs and a suggested allocating 50% of ODA to these 
countries.177 Previously OECD DAC member states made similar 
commitments, “to allocate more of total ODA to countries most 
in need, such as LDCs, low-income countries, small island 
developing states, land-locked developing countries and fragile 
and conflict-affected states” and to “reversing the declining 
trend of ODA to LDCs.”178 

In 2005, the EU agreed to collectively achieve ODA levels of 
0.7% of GNI and 0.15–0.20% for LDCs by 2015. Having failed to 
meet this deadline, they committed in May 2015 to collectively 
reach 0.7% in the time frame of the post-2015 agenda for 
sustainable development and to allocate 0.15% of their 
collective GNI to LDCs in the short-term, and 0.20% within  
the time frame of the post-2015 agenda.179

SECTORAL AND GENDER-FOCUSED ODA 

To analyse total bilateral and multilateral aid allocations to 
key sectors, ONE uses data for aid flows to specific sectors, 

taken from the DAC Creditor Reporting System (CRS) database. 
These are gross disbursements. ONE uses the following DAC 
sector codes: 

• EDUCATION: 110: I.1. Education, Total 

• HEALTH: 120: I.2. Health, Total (excluding 12240: Basic Nutrition) 
combined with 130: Population Policies/ Programmes and 
Reproductive Health, and 16064: Social Mitigation of HIV/AIDS 

• NUTRITION: 12240: Basic Nutrition; DAC codes do not fully  
capture all nutrition-sensitive and specific investments. 

• PUBLIC FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT: 15111: Public  
Finance Management 

• AGRICULTURE AND FOOD SECURITY: 310: III.1. Agriculture, 
Forestry, Fishing, Total, 32161: Agro-industries, 520: VI.2. Dev. Food 
Aid/Food Security Ass., Total 

• WATER & SANITATION: 140: I.4. Water Supply & Sanitation, Total 

• HUMANITARIAN AID: 700: VIII. Humanitarian Aid, Total

• IN-DONOR REFUGEE COSTS: 930: Refugees in Donor  
Countries, Total

As the DAC database does not proved imputed multilateral aid 
data by sector—it provides multilateral aid data by sector, but 
does not allow you to impute it back to DAC countries—ONE 
uses the DAC Secretariat’s estimations of DAC members’ 



 

METHODOLOGY112

imputed multilateral contributions to the agriculture, 
education, water and sanitation, health and humanitarian 
sectors to estimate DAC countries’ total sectoral ODA (in  
the DAC member profiles). These are available under the 
‘Sectoral Analyses’ heading in the ‘Analyses and reports’ 
section of the DAC website. However, ONE does not always  
use the exact same sector codes that the OECD DAC uses (e.g. 
ODA to agriculture and food security). This means that DAC 
spreadsheets on sectoral imputed multilateral ODA are not all 
consistent with the way ONE analyses sectoral ODA.

The DAC maintains a database of ‘gender-marked’ ODA gross 
disbursements as part of the CRS. In the DAC member profiles, 
ONE has included as ‘bilateral aid targeting gender equality’ 
any ODA (excluding debt relief) designated as ‘principal’ 
(where gender equality is a principal objective of the project) 
and ‘significant’ (where gender equality is an important, but 
secondary, objective of the project). We have excluded any 
ODA that is designated as ‘not targeted’ (i.e. not found to target 
gender equality) or indeed not screened at all using gender 
markers. ONE’s analysis may differ from that of governments 
since we calculate gender-focused ODA as a share of total 
ODA (including unallocated/unspecified) rather than sector-
allocable only. ONE also looks at gross disbursements rather 
than commitments.

WHY ARE THERE SOMETIMES DIFFERENCES BETWEEN  
A COUNTRY’S OWN DATA AND 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 include programmatic or assistance 
categories that deviate from established DAC definitions and 
guidelines. Another possible reason is that multiple ministries 
may be responsible for managing development assistance 
activities. While each country’s total ODA programme should 
be collectively reported to the DAC, domestic reporting may 
cover only the activities of the main development assistance 
ministry. Preliminary data does not include a full picture 
of regional allocations. In the past, there have often been 
substantial changes in flows to sub-Saharan Africa in the final 
data compared with the preliminary estimates. 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.

LIST OF COUNTRY CLASSIFICATIONS 

ONE has used the following country classifications  
in this report: 
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LEAST DEVELOPED COUNTRIES (from the UN’s classification 
as of May 2016): Afghanistan, Angola, Bangladesh, Benin, 
Bhutan, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Comoros, Democratic Republic of Congo, 
Djibouti, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, the Gambia, 
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Kiribati, Lao People’s Democratic 
Republic (PDR), Lesotho, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, 
Mauritania, Mozambique, Myanmar, Nepal, Niger, Rwanda, São 
Tomé and Príncipe, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Solomon Islands, 
Somalia, South Sudan, Sudan, Tanzania, Timor-Leste, Togo, 
Tuvalu, Uganda, Vanuatu, Republic of Yemen, Zambia 

LOW-INCOME COUNTRIES (from the World Bank’s 
classification as of July 2016): Afghanistan, Benin, Burkina 
Faso, Burundi, Central African Republic, Chad, Comoros, 
Democratic Republic of Congo, Eritrea, Ethiopia, the Gambia, 
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Democratic People’s Republic of 
Korea, Liberia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique, Nepal, 
Niger, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Somalia, South Sudan, 
Tanzania, Togo, Uganda, Zimbabwe 

LOWER-MIDDLE-INCOME COUNTRIES (from the World Bank’s 
classification as of July 2016): Armenia, Bangladesh, Bhutan, 
Bolivia, Cabo Verde, Cambodia, Cameroon, Republic of Congo, 
Côte d’Ivoire, Djibouti, Arab Republic of Egypt, El Salvador, 
Ghana, Guatemala, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Kenya, Kiribati, 
Kosovo, Kyrgyz Republic, Lao PDR, Lesotho, Mauritania, 
Federated States of Micronesia, Moldova, Mongolia, Morocco, 
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Myanmar, Nicaragua, Nigeria, Pakistan, Papua New Guinea, the 
Philippines, Samoa, São Tomé and Príncipe, Solomon Islands, 
Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swaziland, Syrian Arab Republic, Tajikistan, 
Timor-Leste, Tonga, Tunisia, Ukraine, Uzbekistan, Vanuatu, 
Vietnam, West Bank and Gaza, Republic of Yemen, Zambia 

UPPER-MIDDLE-INCOME COUNTRIES (from the World Bank’s 
classification as of July 2016): Albania, Algeria, American 
Samoa, Angola, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Belize, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, Botswana, Brazil, Bulgaria, China, Colombia, 
Costa Rica, Cuba, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Equatorial Guinea, Fiji, Gabon, Georgia, Grenada, Guyana, 
Islamic Republic of Iran, Iraq, Jamaica, Jordan, Kazakhstan, 
Lebanon, Libya, Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, 
Malaysia, the Maldives, Marshall Islands, Mauritius, Mexico, 
Montenegro, Namibia, Palau, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, 
Romania, Russian Federation, Serbia, South Africa, St. Lucia, 
St. Vincent and the Grenadines, Suriname, Thailand, Turkey, 
Turkmenistan, Tuvalu, Venezuela 

HIGH-INCOME COUNTRIES (from the World Bank’s 
classification as of July 2016): Andorra, Antigua and Barbuda, 
Aruba, Australia, Austria, the Bahamas, Bahrain, Barbados, 
Belgium, Bermuda, British Virgin Islands, Brunei Darussalam, 
Canada, Cayman Islands, Channel Islands, Chile, Croatia, 
Curaçao, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Faroe 
Islands, Finland, France, French Polynesia, Germany, Gibraltar, 
Greece, Greenland, Guam, Hong Kong special administrative 

region of (SAR) China, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Isle of 
Man, Israel, Italy, Japan, Republic of Korea, Kuwait, Latvia, 
Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Macao SAR China, 
Malta, Monaco, Nauru, the Netherlands, New Caledonia, New 
Zealand, Northern Mariana Islands, Norway, Oman, Poland, 
Portugal, Puerto Rico, Qatar, San Marino, Saudi Arabia, 
Seychelles, Singapore, Sint Maarten, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, 
Spain, St. Kitts and Nevis, St. Martin, Sweden, Switzerland, 
Taiwan, Trinidad and Tobago, Turks and Caicos Islands,  
United Arab Emirates, United Kingdom, United States,  
Uruguay, Virgin Islands (US). 

In most analyses, the term ‘developing countries’ refers  
to LDCs plus all remaining LICs and MICs. 
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