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AID WE CAN INVEST MORE
IN GLOBAL
DEVELOPMENT

“achieved” countries that have met or even
exceeded the commitment of 0.7% (EU 15) or
0.33% (EU 12) in 2011

“progress” countries that have exceeded the interim
target of 0.51% (0.17%) for 2010, but have not advanced
much further. Countries in this category are above 0.51
(0.17%), but below 0.55% (0.20%)

“on track” countries that have met the level of
0.55% (EU 15) or 0.20% (EU 12) in 2011,
demonstrating that they are gradually increasing
their aid to meet 0.7% or 0.33% in 2015

“off track” countries have not even met their 2010
targets
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WHAT DOES THE COLOUR CODING
ON THE COVER PAGE MEAN?

    The  map  shows  whether  EU  Member  States  have  achieved  the  EU  
commitments  for  Official  Development  Assistance  in  2011  or  not.  

    “achieved”   The   country   has   met   or   even   exceeded  
the  commitment  of  0.7%  (EU  15)  or  0.33%  (EU  12)  in  
2011.   Four   countries   are   in   this   category:   Sweden,  
Luxembourg,  Denmark  and  the  Netherlands.

    “on  track”,    The  country  is  making  progress  and  has  
exceeded   the   EU   target   for   2010.   They   are   demon-
strating  that  they  are  gradually  increasing  their  aid  to  
meet   0.7%   or   0.33%   in   2015.   In   2011,   EU   Member  
States   should   have   met   a   level   of   0.55%   (EU   15)   or  
0.20%  (EU  12),  steadily  moving  towards  this  goal.  Two  
countries   are   in   this   category:   United   Kingdom   and  
Malta.

  
    “progress”   The   country   has   exceeded   the   interim  
target   of   0.51%   (0.17%)   for   2010,   but   has   not   ad-
vanced   much   further.   Countries   in   this   category   are  
above  0.51  (0.17%),  but  below  0.55%  (0.20%).  Three  
countries  form  part  of  this  category:  Belgium,  Finland  
and  Ireland.

  
   The   country   is   “off-track”   to   meet   the   2015   target  
(colour   code:   dull   grey).   They   have   not   even   met  
the  2010  targets.  18  countries  are  off-track:  Austria,  
Bulgaria,   Cyprus,   Czech   Republic,   Estonia,   France,  
Germany,   Greece,   Hungary,   Italy,   Latvia,   Lithuania,  
Poland,  Portugal,  Romania,  Slovak  Republic,  Slovenia  
and  Spain.
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AIDWATCH.CONCORDEUROPE.ORG
For  further  interactive  graphs  and  links  to  de-
tailed  information  on  aid  quantity  and  quality  
for  all  27  EU  member  states  and  the  European  
institutions  please  visit  our  report  web  site:    
aidwatch.concordeurope.org
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  About  this  report
Since  2005  the  development  NGOs  from  all  27  EU  coun-
tries  have  come  together  through  the  AidWatch  initiative  
to  produce  this  report,  under  the  umbrella  of  CONCORD.  
CONCORD  is  the  European  NGO  confederation  for  Relief  
and  Development.  Its  26  national  associations,  18  interna-
tional  networks  and  1  associate  member  represent  1,800  
NGOs  which  are  supported  by  millions  of  citizens  across  
ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗ʡƯ ʵˁˀʵˁ˄ʶƯ ˞˗˓˖˥Ư ˤ˗͒˗˕˦˛ˡˠƯ ˓ˠ˖Ư ˢˡ˞˛˦˛˕˓˞Ư ˓˕˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư
and   regularly   engages   in   dialogue   with   the   European  
institutions  and  other  civil  society  organisations.  At  global  
level,  CONCORD  is  actively  involved  in  the  Open  Forum  
for   CSO   Development   effectiveness,   the   Beyond   2015  
campaign,  BetterAid  and  the  International  Forum  of  NGO  
platforms.  More  on  www.concordeurope.org.

  European  AidWatch  Initiative
AidWatch   is   a   pan-European   advocacy   and   campaigns  
network  of  NGOs  to  monitor  and  advocate  on  the  quality  
and   the   quantity   of   aid   provided   by   EU   member   states  
and  the  EC  since  2005.  The  network  carries  out  ongoing  
advocacy,   research,   media   and   campaigns   activities   on   a  
wide  range  of  aid-related  issues  throughout  the  year.  More  
on  aidwatch.concordeurope.org.
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EXECUTIVE
SUMMARY

The  deadline  to  meet  the  Millennium  Development  Goals  
(MDGs)   draws   near   and   critical   global   objectives   of   pov-
erty   eradication   are   still   to   be   met.   In   2005   the   EU   and  
its  Member  States  committed  to  collectively  provide  0,7%  
of  their  Gross  National  Income  in  aid  by  2015  to  support  
the   achievement   of   the   Millennium   Development   Goals.  
The  EU  remains  the  world`s  aid  champion,  but  in  2011  the  
ʷˇƯ˖˗˞˛˨˗ˤ˗˖Ư˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦˞˫Ư˞˗˥˥Ư˓˛˖Ư˦˚˓ˠƯ˛ˠƯʥʣʤʣƯ˓ˠ˖Ư˛˦Ư˓˞˥ˡƯ
lowered   the   proportion   of   its   aid   that   was   spent   on   de-
velopment  activities.  This  situation  threatens  to  undermine  
the  EU`s  status  as  the  largest  provider  of  aid.  
The   AidWatch   initiative   warned   in   last   year`s   report   -  
“Challenging  Self-Interest”  -  about  the  threat  that  the  EU`s  
growing   focus   on   its   own   problems   posed   for   efforts   to  
achieve   the   EU’s   aid   promises.   Unfortunately,   these   con-
˕˗ˤˠ˥Ư ˩˗ˤ˗Ư ˩˗˞˞Ư ˘ˡ˧ˠ˖˗˖ʡƯ ʻˠƯ ʥʣʤʤʟƯ ˁ˘͑˕˛˓˞Ư ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư
Assistance  (ODA,  later  in  the  text  also  referred  to  as  aid/
˓˛˖Ư˔˧˖˙˗˦˥ʜƯ˘ˤˡ˟ƯʷˇƯʿ˗˟˔˗ˤƯ˅˦˓˦˗˥Ư˘˗˞˞Ư˘ˡˤƯ˦˚˛˥Ư͑ˤ˥˦Ư˦˛˟˗Ư
since   2007   in   GNI   terms   and   was   equivalent   to   0.42%  
ODA/GNI  in  2011,  only  0.01  percentage  point  higher  than  
in  2005  when  they  made  their  historic  aid  promises.i  The  
total  ODA  of  the  EU’s  original  15  Member  States  reached  
the  slightly  higher  level  of  0.45%  in  2011,  while  the  total  
ODA   of   the   12   new   EU   Member   States   remained   at   its  
2010  level  of  0.1%  in  2011.  
Amongst  individual  EU  Member  States,  11  cut  their  ODA  
budgets  in  2011,  up  from  9  in  2010.  Of  these  11,  5  reduced  
their  ODA  by  more  than  10%:  Greece  (-39%),  Spain  (-33%),  
Cyprus  (-28%),  Austria  (-14%)  and  Belgium  (-13%).  In  abso-
lute  terms,  the  cuts  made  by  France  (-€544  million)  and  the  
Netherlands  (-€307  million)iiƯ˩˗ˤ˗Ư˓˞˥ˡƯ˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˦ˡ˦˓˞Ư
EU  ODA  was  €  490  million  lower  than  in  2010.  

In  2011,  only  6  EU  Member  States  delivered  at  least  0.55%  
(0.2%)iii   of   their   GNI   as   ODA,   a   level   that   would   demon-
strate   they   were   steadily   increasing   their   aid   to   meet  
their  targets  in  2015.  These  countries  were  Luxembourg,  
Sweden,  Denmark,  the  Netherlands,  United  Kingdom  and  
Malta  (the  only  EU  12  country  that  achieved  this  standard).  
Belgium  (0.53%),  Ireland  (0.52%)  and  Finland  (0.52%)  came  
close  to  meeting  this  target,  despite  reducing  their  ODA  
in  2011.  If  EU  Member  States  had  provided  the  full  amount  
ˡ˘Ư˦˚˗˛ˤƯˁʶ͋Ư˕ˡ˟˟˛˦˟˗ˠ˦˥Ưˢ˞˧˥Ư˓˖˖˛˦˛ˡˠ˓˞Ư˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗ʟƯ
they  would  have  delivered  at  least  €  15.4  billion  more.  With  
this   amount,   lives   could   have   been   saved,   families   and  
communities   could   have   risen   out   of   poverty,   they   could  
have  enjoyed  wellbeing  and  the  realisation  of  their  rights.  
Projecting  forward  to  2015  based  on  current  ODA  levels  
˓ˠ˖Ư˓˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˔˧˖˙˗˦Ư͑˙˧ˤ˗˥Ư˘ˡˤƯ˦˚˗Ư˕ˡ˟˛ˠ˙Ư˫˗˓ˤ˥ʟƯ˦˚˗Ư˔˗˥˦Ư
estimates  available  suggest  that  the  ODA  of  EU  Member  
States   will   reach   only   0.44%   in   2015.   Without   urgent   ef-
forts  to  address  these  trends  EU  Member  States  will  miss  
their  2015  ODA  promises  by  an  astonishing  margin.    
In   recent   years   AidWatch   has   highlighted   a   growing   and  
worrying   trend   of   EU   Member   States   increasingly   focus-
sing   their   ODA   programmes   on   their   own   security   and  
economic   interests.   There   are   signs   that   this   trend   has  
accelerated  in  2011  –  EU  Member  States  shifted  aid  from  
Sub-Saharan  Africa  to  North  Africa  and  other  countries  of  
security   interest   and   their   ODA   spending   on   refugees   in  
their   own   countries   increased   by   €720   million   compared  
to  2010.  

AidWa
We   also   calculate   that   in   2011   at   least   €   7.35   billion   (or  
14%)  of  EU  ODA  was  not  invested  in  developing  countries.  
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This  ODA  consisted  of  the  share  spent  on  refugee  and  stu-
dent  costs  (which  is  spent  in  donor  countries),  debt  relief  
(all  too  often  an  accounting  transaction  with  little  impact  
ˡ˘Ưˤ˗˥ˡ˧ˤ˕˗Ư͒ˡ˩˥ʜʟƯ˓ˠƯ˓˟ˡ˧ˠ˦Ư˞ˡ˥˦Ư˘ˤˡ˟Ư˦˚˗Ư˛ˠ˗˘͑˕˛˗ˠ˕˛˗˥Ư
of   tied   aid   and   cancelled   out   by   interest   payments   de-
veloping  countries  make  on  ODA  loans  from  the  EUiv.  EU  
donors  are  not  doing  enough  to  invest  the  ODA  they  are  
providing  on  development  and  poverty  reduction  activities  
in  developing  countries.  At  least  €2.34  billion  (or  4,4  %)  of  
EU  ODA  was  delivered  through  contributions  to  the  Fast  
Track  Climate  Finance  initiative,  which  EU  member  states  
continue   to   count   towards   their   ODA   spending   despite  
the   fact   that   developing   countries   have   called   for   such  
contributions  to  be  additional  to  their  ODA  commitments.
These   worrying   trends   in   EU   ODA   in   2011   threaten   to  
undermine   the   EU’s   status   as   an   aid   champion   when,  
with  huge  efforts  still  to  be  made  to  reach  the  MDGs  by  
their  rapidly  approaching  2015  deadline,  the  EU  needs  to  
play  this  role  more  urgently  than  ever.  In  a  year  in  which  
the  fourth  High  Level  Forum  on  Aid  Effectiveness  (HLF4)  
focussed   attention   on   improving   the   impact   of   aid,   this  
performance  raises  questions  about  the  EU’s  commitment  
to  put  results  for  the  poorest  people  at  the  heart  of  its  aid  
ˢˤˡ˙ˤ˓˟˟˗˥ʡƯ ˂˧˔˞˛˕Ư ˢˡ˞˞˛ˠ˙Ư ˤ˗ˢ˗˓˦˗˖˞˫Ư ˕ˡˠ͑ˤ˟˥Ư ˦˚˓˦Ư ʷˇƯ
˕˛˦˛ˬ˗ˠ˥Ư˓ˤ˗Ư˚ˡ˞˖˛ˠ˙Ư͑ˤ˟Ư˦ˡƯ˦˚˗˛ˤƯ˥˧ˢˢˡˤ˦Ư˘ˡˤƯ˓˛˖Ư˦ˡƯ˔˗Ư˛ˠ-
creased,  recognising  that  these  promises  need  to  be  kept  
in  good  and  bad  times.  EU  Governments  need  to  match  
the  inspiring  vision  of  their  citizens  and  prove  that  they  are  
serious  development  partners.  

atch
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The 1,800 organisations represented by CONCORD, the European NGO Confederation for Relief
and Development, call upon EU governments to take responsibility for leading the global call to
increase aid quantity and quality through:

1.
2.

Agreeing  on  realistic  and  binding  actions  by  the  EU  and  its  Member  States  to  reach  collectively  the  aid  target  of  
0.7%  ODA/GNI  by  2015  and  be  held  accountable  for  meeting  this  commitment  through  an  Annual  Report  to  the  
European  Council.  
Ensuring  that  the  EU  provides  genuine  resources  for  development  which  are  available  to  partner    countries  to  invest  
in  development  and  poverty  reduction  by:
rƯ ʷˠ˖˛ˠ˙Ư˛ˠ͒˓˦˛ˡˠƯˡ˘Ư˓˛˖Ư˔˧˖˙˗˦˥Ư˩˛˦˚Ưˤ˗˘˧˙˗˗Ư˕ˡ˥˦˥ʟƯ˛˟ˢ˧˦˗˖Ư˥˦˧˖˗ˠ˦Ư˕ˡ˥˦˥Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˖˗˔˦Ưˤ˗˞˛˗˘ʮ
rƯ ʷˠ˥˧ˤ˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˓˦Ư˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˛˥Ư˓˖˖˛˦˛ˡˠ˓˞Ư˦ˡƯˁʶ͋Ư˓ˠ˖Ưˢˤ˛˟˓ˤ˛˞˫Ư˥˧ˢˢˡˤ˦˥Ư˨˧˞ˠ˗ˤ˓˔˞˗Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥̛Ư˓ˠ˖Ưˢˡˢ˧˞˓˦˛ˡˠ˥̛Ư
urgent  adaptation  needs.

3.

ˇˤ˙˗ˠ˦Ư˛˟ˢ˞˗˟˗ˠ˦˓˦˛ˡˠƯˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ưʷˇ̛˥Ư˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư˗˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗ˠ˗˥˥Ư˕ˡ˟˟˛˦˟˗ˠ˦˥Ư˦˚ˤˡ˧˙˚ʭ
rƯ Fully  untying  EU  ODA,  in  order  to  allow  developing  countries  to  procure  the  most  suitable  and  competitive  goods  
and  services  available  and  to  support  increased  procurement  in  developing  countries.  
rƯ End  the  linking  of  ODA  allocations  to  EU  security  and  economic  interests  and  ensure  ODA  is  demand-driven  and  
fully  responds  to  developing  country  strategies  and  priorities,  thereby  improving  its  long-term  impact.  
rƯ Ensuring  that  all  of  their  ODA  is  invested  in  development  and  poverty  reduction  activities  in  developing  countries.  
rƯ More  transparency  throughout  the  process,  through  inter  alia,  publishing  information  on  their  aid  programmes  in  
line  with  the  common,  open  standard  based  on  IATI.

4.
5.
6.

Firmly  integrating  a  human  rights-based  approach  to  development  in  their  cooperation  strategies,  concentrating  aid  
on  the  poorest  and  most  marginalised  groups  and  supporting  their  empowerment,  participation  in  decision-making  
processes  and  efforts  to  demand  their  human  rights  are  respected.  
Adopting  a  clearer  and  more  holistic  approach  to  “differentiation”  amongst  recipients  of  EC  aid  programmes,  based  
on   criteria   relating   to   the   multi-dimensional   causes   of   poverty   and   inequality   and   setting-out   clear   strategies   for  
phasing  out  ODA  programmes.
ʷˠ˥˧ˤ˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˓˦Ư˦˚˗Ư˕˧ˤˤ˗ˠ˦Ư˖˗͑ˠ˛˦˛ˡˠƯˡ˘Ưˁʶ͋Ư˛˥Ưˤ˗˦˓˛ˠ˗˖Ư˧ˠ˦˛˞ƯʥʣʤʨƯ˓ˠ˖Ư˥˚ˡ˩Ư˥˦ˤˡˠ˙Ư˞˗˓˖˗ˤ˥˚˛ˢƯ˛ˠƯ˦˚˗Ưˢˤ˗ˢ˓ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư˘ˡˤƯ
agreeing  the  post-2015  global  development  agenda  that  will  build  on  the  MDGs.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

ˆ˚˛˥Ưˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦ʟƯ˦˚˗Ư͑ˤ˥˦Ưˡ˘Ư˦˩ˡv  the  AidWatch  initiative  will  be  
producing   in   2012,   focuses   on   aid   disbursements   of   the  
27   EU   Member   States   in   2011   and   explores   trends   com-
pared   to   2010   and   across   Member   States.   This   analysis  
also  includes  an  assessment  of  the  progress  these  Govern-
ments  have  made  against  their  historic  2005  aid  commit-
ments  and  the  shortfalls  that  still  remain  in  meeting  their  
promises  in  2015.  
In  addition  to  analysing  aid  trends  across  Europe,  the  re-
port  also  attempts  to  scrutinise  what  proportion  of  this  aid  
can  be  judged  as  genuine  aid,  i.e.  delivering  a  real  trans-
fer   of   resources   to   developing   countries   to   be   spent   on  
development  activities.  This  involves  addressing  questions  
such   as:   what   proportion   of   EU   aid   was   spent   in   donor  
˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥ʮƯ˘ˡ˕˧˥˥˗˖ƯˡˠƯ˦˚˗Ưˢˡˡˤ˗˥˦Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥ʮƯˡˤƯ˔˓˥˗˖ƯˡˠƯ
˓ˤ˦˛͑˕˛˓˞Ư˛ˠ͒˓˦˛ˡˠƯˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ư͑˙˧ˤ˗˥ʲƯ
͋Ư͑ˠ˓˞Ư˦˚˗˟˗Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˛˥Ưˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦Ư˛˥Ư˓ˠƯ˓˥˥˗˥˥˟˗ˠ˦Ưˡ˘Ưˢˤˡ˙ˤ˗˥˥Ư
˛ˠƯ ˦˚˗Ư ˡˠ˙ˡ˛ˠ˙Ư ˢˡ˞˛˕˫ʟƯ ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư ˛ˠ˥˦˛˦˧˦˛ˡˠ˓˞Ư ˤ˗˨˛˗˩˥Ư
that  aim  to  guide  changes  to  the  aid  policies  of  the  Euro-
pean   institutions   and   European   Member   States,   by   2015  
and  beyond.  This  assessment  will  include  a  presentation  of  
Concord’s  views  on  where  the  outcome  of  these  processes  
may   fall   short   in   maximising   the   future   development   im-
pact  of  the  EC’s  aid.  Recommendations  are  formulated  for  
what  outcome  will  help  to  deliver  these  goals.
ˆ˚˗˥˗Ư ˛˥˥˧˗˥Ư ˩˛˞˞Ư ˔˗Ư ˗˪ˢ˞ˡˤ˗˖Ư ˛ˠƯ ˦˩ˡƯ ˟˓˛ˠƯ ˥˗˕˦˛ˡˠ˥ʮƯ ˛ʜƯ ˓ˠƯ
ˡ˨˗ˤ˨˛˗˩Ư ˡ˘Ư ˦ˤ˗ˠ˖˥Ư ˛ˠƯ ˓˛˖Ư ˓˕ˤˡ˥˥Ư ʷˇƯ ʿ˗˟˔˗ˤƯ ˅˦˓˦˗˥ʮƯ ˛˛ʜƯ
country   pages,   that   present   analysis   of   the   aid   perfor-
mance  of  individual  EU  Member  States  and  the  EU  insti-
tutions.  

  Aid  remains  vital  for  the  Poor
2011   provided   many   stark   reminders   of   what   is   at   stake  
from  EU  Member  States  delivering  on  their  aid  promises.  
Aid   was   critical   to   responding   to   the   devastating   food  
shortages  in  the  Horn  of  Africa  during  2011,  which  were  
estimated  to  have  left  13  million  people  facing  food  inse-
curity  and  4  million  people  facing  famine  in  Somalia  alonevi.
Aid   was   vital   in   assisting   more   than   one   million   refugees  
who  were  vulnerable  to  a  multitude  of  threatsvii.  It  remains  
˕ˤ˛˦˛˕˓˞Ư˛ˠƯˡˤ˖˗ˤƯ˦ˡƯ͑ˠ˖Ư˞ˡˠ˙˗ˤʠ˦˗ˤ˟Ư˥ˡ˞˧˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư˦ˡƯ˦˚˗Ưˤ˗˕˧ˤ-
ˤ˛ˠ˙Ưˢˤˡ˔˞˗˟˥Ưˡ˘Ư˖ˤˡ˧˙˚˦ʟƯ˚˧ˠ˙˗ˤƯ˓ˠ˖Ư˕ˡˠ͒˛˕˦ʡ
Importantly  there  were  also  stark  warnings  in  2011  about  
the   challenges   still   to   be   met   in   achieving   the   MDGs   by  
their   rapidly   approaching   2015   deadline.   The   2011   Mil-
lennium   Development   Reportviii   found   that   important  
progress   has   been   made   in   reducing   income   poverty,  
increasing   primary   school   enrolment,   improving   access  
to   clean   drinking   water   and   improving   the   treatment   of  
diseases  such  as  HIV/AIDs,  tuberculosis  and  malaria.  
However,   limited   progress   has   been   made   in   reaching  
the   target   of   halving   the   proportion   of   people   suffering  
˘ˤˡ˟Ư˚˧ˠ˙˗ˤƯ˓ˠ˖Ư˟˓˞ˠ˧˦ˤ˛˦˛ˡˠƯ˓ˠ˖Ưˤ˗˖˧˕˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˗Ư˧ˠ˖˗ˤʠ͑˨˗Ư
and  maternal  mortality  rate.  Regional  differences  are  also  
ˠˡ˦˛˕˗˓˔˞˗ʟƯ˩˛˦˚Ưˢˤˡ˙ˤ˗˥˥Ư˔˗˛ˠ˙Ư˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦˞˫Ư˥˞ˡ˩˗ˤƯ˛ˠƯ˅˧˔ʠ
Saharan  Africa  and  South  Asia  and  limited  progress  being  
achieved   amongst   the   poorest   and   most   marginalised  
groups.   Inequalities   are   increasing   worldwide   and   the  
MDG  results  lag  behind  in  all  fragile  states.
Given  the  urgent  development  needs  that  aid  can  address  
˓ˠ˖Ư ˦˚˗Ư ˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦Ư ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˛˟ˢ˓˕˦˥Ư ˩˗Ư ˓ˤ˗Ư ˛ˠ˕ˤ˗˓˥-
ingly  aware  aid  is  achieving  (see  box  1  below)ix,  the  EU’s  
efforts  to  deliver  on  their  aid  promises  can  save  many  lives  
and  help  build  a  better  future  for  millions  of  people.
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  Worsening  EU  aid  is  slowing  

rƯ

down  the  positive  development  
achievements  of  past  years
Despite  these  urgent  needs  and  the  vast  opportunities  for  
EU  aid  to  make  a  difference,  in  2011  EU  Member  States  
not  only  delivered  less  aid  than  in  2010,  a  lower  proportion  
of  its  aid  was  spent  on  development  activities.  However,  
˗˘˘ˡˤ˦˥Ư˦ˡƯˤ˗˥˚˓ˢ˗Ư˦˚˗Ưʷʵ˿˥Ư˓˛˖Ưˢˤˡ˙ˤ˓˟˟˗˥Ư˦ˡƯ˦˚˗Ư˔˗ˠ˗͑˦Ư
of  economic  and  security  interests  also  gained  momentum.  

A   smaller   share   of   EU   aid   was   invested   in   development  
activities
rƯ

In   2011   €   5.86   billion   or   11.1%   of   EU   aid   consisted  
of   spending   on   developing   country   refugees   and  
students   in   donor   countries   as   well   as   debt   relief,  
compared  with  €  5.2  billion  in  2010  or  9.7%  of  EU  aid.  
Refugee  costs  reported  as  ODA  in  2011  were  €  720  
million  higher  than  in  2010.

rƯ

An   additional   €   1.53   billion   of   the   EU’s   aid   made  
little  contribution  to  development  given  it  was  lost  in  
over-expensive  tied  aid  and  cancelled  out  by  interest  
payments  on  aid  loans.

rƯ

EU   Member   States   counted   at   least   €   2.34   billion  
provided   to   the   Fast   Start   Climate   Finance   initiative  
˦ˡ˩˓ˤ˖˥Ư˦˚˗˛ˤƯ˓˛˖Ư˦˓ˤ˙˗˦˥ʟƯ˩˚˗ˠƯ˥˧˕˚Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛ˠ˙Ư˥˚ˡ˧˞˖Ư
have  been  additional  to  long-standing  aid  promises.

rƯ

ˀ˓˦˛ˡˠ˓˞Ư ˥˗˕˧ˤ˛˦˫Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư ˟˛˙ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠƯ ˕ˡˠ˕˗ˤˠ˥Ư ˛ˠ͒˧˗ˠ˕˗˖Ư
continued   large   allocations   to   Afghanistan   and   in-
creased  allocations  to  North  African  countries.  

ʷˇƯ˓˛˖Ư˘˓˞˞˥Ư˛ˠƯʥʣʤʤʮƯ˓˛˖Ưˢˤˡ˟˛˥˗˥Ư˘˧ˤ˦˚˗ˤƯ˓˩˓˫Ư˦˚˓ˠƯ˗˨˗ˤƯ
rƯ

rƯ

In   2011   total   aid   from   EU   Member   States   fell   from    
€  53.5  billion  to  €  53  billion  (0.42%  of  GNI),  up  only  
0.1  percentage  points  from  the  level  of  2005  in  terms  
of  %  of  GNI.  In  order  to  meet  the  0.7%  target  in  2015  
through   a   gradual   scale-up   in   its   aid   EU   Member  
States  should  have  been  at  around  0.55%  of  GNI  in  
2011,  equivalent  to  €  15.4  billion  missing  from  the  EU.
In  2011,  11  of  the  EU-15  decreased  their  aid  levels,  5  
of  them  by  more  than  10%.  7  Member  States  provided  
less  than  50%  of  their  commitment  (Austria,  Bulgaria,  
Greece,  Italy,  Latvia,  Romania  and  Slovak  Republic).  

Further  reductions  in  EU  aid  expected  in  2012
rƯ

At  least  nine  Member  States  are  planning  on  reduc-
ing  their  aid  further  in  2012,  with  reductions  of  53%  
expected  in  Spain  and  38%  in  Italy.

If   these   reductions   and   disappointing   future   budget  
plans   are   not   addressed,   then   most   EU   Members  
States   will   struggle   and   some   will   fail   to   reach   even  
their  2010  aid  targets  in  2015.

It  is  hard  to  view  the  EU’s  2011  aid  performance  as  being  
a  fully  committed  development  partner.  This  situation  risks  
to  undermine  the  EU’s  status  as  a  global  aid  champion.

Box  1  
  
AID VITAL TO PROGRESS ON
THE MDGS IN RWANDA
Over the last 5-6 years international aid has contributed around 50% of Rwanda’s public spending,
helping to deliver vital investments in human and economic development. Between 2006 and 2011
these investments made an invaluable contribution to a reduction in the poverty rate from 57% to
45% (equivalent to 1 million people moving out of poverty), child mortality falling by 41%, maternal
mortality falling by 35%, primary school enrolment increasing to over 90% and the number of
secondary school children doubling. Of course important development challenges remain, including
in relation to weaknesses in governance and democratic accountability. However, these changes
show what sustained investments from international aid can do to help achieve the MDGs.
Source: Rwanda Household Living Conditions Survey, 2011
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Of  course  EU  Member  States  continue  to  face  economic  
˓ˠ˖Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư ˢˤˡ˔˞˗˟˥ʟƯ ˔˧˦Ư ˦˚˗˥˗Ư ˥˚ˡ˧˞˖Ư ˠˡ˦Ư ˔˗Ư ˧˥˗˖Ư ˓˥Ư
˓ˠƯ˗˪˕˧˥˗Ư˦ˡƯ˛˙ˠˡˤ˗Ư˓˛˖Ưˢˤˡ˟˛˥˗˥Ư˦˚˓˦Ư˓ˤ˗Ư˖˗͑ˠ˗˖Ư˓˥Ư˓Ưˢˤˡ-
portion  of  EU  wealth.  Development  cooperation  budgets  
represent   only   a   very   small   amount   of   states`   budgets.  
ʵ˧˦˦˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˗˟Ư˦ˡƯˤ˗˖˧˕˗Ư˖˗͑˕˛˦˥Ư˞ˡˡ˝˥Ư˞˛˝˗Ư˕˧˦˦˛ˠ˙Ư˚˓˛ˤƯ˦ˡƯ
lose  weight.
European  countries  are  demonstrating  a  lack  of  global  de-
velopment  solidarity  just  three  years  from  the  deadline  to  
meet   the   Millennium   Development   Goals.   The   important  
progress  achieved  in  recent  years  is  now  being  put  at  risk  
by  a  failure  to  deliver  aid  promises.  This  makes  it  increas-
˛ˠ˙˞˫Ư˖˛˘͑˕˧˞˦Ư˦ˡƯ˔˗ƯˡˠƯ˦ˤ˓˕˝Ư˘ˡˤƯ˦˚˗ƯʿʶʹƯ˦˓ˤ˙˗˦˥ʡʡ

  EU  citizens  continue  to    

support  meeting  aid  promises
The   aid   performance   of   EU   Member   States   in   2011   was  
also  in  stark  contrast  to  the  views  of  EU  citizens,  who  con-
˦˛ˠ˧˗Ư˦ˡƯ˚ˡ˞˖Ư͑ˤ˟Ư˦ˡƯ˦˚˗˛ˤƯ˥˧ˢˢˡˤ˦Ư˘ˡˤƯʷˇƯ˓˛˖Ư˦ˡƯ˛ˠ˕ˤ˗˓˥˗Ư
to  meet  long-standing  aid  promises  despite  the  economic  
challenges  they  face.  
The   Eurobarometer   survey   “Making   a   difference   in   the  
world:   Europeans   and   the   future   of   development   aid”  
of   the   European   Commission   found   that   of   the   11   EU  
Member  States  that  reduced  their  aid  in  2011  the  majority  
of   citizens   polled   supported   increasing   aid   as   promised  
despite   the   economic   challenges   they   have   been   facing.  
i  Even  where  the  lowest  results  were  obtained  3  out  of  4  
people  supported  helping  people  in  developing  countries.  
Overall  62%  of  Europeans  are  in  favour  of  increasing  aid.  
National  opinion  polls  carried  out  in  Germanyxi  and  Francexii  
˥˧ˢˢˡˤ˦˗˖Ư˦˚˗Ưʷ˧ˤˡ˔˓ˤˡ˟˗˦˗ˤƯ͑ˠ˖˛ˠ˙˥ʟƯ˩˛˦˚ƯʪʥʡʧʘƯˡ˘Ưʹ˗ˤ-
mans  polled  supporting  reaching  0.7%  and  63%  of  French  
citizens  supporting  aid  increases.  These  are  levels  of  sup-
port  that  are  generally  much  higher  than  those  enjoyed  by  

EU  Governments  at  elections  or  in  opinion  polls.  
EU   Member   States   urgently   need   to   match   the   inspiring  
engagement   of   their   citizens   and   act   to   meet   their   aid  
promises  in  bad  times  as  well  as  good.

  8QFHUWDLQW\RYHUWKH(8¶V

commitment  to  aid  effectiveness  
in  2011
The  fourth  High  Level  Forum  on  Aid  Effectiveness  (HLF4)  
held   in   Busan   South   Korea   in   Nov/Dec   2011   helped   to  
ensure   that   the   focus   of   the   global   aid   community   was  
͑ˤ˟˞˫ƯˡˠƯ˦˚˗Ư˕˚˓˞˞˗ˠ˙˗˥Ư˘ˡˤƯ˛˟ˢˤˡ˨˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˗Ư˗˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗ˠ˗˥˥Ưˡ˘Ư
aid  in  2011.  
Although   AidWatch   members   judge   that   the   agreement  
endorsed   at   HLF4   –   the   Busan   Partnership   for   Effective  
Development   Cooperation   (BPEDC)xiii   –   fell   somewhat  
short   of   fully   addressing   all   the   urgent   challenges   to   be  
˘˓˕˗˖Ư˛ˠƯ˛˟ˢˤˡ˨˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˗Ư˗˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗ˠ˗˥˥Ưˡ˘Ư˓˛˖ʟƯ˛˦Ư˖˛˖Ưˤ˗˓˘͑ˤ˟Ư
existing  aid  effectiveness  commitments  made  in  Paris  and  
Accra   and   included   some   important   new   commitments  
(see   box   2   below).   Above   all   else   donors   were   keen   to  
focus   attention   on   maximising   the   development   results  
achieved  by  aid.  
Putting   the   inadequacies   of   the   BPEDC   aside,   if   political  
commitment   is   mobilised   to   fully   implement   the   Busan  
commitments,  it  could  lead  to  important  improvements  in  
the  impact  of  development  aid.
However,  the  recent  EU  policies  are  moving  in  the  wrong  
direction  to  drive  ambitious  implementation  of  the  BPEDC  
and   need   to   urgently   change   course   towards   a   genuine  
commitment   to   put   development   goals   and   ambitions  
͑ˤ˟˞˫Ư˓˦Ư˦˚˗Ư˚˗˓ˤ˦Ưˡ˘Ư˓˛˖ʡƯ
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Box  2  
  
DON’T BELIEVE THE HYPE; WEAK DONOR AMBITIONS LIMIT PROGRESS IN BUSAN
The rhetoric ahead of the HLF4 in Busan was ambitious, with talk of a radical agreement being reached
to address significant shortfalls in implementing the Paris and Accra commitments; focus attention on
a wide range of new reform areas; bring developing country donors into a process for improving their
effectiveness; and put in place an accountability process for commitments made.
In the end, the Busan Partnership for Effective Development Cooperation (BPEDC) did not deliver on this
promise, with weak donor ambitions – including from EU Member States - limiting the progress achieved
to the following:
- the Paris and Accra commitments were reaffirmed, despite some donor resistance
- important new commitments on improving aid transparency were agreed, although more ambitious
proposals were rejected by a number of donors
- new general commitments were made in relation to the enabling environment for CSOs, democratic
ownership and gender, although Government and donors still need to elaborate how they will implement
these commitments
Important opportunities for progress were missed, with the most notable including:
- no new commitments on untying aid and local procurement, with donors resisting calls to meet clear
partner country Government and CSO demands in these areas
- developing country donors signing on to the BPECD on an explicitly voluntary basis
- the failure to focus attention on how aid can support growth and the private sector in ways that serve
development goals as opposed to ends in themselves
- the failure to focus sufficient attention on human rights based approaches to development cooperation
- the failure to emphasise sufficiently the support for the realisation of women’s` rights, the right to
development and the consideration of environmental justice
In addition, it was agreed that arrangements for governance and monitoring the implementation of the
BPEDC would only be agreed by June 2012. An ambitious outcome from the process to design a monitoring framework and follow-up process will likely determine whether the legacy of the BPEDC is genuine
progress in the effectiveness of aid or business as usual. Developing country donors must also set out
their plans to implement the BPEDC engage in a process of monitoring their implementation efforts.
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Box  3  
  
POSITIVE DEVELOPMENTS ON AID QUALITY IN 2011
Belgium advanced on using the systems of their partner countries. Guidelines were sent out to all
bilateral cooperation representations. The guidelines stressed that the Belgian Development Cooperation
gives priority to country systems for financial and procurement management. The Netherlands may be
commended for its efforts in publishing data on its aid activities already in September 2011 – and at
high quality. Equally, Sweden launched its Open Aid Initiative which publishes data according to IATI
standards. The new Finnish Development Programme acknowledges the human rights-based approach
to development. The Czech Foreign Ministry took steps towards improving the transparency of its
data, confirmed its support for the Accra Agenda of Action and advanced project evaluations. . Italy
appointed its first ever Minister for Development Cooperation and held an inter-institutional roundtable
on the future vision on Italian development cooperation.
A number of EU 12 countries made progress towards developing legal frameworks for Development
Cooperation: Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania and Poland. The Hungarian civil society successfully pushed their
Parliament to adopt a resolution which paves the way for drafting the long-awaited strategy paper for its
development cooperation. The Czech Republic endorsed its National Strategy on Development Education
and Czech CSOs succeeded in pressing their government to no longer report military missions as ODA.
The Slovak Republic commissioned some external evaluations of their projects and adopted their National
Global Education Strategy. Bulgaria initiated awareness raising projects on education in development

  Some  EU  member  states  show  

that  the  economic  crisis  need  
not  be  an  excuse  for  broken  aid  
promises
During  2011  a  number  of  EU  Member  States  took  steps  to  
deliver  on  their  aid  quantity  promises,  with  the  following  
examples  most  notable:
rƯ

˅˩˗˖˗ˠƯˤ˗˓˘͑ˤ˟˗˖Ư˛˦˥Ư˕ˡ˟˟˛˦˟˗ˠ˦Ư˦ˡƯ˖˗˞˛˨˗ˤƯʤʘƯˡ˘Ư
GNI   as   ODA   and   increased   its   aid   to   1.02%   of   GNI  
in  2011.

rƯ

Although   their   aid   fell   in   GNI   terms   Luxembourg  
(0.99%   of   GNI)   and   Denmark   (0.86%   of   GNI)   have  
˕ˡ˟˟˛˦˦˗˖Ư ˦ˡƯ ˖˗˞˛˨˗ˤƯ ʤʘƯ ˡ˘Ư ʹˀʻƯ ˓˥Ư ˓˛˖ʮƯ ʶ˗ˠ˟˓ˤ˝Ư ˛˥Ư
also  using  its  Presidency  of  the  EU  to  push  other  EU  
Member  States  to  reach  0.7%.

rƯ

Although  the  UK’s  aid  fell  in  GNI  terms  in  2011  the  UK  
ʹˡ˨˗ˤˠ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˤ˗˓˘͑ˤ˟˗˖Ư ˛˦˥Ư ˗˪˛˥˦˛ˠ˙Ư ˔˧˖˙˗˦Ư ˦˚˓˦Ư ˩˛˞˞Ư
allow  it  to  achieve  0.7%  by  2013.

rƯ

Germany  increased  its  aid  by  €648m,  although  it  re-
˟˓˛ˠ˥ƯʣʡʤʤƯˢ˗ˤ˕˗ˠ˦˓˙˗Ưˢˡ˛ˠ˦˥Ư˔˗˞ˡ˩Ư˛˦˥ƯʥʣʤʣƯ˦˓ˤ˙˗˦ʮƯ
more  than  half  of  its  parliamentarians  signed  up  to  a  
campaign  for  0.7%  to  be  reached.  

rƯ

Amongst  the  EU-12  Malta  (+44%),  Lithuania  (+37%),  
Romania  (+37%)  and  Estonia  (+26%)  increased  their  
˓˛˖Ư ˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦˞˫ʟƯ ˓˞˦˚ˡ˧˙˚Ư ˤ˗˟˓˛ˠƯ ˥ˡ˟˗Ư ˩˓˫Ư ˘ˤˡ˟Ư
meeting  their  targets.

In   addition,   a   number   of   Member   States   took   a   range  
of   other   important   steps   to   improve   the   development  
and   poverty   focus   of   their   aid,   as   illustrated   in   table   3  
belowxiv.
These  positive  trends  clearly  show  that  EU  Governments  
ultimately   make   a   political   decision   to   deliver   or   not  
deliver  on  their  aid  promises  and  that  challenging  eco-
nomic  and  political  circumstances  are  not  to  be  obstacle  
to  taking  such  decisions.  Such    examples  show  that  EU  
Governments   who   claim   that   the   challenges   they   face  
leave   them   no   choice   but   to   ignore   their   aid   promises  
are   absolving   themselves   of   their   responsibility   to   the  
world’s  poorest  people  and  exposing  themselves  as  fair  
weather  development  partners.  
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POLICY CHANGES
AT EUROPEAN LEVEL

In  2011  the  EU  found  itself  at  crossroads,  trying  to  refocus  
its   development   policy,   while,   at   the   same   time   discuss-
ing  the  new  EU  budget  and  preferred  aid  modalities  that  
should  support  the  implementation  of  its  policy  priorities.  
The   EU   institutions   are   an   important   actor   as   they   are  
managing  almost  20%  of  the  EU`s  aid  budgets.  

  Agenda  for  change  (AfC)
During  2011  the  European  Commission  (EC)  undertook  a  
process  of  developing  a  new  strategic  policy  statement  to  
guide  the  development  policy  of  the  European  institutions  
as  they  respond  to  evolving  and  new  global  development  
challenges.  
This  led  to  the  launch  of  the  EC’s  Communication  on  ‘In-
creasing  the  impact  of  EU  Development  Policy:  an  Agenda  
for   Change’   on   13th   October   2011.   This   Communication  
will  need  to  be  pursued  in  a  manner  that  is  consistent  with  
the   EU   Consensus   on   Development,   which   remains   the  
EU’s  binding  framework  to  guide  development  policy.      
The  AfC  focuses  welcome  attention  on  issues  such  as  the  
promotion   of   human   rights,   democracy   and   good   gover-
nance   (one   of   two   core   policy   priorities),   social   inclusion  
and   human   development,   agriculture   (an   element   of   the  
second  priority),  responding  to  global  shocks  and  improv-
ing  the  coordination  and  effectiveness  of  the  EU’s  aid.
However,   the   AfC   also   places   emphasis   on   policy   issues  
which  will  be  challenging  to  pursue  in  a  way  that  helps  to  
maximise  the  development  impact  of  the  EC’s  aid.  These  
issues  include:  
rƯ

Growth  and  promotion  of  the  private  sector  –  such  a  
priority  must  be  pursued  in  a  way  that  best  support  
development  outcomes,  including  focussing  on  inclu-
sive   approaches,   on   small   and   medium   enterprises  
of  developing  countries,  on    sectors  that  are  of  most  
˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˕˗Ư˘ˡˤƯ˦˚˗ƯˢˡˡˤƯ˓ˠ˖Ư˥˓˘˗˙˧˓ˤ˖˛ˠ˙Ư˥ˡ˕˛˓˞Ư˓ˠ˖Ư
environmental  sustainability

rƯ

Leveraging  and  blending  loans  and  grants  at  a  time  
of   budgetary   constraints,   EU   Member   States   are  
˞ˡˡ˝˛ˠ˙Ư˘ˡˤƯ˦˚˗Ưˢˤ˛˨˓˦˗Ư˥˗˕˦ˡˤƯ˦ˡƯ͑˞˞Ư˦˚˗Ư˙˓ˢʟƯ˛ˠ˕˞˧˖˛ˠ˙Ư
˔˫Ư˧˥˛ˠ˙Ư˓˛˖Ư˦ˡƯ˓˦˦ˤ˓˕˦ƯƯˢˤ˛˨˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˔˞˗ˠ˖˛ˠ˙Ư
˛˦Ư ˩˛˦˚Ư ˞ˡ˓ˠ˥ʮƯ ˥˧˕˚Ư ˓ˢˢˤˡ˓˕˚˗˥Ư ˠ˗˗˖Ư ˦ˡƯ ˔˗Ư ˖˗˔˓˦˗˖Ư
further  to  identify  development-oriented  approaches,  
be  pursued  transparently  and  in  partnership  with  civil  
society  and  ensure  that  they  don’t  lead  to  unsupport-
able  debt  burdens

  Multi-annual  financial    

framework  (2014-2020)
On   7   December   2011,   the   EC   and   EEAS   launched   their  
proposals  on  the  external  action  budget  and  instruments  
for  the  period  from  2014-2020  to  be  adopted  by  the  Coun-
cil  and  Parliament.  They  propose  a  welcomed  increase  for  
the  whole  EU’s  External  Action  and  Development  budget  
by   17%   (in   constant   prices),   with   this   heading   of   the   EU  
budget   increasing   from   5.8%   of   its   total   to   6.8%.   The  
European  Development  Fund  (EDF)  will  remain  outside  of  
the  EU  budget  for  the  period  2014-2020,  so  the  proposed  
increase  of  the  11th  EDF  to  €  34.276  billion  is  additional  to  
˦˚˗Ư͑˙˧ˤ˗˥Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗ƯʷˇƯ˔˧˖˙˗˦Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˛˥Ư˓˞˥ˡƯ˩˗˞˕ˡ˟˗ʡ
It  is  vital  that  proposals  of  this  sort  of  ambition  are  agreed  
so   that   the   limited   share   of   the   EU   budget   focussed   on  
external  action  can  be  increased  to  support  the  EU  to  be  
an  active  player  in  tackling  global  development  challenges  
and  to  help  EU  Member  States  to  reach  their  ODA  targets.  
Despite   the   welcome   budget   increases,   it   needs   to   be  
pointed   out   that   the   EU   will   continue   to   prioritise   its  
neighbouring   countries   under   the   next   Multiannual   Fi-
nancial  Framework.  About  33%  of  the  external  budget  of  
the  EU  will  be  allocated  to  the  European  Neighbourhood  
Instrument   (ENI)   and   the   Instrument   for   Pre-Accession  
(IPA).  Proportionally  the  countries  eligible  under  those  two  
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˛ˠ˥˦ˤ˧˟˗ˠ˦˥Ư ˩˛˞˞Ư ˤ˗˕˗˛˨˗Ư ˓Ư ˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦˞˫Ư ˚˛˙˚˗ˤƯ ˥˚˓ˤ˗ʟƯ ˕ˡˠ-
˥˛˖˗ˤ˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˓˦Ư˦˚˗ˤ˗Ư˓ˤ˗Ưˡˠ˞˫ƯʤʩƯ˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥Ư˦˚˓˦Ư˩˛˞˞Ư˔˗ˠ˗͑˦Ư
from  the  ENI  and  4  from  the  IPA,  while  there  will  be  124  
˔˗ˠ˗͑˦˦˛ˠ˙Ư˘ˤˡ˟Ư˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư˘˧ˠ˖˛ˠ˙Ư˧ˠ˖˗ˤƯ˦˚˗ƯʷʶʸƯ˓ˠ˖Ư
the  DCI.
A   new   element   of   the   proposed   MFF   is   the   European  
Commission`s  proposal  to  take  a  differentiated  approach  
to   the   provision   of   EC   development   assistance,   by   fo-
cussing   grant   aid   on   the   poorest   countries   and   moving  
towards  non-grant  cooperation  instruments  with  19  upper  
middle  income  countries  and  countries  representing  more  
than  1%  of  global  GDP.  Nineteen  Latin  American  and  Asian  
countries  fall  into  this  category,  including  Colombia,  India,  
˂˗ˤ˧Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư ʻˠ˖ˡˠ˗˥˛˓ʟƯ ˚ˡ˟˗Ư ˦ˡƯ ˓Ư ˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦Ư ˢˤˡˢˡˤ˦˛ˡˠƯ ˡ˘Ư
the  world’s  poorest  people.    
This   proposal   to   cut   grant   aid   -   as   abruptly   as   2014   –   to  
partner  countries  mainly  on  the  basis  of  GDP  is  of  major  
concern  to  Concord  and  its  partners.  This  approach  risks  
weakening  the  focus  of  EC  development  cooperation  on  
poverty   reduction   and   human   development   by   taking  
the   focus   away   from   the   poorest   people   wherever   they  
may   live.   In   addition,   excluding   countries   based   on   GDP  
ignores   the   fact   that   in   most   of   the   countries   where   the  
EC  plans  to  phase  out  grant  provision,  growth  has  had  a  
limited   impact   on   the   poorest   people.   Extreme   inequali-
˦˛˗˥Ư ˤ˗˟˓˛ˠƯ ˓Ư ˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦Ư ˡ˔˥˦˓˕˞˗Ư ˦ˡƯ ˦˚˗Ư ˢˡˡˤ˗˥˦Ư ˢ˗ˡˢ˞˗Ư
˔˗ˠ˗͑˦˦˛ˠ˙Ư˘ˤˡ˟Ư˙ˤˡ˩˦˚ʡƯ˅˧˕˚Ư˓ˢˢˤˡ˓˕˚˗˥Ư˟˓˫Ư˧ˠ˖˗ˤ˟˛ˠ˗Ư
the  European  Consensus  on  Development,  which  remains  
the  EU’s  primary  development  strategy.

    Joint  programming
One  of  the  two  main  aid  effectiveness  priorities  of  Commis-
˥˛ˡˠ˗ˤƯ˂˛˗˔˓˞˙˥Ưˤ˗͒˗˕˦˗˖Ư˔ˡ˦˚Ư˛ˠƯ˦˚˗Ư͋˙˗ˠ˖˓Ư˘ˡˤƯʵ˚˓ˠ˙˗Ư
and  in  the  EU  common  position  for  the  HLF-4  in  Busan  is  
joint  programming.  Based  on  the  EU  Code  of  Conduct  on  
Complementarity  and  Division  of  Labour  in  Development  

Policy   (2007)   and   the   Operational   Framework   on   Aid  
Effectiveness   (consolidated,   2011),   the   EU   and   MS   want  
to   increase   harmonization   and   alignment   and   reduce   aid  
fragmentation.
In  this  regard,  the  EC  and  EEAS  have  tentatively  selected  
5   pilot   countries   (Ethiopia,   Ghana,   Guatemala,   Laos   and  
Rwanda)   for   the   upcoming   country   programming   of   the  
2014-2020   geographic   instruments   (DCI   and   EDF),   of  
which   many   are   fragile   states   or   countries   in   transition.  
However,   very   little   information   is   publically   available   on  
progress   and   it   is   unclear   how   it   will   address   past   and  
recent  EU  promises.
Such  a  move  forward  could  represent  a  real  improvement  
in  the  coordination,  division  of  labour  and  effectiveness  of  
EU  donors  provided  key  conditions  are  respected  in  its  im-
plementation.  These  include  respecting  partner  countries’  
leadership  and  alignment  to  their  development  strategies,  
promoting  democratic  ownership  and  participation  of  con-
cerned  populations  in  decisions  relating  to  aid  and  improv-
ing   aid   transparency   and   mutual   accountability.   All   these  
conditions  need  to  be  carefully  addressed  in  dialogue  with  
the   partner   country   before   joint   programming   initiatives  
take  off.  A  strong  evaluation  and  learning  approach  must  
also  be  taken  to  improve  practice  continuously.
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2 | 2011 AID QUANTITY ANALYSIS

2011  AID  QUANTITY  ANALYSIS
In  2011:
·∙  11  European  Member  States  cut  their  budgets.

    Aid  levels  in  2011
In  2011,  European  Union  Member  States  disbursed  €52.97  
billion   compared   to   €53.46   billion   in   2010,   a   fall   of   €490  
million.  As  a  proportion  of  EU  gross  national  income  (GNI)  
EU  ODA  was  0.42%  for  the  EU  27,  or  0.45%  for  the  EU  15  
and  0.1%  for  the  EU12.

·∙   9   European   Member   States   exceeded   their   2010  
target  (0.51%  of  GNI  for  the  EU-15;;  0.17%  of  GNI  for  
the  EU-12).
·∙  Amongst  the  9,  6  European  Member  States  reached  
an   aid   level   required   to   gradually   scale   up   their   aid  
towards  0.7%  in  2015  (0.55%  of  GNI  for  the  EU-15;;  
0.20%  of  GNI  for  the  EU-12).

The  three  biggest  donors  of  the  European  Union  in  abso-
lute  terms  are  Germany  (with  net  disbursements  of  about  
€  10.5  billion),  followed  by  the  United  Kingdom  with  €  9.9  
billion  and  France  with  €  9.3  billion.
1,2
Graph  1  OFFICIAL DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE OF EU MEMBER STATES IN 2011
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However,  as  a  proportion  of  their  GNI  the  largest  donors  
are  Sweden  (1.02%  of  GNI),  Luxembourg  (0.99%  of  GNI)  
and   Denmark   (0.86%),   all   of   whom   have   committed   to  
deliver   1%   of   their   GNI   as   ODA.   These   Member   States  
are  followed  by  the  Netherlands  (0.75%),  United  Kingdom  
(0.56%),   Belgium   (0.53%),   Finland   (0.52%)   and   Ireland  
(0.52%),  all  of  whom  in  2011  exceeded  the  0.51%  target  
the  original  15  members  of  the  EU  (the  EU-15)  committed  
to   deliver   in   2010.   The   only   member   of   the   group   of   12  
new  EU  Member  States  (the  EU-12)  that  in  2011  exceeded  
the  0.17%  target  they  committed  to  reach  in  2010  is  Malta  
(0,26%).   Cyprus   got   close   to   the   2010   target   in   2011   by  
delivering  0.16%  of  its  GNI  as  ODA.  Italy  and  Greece  who  
are  members  of  the  EU-15  delivered  less  ODA  than  some  
EU-12  countries,  namely  at  0.19%  and  0.11%  respectively.xv  
Amongst   the   27   EU   countries   11   cut   their   ODA   levels   in  
ʥʣʤʤƯ˓˥Ư˕ˡ˟ˢ˓ˤ˗˖Ư˦ˡƯʥʣʤʣʮƯʨƯˡ˘Ư˦˚˗˥˗Ư˕˧˦Ư˦˚˗˛ˤƯˁʶ͋Ư˔˫Ư
more  than  10%  -  Greece  by  38%  (or  €  145  million),  Cyprus  
by   37.5%   (or   11   million),   Spain   by   32%   (or   €1.44   billion),  
Austria  by  13%  (€116  million)  and  Belgium  by  11%  (€254  
million).    The  reductions  made  by  France  and  the  Nether-
˞˓ˠ˖˥Ư˩˗ˤ˗Ư˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦Ư˛ˠƯ˓˔˥ˡ˞˧˦˗Ư˦˗ˤ˟˥ʭƯ˱ʧʣʩƯ˟˛˞˞˛ˡˠƯ˓ˠ˖Ư
€251  million  respectively.  
On  the  positive  side,  a  few  EU  Member  States  increased  

their  aid  meaningfully  in  2011  compared  to  2010,  including  
Germany  (by  €648  million)  and  Sweden  (by  €609  million).  
Italy   also   increased   its   aid   spending   by   €   788   million,   al-
though  most  of  this  was  due  to  increased  debt  relief  and  
higher  spending  on  developing  country  refugees  in  Italy.    
The  combined  aid  levels  of  the  EU-12  reached  €958  million  
in  2011  or  1.8%  of  total  EU  aid.  Almost  all  EU  12  countries  
increased  their  aid  between  2010  and  2011,  in  large  part  
˔˗˕˓˧˥˗Ư˦˚˗˫Ư˟˓˖˗Ư˦˚˗˛ˤƯ͑ˤ˥˦Ư˕ˡˠ˦ˤ˛˔˧˦˛ˡˠƯ˦ˡƯ˦˚˗Ưʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯ
ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ʸ˧ˠ˖Ư ˛ˠƯ ʥʣʤʤʡƯ ͋Ư ˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦Ư ˛ˠ˕ˤ˗˓˥˗Ư ˩˓˥Ư
achieved   by   Malta   (+44%),   Lithuania   (+37%),   Romania  
(+37%)  and  Estonia  (+26%).

    WHAT  WERE  THE  SHORT-

FALLS  IN  EU  AID  IN  2011?
In  2005  EU  Member  States  collectively  agreed  on  two  key  
sets  of  targets  on  aid  quantity,  as  a  part  of  their  urgent  ef-
fort  to  help  reach  the  MDGs  and  other  development  goals.  
ˆ˚˗Ư ͑ˤ˥˦Ư ˥˗˦Ư ˤ˗˞˓˦˗˖Ư ˦ˡƯ ˦˚˗Ư ʷˇ˿˥Ư ˕ˡ˞˞˗˕˦˛˨˗Ư ˢ˗ˤ˘ˡˤ˟˓ˠ˕˗Ư
and  included  a  target  of  0.56%  of  GNI  for  2010  and  0.7%  
of  GNI  for  2015.  The  second  set  of  targets  relates  to  EU  
Member   States   individually   with   separate   targets   for   the  
EU-15  and  EU-12,  as  presented  in  table  1  below.

Table  1  
EU ODA QUANTITY COMMITMENTS
  
  
EU  collective  target  
  
EU-15  individual  target  
  
EU-12  individual  target  
  

Target  
(ODA  in  %  of  GNI)  
0.56%  
0.7%  
0.51%  
0.7%  
0.17%  
0.33%  

Source:  Council  Conclusions,  24  May  2005  (doc.  9266/05)

Deadline  
  
2010  
2015  
2010  
2015  
2010  
2010  
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In  this  section  we  calculate  the  volume  of  aid  that  EU  Mem-
ber  States  would  be  expected  to  deliver  in  2011  were  they  
on  course  to  meet  their  2015  targets,  and  compare  this  to  
˦˚˗˛ˤƯ˓˕˦˧˓˞ƯʥʣʤʤƯ˓˛˖Ư͑˙˧ˤ˗˥Ư˦ˡƯ˛˖˗ˠ˦˛˘˫Ư˦˚˗Ư˥ˢ˗ˠ˖˛ˠ˙Ư˙˓ˢʡƯ
We  make  this  calculation  on  the  basis  of  an  ideal  scenario  
whereby  EU  Member  States  scale  up  their  aid  in  at  least  
equal  shares  in  GNI  terms  as  they  move  from  their  2010  to  
2015  targets.  Such  a  scenario  would  therefore  require  the  
EU-15  and  EU-12  to  reach  aid  levels  of  0.55%  and  0.2%  of  
GNI  respectively  in  2011.  
In  calculating  the  aid  missing  from  EU  Members  States  in  
2011,  we  add  the  amount  that  was  provided  to  the  Fast  
Start  Climate  Finance  initiative  and  included  in  their  ODA  
͑˙˧ˤ˗˥Ư˦ˡƯ˦˚˗Ư˓˟ˡ˧ˠ˦Ư˦˚˓˦Ư˛˥Ư˟˛˥˥˛ˠ˙Ư˦ˡ˩˓ˤ˖˥Ư˦˚˗˛ˤƯˁʶ͋Ư
commitments.   We   do   this   because   developing   countries  
have   demanded   that   assistance   to   adapt   to   mitigate   the  
impacts  of  climate  change  be  additional  to  ODA  commit-
ments   which   pre-exist   international   climate   change   talks  
and   aim   to   address   a   wide   range   of   other   development  
challenges.   Concord   therefore   believes   international  
assistance   related   to   climate   change   should   not   displace  
funding  for  traditional  development  projects.  To  facilitate  
˟ˡˠ˛˦ˡˤ˛ˠ˙Ưˡ˘Ư˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˓˨ˡ˛˖Ư˖ˡ˧˔˞˗Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦˛ˠ˙ʟƯ
we  also  demand  that  EU  Member  States  establish  a  sepa-
ˤ˓˦˗Ư˓˕˕ˡ˧ˠ˦˛ˠ˙Ư˥˫˥˦˗˟Ư˘ˡˤƯ˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗ʡ

In   2011   the   volume   of   funding   EU   Member   States   deliv-
ered  to  the  Fast  Start  Climate  Finance  initiative  equals  an  
average  of  0.01%  of  their  GNI.  The  EU  Member  States  that  
delivered  more  than  average  levels  included  Sweden,  the  
United  Kingdom,  Denmark,  Finland,  Ireland  and  France.
Based  on  calculating  the  gap  between  expected  and  actual  
ODA   levels   in   2011   (using   the   methodology   above)   and  
adding   the   Fast   Start   Climate   Finance   commitments,   EU  
Member  States  were  collectively  responsible  for  a  short-fall  
of  €  15.4  billion  in  aid.  This  was  €15.4  billion  that  was  not  
available  to  help  transform  the  lives  of  many  thousands  of  
people  through  addressing  hunger,  improving  health  and  
education   and   building   livelihoods.   Failing   to   deliver   on  
their  commitments,  Member  States  missed  an  opportunity  
to  create  a  better  future  for  many  thousands  of  people.
Amongst   EU   Member   States,   Italy   was   the   largest   con-
˦ˤ˛˔˧˦ˡˤƯ˦ˡƯ˦˚˛˥Ư͑˙˧ˤ˗Ưˡ˘Ư˱ʤʨʡʧƯ˔˛˞˞˛ˡˠʟƯ˘˓˞˞˛ˠ˙Ư˥˚ˡˤ˦Ư˔˫Ư˱ʨʡʪʤƯ
billion,   followed   by   Germany   (€4.35   billion)   and   Spain  
(€2.87   billion).   The   EU-12   collectively   failed   to   provide  
˱ʬʣʣƯ ˟˛˞˞˛ˡˠƯ ˟ˡˤ˗Ư ˘ˡˤƯ ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư ˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗ʡƯ
Amongst  this  group,  Poland  was  the  biggest  contributor,  
falling  short  by  €415  million,  followed  by  Romania,  which  
fell  short  by  €145  million,  and  the  Czech  Republic,  which  
fell  short  by  €114  million.xvi  
The   countries   that   were   farthest   from   meeting   their   ex-
pected   2011   targets   in   proportional   terms   were   Greece  
(which  met  only  21%  of  its  expected  target),  Italy  meeting  
(35%),   Poland   (42%),   Romania   and   Bulgaria   (both   45%),  
Slovak  Republic  (46%)  and  Austria  (48%).

Box  4  
  
EU COMMITMENTS ON CLIMATE FINANCE
The  European  Union  has  committed  to  provide  €7.2  
˔˛˞˞˛ˡˠƯ˛ˠƯ˘˓˥˦Ư˥˦˓ˤ˦Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ưˡ˨˗ˤƯ˦˚˗Ưˢ˗ˤ˛ˡ˖Ưʥʣʤʣʠʥʣʤʥʡ
Source:  Copenhagen  Accord,  FCCC/CP/2009/L.7  18  December  
2009

The  gap  created  would  have  been  as  high  as  €19  billion  if  a  
number  of  EU  Member  States  had  not  delivered  more  aid  
than   was   expected   in   2011.   The   countries   that   delivered  
a  higher  amount  included  Sweden  (€1.6  billion  more),  the  
Netherlands   (€1.13   billion),   Denmark   (€780   million)   and  
Luxembourg   (€132   million).   This   helped   to   reduce   the  
overall  funding  gap  of  EU  Member  States  from  €19  billion  
down  to  €15.4  billion.
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Graph  2
SHORTFALL TO THE EXPECTED FUNDING LEVEL IN
2011 INCLUDING CLIMATE FINANCE COMMITMENTS
(IN MILLION €)

United
Kingdom

Finland
Ireland

France
2.261 €-

Spain
2.868 €

Greece
922 €

EU 12: 896,00
Italy
5.710 €

Hungary
87 €

Austria
882 €

Germany
4.349 €

Source:  OECD,  EC  and  information  provided  by  the  national  platforms
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Box  5  
  
EU COMMITMENTS TO
AFRICA AND LDCS

Unfortunately,  the  trend  of  cutting  aid  budgets  will  hardly  
be  reversed  in  2012.  Aid  budgets  for  2012  are  expected  
to  be  cut  (compared  to  2011)  in  at  least  nine  EU  countries,  
including   Spain   (planning   cuts   of   53%),   Italy   (38%)   and  
Portugal  (2%).  

"The EU will increase its financial assistance for
Sub-Saharan Africa and will provide collectively
at least 50% of the agreed increase of ODA resources to the continent while fully respecting
individual Member States priorities’ in development assistance.

Encouragingly  the  UK  Government  is  planning  to  increase  
its  aid  by  €1.48  billion  in  2012,  with  France  also  planning  
increases  of  €  1.1  billion,  although  most  of  this  is  likely  to  
be  consisting  of  debt  relief.  Austria  is  planning  to  increase  
its   aid   by   84.5%   in   2012,   although   given   the   large   cuts  
it   undertook   to   its   aid   in   2011   and   the   Austrian   Govern-
ment’s   recent   announcement   that   it   will   not   be   meeting  
˛˦˥Ư˓˛˖Ư˕ˡ˟˟˛˦˟˗ˠ˦Ưˡ˘ƯʣʡʪʘƯ˛ˠƯʥʣʤʨʟƯ˦˚˛˥Ư͑˙˧ˤ˗Ư˕ˡ˟˗˥Ư˓˥Ư
a  surprise.  It  is  likely  that  much  of  this  increase  will  consist  
of  debt  relief,  which  may  reach  €582  million  in  the  coming  
years.  

    Aid  to  LDCs  and    

Sub-Saharan  Africa
The  Group  of  Least  Developed  Countries  (LDCs)  received  
€19.9  billion  in  aid  from  all  OECD  DAC  countries  in  2011,  
˗ˣ˧˛˨˓˞˗ˠ˦Ư ˦ˡƯ ˓Ư ˘˓˞˞Ư ˛ˠƯ ˠ˗˦Ư ˔˛˞˓˦˗ˤ˓˞Ư ˁʶ͋Ư ͒ˡ˩˥Ư ˡ˘Ư ˓˞˟ˡ˥˦Ư
9%  in  real  terms.  EU  DAC  members  (excluding  Germany,  
as  data  was  not  yet  recorded)  provided  €7.8  billion  of  this  
aid  or  a  little  more  than  40%  of  all  OECD  bilateral  aid  to  
LDCs.  €  7.8  billion  equals  only  a  little  more  than  a  seventh  
of  the  total  EU  aid  provided  or  0.06%  of  the  EU  collective  
GNI.  This  is  well  below  the  collective  target  to  provide  0.15  
to  0.20  %  to  LDCs  (see  below).  The  EU  15  countries  that  
provided  the  largest  proportion  of  their  aid  to  LDCs  were  
Belgium  (50%),  Italy  (47%),  Denmark,  UK  (both  39%)  and  
Finland  (36%).

The EU is willing, in the context of the above
mentioned overall ODA commitments, to meet
collectively the target to provide 0.15% to 0.20
% GNP to LDCs"
Source: Council Conclusions, 24 May 2005 (doc. 9266/05) and
10 and 11 November 2008 (doc. 15480/08)

Overall   aid   of   OECD   DAC   donors   to   Sub-Saharan   Africa  
experienced  a  decrease  of  0.9%  in  2011  while  total  aid  to  
Africa   increased   by   0.9%.xviii   This   is   because   donors   pro-
vided  more  aid  to  North  Africa  after  the  revolutions  in  the  
region.  European  DAC  donors  provided  about  half  of  the  
ʶ͋ʵ˿˥Ư˦ˡ˦˓˞Ư˓˛˖Ư˦ˡƯ˅˧˔ʠ˅˓˚˓ˤ˓ˠƯ͋˘ˤ˛˕˓Ư˛ˠƯʥʣʤʤʮƯ˱ʤʣʡʥƯ˔˛˞˞˛ˡˠƯ
out  of  a  total  of  €20.1  billion.  
The  European  Member  States  that  concentrated  their  aid  
most  heavily  on  the  Sub-Saharan  region,  include  Portugal  
(with  86.8%  of  its  bilateral  aid  spending),  Ireland  (67.3%),  
Belgium   (57.3%),   Italy   (45.3%)   and   Luxembourg   (41.2%).  
However,  around  56%  of  Italy’s  assistance  to  Sub-Saharan  
Africa  consists  of  debt  relief.  Debt  relief  constituted  13%  
of   Sweden’s      bilateral   aid   to   the   region   and   14%   of   Bel-
gium’s  bilateral  aid.xix

1.  http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=MEMO/12/243
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3 | GENUINE AID METHODOLOGY

This  next  section  focuses  in  detail  on  what  types  of  aid  
EU   Member   States   are   delivering   and   how   much   of   it  
can   be   considered   genuine   aid   –   a   genuine   transfer   of  
resources  to  developing  countries  to  be  used  for  devel-
opment  activities.

    Imputed  student  costs
According   to   existing   OECD   rules   on   what   types   of  
spending   can   be   counted   as   aid,   donors   may   include   in  
˦˚˗˛ˤƯ͑˙˧ˤ˗˥Ưˢ˧˔˞˛˕Ưˤ˗˥ˡ˧ˤ˕˗˥Ư˦˚˗˫Ư˥ˢ˗ˠ˖ƯˡˠƯ˥˦˧˖˗ˠ˦˥Ư˘ˤˡ˟Ư
developing   countries   studying   in   their   own   country.   It   is  
problematic  to  categorise  this  as  aid  as  there  is  no  guaran-
tee  that  students  supported  will  return  to  their  countries  
˓ˠ˖Ư ˕ˡˠ˦ˤ˛˔˧˦˗Ư ˦ˡƯ ˦˚˗Ư ˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˫̛˥Ư ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˢˤˡ˕˗˥˥ʡƯ ʻ˦Ư
therefore   does   not   represent   a   transfer   of   resources   to  
˓Ư˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˛ˠ˙Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˫Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˛˥Ư͑ˤ˥˦Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˘ˡˤ˗˟ˡ˥˦Ư˓Ư˥˧˔˥˛˖˫Ư
to  the  education  sector  of  the  donor  country.  In  addition,  
˖ˡˠˡˤ˥Ư ˕˓˞˕˧˞˓˦˗Ư ˦˚˗˥˗Ư ͑˙˧ˤ˗˥Ư ˧˥˛ˠ˙Ư ˨˗ˤ˫Ư ˣ˧˗˥˦˛ˡˠ˓˔˞˗Ư
methodologies   and   there   is   very   limited   transparency   on  
˚ˡ˩Ư˦˚˗˫Ư˕˓˞˕˧˞˓˦˗Ư˓ˠ˖Ưˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦ƯˡˠƯ˦˚˗˥˗Ư͑˙˧ˤ˗˥ʡ

    Refugee  costs
˅˛˟˛˞˓ˤ˞˫ʟƯ˓˛˖Ưˤ˧˞˗˥Ư˓˞˞ˡ˩Ư˖ˡˠˡˤ˥Ư˦ˡƯ˛ˠ˕˞˧˖˗Ư˛ˠƯ˦˚˗˛ˤƯ˓˛˖Ư͑˙-
ures  resources  spent  in  the  donor  country  on  supporting  
ˤ˗˘˧˙˗˗˥Ư˘ˤˡ˟Ư˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˛ˠ˙Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥Ư˖˧ˤ˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˗Ư͑ˤ˥˦Ư˦˩˗˞˨˗Ư
months   of   their   stay.   This   may   include   payments   for   the  
ˤ˗˘˧˙˗˗˥̛Ư˦ˤ˓ˠ˥ˢˡˤ˦Ư˦ˡƯ˦˚˗Ư˚ˡ˥˦Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˫ʟƯ˓˥Ư˩˗˞˞Ư˓˥Ư˦˗˟ˢˡ-
rary  sustenance  (food,  shelter  and  training).  Such  spending  
therefore  does  not  contribute  to  development  activities  in  
developing  countries.  
ʾ˛˝˗Ư˛˟ˢ˧˦˗˖Ư˥˦˧˖˗ˠ˦Ư˕ˡ˥˦˥Ư˦˚˗ˤ˗Ư˓ˤ˗Ư˓˞˥ˡƯ˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦Ưˢˤˡ˔-
lems   with   the   way   donors   calculate   and   report   on   such  
͑˙˧ˤ˗˥ʟƯ˩˛˦˚Ư˟˗˦˚ˡ˖ˡ˞ˡ˙˛˗˥Ư˨˓ˤ˫˛ˠ˙Ư˩˛˖˗˞˫Ư˓˕ˤˡ˥˥Ư˖ˡˠˡˤ˥ʡƯ
Some  donors  take  into  account  a  full  year  regardless  of  the  
˓˕˦˧˓˞Ư˥˦˓˫Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ưˤ˗˘˧˙˗˗ʮƯ˥ˡ˟˗Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦Ư˛ˠƯ˗˪ˢ˗ˠ˖˛˦˧ˤ˗˥Ư˘ˡˤƯ

ˢˡ˞˛˕˗ʟƯ˛ˠ˦˗ˤˢˤ˗˦˓˦˛ˡˠƯˡˤƯ˕ˡ˧ˠ˥˗˞˞˛ˠ˙ʮƯ˓ˠ˖ƯƯ͋˧˥˦ˤ˛˓ʟƯʴ˗˞˙˛˧˟ʟƯ
the   Netherlands   and   the   UK   count   costs   for      returning  
failed  refugee  applicants  to  their  home  country.  As  a  result  
of  these  practices  differences  in  the  costs  per  refugee  ac-
counted   for   differ   widely   across   donors,   from   US$337   in  
the  case  of  Japan  to  US$32,596  for  Belgium.

    Debt  relief
Aid  rules  also  allow  donors  to  count  debt  relief  to  devel-
ˡˢ˛ˠ˙Ư ˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥Ư ˦ˡ˩˓ˤ˖˥Ư ˦˚˗˛ˤƯ ˓˛˖Ư ͑˙˧ˤ˗˥ʡƯ ͋˞˦˚ˡ˧˙˚Ư ˖˗˔˦Ư
relief   is   hugely   important   to   developing   countries   we   do  
not  count  this  element  of  aid  as  genuine  aid  for  a  number  
of   reasons.   Firstly,   it   is   not   an   accurate   indicator   of   the  
resources   made   available   to   developing   countries,   as   in  
many   cases   the   debt   was   not   being   paid   or   was   unlikely  
to   be   paid,   and   therefore   does   not   free   up   resources   in  
the  countries’  budget  to  spend  on  development.  Likewise,  
in  the  year  in  which  they  provide  the  debt  relief  they  can  
count  towards  their  aid  not  only  the  principle  of  the  debt,  
but  also  all  future  interest  that  would  have  been  paid.  Sec-
ondly,  donors  can  report  relief  of  debts  that  did  not  have  
a  developmental  purpose,  e.g.  export  credits,  and  debts  
contracted  for  illegitimate  means  by  unaccountable  lead-
˗ˤ˥ʡƯ ʸ˛ˠ˓˞˞˫ʟƯ ˖ˡˠˡˤ˥Ư ˚˓˨˗Ư ˕ˡ˟˟˛˦˦˗˖Ư ʛ˟ˡ˥˦Ư ˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦˞˫Ư ˛ˠƯ
the  2002  Monterrey  Consensus)  to  ensure  that  debt  relief  
will  be  provided  in  addition  to  aid  and  not  as  a  substitute  
for  it.

    Tied  aid  
Aid   is   considered   tied   when   the   donor   requires   it   to   be  
spent   on   goods   and   services   from   the   donor   country   or  
˓Ư˥ˢ˗˕˛͑˕Ư˙ˤˡ˧ˢƯˡ˘Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥ʡƯʶˡˠˡˤ˥Ư˧˥˗Ư˦˚˛˥Ư˘ˡˤ˟Ưˡ˘Ư˓˛˖Ư
to  promote  the  business  activities  of  their  companies  and  
˗ˠ˥˧ˤ˗Ư˓˛˖Ưˤ˗˥ˡ˧ˤ˕˗˥Ư͒ˡ˩Ư˔˓˕˝Ư˛ˠ˦ˡƯ˦˚˗˛ˤƯ˗˕ˡˠˡ˟˛˗˥ʡƯˆ˚˛˥Ư
way,  aid  is  channelled  to  developing  countries  only  on  the  
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books,  whereas  in  reality  the  funds  never  leave  the  donor  
country.   As   a   result,   this   aid   leads   to   low   investment   in  
developing   countries   and   limits   the   ability   of   developing  
countries  to  procure  the  goods  and  services  that  best  meet  
their  needs.  It  is  also  estimated  that  it  makes  goods  and  
services  procured  15%  to  40%  more  expensive,  due  to  the  
restrictions  on  competitive  procurement  that  it  imposes.xx
ˆ˚˗ƯˁʷʵʶƯ˟ˡˠ˛˦ˡˤ˥Ư͒ˡ˩˥Ưˡ˘Ư˦˛˗˖Ư˓˛˖Ư˦˚ˤˡ˧˙˚Ư˦˚˗Ư˧˥˗Ưˡ˘Ư
two  categories,  fully  tied  aid  and  partially  tied  aid.    Based  
on   the   above   estimate   of   the   degree   to   which   tied   aid  
reduces   the   purchasing   power   of   aid,   our   genuine   aid  
methodology   applies   a   discount   of   30%   to   the   fully   tied  
aid   each   EU   Member   State   provides   and   15%   to   their  
partially  tied  aid.  Our  estimates  are  based  on  the  average  
percentage  of  tied  and  partially  tied  aid  of  the  years  2009  
and  2010.
ˇˠ˘ˡˤ˦˧ˠ˓˦˗˞˫ʟƯ˦˚˗˥˗Ư͑˙˧ˤ˗˥Ư˖ˡƯˠˡ˦Ư˘˧˞˞˫Ưˤ˗͒˗˕˦Ư˦˚˗Ư˨˓˞˧˗Ư
ˡ˘Ư˓˛˖Ư˞ˡ˥˦Ư˦˚ˤˡ˧˙˚Ư˦˫˛ˠ˙ʟƯ˓˥Ư˦˚˗Ư͑˙˧ˤ˗˥Ư˟ˡˠ˛˦ˡˤ˗˖Ư˔˫Ư˦˚˗Ư
OECD   exclude   technical   cooperation   (around   ¼   of   total  
aid)   and   food   aid   and   donors   still   informally   tie   aid   by  
biasing   supposedly   competitive   procurement   processes  

in   favour   of   their   own   companies,   who   win   an   estimated  
60%  of  formally  untied  aid  contracts.xxi    Such  practices  are  
in   contravention   of   the   commitments   donors   have   made  
under  the  Paris,  Accra  and  Busan  aid  effectiveness  agree-
ments  to  deepen  the  ownership  of  aid  by  using  developing  
country  systems  for  the  delivery  of  aid  as  a  default  option.  

    Interest  on  Loans
Under   the   OECD’s   aid   rules,   the   repayments   developing  
countries  make  on  the  principle  of  aid  loans  are  discounted  
˘ˤˡ˟Ư˙ˤˡ˥˥Ư˓˛˖Ư͒ˡ˩˥Ư˦ˡƯ˕˓˞˕˧˞˓˦˗Ưˠ˗˦Ư˓˛˖Ư͒ˡ˩˥ʟƯ˦˚˗Ư͑˙˧ˤ˗Ư
˩˚˛˕˚Ư ˛˥Ư ˡ˘͑˕˛˓˞˞˫Ư ˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦˗˖ʡƯ ʺˡ˩˗˨˗ˤʟƯ ˛ˠ˦˗ˤ˗˥˦Ư ˢ˓˫˟˗ˠ˦˥Ư
made  by  developing  countries  on  these  loans  are  not  dis-
counted   in   this   calculation,   even   though   those   payments  
are  a  result  of  the  aid  loan  and  reduce  the  level  of  resources  
available   to   developing   countries   to   spend   on   develop-
ment   activities.   We   therefore   categorise   such   interest  
ˢ˓˫˟˗ˠ˦˥Ư˓˥Ư˛ˠ͒˓˦˗˖Ư˓˛˖Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˖˛˥˕ˡ˧ˠ˦Ư˦˚˗˟Ư˘˧˞˞˫Ư˘ˤˡ˟Ư˦˚˗Ư
aid  of  EU  Member  States  in  calculating  their  genuine  aid.  
However,  because  the  OECD’s  data  on  these  payments  for  
ʥʣʤʤƯ˛˥Ưˠˡ˦Ư˫˗˦Ư˓˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗ʟƯ˩˗Ư˗˥˦˛˟˓˦˗Ư˦˚˗Ư͑˙˧ˤ˗Ư˘ˡˤƯʥʣʤʤƯ
based  on  payments  made  in  the  previous  two  years.

Box  6
TIED AID OF THE EU 15  
OECD  DAC  Members  have  not  delivered  on  their  commitment  taken  in  2005  to  further  untying  their  aid.  About  20%  
of  aid  is  still  formally  tied.  After  Busan,  France  even  stated  that  it  would  not  untie  more  than  85%  of  its  aid  due  to  
domestic  economic  interests.  Instead,  France  requests  reciprocity  from  emerging  economies.  Examples  of  French  tied  
aid  are  the  planning  and  maintenance  of  the  tramway  in  Casablanca,  Morocco.  Contracts  were  almost  exclusively  in  
the  hands  of  French  companies.  
ʹ˗ˤ˟˓ˠ˫̛˥Ư˙ˡ˨˗ˤˠ˟˗ˠ˦Ư˓ˠˠˡ˧ˠ˕˗˖Ư˦˚˓˦Ư˓˔ˡ˧˦ƯʫʣʘƯˡ˘Ư˛˦˥Ư˓˛˖Ư˛˥Ư˧ˠ˦˛˗˖ʡƯʻ˦˥Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˘ˡˡ˖Ư˓˛˖Ư˓ˤ˗Ư˛ˠ˖˗˗˖Ư˦ˡƯ˓˞˟ˡ˥˦Ư
100%  untied.  However,  its  free-standing  technical  cooperation  is  to  only  48%  channeled  through  local  procurement  
ˢˤˡ˕˗˖˧ˤ˗˥ʡƯ ʹ˗ˤ˟˓ˠ˫̛˥Ư ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˟˛ˠ˛˥˦˗ˤƯ ˗˪ˢˤ˗˥˥˗˖Ư ˤ˛˙˚˦Ư ˓˦Ư ˦˚˗Ư ˔˗˙˛ˠˠ˛ˠ˙Ư ˡ˘Ư ˚˛˥Ư ˦˗ˤ˟Ư ˦˚˓˦Ư ˚˗Ư ˩ˡ˧˞˖Ư ˞˛˝˗Ư ˦ˡƯ
strengthen  cooperation  with  the  private  sector.  Procurement  carried  out  in  partner  countries  should  be  announced  to  
German  chambers  of  commerce  in  partner  countries  to  open  business  opportunities  to  them.  
ˁˠ˗Ưˡ˘Ưʾ˧˪˗˟˔ˡ˧ˤ˙̛˥Ưˢˤˡ˜˗˕˦˥Ưˤ˗˕˗ˠ˦˞˫Ư˙˓˛ˠ˗˖Ư˓˦˦˗ˠ˦˛ˡˠƯ˓˥Ư˛˦Ư˛˥Ư˥˦ˤˡˠ˙˞˫Ư˞˛ˠ˝˗˖Ư˦ˡƯʾ˧˪˗˟˔ˡ˧ˤ˙˛˥˚Ư˕ˡ˟˟˗ˤ˕˛˓˞Ư˛ˠ˦˗ˤ˗˥˦˥ʡƯ
Two  companies  are  to  provide  satellite  technologies  to  improve  the  rapid  response  capacity  in  humanitarian  settings.  
ʷ˪˓˟ˢ˞˗˥Ưˡ˘Ưʻ˦˓˞˫̛˥Ư˦˛˗˖Ư˓˛˖Ư˓ˤ˗Ư˓Ư˱ƯʦʬƯ˟˛˞˞˛ˡˠƯ˞ˡ˓ˠƯˢˤˡ˙ˤ˓˟˟˗Ư˦ˡƯ˥˧ˢˢˡˤ˦Ư˅˟˓˞˞Ư˓ˠ˖Ưʿ˗˖˛˧˟Ưʷˠ˦˗ˤˢˤ˛˥˗˥ʡƯʻˠƯ˓˖˖˛˦˛ˡˠʟƯ
the  construction  of  a  Hospital  in  the  Philippines  was  fully  tied.
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RESULTS:

Genuine aid in 2011

͋˦Ư˞˗˓˥˦Ư˱ƯƯʪʡʦʨƯ˔˛˞˞˛ˡˠƯʛʤʧʘʜƯˡ˘ƯʷˇƯ˓˛˖Ư˩˓˥Ư˛ˠ͒˓˦˗˖Ư
aid   in   2011.   Of   this   total   €2.43   billion   was   debt  
relief,  €  1.82  billion  was  refugee  costs,  €1.61  billion  
was   imputed   student   costs   account,   €0.98   billion  
was  due  to  the  tying  of  aid  and  interest  repayments  
on  aid  loans  totalled  €0.51  billion.

    Inflated  aid  elements  
Applying   AidWatch`s   Genuine   Aid   methodology   to   the  
EU   Member   States,   it   results   in   €      7.35   billion   or   14%  
of   the   EU`s   aid.xxii   This   amount   fails   to   provide   a   real  
transfer  of  resources  to  developing  countries  to  spend  
on  development  activities.  If  we  were  only  focusing  on  
the  elements  imputed  student  costs,  refugee  costs  and  
debt   relief   addressed   by   previous   AidWatch   reports   -  
˦ˡ˦˓˞Ư ˛ˠ͒˓˦˗˖Ư ˓˛˖Ư ˩ˡ˧˞˖Ư ˔˗Ư ˱Ư ʨʡʫʩƯ ˔˛˞˞˛ˡˠƯ ˕ˡ˟ˢ˓ˤ˗˖Ư ˦ˡƯ
ʨʡʥƯ ˔˛˞˞˛ˡˠƯ ˛ˠƯ ʥʣʤʣʡƯ ͋˛˖Ư ˛ˠ͒˓˦˛ˡˠƯ ˛ˠ˕ˤ˗˓˥˗˖Ư ˔˫Ư ˓ˠˡ˦˚˗ˤƯ  
€  660  million.

Graph  3  
ELEMENTS OF INFLATED AID EU 27 IN 2011
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Interest  repayments
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All   EU   27   Member   States   together   delivered   a   total   of  
€2.43  billion  of  debt  relief  in  2011,  which  is  slightly  lower  
than   the   2010   level.   Amongst   individual   Member   States,  
France   reported   the   highest   levels   of   debt   relief   (€   1.13  
billion),   followed   by   Italy   (€435   million)   and   Germany   (€  
ʦʥʩƯ ˟˛˞˞˛ˡˠʜʡƯ ʶ˗˔˦Ư ˤ˗˞˛˗˘Ư ˕ˡˠ˥˦˛˦˧˦˗˖Ư ʤʧʘƯ ˡ˘Ư ʻ˦˓˞˫̛˥Ư ˁʶ͋Ư
˓ˠ˖ƯʤʥʘƯˡ˘Ưʸˤ˓ˠ˕˗̛˥Ưˁʶ͋ʡƯʻˤ˗˞˓ˠ˖ʟƯ˩˚˛˕˚Ư˕ˡˠ˦ˤ˛˔˧˦˗˖Ư˱ʤʤʩƯ
million   to   the   Heavily   Indebted   Poor   Countries   Initiative  
and   the   Multilateral   Debt   Relief   Initiative   did   not   report  
these  payments  as  ODA.  
EU  Member  States  spent  a  total  of  €  1.82  billion  on  refu-
gees   in   their   own   countries   in   2011   which   represents   an  
increase  of  €720  million  on  the  2010  level.  All  countries,  
except   for   Bulgaria,   Luxembourg   and   Romania   included  
ˤ˗˘˧˙˗˗Ư˕ˡ˥˦˥Ư˛ˠƯ˦˚˗˛ˤƯ˓˛˖Ư͑˙˧ˤ˗˥ʡƯˆ˚˗ƯʷˇƯʿ˗˟˔˗ˤƯ˅˦˓˦˗˥Ư
reporting   the   largest   absolute   levels   in   this   category   in-
˕˞˧˖˗˖Ưʻ˦˓˞˫Ưʛ˱ƯʦʩʥƯ˟˛˞˞˛ˡˠʮƯʤʤʟʫʘƯˡ˘Ưˁʶ͋ʜʟƯ˕˞ˡ˥˗˞˫Ư˘ˡ˞˞ˡ˩˗˖Ư
˔˫Ư˦˚˗Ưˀ˗˦˚˗ˤ˞˓ˠ˖˥Ưʛ˱ƯʦʨʪƯ˟˛˞˞˛ˡˠʮʪʟʫʘƯˡ˘Ưˁʶ͋ʜʟƯ˅˩˗˖˗ˠƯ
ʛ˱ƯʦʨʣƯ˟˛˞˞˛ˡˠʮƯʫʟʪʘʜƯ˓ˠ˖Ưʸˤ˓ˠ˕˗Ưʛ˱ƯʦʤʧƯ˟˛˞˞˛ˡˠʮƯʦʟʧʘʜʡƯƯʻˠƯ
proportional  terms  the  largest  reporter  was  Cyprus  35,7%  
of  its  ODA  (an  estimated  €10  million)  and  probably  Malta  
ʛ˓ˠƯ ˗˥˦˛˟˓˦˗˖Ư ʥʣʘʜƯ ˓˞˦˚ˡ˧˙˚Ư ʿ˓˞˦˓˒˥Ư ͑˙˧ˤ˗˥Ư ˩˗ˤ˗Ư ˠˡ˦Ư
ˡ˘͑˕˛˓˞˞˫Ư ˖˛˥˕˞ˡ˥˗˖Ư ˔˫Ư ˦˚˗Ư ʿ˓˞˦˗˥˗Ư ʹˡ˨˗ˤˠ˟˗ˠ˦ʡƯ ˄˗˘˧˙˗˗Ư
costs  also  represented  11,2%  of  Greek  aid.
EU  Member  States  counted  a  total  of  €  1.61  billion  of  im-
puted  student  costs  towards  their  ODA  in  2011.  Amongst  
individual  Member  States  the  largest  volume  reported  in  

this   category   was   France   (€   697   million)   and   Germany   (€  
674million).   Imputed   student   costs   constituted   22%   of  
ʹˤ˗˗˕˗̛˥Ư˓˛˖ʟƯʬʟʫʘƯˡ˘Ư˄ˡ˟˓ˠ˛˓̛˥Ư˓˛˖Ư˓ˠ˖ƯʫʟʩʘƯˡ˘Ư͋˧˥˦ˤ˛˓̛˥Ư
aid.  In  total  16  EU  countries  report  imputed  student  costs  
in   2011.   While   a   number   of   other   EU   Member   States  
included   scholarships   in   their   reporting   (this   category   is  
not   included   in   our   genuine   aid   methodology),   only   six  
countries  reported  neither  of  these  forms  of  aid  spending:  
Denmark,  Finland,  Ireland,  Luxembourg,  the  Netherlands  
and  Sweden.  Sweden  however  announced  that  it  will  start  
to  report  imputed  student  costs  from  2012  onwards.
We   estimate   that   the   total   value   of   aid   lost   from   EU  
Member  States  in  2011  through  the  tying  of  their  aid  was  
€0.98  billion,  based  on  the  fact  that  they  fully  tied  aid  €  
3.03   billion   of   their   aid   and   partially   tied   €181   million   in  
2009/2010.  Amongst  individual  EU  Member  States,  Portu-
gal  fully  tied  the  highest  proportion  of  its  aid  in  2009/2010,  
namely   an   average   of   64%   (e.g.   concessional   loans   for  
public  work  contracts  are  tied  to  Portuguese  construction  
companies),  followed  by  Greece  (55%),  Austria  (45%)  and  
ʻ˦˓˞˫Ư ʛʧʨʘʜʡƯ ͋Ư ˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦Ư ˥˚˓ˤ˗Ư ˡ˘Ư ˅ˢ˓˛ˠ̛˥ʟƯ ʹˤ˗˗˕˗̛˥Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư
ʻ˦˓˞˫̛˥Ư˓˛˖Ư˩˓˥Ư˓˞˥ˡƯˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦˗˖Ư˓˥Ưˢ˓ˤ˦˛˓˞˞˫Ư˦˛˗˖ʡƯ
Overall,  the  interest  payments  for  ODA  loans  EU  Member  
States   received   in   2011   are   estimated   at   €   510   million.  
France   and   Germany   recorded   the   highest   receipts   in  
2009/10,   on   average   €   267   million   and   €   194   million   re-
spectively.

Box  7  
  
TIED AID IN THE EU 12
Little   information   is   available   on   the   exact   shares   of   tied   aid   of   the   EU   12   countries.   The   bilateral   share  
is   by   far   lower   than   the   multilateral   contribution,   about   26%   on   average.   Little   is   known   about   concrete  
efforts   to   improve   access   of   foreign   entities   to   bilateral   funding.   It   appears   that   funds   of   Romania   and  
Lithuania   are   formally   available   to   foreign   entities.   A   formal   requirement   to   provide   funding   only   to   na-
˦˛ˡˠ˓˞Ư˕ˡ˟ˢ˓ˠ˛˗˥Ư˖ˡ˗˥Ưˠˡ˦Ư˗˪˛˥˦Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˛ˠ˘ˡˤ˟˓˦˛ˡˠƯ˛˥Ư˓˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˛ˠƯʷˠ˙˞˛˥˚ƯˡˠƯ˦˚˗Ưʸˡˤ˗˛˙ˠƯʿ˛ˠ˛˥˦ˤ˛˗˥̛Ư˩˗˔˥˛˦˗˥ʡƯ  
  
In  other  countries,  such  as  the  Slovak  Republic,  the  Czech  Republic  or  Hungary,  funding  is  only  available  to  
national  entities  and  the  information  is  only  available  in  the  national  language.  The  embassies  of  Bulgaria,  
Poland,  Estonia,  the  Slovak  Republic  and  Latvia  are  running  small  grant  programmes  in  the  country  they  are  
based  in.  However,  it  is  not  always  obvious  who  may  apply  for  such  grants.  Moreover,  for  example  in  the  case  
ˡ˘Ưʷ˥˦ˡˠ˛˓ʟƯˢˡ˦˗ˠ˦˛˓˞Ư˓ˢˢ˞˛˕˓ˠ˦˥Ư˧ˠ˖˗ˤƯ˦˚˗Ư˟˛˕ˤˡ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ưˢˤˡ˜˗˕˦˥Ư˓ˤ˗Ưˢˤ˗ʠ˥˗˞˗˕˦˗˖Ư˔˫Ư˦˚˗Ưʿ˛ˠ˛˥˦ˤ˫Ưˡ˘Ưʸˡˤ˗˛˙ˠƯ
Affairs  and  subsequently  invited  by  letter.  This  is  certainly  not  an  open  and  competitive  process.
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Table  2
GENUINE AND INFLATED AID (IN MILLIONS €, IN CURRENT PRICES)
Country

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

Luxembourg  
Sweden  
Denmark  
The  Netherlands  
United  Kingdom  
Ireland  
Finland  
Belgium  
Germany  
France  
Spain    
Portugal  
Austria  
Malta  
Italy  
Slovenia  
Lithuania  
Estonia  
Czech  Republic    
Cyprus  
Hungary  
Bulgaria  
Slovak  Republic  
Romania  
Poland  
Latvia  
Greece  

Genuine  
aid  %  of  
GNI

0.99  
0.89  
0.80  
0.66  
0.55  
0.52  
0.50  
0.47  
0.34  
0.33  
0.25  
0.26  
0.21  
0.19  
0.13  
0.12  
0.12  
0.11  
0.11  
0.10  
0.09  
0.08  
0.08  
0.08  
0.07  
0.07  
0.07  

Total  aid    
2011     ʻˠ͒˓˦˗˖Ư˓˛˖Ư 2011  
%  GNI
Total  aid %  of  total   genuine    
aid    
aid

2011      2010  
genuine     genuine  
aid    
aid

(new  
(old    
methodology) methodology)

  0.99  
  1.02  
  0.86  
  0.75  
  0.56  
  0.52  
  0.52  
  0.53  
  0.40  
  0.46  
  0.29  
  0.29  
  0.27  
  0.26  
  0.19  
  0.13  
  0.13  
  0.12  
  0.13  
  0.16  
  0.11  
  0.09  
  0.09  
  0.09  
  0.08  
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    Which  EU  Member  States    

inflate  their  aid  the  most?
ˁ˨˗ˤ˓˞˞ʟƯ ˦˚˗Ư ˞˓ˤ˙˗˥˦Ư ˛ˠ͒˓˦ˡˤ˥Ư ˡ˘Ư ˓˛˖Ư ˛ˠƯ ˢˤˡˢˡˤ˦˛ˡˠ˓˞Ư ˦˗ˤ˟˥Ư
are   Greece   (36%),   Italy   (31%),   Malta   (28%),   France   (27%)  
˓ˠ˖Ư ͋˧˥˦ˤ˛˓Ư ʛʥʥʘʜʡƯ ʸˤ˓ˠ˕˗˒˥Ư ˛ˠ͒˓˦˗˖Ư ˓˛˖Ư ˩˓˥Ư ˖˧˗Ư ˦ˡƯ ˚˛˙˚Ư
levels   of   debt   relief,   imputed   student   costs   and   refugee  
costs,  as  well  as  some  receipts  of  interest  on  ODA  loans.

Graph  4  
SHARE OF INFLATED AID IN 2011 EU 27, PART I (IN MILLION €)
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Source:  OECD  and  EC
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ʹˤ˗˗˕˗̛˥Ư ˛ˠ͒˓˦˗˖Ư ˓˛˖Ư ˛˥Ư ˟˓˛ˠ˞˫Ư ˟˓˖˗Ư ˧ˢƯ ˡ˘Ư ˥˦˧˖˗ˠ˦Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư
refugee   costs,   as   well   as   the   impact   of   tying   55%   of   its  
˓˛˖ʡƯʻ˦˓˞˫̛˥Ư˓˛˖Ư˛˥Ư˛ˠ͒˓˦˗˖Ư˟˓˛ˠ˞˫Ư˔˫Ư˖˗˔˦ʟƯ˛ˠ˕ˤ˗˓˥˗˖Ưˤ˗˘˧˙˗˗Ư
˕ˡ˥˦˥Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˓Ư˞˓ˤ˙˗Ư˨ˡ˞˧˟˗Ưˡ˘Ư˦˛˗˖Ư˓˛˖ʡƯ͋˧˥˦ˤ˛˓̛˥Ư˛ˠ͒˓˦˗˖Ư˓˛˖Ư
is  due  to  high  levels  of  imputed  student  costs  and  the  fact  
that  it  ties  a  large  share  of  its  aid.  
ˆ˚˗Ư˛ˠ͒˓˦˗˖Ư˓˛˖Ưˢˤˡˢˡˤ˦˛ˡˠƯˡ˘ƯʷˇƯʤʥƯ˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥Ư˦˗ˠ˖˥Ư˦ˡƯ˔˗Ư
lower  because  the  level  of  aid  delivered  bilaterally  equals  
on  average  only  25,5%  of  total  aid  disbursements.  

    Which  EU  member  States    

deliver  the  highest  levels  of  
genuine  aid?
In   stark   comparison,   the   UK,   Luxembourg   and   Ireland  
˛ˠ͒˓˦˗Ư ˡˠ˞˫Ư ˨˗ˤ˫Ư ˥˟˓˞˞Ư ˢˤˡˢˡˤ˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư ˡ˘Ư ˦˚˗˛ˤƯ ˓˛˖ʡƯ ˆ˚˗Ư ˇʽƯ
reports  small  amounts  of  debt  relief  and  in  2009  started  to  
ˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦Ưˤ˗˘˧˙˗˗Ư˕ˡ˥˦˥ʡƯ͋Ư˥˟˓˞˞Ưˢˤˡˢˡˤ˦˛ˡˠƯˡ˘Ưʾ˧˪˗˟˔ˡ˧ˤ˙̛˥Ư
aid  is  tied  and  Ireland  includes  a  small  amount  of  refugee  
costs.    

Graph  5  
SHARE OF INFLATED AID IN 2011 EU 27,
PART II (IN MILLION €)
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    Current  Fast  Start    

Climate  Finance
͋˦Ư˦˚˗Ưˇˀʸʵʵʵ̛˥Ưʵˡˠ˘˗ˤ˗ˠ˕˗Ưˡ˘Ư˂˓ˤ˦˛˗˥Ư˛ˠƯʵˡˢ˗ˠ˚˓˙˗ˠƯ
in  2009,  developed  countries  agreed  to  provide  USD  30  

billion  in  so  called  Fast  Start  Climate  Financing  in  the  pe-
riod  2010-2012  to  help  the  poorest  and  most  vulnerable  
to   adapt   and   cope   with   the   effects   of   climate   change.  
Of   this   total,   it   is   expected   that   the   EU   will   contribute  
€7.2  billion,  with  €  2.34  billion  estimated  to  have  been  
disbursed  in  2011.

Graph  6  
FAST START CLIMATE FINANCE COMMITMENTS IN 2011 (IN MILLION €)
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Apart  from  Luxembourg  and  Cyprus,  all  EU  Member  States  
included  their  contributions  to  the  Fast  Track  Climate  Fi-
ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ưʻˠ˛˦˛˓˦˛˨˗Ư˛ˠƯ˦˚˗˛ˤƯˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦˗˖Ưˁʶ͋Ư͑˙˧ˤ˗˥ʡƯˆ˚˛˥Ư˛˥Ư˚˧˙˗-
ly   problematic,   as   developing   countries   have   demanded  
that   assistance   to   adapt   to   and   mitigate   the   impacts   of  
climate  change  be  additional  to  ODA  commitments.  ODA  
commitments  pre-exist  international  climate  change  talks,  
aim  to  address  a  wide  range  of  other  development  chal-
˞˗ˠ˙˗˥Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˓ˤ˗Ư˘˧ˠ˖˓˟˗ˠ˦˓˞˞˫Ư˖˛˥˦˛ˠ˕˦Ư˘ˤˡ˟Ư˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗ʟƯ
which  should  be  viewed  as  compensation  from  developed  
countries  based  on  their  historical  responsibility  for  caus-
ing   climate   change.   Without   such   an   approach   there   is   a  
˖˓ˠ˙˗ˤƯ˦˚˓˦Ư˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˩˛˞˞Ừ˥ˣ˧˗˗ˬ˗Ưˡ˧˦́Ư˦ˤ˓˖˛˦˛ˡˠ˓˞Ư
aid  spending,  which  is  even  more  of  a  concern  in  the  cur-
rent  context  of  many  EU  Member  States  cutting  their  aid.  
ʶˡˠˡˤ˥Ư ˥˚ˡ˧˞˖Ư ˦˚˗ˤ˗˘ˡˤ˗Ư ˗˪ˢ˞ˡˤ˗Ư ˠ˗˩Ư ˥ˡ˧ˤ˕˗˥Ư ˦ˡƯ ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư
their  climate  contributions,  such  as  emission  revenues  and  
͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư˦ˤ˓ˠ˥˓˕˦˛ˡˠƯ˦˓˪˗˥ʡƯʷˇƯʿ˗˟˔˗ˤƯ˅˦˓˦˗˥Ư˚˓˨˗Ư˔˗˙˧ˠƯ
to   experiment   with   some   of   these   approaches   although  
progress  has  been  faltering.  Germany  had  initially  funded  
contributions   to   the   “International   Climate   Initiative”   by  
emission   revenues,   but   currently   seems   to   have   aban-
doned  these  efforts.  France  has  been  planning  to  establish  
˓Ư ˥˗ˢ˓ˤ˓˦˗Ư ˘˧ˠ˖Ư ˡ˘Ư ˱Ư ʤʨʣƯ ˟˛˞˞˛ˡˠʟƯ ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗˖Ư ˔˫Ư ˦˚˗Ư ˥˓˞˗Ư ˡ˘Ư
the   sale   of   Assigned   Amount   Units   to   deliver   dedicated  
climate  change  projects.  However,  this  fund  has  not  yet  to  
receive  more  funding.  
Sweden  and  Denmark  consider  funding  above  0,7%  and  
0,8%,   respectively,   to   be   “new   and   additional”.   Ireland  
reported  €10  million  in  2011  in  new  and  additional  funds  
for  the  climate  through  its  Department  of  Environment.  
Five   European   countries   have   exceeded   the   expected  
ODA  levels  of  0,55%  (0.2%)  in  2011,  even  when  deducing  
˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư ˕ˡˠ˦ˤ˛˔˧˦˛ˡˠ˥ʭƯ ʶ˗ˠ˟˓ˤ˝ʟƯ ʾ˧˪˗˟˔ˡ˧ˤ˙ʟƯ
Malta,  the  Netherlands  and  Sweden.  In  these  cases,  we  
˕˓ˠƯ˓˥˥˧˟˗Ư˦˚˓˦Ư˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˖˛˖Ưˠˡ˦Ư˖˛˨˗ˤ˦Ưˤ˗˥ˡ˧ˤ˕˗˥Ư
from  other  development  sectors.

    Which  countries  and  sectors  

did  the  Fast  Start  Climate  Finance  Initiative  target?  
ˁ˘͑˕˛˓˞Ư ˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư ˥˦˓˦˛˥˦˛˕˥Ư ˡ˘Ư ˦˚˗Ư ʷˇƯ ˥˚ˡ˩Ư ˦˚˓˦Ư
of   the   Fast   Start   Finance   disbursed   in   2011,   45%   went  
to   mitigation   and   33%   to   adaption,   with   the   remain-
ing   funds   going   to   the   REDD+   initiative   or   it   was   not  
˥ˢ˗˕˛͑˗˖ʡxxiii  These  statistics  show  that  loans  constituted  
ʦʧʘƯ ˡ˘Ư ˦ˡ˦˓˞Ư ˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛ˠ˙ʟƯ ˓˞˦˚ˡ˧˙˚Ư ʸˤ˓ˠ˕˗Ư ʛʫʣʘʜʟƯ
Spain  (64%),  Italy  (more  than  50%  as  loans/debt  swaps)  
˖˗˞˛˨˗ˤ˗˖Ư˟ˡ˥˦Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗˛ˤƯ˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˓˥Ư˞ˡ˓ˠ˥ʡƯʵˬ˗˕˚Ư
Republic,  Estonia,  Ireland,  Luxembourg,  the  Netherlands  
and  Sweden  provide  100%  grants.xxiv
Developing   country   concerns   with   these   trends   in   cli-
˟˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˓ˤ˗Ư˙ˤˡ˩˛ˠ˙ʡƯ͋˦Ư˦˚˗Ưʿ˓˫ƯʥʣʤʥƯˇˀƯʵ˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư
Change   Negotiations   in   Bonn   the   Least   Developed  
Countries   expressed      that   “the   lives   of   our   people   will  
be  increasingly  endangered  and  we  will  have  to  abandon  
any  prospect  of  sustainable  development  and  escaping  
poverty”2   due   to   the   failure   of   developed   countries   to  
provide  additional  climate  funding  that  addresses  their  
most  urgent  needs.
Developing   countries   have   also   raised   concerns   about  
˦˚˗Ư˥˞ˡ˩Ư˖˛˥˔˧ˤ˥˓˞Ưˡ˘Ư˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˕ˡ˟˟˛˦˟˗ˠ˦˥Ư˓ˠ˖Ư
have   noted   that   donors   are   choosing   to   support   their  
own   programmes   rather   than   the   National   Adaption  
Programmes  of  Action  and  Nationally  Appropriate  Miti-
gation  Action  Plans  devised  for  this  purpose.  This  poses  
an  obstacle  to  partner  governments  and  civil  society  in  
˦ˤ˓˕˝˛ˠ˙Ư˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗ʡ

    Climate  Finance  after  2012
͋˕˕ˡˤ˖˛ˠ˙Ư ˦ˡƯ ˦˚˗Ư ʵˡˢ˗ˠ˚˓˙˗ˠƯ ͋˕˕ˡˤ˖ʟƯ ˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư
should   further   increase   to   US$   100   billion   a   year   by  

ʥʡ˚˦˦ˢʭʢʢ˞˖˕˕˞˛˟˓˦˗ʡ˩ˡˤ˖ˢˤ˗˥˥ʡ˕ˡ˟ʢʥʣʤʥʢʣʨʢʤʤʢˢˤ˗˥˥ʠˤ˗˞˗˓˥˗ʠ˕˞˛˟˓˦˗ʠ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗ʠˢˤˡ˟˛˥˗˥ʠ˔˗˛ˠ˙ʠ˔ˤˡ˝˗ˠʠ˞˖˕˥ʠ˩˓ˤˠʠˡ˘ʠ˛ˠ˕ˤ˗˓˥˗˖ʠˢˡ˨˗ˤ˦˫ʠ˓˥ʠˤ˗˥˧˞˦ʢƯ
3.The  European  Commission  proposed  a  number  of  sources  of  funding,  including  the  auction  revenues  under  the  Emission  Trading  Scheme,  carbon  
˦˓˪˗˥ʟƯ˟˓ˤ˛˦˛˟˗Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˓˨˛˓˦˛ˡˠƯ˦ˤ˓ˠ˥ˢˡˤ˦ʟƯ˓˥Ư˩˗˞˞Ư˓˥Ư˓Ư˦˓˪ƯˡˠƯ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư˦ˤ˓ˠ˥˓˕˦˛ˡˠ˥ʡ
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2020.   The   European   Commission   in   its   Staff   Working  
ʶˡ˕˧˟˗ˠ˦Ừ˅˕˓˞˛ˠ˙Ư˧ˢƯ˛ˠ˦˗ˤˠ˓˦˛ˡˠ˓˞Ư˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˓˘˦˗ˤƯ
2012”  assumes  that  about  a  third  of  this  amount  will  be  
covered  by  the  European  Union,  which  is  equivalent  to  
around  €  23,8  billion  a  year.  
Fast  Start  climate  Finance  was  meant  to  prepare  devel-
oping   countries   for   receiving   larger   volumes   of   climate  
͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư ˓˘˦˗ˤƯ ʥʣʤʥʟƯ ˩˛˦˚Ư ˘˧ˠ˖˛ˠ˙Ư ˥˦˗˓˖˛˞˫Ư ˛ˠ˕ˤ˗˓˥˛ˠ˙Ư ˦ˡƯ
reach  US$  100  billion  in  2020  and  not  imply  starting  at  
˦˚˛˥Ư˞˗˨˗˞Ư˛ˠƯʥʣʥʣʡƯˉ˚˛˞˗ƯʷˇƯʿ˗˟˔˗ˤƯ˅˦˓˦˗˥Ưˤ˗˕ˡˠ͑ˤ˟˗˖Ư
their  commitment  to  provide  funding  for  the  period  2013  
to   2020,   to   date   no   clear   plans   are   known.   Only   three  
countries  have  so  far  agreed  to  cover  the  running  costs  
of   the   Green   Climate   Fund   from   2013   onwards:   Den-
mark,  Germany  and  the  UK.  It  is  therefore  unclear  what  
ˤˡ˞˗Ưˢˤ˛˨˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛ˠ˙Ư˩˛˞˞Ưˢ˞˓˫ʟƯ˩˚˛˕˚Ư˛ˠˠˡ˨˓˦˛˨˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛ˠ˙Ư
mechanisms3   will   be   used   and   how   the   burden   will   be  
shared  among  global  actors.
Given   this   picture   AidWatch   members   fear   that   EU  
ʿ˗˟˔˗ˤƯ˅˦˓˦˗˥Ư˓ˤ˗Ư˗˪ˢ˗˕˦˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˓˦Ưˢˤ˛˨˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛ˠ˙Ư˩˛˞˞Ư
provide   the   majority   of   funding,   an   outcome   hinted   at  
in   the   15th   May   2012   ECOFIN   Council   Conclusions.xxv  

ˆ˚˗˥˗Ư ˤ˗˘˗ˤˤ˗˖Ư ˦ˡƯ ˦˚˗Ư ˗˥˥˗ˠ˦˛˓˞Ư ˤˡ˞˗Ư ˡ˘Ư ˢˤ˛˨˓˦˗Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư
and  multilateral  development  banks.  Such  an  approach  is  
ˢˤˡ˔˞˗˟˓˦˛˕Ư˓˥Ưˢˤ˛˨˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛ˠ˙Ư˛˥Ư˞˗˥˥Ư˞˛˝˗˞˫Ư˦˚˓ˠƯˢ˧˔˞˛˕Ư
͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛ˠ˙Ư˦ˡƯ˓˖˖ˤ˗˥˥Ư˦˚˗Ưˠ˗˗˖˥Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ưˢˡˡˤ˗˥˦Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˛˥Ư˓˞˥ˡƯ
less  transparent  and  open  to  accountability.  The  involve-
ment  of  a  diversity  of  private  actors  will  turn  coordination  
and   the   orientation   towards   shared   goals   and   objectives  
˖˛˘͑˕˧˞˦ʡƯʻ˦Ư˩˛˞˞Ư˔˗Ư˕˚˓˞˞˗ˠ˙˛ˠ˙Ư˦ˡƯ˖˗͑ˠ˗Ư˩˚˛˕˚Ư˘˧ˠ˖˛ˠ˙Ư˟˓˫Ư
˔˗Ư ˕ˡ˧ˠ˦˗˖Ư ˓˥Ư ˢ˓ˤ˦Ư ˡ˘Ư ˦˚˗Ư ˛ˠ˦˗ˤˠ˓˦˛ˡˠ˓˞Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư ˕ˡ˟˟˛˦-
ments  and  which  will  not.4  
˂˧˔˞˛˕Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˥˚ˡ˧˞˖Ư˕ˡˠ˦˛ˠ˧˗Ư˦ˡƯˢ˞˓˫Ư˓Ư˚˧˙˗Ưˤˡ˞˗Ư˛ˠƯ˦˚˗Ư
ˢˡ˥˦ʠʥʣʤʥƯ˞˓ˠ˖˥˕˓ˢ˗Ư˛ˠƯˡˤ˖˗ˤƯ˦ˡƯ˟˗˗˦Ư˦˚˗Ư˥ˢ˗˕˛͑˕Ưʛ˓˖˓ˢ˦˓-
tion)   needs   of   the   vulnerable   populations   and   countries.  
Donors  should  take  serious  steps  to  make  available  alter-
ˠ˓˦˛˨˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛ˠ˙Ư˥ˡ˧ˤ˕˗˥ʟƯ˥˧˕˚Ư˓˥Ư˗˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯˤ˗˨˗ˠ˧˗˥ʟƯ˦˓˪˗˥Ư
ˡˠƯ˓˨˛˓˦˛ˡˠƯ˓ˠ˖Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư˦ˤ˓ˠ˥˓˕˦˛ˡˠ˥ʡƯ͋˦Ư˦˚˗Ư˥˓˟˗Ư˦˛˟˗ʟƯ˛˦Ư
is  necessary  to  establish  a  clear  international  registration  
˓ˠ˖Ư˟ˡˠ˛˦ˡˤ˛ˠ˙Ư˥˫˥˦˗˟Ư˘ˡˤƯ˓˞˞Ư˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˘˧ˠ˖˥Ư˦ˡƯ˓˞-
˞ˡ˩Ư˦ˤ˓˕˝˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˗˥˗Ưˤ˗˥ˡ˧ˤ˕˗˥ʡƯʾ˓˦˗˥˦Ưˤ˗˥˗˓ˤ˕˚Ư˕ˡˠ͑ˤ˟˥Ư˦˚˓˦Ư
climate  change  threats  are  rapidly  increasing  and  that  we  
will  lose  time  to  win  the  battle  against  climate  change  if  we  
continue  with  business  as  usual.  

ʧʡƯ˅˗˗Ư˚˦˦ˢʭʢʢ˗˧ˤˡ˖˓˖ʡˡˤ˙ʢ˩ˢʠ˕ˡˠ˦˗ˠ˦ʢ˧ˢ˞ˡ˓˖˥ʢʥʣʤʥʢʣʧʢʵʸʠˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦ˑ͑ˠ˓˞ˑ˩˗˔ʡˢ˖˘
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4 | WAY FORWARD
Will EU member states reach
their 2015 aid commitments?

Current  trends  of  the  EU  Member  States  show  a  decrease  
of  the  aid  budgets  which  resulted  in  a  reduction  of  the  
overall  EU  aid  from  0.44%  of  GNI  in  2010  to  0,42%  of  GNI  
in  2011.  he  EU  15  reached  a  slightly  higher  proportion  of  
0,45%  and  the  EU  12  stayed  at  a  mere  0,1%  against  the  
˗˪ˢ˗˕˦˗˖Ư ʣʟʤʪʘƯ ˡ˘Ư ʹˀʻʡƯ ˉ˛˞˞Ư ʷˇƯ ˟˗˟˔˗ˤƯ ˥˦˓˦˗˥Ư ͑˞˞˦˚˗Ư
gap  in  only  THREE  YEARS?

    Few  governments  will  keep-

their  promises
Amongst  the  27  Member  States  only  a  small  number  are  
likely  to  achieve  their  ODA  target  in  2015.  Sweden  (cur-
rently   at   1.02%   of   GNI),   Luxembourg      (0.99%)   and   Den-
mark  (0.86%)  who  have  committed  to  reach  1.0%  of  GNI,  
the   Netherlands   (0.75%   after   reducing   its   aid   level   from  
0.8%  in  2010  will  unfortunately  scale  back  to  0.7%  in  2012)  
and  the  United  Kingdom  (at  0.56%  currently  and  planning  
to  reach  0.7%  in  2013)  are  the  most  credible  ones.  
The  United  Kingdom  promised  to  introduce  legislation  in  
the   near   future   to   meet   the   0,7%   target   in   2013   and   a  
budget  remains  in  place  to  support  such  legislation.  

    Gloomy  prospects  for  the  

rest  of  Europe´s  major  donors  
ăEHWZHHQVPDOOLQFUHDVHVDQGstagnation
Most   European   Member   States   remain   publicly   commit-
ted   to   the   0,7%   target   in   2015,   although   in   most   cases  
they   are   neglecting   to   take   concrete   and   credible   steps  
towards  this  goal.  Two  of  the  major  donors,  Germany  and  
France,   will   increase   their   aid   budgets   in   2012,   but   not  
˥˧˘͑˕˛˗ˠ˦˞˫ʡƯ ʴˡ˦˚Ư ˕ˡˠ˦˛ˠ˧˗Ư ˦ˡƯ ˥˦˓˦˗Ư ˦˚˗˛ˤƯ ˕ˡ˟˟˛˦˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˦ˡƯ
0.7%,  but  are  many  billions  of  euros  from  reaching  their  
targets.  Germany  stated  that  its  target  may  only  be  met  

˩˛˦˚Ư ˦˚˗Ư ˚˗˞ˢƯ ˡ˘Ư ˛ˠˠˡ˨˓˦˛˨˗Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛ˠ˙Ư ˛ˠ˥˦ˤ˧˟˗ˠ˦˥ʡƯ ˅ˢ˓˛ˠƯ
has  also  retained  its  public  commitment  to  0.7%,  but  the  
recent   drastic   cuts   to   its   aid   budget   suggest   it   is   highly  
unlikely  that  Spain  will  come  close  to  reaching  this  target  
by  2015.
It   is   possible   that   Ireland   reaches   its   0,7%   target,   even  
though   in   recent   communications      the   Irish   Government  
has  failed  to  reference  any  date  for  achieving  it.  Finland  
endorsed  the  0.7%  goal  for  2015  in  its  recently  announced  
government  programme,  although  it  has  frozen  its  aid  to  
2012   levels   for   2013   and   2014   and   may   even   reduce   it  
by  €  30  million  in  2015.  Belgium  has  frozen  its  budget  at  
current   levels   for   the   next   three   years,   but   has   stated   it  
remains  committed  to  the  0,7%  target  in  the  long  run.  It  
seems  that  the  atmosphere  at  European  level  has  led  even  
˦˚˗˥˗Ư ˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥Ư ˩˚ˡƯ ˚˓˖Ư ˟˓˖˗Ư ˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦Ư ˢˤˡ˙ˤ˗˥˥Ư ˛ˠƯ
recent  years  to  increasingly  disregard  their  commitments.  

    The  majority  of  EU  donors  

will  remain  just  below  their  
2010  target  in  2015
Austria,  Greece,  the  Czech  Republic  and  Italy  have  pub-
licly   dropped   their   aid   commitments,   justifying   this   step  
ˡˠƯ˦˚˗Ư˔˓˥˛˥Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ư˛˟ˢ˓˕˦Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư˕ˤ˛˥˛˥ƯˡˠƯ˦˚˗˛ˤƯ
public  budgets.
Italy   will   need   to   increase   its   aid   by   about   €   9   billion  
between   now   and   2015   in   order   to   reach   its   aid   target.  
Estonia   states   that   it   aims   to   reach   the   0,17%   target   in  
2015.
All   the   EU   12   countries,   with   the   exception   of   Hungary,  
ˢ˞˓ˠƯ ˦ˡƯ ˛ˠ˕ˤ˗˓˥˗Ư ˦˚˗˛ˤƯ ˔˧˖˙˗˦˥Ư ˛ˠƯ ʥʣʤʥƯ ˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦˞˫ʡƯ ˆ˚˗Ư
largest   increase   in   percentage   terms   are   expected   from  
Estonia   (+18%),   followed   by   Latvia   (+14%),   Slovenia  
(+13%)   and   Lithuania   (+13%).      Nevertheless,   all   EU   12  
countries  are  unlikely  to  even  meet  their  2010  targets  in  
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2015.   To   reach   their   2015   target   the   EU   12   will   need   to  
increase  their  aid  by  around  €  2.7  billion  between  now  and  
2015.  Of  this  total,  Poland  will  have  to  increase  its  aid  by  
more   than   €   1   billion,   Romania   by   €   420   million   and   the  
Czech  Republic  by  €  349  million.  

      Meeting  the  0.7%  level  by    

opening  up  aid  definitions?  
In  view  of  the  challenges  to  meet  the  aid  targets  in  2015,  
several  countries  have  requested  the  OECD  to  investigate  
˦˚˗Ư˛ˠ˕˞˧˥˛ˡˠƯˡ˘Ưˡ˦˚˗ˤƯ˘ˡˤ˟˥Ưˡ˘Ư˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗ʟƯ˥˧˕˚Ư

as  peacekeeping  operations,  the  provision  of  loans  at  mar-
˝˗˦Ư˕ˡˠ˖˛˦˛ˡˠ˥ʟƯˢˤ˛˨˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˞˗˨˗ˤ˓˙˗˖Ư˔˫Ưˡ˘͑˕˛˓˞Ư˥˧ˢˢˡˤ˦Ư
and  contingent  liabilities.  Other  ideas  were  related  to  the  
advance  market  commitments,  tax  deductions  on  private  
donations  and  private  sector  funding  by  foundations  and  
NGOs.  Several  donors  would  support  such  a  broader  the  
“whole  of  country  approach”  which  would  record  all  types  
ˡ˘Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư ͒ˡ˩˥Ư ˦ˡƯ ˤ˗˕˛ˢ˛˗ˠ˦Ư ˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥ʟƯ ˩˓˦˗ˤ˛ˠ˙Ư ˖ˡ˩ˠƯ
˕˧ˤˤ˗ˠ˦Ư ˓˛˖Ư ˖˗͑ˠ˛˦˛ˡˠ˥ʡƯ ͋˛˖ˉ˓˦˕˚Ư ˖ˡ˗˥Ư ˠˡ˦Ư ˓˙ˤ˗˗Ư ˦ˡƯ ˦˚˗Ư
ad-hoc  inclusion  of  further  elements.  A  discussion  on  aid  
˖˗͑ˠ˛˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư ˠ˗˗˖˥Ư ˦ˡƯ ˤ˗˞˫Ư ˡˠƯ ˔ˤˡ˓˖Ư ˥˦˓˝˗˚ˡ˞˖˗ˤƯ ˢ˓ˤ˦˛˕˛ˢ˓-
tion  and  not  be  applied  to  ODA  reporting  before  the  end  
of  2015.

      Official  Development  Assistance  remains  

vital  for  the  poor  even  beyond  2015
The  trends  in  the  two  preceding  years  proved  that  donors  
are   trying   to   use   development   budgets   to   advance   their  
ˡ˩ˠƯ˕ˡ˟˟˗ˤ˕˛˓˞Ư˛ˠ˦˗ˤ˗˥˦˥Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˦ˡƯ˖˗ˠ˫Ư˦˚˗Ư˔˗ˠ˗͑˦˥Ưˢ˧˔˞˛˕Ư
money  can  bring  to  development.  European  countries  are  
˩ˡˤˤ˛˗˖Ư˔˫Ư˦˚˗Ưʷ˧ˤˡˬˡˠ˗̛˥Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ưˢˤˡ˔˞˗˟˥Ư˚˓˨˗Ư˦˗ˠ˖˗˖Ư
to  forget  that  developing  countries  have  been  hit  equally  
˚˓ˤ˖Ư ˔˫Ư ˦˚˗Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư ˗˕ˡˠˡ˟˛˕Ư ˕ˤ˛˥˛˥ʟƯ ˩˛˦˚Ư ˩˗˓˝˗ˤƯ
˕˓ˢ˓˕˛˦˛˗˥Ư˦ˡƯ͑ˠ˖Ư˓Ư˩˓˫Ưˡ˧˦Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗˛ˤƯ˕ˤ˛˥˛˥ʡƯ
In   recent   years   we   have   seen   accelerated   progress   in  
͑˙˚˦˛ˠ˙Ư ˢˡ˨˗ˤ˦˫ʡƯ ˆ˚˗Ư ˥˚˓ˤ˗˖Ư ˡ˔˜˗˕˦˛˨˗˥ʟƯ ˔˗ˠ˕˚˟˓ˤ˝˥Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư
˦˓ˤ˙˗˦˥Ư͑˪˗˖Ư˛ˠƯ˦˚˗Ưʿ˛˞˞˗ˠˠ˛˧˟Ưʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ưʹˡ˓˞˥Ư˚˗˞ˢ˗˖Ư
donors   and   development   partners   to   reach   improved  
outcomes  in  terms  of  poverty  eradication.
However,  progress  has  been  less  promising  with  regard  to  
the   target   of   halving   the   proportion   of   people   suffering  
from   hunger   and   malnutrition   and   reducing   the   under-
͑˨˗Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư ˟˓˦˗ˤˠ˓˞Ư ˟ˡˤ˦˓˞˛˦˫Ư ˤ˓˦˗˥ʡƯ ˄˗˙˛ˡˠ˓˞Ư ˖˛˘˘˗ˤ˗ˠ˕˗˥Ư
˓ˤ˗Ưˠˡ˦˛˕˗˓˔˞˗Ư˩˛˦˚Ưˢˤˡ˙ˤ˗˥˥Ư˔˗˛ˠ˙Ư˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦˞˫Ư˥˞ˡ˩˗ˤƯ˛ˠƯ

Sub-Saharan  Africa  and  South  Asia.  Furthermore,  little  has  
been   achieved   for   the   poorest   groups   in   society   and   for  
people  in  fragile  states.  
While  economic  development  accelerated  mainly  in  many  
parts  of  Asia  and  Latin  America,  inequalities  increased.  In  
many  regions,  development  opportunities  are  particularly  
missing   in   rural   areas,   leading   to   increased   migration   to  
˧ˤ˔˓ˠƯ˓ˤ˗˓˥Ư˩˚˗ˤ˗Ư˦˚˗ˤ˗Ư˓ˤ˗Ư˛ˠ˥˧˘͑˕˛˗ˠ˦Ư˗˟ˢ˞ˡ˫˟˗ˠ˦Ưˡˢ-
portunities  and  social  services  for  the  incoming  population.  
ʴ˓˥˗˖ƯˡˠƯ˦˚˗Ưˤ˗˕ˡ˙ˠ˛˦˛ˡˠƯˡ˘Ư˧ˠ˗˨˗ˠƯ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư˔˗ˠ˗͑˦˥Ư
and  increasing  inequalities,  AidWatch  members  call  for  the  
human  rights-based  approach  to  development.  This  focus  
is   based   on   the   recognition   that   the   main   obstacles   to  
development  are  the  marginalisation  of  people  and  a  lack  
of  respect  for  human  rights.  People  are  marginalised  when  
they   cannot   participate   in   decision-making   processes   or  
when  they  do  not  have  access  to  suitable  organisations  to  
represent  their  interests.  For  example,  without  access  to  

AidWatch Report 2012  32

the  justice  system,  people  cannot  claim  their  rights.  With-
out   participation   in   accountability,   they   cannot   address  
˕ˡˤˤ˧ˢ˦˛ˡˠƯ˓ˠ˖Ưˡ˦˚˗ˤƯ˛ˠ˗˘͑˕˛˗ˠ˕˛˗˥ʡƯ

that   the   economic   and   political   challenges   they   face   are  
no  obstacle  to  meeting  their  aid  promises  to  the  world`s  
poorest  people.  

With   only   three   and   a   half   years   left   to   the   deadline   to  
meet   the   MDGs,   urgent   efforts   are   needed   to   invest   in  
better  living  conditions  of  the  poorest  people  in  the  world  
and   to   strengthen   their   rights   .   EU   Member   States   that  
are   off   track   in   moving   towards   their   aid   targets   must  
therefore   urgently   mobilise   the   political   will   to   get   back  
on  track  in  delivering  the  required  increases  in  aid.  In  do-
ing   so,   they   should   be   inspired   by   the   example   of   those  
Member  States  who  have  already  achieved  their  goals  or  
are  on  track  to  do  so,  and  who  have  clearly  demonstrated  

The   fast   approaching   deadline   also   raises   questions  
about  what  should  come  after  the  MDGs  and  how  the  EU  
˥˚ˡ˧˞˖Ư˕ˡˠ˦˛ˠ˧˗Ư˦ˡƯˤ˗͒˗˕˦Ư˛˦˥Ư˞˗˙˓˞˞˫Ư˔˛ˠ˖˛ˠ˙Ưʾ˛˥˔ˡˠƯˆˤ˗˓˦˫Ư
(article  208)  commitment  to  ensure  that  it`s  development  
assistance  has  as  its  “primary  objective  the  reduction  and,  
in  the  long  term,  the  eradication  of  poverty”.  In  order  to  
effectively   reach   poverty   reduction   goals   it   will   also   be  
critical   to   work   towards   more   coherence   of   EU   policies  
with  development  objectives,  notably  in  the  areas  of  trade,  
˓˙ˤ˛˕˧˞˦˧ˤ˗ʟƯ͑˥˚˗ˤ˛˗˥Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˗ˠ˗ˤ˙˫ʡxxvi

  The  EU  should  demonstrate  strong  leadership  in  the  formulation  
of  the  new  and  comprehensive  global  development  framework  to  
succeed  the  MDGs  in  2015.  This  framework  must    not  only  address  
crucial  policy  areas  such  as  development,  human  rights,  trade,  
͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗ʟƯ˥˗˕˧ˤ˛˦˫ʟƯ˗ˠ˗ˤ˙˫ʟƯ˓˙ˤ˛˕˧˞˦˧ˤ˗ʟƯ˗ˠ˨˛ˤˡˠ˟˗ˠ˦ʟƯ˕ˡˠ˥˧˟ˢ˦˛ˡˠƯ
and  production  patterns,  but  also  the  inter-linkages  between  them.    
͋Ưˤ˗˨˛˥˛ˡˠƯˡˤƯ˓ˠƯ˗˪˦˗ˠ˥˛ˡˠƯˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ưʿʶʹ˥Ư˩˛˞˞Ưˠˡ˦Ư˥˧˘͑˕˗ʡƯ
The  process  must  address  previous  barriers  and  unmet  promises  
and  not  ignore  them.  The  process  for  its  formulation  must  also  
be  open,  inclusive,  participatory  and  responsive  to  the  people  
most  affected  by  poverty  and  injustice.
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      European  institutions
The  EU  institutions  are  unique  in  the  way  that  they  provide  
direct   development   assistance   to   developing   countries  
and  play  a  “federating  role”  vis-à-vis  the  27  MS  -  coordi-
nating  them  for  better  development  impact,  and  prepar-
ing  common  positions  to  strengthen  the  EU  voice  in  global  
debates.   They   are   a   major   trading   and   investment   actor,  
maintaining   a   political   and   policy   dialogue   with   a   wide  
range  of  partner  countries.  
The  European  Commission  (EC)  is  the  world`s  third  largest  
provider   of   development   assistance   with   aid   disburse-
ments  in  2011  of  €  9.081  billion.  The  European  institutions  
are   committed   to   poverty   reduction   and   to   realizing   the  
MDGs  and  have  an  obligation  to  achieve  Policy  Coherence  
for   Development.   Their   size,   their   weight   and   the      pres-
ence    of    136    EU    delegations    around    the    world  allow  the  
EU   to   implement      development      programmes   on   a   scale  
many  MS  alone  cannot  match,  and  in  places  they  do  not  
prioritise.  This  is  part  of  the  real  value  added  of  the  EC.

      System  of  development    
cooperation  
The   development   policy   of   the   EU   was   made   both   ex-
plicit  and  legally  binding  with  the  enactment  of  the  Lisbon  
Treaty.  According  to  the  treaty,  development  policy  is  an  
area  of  EU  policy  in  its  own  right,  with  the  eradication  of  
poverty   as   the   primary   objective.   Equally,   development  
objectives   need   to   be   considered   when   setting   all   other  
policies  with  repercussions  for  developing  countries.  This  
complements   the   already   existing   European   Consensus  
on  Development  as  signed  off  by  the  EU  in  2005  and  the  
Cotonou  Agreement  of  2000.  
The   Commissioner   for   Development,   A.   Piebalgs   is   in  
charge  of  development  policy  and  its  implementation.  The  
High  Representative  (HR),  C.  Ashton,  is  responsible  for  the  

EU’s   external   affairs   and   security   policies.   Besides   being  
the  HR  based  in  the  Council,  she  is  the  Vice-President  of  
the  Commission,  Chair  of  the  Foreign  Affairs  Council  (FAC)  
and  the  Development  FAC  and  head  of  the  European  Ex-
ternal  Action  Service  (EEAS).  This  latter  service  includes  all  
136  EU  Delegations,  is  in  charge  of  the  political  dialogue  
with  3rd  countries  and  has  a  responsibility  to  defend  de-
velopment  objectives  in  the  EU’s  external  activities.  
The   EEAS   was   introduced   by   the   Treaty   to   help   conduct  
the   EU’s   foreign   affairs   and   security   policy.   The   EEAS  
has  put  an  end  to  the  geographical  division  between  the  
Commission`s  DG  Development  for  ACP  countries  and  DG  
Relex  for  all  other  non-European  countries.  In  the  meantime  
the  EC  has  undergone  major  changes,  bringing  its  policy  
and   implementing   services   together   in   the   Directorate  
General   for   Development   and   Cooperation   –   EuropeAid  
(DEVCO)  -  led  by  the  Development  Commissioner.  
In   practice   a   compromise   was   agreed   on   development  
cooperation:  strategic  programming  of  funds  (country  and  
regional   and   sector   spending)   went   to   the   EEAS,   under  
close  collaboration  with  DG  DEVCO.  Development  policy  
and  implementation  remain  squarely  with  the  EC,  but  with  
a  stronger  role  by  the  EU  delegations.  This  makes  develop-
ment  programming  more  complex  and  runs  the  risk  of  aid  
being  politicised  and  development  not  being  considered  
as  a  de-prioritised  compared  to  other  foreign  affairs  poli-
cies.  However,  the  EEAS  also  provides  an  opportunity  to  
improve  the  coherence  and  consistency  of  the  EU  external  
relation  agenda  in  promoting  development  objectives.  
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      European  institutions  peer  
review
ʻˠƯ͋ˢˤ˛˞ƯʥʣʤʥʟƯ˦˚˗ƯˁʷʵʶƯˢ˧˔˞˛˥˚˗˖Ư˦˚˗Ư͑ˠ˖˛ˠ˙˥Ưˡ˘Ư˛˦˥Ưˢ˗˗ˤƯ
review   on   the   European   Union.   It   commended   the   Euro-
ˢ˗˓ˠƯ ˛ˠ˥˦˛˦˧˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư ˘ˡˤƯ ˥˛˙ˠ˛͑˕˓ˠ˦Ư ˗˘˘ˡˤ˦˥Ư ˟˓˖˗Ư ˦ˡƯ ˛ˠ˕ˤ˗˓˥˗Ư
˦˚˗˛ˤƯ˗˘͑˕˛˗ˠ˕˫Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˛˟ˢ˓˕˦ƯˡˠƯ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ưˡ˨˗ˤƯ˦˚˗Ưˢ˓˥˦Ư
͑˨˗Ư˫˗˓ˤ˥ʡƯˆ˚˗Ưˤ˗˨˛˗˩Ư˚˛˙˚˞˛˙˚˦˗˖Ư˦˚˗Ư˥˦ˤˡˠ˙Ư˛˟ˢ˓˕˦Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ư
ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯ ʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠ̛˥Ư ˢˤˡ˨˛˥˛ˡˠƯ ˡ˘Ư ˚˧˟˓ˠ˛˦˓ˤ˛˓ˠƯ ˓˥˥˛˥-
˦˓ˠ˕˗Ư˞˛ˠ˝˗˖Ư˦ˡƯ˛˦˥Ư˥˦ˤˡˠ˙Ư͑˗˞˖Ưˢˤ˗˥˗ˠ˕˗Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˙ˡˡ˖Ư˧ˠ˖˗ˤ-
˥˦˓ˠ˖˛ˠ˙Ư ˡ˘Ư ˡˢ˗ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠ˓˞Ư ˤ˗˓˞˛˦˛˗˥ʡƯ ˆ˚˛˥Ư ͑ˠ˖˛ˠ˙Ư ˛˥Ư ˢ˞˗˓˥˓ˠ˦ʡƯ
ˆ˚˗˥˗Ư ˓ˤ˗Ư ˗ˠ˕ˡ˧ˤ˓˙˛ˠ˙Ư ͑ˠ˖˛ˠ˙˥Ư ˙˛˨˗ˠƯ ˦˚˓˦Ư ˓˔ˡ˧˦Ư ʧʣʘƯ ʛ˱Ư
ʤʡʥƯ˔˛˞˞˛ˡˠʜƯˡ˘Ư˦˚˗ƯʷˇƯʤʨƯ˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥̛Ư˘˧ˠ˖˛ˠ˙Ưˡ˘Ư˱ƯʦʡʤƯ˔˛˞˞˛ˡˠƯ
˛˥Ư˕˚˓ˠˠ˗˞˗˖Ư˨˛˓Ư˦˚˗Ưʷʵ̛˥Ưʶ˛ˤ˗˕˦ˡˤ˓˦˗Ư˘ˡˤƯʺ˧˟˓ˠ˛˦˓ˤ˛˓ˠƯ͋˛˖Ư
and  Civil  Protection.
ˀ˗˨˗ˤ˦˚˗˞˗˥˥ʟƯ˛˦Ư˚˓˥Ư˔˗˗ˠƯ˛˖˗ˠ˦˛͑˗˖Ư˦˚˓˦ƯʷˇƯ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư
programmes   are   suffering   from   poor   institutional   coordi-
nation  –  mainly  as  a  consequence  of  the  formation  of  the  
new  EEAS  (see  above).  The  division  of  labour  between  the  
EEAS  and  the  EC  still  needs  to  be  better  operationalised.  
The   EEAS   has   a   long   way   to   go   before   it   is   effectively  
coordinating  its  activities  with  the  EC,  fully  integrating  its  
poverty  focused  development  policy  work  into  its  service  
and  maximising  its  support  to  policy  coherence  for  devel-
opment.  
AidWatch   members   welcome   the   improvements   the   EC  
has  made  in  its  aid  management,  in  particular  by  develop-
ing   closer   relations   with   partner   countries   and   common  
principles   across   the   EU   27.   However,   we   deeply   regret  
that  the  EU  is  only  weakly  delivering  on  its  responsibility  to  
promote  policy  coherence  for  development,  a  legal  obliga-
tion  under  the  Lisbon  Treaty.  Here,  the  reform  processes  
ˡ˘Ư˛˦˥Ư˦ˤ˓˖˗ʟƯ˓˙ˤ˛˕˧˞˦˧ˤ˗ʟƯ͑˥˚˗ˤ˛˗˥Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˗ˠ˗ˤ˙˫Ưˢˡ˞˛˕˛˗˥Ưˠ˗˗˖Ư
to  be  urgently  addressed.  Without  developing  more  equi-
table  and  just  relationships  between  developing  partners  
and   the   EU   in   these   thematic   areas,   the   successes   of  
development  policy  are  being  seriously  undermined.  One  

way  that  PCD  could  be  better  addressed  is  to  ensure  that  
impact  assessments  are  –  as  a  rule  –undertaken  before  any  
external  policy  is  approved.  

      Budget  Support
In  addition  to  the  launch  of  the  Agenda  for  Change  (see  
section   2.   “Policy   changes   at   EU   level”   in   the   overview  
chapter),   the   EC   released   on   13   October   2011   its   Com-
munication  on  “the  future  approach  to  EU  budget  support  
to  third  countries”.  CONCORD  is  encouraged  to  see  that  
the  Communication  puts  a  strong  emphasis  on  contractual  
partnership   and   mutual   commitment   to   fundamental   val-
ues  of  human  rights,  democracy  and  rule  of  law,  as  essen-
tial  components  for  the  establishment  of  any  partnership  
between  the  EU  and  third  countries.  
To   take   forward   the   objective   of   improving   the   EC’s  
preferred   aid   modality,   the   communication   distinguishes  
between  three  types  of  budget  support  for  the  future:  
-   Good   governance   contracts   (formerly   general   budget  
support)   with   the   objective   to   strengthen   core   govern-
˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˥˫˥˦˗˟˥ʟƯ ˥˧˕˚Ư ˓˥Ư ˢ˧˔˞˛˕Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư ˟˓ˠ˓˙˗˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư
ˢ˧˔˞˛˕Ư˓˖˟˛ˠ˛˥˦ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠʮƯ
-   Sector   reform   contracts   (formerly   sector   budget   sup-
port)   aiming   at   promoting   service   delivery   or   reforms   in  
˓ƯƯ˥ˢ˗˕˛͑˕Ư˥˗˕˦ˡˤʮ
-  State  building  contracts,  budget  support  for  fragile  con-
texts  to  ensure  vital  state  functions,  support  the  transition  
towards  development  and  to  deliver  basic  services  to  the  
populations.  
In   addition   to   the   three   existing   eligibility   criteria   (stable  
macro-economic   framework,   national/sector   policies   and  
ˤ˗˘ˡˤ˟˥Ư˓ˠ˖Ưˢ˧˔˞˛˕Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư˟˓ˠ˓˙˗˟˗ˠ˦ʜƯʵˁˀʵˁ˄ʶƯ˩˗˞-
comes  the  creation  of    a  fourth  criterion  on  transparency  
and  oversight  of  the  budget,  to  grant  budget  support  to  
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countries  disclosing  their  budgetary  information  (or  mak-
ing  rapid  progress  to  do  so).
rƯ However,   despite   some   welcome   wording   on   the  
importance   of   more   participatory   approaches   and  
strengthening   support   to   oversight   bodies   and   CSOs,  
the  Communication  does  not  emphasise  the  importance  
of   concrete   actions   to   promote   inclusive   processes  
around   budget   support   through   involving   actors   such  
as   Parliamentarians,   local   governments,   CSOs,   audit  
institutions  and  media.  It  is  important  that  the  EC  takes  
˥˧˕˚Ư˓˕˦˛ˡˠƯ˔˫Ư˗˓ˤ˟˓ˤ˝˛ˠ˙Ư˓Ư͑˪˗˖Ưˢ˗ˤ˕˗ˠ˦˓˙˗Ưˡ˘Ư˔˧˖˙˗˦Ư
˥˧ˢˢˡˤ˦Ư ˗ˠ˨˗˞ˡˢ˗˥Ư ˦ˡƯ ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư ˕˓ˢ˓˕˛˦˫ʠ˔˧˛˞˖˛ˠ˙Ư ˡ˘Ư ˓˞˞Ư
˥˦˓˝˗˚ˡ˞˖˗ˤ˥ʡƯ ʻ˦Ư ˛˥Ư ˡˠ˞˫Ư ˩˛˦˚Ư ˦˚˛˥Ư ˝˛ˠ˖Ư ˡ˘Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư ˕ˡ˟-
mitment  to  ensuring  proper  oversight  that  we  will  see  
the   necessary   improvements   in   the   record   of   budget  
support  as  an  aid  modality.  
Following  the  Council  conclusions  in  May  2012  endorsing  
this   Communication,   CONCORD   expects   EU   Member  
States  and  the  Commission  to  increase  the  use  of  this  aid  
modality   when   deciding   the   EU`s   development   priorities  
for  the  next  EU  budget  (2014-2020).

      Aid  for  Trade  
In   2005,   the   EU   and   its   MSs   made   a   commitment   to   in-
crease  their  Trade  Related  Assistance  (TRA)  to  €  2  billion  
annually   by   2013   and   a   joint   ‘EU   Aid   for   Trade   strategy’  
was  adopted  in  October  2007.    
Aid  for  Trade  (AfT)  -  which  has  a  broader  focus  than  TRA  
ʠƯˤ˗ˢˤ˗˥˗ˠ˦˥Ư˓˔ˡ˧˦Ư˓Ư͑˘˦˚Ưˡ˘Ư˦ˡ˦˓˞ƯʷˇƯˁʶ͋Ư˥˛ˠ˕˗ƯʥʣʣʨƯ˓ˠ˖Ư
reached  22%  in  2009  (€7.15  billion  from  EU  MSs  and  €  3.35  
billion  from  the  European  Commission).
Despite  the  apparent  trade-related  needs  of  LDCs,  the  EU  
and  its  MSs  allocate  only  about  22%  of  their  total  AfT  to  
LDCs,  while  7  of  the  top  10  recipients  of  EU  AfT  are  Middle  
Income  Countries,  including  China  and  India.  This  seems  to  
˔˗Ư˛ˠƯ˕ˡˠ˦ˤ˓˖˛˕˦˛ˡˠƯ˩˛˦˚Ư˦˚˗Ưʷʵ̛˥Ưˢˤˡˢˡ˥˓˞Ư˓˖ˡˢ˦˗˖Ư˛ˠƯʥʣʤʤƯ

for  the  new  General  System  of  Preferences  (GSP).    One  of  
the  key  elements  of  the  proposal  that  will  enter  into  force  
in  2014  is  to  apply  a  drastic  cut  in  the  number  of  countries  
eligible  for  the  GSP,  which  will  in  turn  lead  to  an  increase  
in  EU  tariffs  on  all  imports  from  UMICs  that  do  not  have  a  
free   trade   agreement   with   the   EU   and   on   some   imports  
from  certain  LMICs  and  LICs.  
We   fear   that   the   graduation   formula   applied   will   mainly  
˔˗ˠ˗͑˦Ư ˤ˛˕˚˗ˤƯ ˥˦˓˦˗˥Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư ˢˡˢ˧˞˓˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư ˦˚˓˦Ư ˓˞ˤ˗˓˖˫Ư ˚˓˨˗Ư
the  capacity  to  make  the  best  use  of  AfT  while  having  an  
adverse   effect   on   poor   and   small   producers   in   UMICs.  
CONCORD  is  concerned  that  AfT  will  have  little  impact  on  
͑˙˚˦˛ˠ˙Ưˢˡ˨˗ˤ˦˫Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˛ˠ˗ˣ˧˓˞˛˦˫Ư˛ˠƯ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˛ˠ˙Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥Ư˓˥Ư
long  as  incoherence  between  EU  trade  and  development  
objectives  are  not  seriously  addressed.

      EU  working  with  CSOs  
The  year  2011  saw  the  culmination  of  a  15  month  process  
of   dialogue   and   consensus   building   between   the   EU  
institutions,   CSOs   and   local   authorities   through   the   the  
Structured  Dialogue  (SD)  on  the  involvement  of  CSOs  and  
local  authorities  in  EC  development  cooperation.  
Through   the   SD   process,   important   principles   have   been  
ˤ˗˓˘͑ˤ˟˗˖Ư ˔˫Ư ˓˞˞Ư ˥˦˓˝˗˚ˡ˞˖˗ˤ˥ʮƯ ˛ˠƯ ˢ˓ˤ˦˛˕˧˞˓ˤƯ ˦˚˗Ư ˤ˛˙˚˦˥Ư
based   approach,   democratic   ownership   and   the   right   of  
initiative   of   civil   society   and   the   Open   Forum   Istanbul  
principles.  The  Final  Statement  of  the  Structured  Dialogue    
˕ˡˠ˥˦˛˦˧˦˗˥Ư˓Ư͑ˤ˟Ư˟˧˞˦˛ʠ˥˦˓˝˗˚ˡ˞˖˗ˤƯ˕ˡ˟˟˛˦˟˗ˠ˦Ư˦ˡƯ˕ˡˡˢ-
erate   for   an   effective   partnership   in   development,   in   full  
respect  of  each  actor’s  prerogatives,  roles  and  mandates.  
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      Some  concrete  outcomes    
of  the  SD  process  are:
The   EC   will   produce   a   new   Civil   Society   Communication  
ˤ˗͒˗˕˦˛ˠ˙Ư ˦˚˗Ư ˕ˡˠ˥˗ˠ˥˧˥Ư ˤ˗˓˕˚˗˖Ư ˖˧ˤ˛ˠ˙Ư ˦˚˗Ư ˅ʶʡƯ ʵ˞˗˓ˤƯ
support   and   commitment   by   EU   institutions   in   favour   of  
an  enabling  environment  for  civil  society’s  multiple  roles  in  
line  with  a  rights-based  approach  to  development.
Establishment   of   a   multi-stakeholder   institutionalized  
dialogue  in  Brussels  and  most  importantly  at  country  and  
regional  level,  involving  local  civil  society  actors.
The  EC  intends  to  use  a  broader  range  of  delivery  mecha-
nisms  for  supporting  civil  society  and  is  committed  to  in-
creasing  the  share  of  its  geographic  programmes  allocated  
to  and  delivered  through  civil  society.

      Aid  Quantity  -  Disbursements  
by   the   European   institutions    
in  2011
In  2011,  the  European  institutions  disbursed  €  9.081  billion  
which  represents  a  decrease  of  €  491  million  compared  to  
2010  aid  levels.  The  budget  of  the  European  institutions  is  
counted  towards  ODA  through  the  bilateral  contributions  
of  its  member  states..  The  amount  of  €  9.081  billion  covers  
both  disbursements  through  the  EU  budget  and  the  EDF  
ʛ˦˚˗Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư ˛ˠ˥˦ˤ˧˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˖˗˖˛˕˓˦˗˖Ư ˦ˡƯ ˦˚˗Ư ͋˘ˤ˛˕˓ˠʟƯ ʵ˓ˤ˛˔-
˔˗˓ˠƯ˓ˠ˖Ư˂˓˕˛͑˕Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥ʜʡƯ
In  2011,  out  of  the  €  53  billion  of  total  ODA  from  EU  Mem-
ber  States  54%  was  delivered  through  their  own  bilateral  
channels  and  46%  was  delivered  through  multilateral  chan-
nels,  of  which  19.7%  (€10.4  billion)  was  received  by  the  EU  
institutions.  
The  27  EU  Member  States  had  agreed  to  contribute  about  
˱Ư ʤʡʬʤƯ ˔˛˞˞˛ˡˠƯ ˦ˡƯ ˦˚˗Ư ʷʶʸƯ ˛ˠƯ ʥʣʤʤʡƯ ˆ˚˛˥Ư ˛ˠ˕˞˧˖˗˖Ư ˦˚˗Ư ͑ˤ˥˦Ư

contribution   by   the   EU12   to   the   European   Development  
Fund,  amounting  to  a  total  of  €  45  million.  While  it  is  not  
yet   clear   what   the   actual   level   of   disbursements   was   for  
2011,   we   assume   that   a   similar   level   of   payments   was  
executed  as  in  2009  and  2010:  about  €  3.23  billion.  

      Are  the  EU  institutions    
providing  genuine  aid?
ˆ˚˗Ư ˥˚˓ˤ˗Ư ˡ˘Ư ˛ˠ͒˓˦˗˖Ư ˓˛˖Ư ˡ˘Ư ˦˚˗Ư ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯ ˛ˠ˥˦˛˦˧˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư ˛˥Ư
minimal.   Elements   which   Member   States   include   in   their  
reports,   such   as   refugee   costs   or   imputed   student   costs  
˓ˤ˗Ưˠˡ˦Ưˤ˗˞˗˨˓ˠ˦ʡƯˆ˚˗Ư͑˙˧ˤ˗˥Ưˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦˗˖Ư˔˫Ư˦˚˗ƯˁʷʵʶƯ˘ˡˤƯ˦˚˗Ư
ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯ ˛ˠ˥˦˛˦˧˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư ˖ˡƯ ˠˡ˦Ư ˕ˡˠ˦˓˛ˠƯ ˓ˠ˫Ư ˞ˡ˓ˠƯ ˢ˓˫˟˗ˠ˦˥ʮƯ
therefore   repayments   for   interest   on   loans   do   not   apply.  
Only  the  €12.14  million  it  provided  in  debt  relief  is  relevant  
in  2011.
The  majority  of  European  institution  funding  is  formally  un-
tied  and  efforts  have  been  taken  to  use  country  systems.  
However,  aid  delivered  through  the  EU  budget  and,  in  par-
ticular  under  the  EDF,  is  partially  tied.  Procurement  under  
the   EDF   is   open   to   all   DAC   members   and   to   the   group  
of  ACP  countries,  but  not  to  other  developing  countries.  
The   Development   Cooperation   Instrument   provides   ac-
cess  to  more  countries:  it  is  open  to  all  Member  States,  all  
candidate  countries,  members  of  the  EEA,  DAC  members  
˘ˡˤƯ˕ˡʠˡˢ˗ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠƯ˛ˠƯʾʶʵ˥Ư˓ˠ˖ƯʧʪƯ˔˗ˠ˗͑˕˛˓ˤ˫Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥ƯʛʤʧʨƯ
˔˗ˠ˗͑˕˛˓ˤ˫Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥Ư˘ˡˤƯ˦˚˗˟˓˦˛˕Ưˢˤˡ˙ˤ˓˟˟˗˥ʜʡƯˆ˚˗ƯʷˇƯ˛˥Ư
advancing  efforts  to  open  up  its  external  funds  to  further  
countries,  based  on  the  principle  of  reciprocity
We  regret  however  that  in  practice  a  high  share  of  EU  aid  is  
still  informally  tied.  The  vast  majority  of  contracts  are  won  
˔˫Ư˖ˡˠˡˤƯ˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥̛Ư˕ˡ˟ˢ˓ˠ˛˗˥ʡƯ͋ʵ˂Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˫Ưˢˤˡ˨˛˖˗ˤ˥Ư˥˦˛˞˞Ư
͑ˠ˖Ư˛˦Ư˖˛˘͑˕˧˞˦Ư˦ˡƯ˕ˡ˟ˢ˗˦˗Ư˩˛˦˚ƯʷˇƯˢˤˡ˨˛˖˗ˤ˥Ư˛ˠƯ˦˚˛˥Ư˥˗˦Ư˧ˢʟƯ
which  means  there  is  a  real  endemic  power  imbalance  in  
competition  for  aid  contracts.  If  we  look  at  some  of  the  main  

AidWatch Report 2012  37

recipient  countries  of  EC  aid  contracts  in  2010  we  can  see  
that  a  minor  share  were  won  by  companies  from  countries  
such  as  Afghanistan  (6  contracts),  Democratic  Republic  of  
Congo  (28  contracts),  Haiti  (13  contracts),  Mozambique  (3  
contracts).  In  comparison,  the  number  of  contracts  won  by  
European  countries  was  substantially  higher:    Belgium  (864  
contracts),  UK  (415  contracts),  France  (331  contracts)  and  
Germany  (186  contracts).

      Climate  Finance
The   EC   committed   to   provide   €   150   million   in   Fast   Start  
Climate   Finance   over   the   period   2010-2012.   19   regional  
and  national  programmes  (in  Benin,  Bhutan,  Ethiopia,  Lao  
˂ʶ˄ʟƯ ˀ˗ˢ˓˞ʟƯ ˅˓˟ˡ˓Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư ˦˚˗Ư ʹ˓˟˔˛˓ʜƯ ˚˓˨˗Ư ˔˗ˠ˗͑˦˦˗˖Ư ˥ˡƯ
far  from  such  funding  from  the  EC.  This  funding  has  been  
grant  payments,  50%  of  which  have  been  focused  on  build-
ing  climate  resilience  in  LDCs  and  small  island  developing  
states,  in  many  cases  through  the  Global  Climate  Change  
Alliance   (GCCA).   It   is   positive   to   note   that   the   share   of  
the  EC`s  climate  funding  that  goes  to  adaptation  is  higher  
than  the  average  across  all  donors  (32%)  and  that  all  of  this  
funding  is  provided  in  the  form  of  grants.  
Some  doubt  remains  however  as  to  whether  international  
organisations,  such  as  the  World  Bank  and  UNDP  who  are  
˓˞˥ˡƯ˔˗ˠ˗͑˦˛ˠ˙Ư˘ˤˡ˟Ư˦˚˛˥Ư˘˧ˠ˖˥ʟƯ˓ˤ˗Ư˕˓ˢ˓˔˞˗Ưˡ˘Ưˤ˗˥ˢˡˠ˖˛ˠ˙Ư
swiftly  to  the  immediate  needs  of  vulnerable  populations.  
Moreover,   we   wonder   whether   the   resources   provided  
˓ˤ˗Ư˓˖˖˛˦˛ˡˠ˓˞Ư˦ˡƯ˦˚˗Ưʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠ˒˥Ư˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗ʡƯ
If   existing   interventions   have   been   simply   labelled   as  
“Fast   Start   Climate   Finance”   then   this   funding   could   not  
˔˗Ư ˜˧˖˙˗˖Ư ˦ˡƯ ˔˗Ư ˓˖˖˛˦˛ˡˠ˓˞ʡƯ ʺˡ˩˗˨˗ˤʟƯ ˛˘Ư ˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư
commitments  have  led  to  additional  contributions  through  
the   EU   budget,   e.g.,   through   the   budget   of   DG   Climate  
Action,  then  this  funding  could  be  considered  additional.

      Recipient  countries  and    
sectors  of  EU  aid  
Disaggregated  data  on  countries  and  sectors  receiving  EU  
aid  in  2011  was  not  yet  available  at  the  time  of  writing  this  
report.  This  section  therefore  explores  trends  in  the  alloca-
tions  of  EU  aid  for  2010.  In  2010,  LDCs,  LMICs  and  Other  
Low  Income  Countries  (68%)  were  the  main  recipients  of  
aid  of  the  EU  institutions.  Sub-  Saharan  Africa  was  the  main  
targeted  region,  receiving  33%  of  disbursements.  The  top  
3  recipient  countries  were  however  the  Occupied  Palestin-
ian   Territory   (€   333   million),   the   Democratic   Republic   of  
Congo   (€   275   million)   and   Turkey   (€   223   million).   We   are  
encouraged  to  see  that  amongst  the  top  6  recipients  there  
were   4   LDCs   (Afghanistan,   DRC,   Haiti   and   Sudan).   How-
ever,   Turkey   which   is   an   Upper   Middle   Income   Country  
˦˓˝˗˥Ư˓Ư˞˓ˤ˙˗Ư˥˚˓ˤ˗Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ưʷˇ˒˥Ư˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗ʡƯ
In  terms  of  the  sectoral  focus  of  EC  aid,  we  note  that  there  
was   a   slight   increase   in   2010   in   ODA   disbursements   for  
health,  education  and  population  and  productive  health  to  
12.1%.  Nevertheless,  it  is  still  far  less  than  the  20%  bench-
mark  which  the  Commission  committed  to  achieve  during  
˦˚˗Ư ˕˧ˤˤ˗ˠ˦Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư ˢ˗ˤ˥ˢ˗˕˦˛˨˗ʡƯ ˄˗˙ˤ˗˦˦˓˔˞˫ʟƯ ˦˚˗Ư ʷʵƯ ˛˥Ư
ˢˤˡˢˡ˥˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˓˦Ư˛ˠƯ˦˚˗Ưˠ˗˪˦Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ưˢ˗ˤ˥ˢ˗˕˦˛˨˗˥Ưʛ˕ˡ˨˗ˤ˛ˠ˙Ư
the  period  2013-2020)  it  will  count  contributions  to  social  
protection   towards   efforts   to   achieve   this   20%   target.  
Concord  believes  that  the  EU  institutions  need  to  stick  to  
their  existing  commitments  and  reach  this  target  through  
increases  in  funding  for  health  and  basic  education.  
During   2010   sectors   such   as   agriculture,   forestry   and  
͑˥˚˛ˠ˙Ư ˤ˗˕˗˛˨˗˖Ư ˓Ư ˟˗ˤ˗Ư ʧʡʪʘƯ ˡˤƯ ˱Ư ʧʧʩʡʩƯ ˟˛˞˞˛ˡˠƯ ˡ˘Ư ˦˚˗Ư
EC’s   the   allocated   resources.   We   look   forward   to   seeing  
stronger  support  to  these  areas  in  the  future,  particularly  
to  smallholder  farmers,  as  set  out  in  the  EU  Food  Security  
Framework.
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      Concord  recommends:
1)  The  EC  must  urgently  implement  its  development  effec-
tiveness  commitments  and  be  more  transparent.  It  should  
allocate   more   resources   through   budget   support   and   to  
the   joint   monitoring   and   evaluation   of   policies   and   pro-
grammes,  involving  partner  countries  and  other  donors,  to  
improve  sharing  and  learning  processes.
2)  The  EU  should  take  action  to  further  improve  the  acces-
sibility   of   its   external   funds   to   partner   country   providers  
of   goods   and   services,   as   well   as   grants   applicants   from  
partner  countries.
3)  The   EEAS   and   DEVCO   should   complete   and   make  
public   the   Memorandum   of   Understanding   on   how   they  
will  divide  tasks  and  responsibilities  for  development.  The  
MoU  should  cover  both  the  approach  to  the  programming  
of   funds,   as   well   as   PCD,   cooperation   in-country,   joint  
programming  and  in-country  consultation  processes.    

4)  The   positive   outcome   of   the   Structured   Dialogue  
needs  to  be  translated  into  tangible  improvements  in  the  
enabling   environment   for   civil   society,   including   through  
ˤ˗˥ˢˡˠ˥˛˨˗Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư ͒˗˪˛˔˞˗Ư ˘˧ˠ˖˛ˠ˙Ư ˟˗˕˚˓ˠ˛˥˟˥Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư ˛ˠƯ ˦˚˗Ư
way   non-state   actors   are   involved   in      political   and   policy  
dialogue   and   resource   management   at   country   level   and  
with  the  EU  institutions,  including  the  EEAS.  
5)  The   European   Commission   should   honour   its   commit-
ment  to  dedicate  20%  of  its  external  funds  to  health  and  
basic   education.   This   20%   benchmark   should   be   applied  
across   geographic,   intra-ACP   and   thematic   programmes,  
in  line  with  its  international  commitments.  
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AUSTRIA
Country page prepared by Global Responsibility – Austrian
Platform for Development and Humanitarian Aid, Austrian
Research Foundation for International Development –
ÖFSE and KOO-Koordinierungsstelle der Österreichischen
Bischofskonferenz für internationale Entwicklung und
0LVVLRQ &RRUGLQDWLRQ RIÀFH RI WKH $XVWULDQ (SLVFRSDO
Conference for International Development and Mission.

2011
CHANGES

0,21%

Genuine aid/GNI

0,27%
ODA/ GNI

Due to less debt reduction and the reduction of the core budget of the Austrian Development Agency, in 2011 Austrian ODA
GURSSHGWR½PLOOLRQ RI*1, 7KHJRYHUQPHQWKDVWULHGWRMXVWLI\WKHGHFOLQHZLWKWKHÀQDQFLDOFULVLVDQGFRQVHFXWLYH
budgetary constraints. A proportion of bilateral ODA declined, multilateral contributions – especially to the International
)LQDQFLDO,QVWLWXWLRQVLQFUHDVHGGXHWRPXOWLODWHUDOREOLJDWLRQV2YHUDOOWKHUHDUHQRVLJQLÀFDQWFKDQJHVFRPSDUHGWR
,QÁDWLRQRIDLGDXWRPDWLFDOO\KDSSHQVWREHORZHUGXHWROHVVGHEWUHOLHI
*RYHUQPHQWH[SUHVVHGUHJUHWVDERXWWKHEXGJHWDU\FXWVDQGHPSKDVL]HGWKHLQWHQWLRQWRIXOÀOWKH$XVWULDQFRPPLWPHQWVDW
a later stage. Austria emphasizes the importance of the new Busan partnership agreement and is in favour of the promotion
of private sector partnerships.

The preliminary total ODA of Austria is far less (€ 796 million) than the forecast for 2011 (€ 842 million), published by the
Ministry for Foreign and European Affairs (MFA). The reductions amount to -€ 116 million ( -14,3%) compared to 2010.

SYSTEM

Political responsibility for Development Policy rests with the MFA. Since 2011, a Secretary of State is in charge of Development
Policy and Development Cooperation. The implementation of Austrian development cooperation is managed by the Austrian
Development Agency (ADA) –which is a governmental Agency. However, ADA’s budget covers only approximately 10% of
total ODA. Some seven other ministries report activities and contributions that are regularly included in the Austrian ODA.
The most important ministry is the Ministry of Finance, which was responsible for approx. 65% of the total ODA in 2010. In
terms of implementing developmental principles and internationally agreed objectives only the ADA budget is of interest.
7KLVLVUHÁHFWHGE\WKHYHU\ORZDPRXQWRIFRXQWU\SURJUDPPDEOHDLG &3$ IURP$XVWULD$FRKHUHQWDQGELQGLQJVWUDWHJ\
for development cooperation that includes all governmental actors is missing.

'XHWRWKHORZSURSRUWLRQRIFRXQWU\SURJUDPPDEOHDLGWKHVHVWDWLVWLFVXVXDOO\GRQRWUHÁHFWWKHVWUDWHJLFIRFXVRI
Austrian development cooperation.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND






COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

Strengthening development cooperation and development policy as a political issue in Austria.
6HFXULQJSXEOLFUHVRXUFHVIRUGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQDWWLPHVRIÀVFDOFRQVROLGDWLRQZLWKIXUWKHUSHQGLQJ
budget cuts.
Countering tendencies to instrumentalize aid for other interests such as for business or migration.
Including development policy and development cooperation in the next government agenda (elections to be
held in 2013).

RECOMMENDATIONS






AID
QUANTITY

Develop a coherent government strategy and implement it.
Make sure that geographical allocation of ODA is guided only by the objectives of the Austrian development policy.
Provide legal provisions which guarantee a core budget for development cooperation.
6LJQLÀFDQWO\LQFUHDVHWKHDPRXQWRIFRXQWU\SURJUDPPDEOHDLG
0DNHVXUHWKDWFOLPDWHÀQDQFLQJLVEDVHGRQELQGLQJLQWHUQDWLRQDODJUHHPHQWVDGGLWLRQDOWR2'$FRPPLWPHQWV
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0.47%

Genuine aid/GNI

0.53%
ODA/ GNI

BELGIUM
Country page prepared by CNCD and 11.11.11.

2011
CHANGES

Belgium has been facing a major political crisis since June 2010, which impacted on the quality of Belgian cooperation in 2011. At
the High Level Forum on aid effectiveness (HLF4) in Busan, Belgium was only represented at the level of the head of cooperation.
This prevented Belgium from proactively promoting EU commitments on issues such as the differentiated approach towards Fragile
States and Division of Labour, which it had actively promoted in previous years.
In 2011, one of the main challenges for Belgian cooperation was building an institutional framework that promoted greater policy coherence for development,
DQLVVXHWKHQHZ%HOJLDQJRYHUQPHQWLGHQWLÀHGDVDSULRULW\FKDOOHQJH7KH*RYHUQPHQWKDVSURPLVHGWRRUJDQL]HDQLQWHUPLQLVWHULDOFRQIHUHQFHRQSROLF\
coherence for development, a statement that was repeated in the political program of the Minister for development cooperation.

AID
QUANTITY

Belgian ODA decreased from € 2.268 billion in 2010 to € 2.011 billion in 2011, equivalent to a fall in its. ODA as a share of
GNI from 0.64% to 0.53%. This fall was mainly due to lower levels of debt cancellation in 2011. As a result Belgium’s genuine
aid level increased slightly to € 1.79 billion, up from € 1.74 billion in 2010. The political crisis was also a determining factor
IRUWKHGHFUHDVHLQDLGDVLWOHGWREXGJHWDU\FRQVWUDLQWVIRUWKH%HOJLDQ'HYHORSPHQW$GPLQLVWUDWLRQ'*'$OWKRXJK%HOJLXPKDVIDLOHGWRGHOLYHURQ
its commitment to provide 0.7% of GNI from 2010 onwards, it declared that it remains committed to this target “in the long run”. However, the recent
reductions in aid suggest that there is little hope that it will be able to keep this commitment.

SYSTEM

The Belgian development cooperation policy is led by a dedicated Minister. However, it forms part of the “Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
Foreign Trade and Development cooperation”, which shows the intricate connections between these different policy areas and interests. More than 60%
RI2'$LVGHOLYHUHGWKURXJKDVSHFLÀFGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQEXGJHWZLWKRWKHUPLQLVWULHVFRQWULEXWLQJLQFOXGLQJWKH0LQLVWULHVIRU)LQDQFH)RUHLJQ
$IIDLUV,QWHUQDO$IIDLUVDQGWKH5HJLRQV7KLVIUDJPHQWDWLRQRI2'$PDQDJHPHQWWXUQVSURPRWLQJSROLF\FRKHUHQFHIRUGHYHORSPHQWGLIÀFXOW

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

Currently, Belgium has signed a multi-annual ‘indicative cooperation agreements’ with 18 partner countries. Belgian bilateral
cooperation focuses on a range of sectors (food security and agricultural development, governance and decentralisation, health
FDUHDQG$,'6+,9VRFLDOHFRQRP\HGXFDWLRQDQGZDWHUDQGVDQLWDWLRQ DQGDWWHPSWVWR¶PDLQVWUHDP·LVVXHVVXFKDVJHQGHU
equality and climate change. By law, sustainable human development and poverty eradication are the guiding principles of those agreements. Belgium
cooperates with additional countries via NGO programmes, multilateral cooperation and humanitarian aid.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

The development cooperation budget will be frozen in 2012 and 2013, as part of the efforts being made to limit public
GHÀFLWV$VDUHVXOWWKLVEXGJHWZLOOEHDPD[LPXPRI½PLOOLRQLQDQGWKHZLOOQRWEHUHDFKHGLQWKHWZRFRPLQJ
\HDUV7KH%HOJLDQFRRSHUDWLRQLVXQGHUJRLQJDVLJQLÀFDQWUHVWUXFWXULQJDQGDQHZODZRQLQWHUQDWLRQDOFRRSHUDWLRQLV
expected to be adopted. It is important that these changes are discussed with all relevant stakeholders. Through these
processes the fundamental objectives of Belgian cooperation need to be updated (looking beyond the MDGs), and promote
FRQVLVWHQF\DFURVVDOOLQWHUYHQWLRQDUHDVRI%HOJLDQRIÀFLDOFRRSHUDWLRQ WHFKQLFDOFRRSHUDWLRQ&5%%7&KXPDQLWDULDQDLGDLGWRSULYDWHVHFWRU 7RVXSSRUW
this process the Minister has ordered an evaluation of the Belgian Investment Company for Developing Countries (BIO), following severe criticism from
different sides, and notably an evaluation by the Flemish coalition of NGO’s 11.11.11.
The overarching challenge for Belgian cooperation in the coming years will be the establishment of an effective institutional mechanism for promoting PCD.

RECOMMENDATIONS





0DLQWDLQSROLWLFDODQGÀQDQFLDOFRPPLWPHQWVWRDLGIRUGHYHORSPHQW7KHÀQDQFLDOFULVLVLQ(XURSHLVSXWWLQJJUHDWSUHVVXUHRQDUHDVVXFKDV
international cooperation. It is the responsibility of the Belgian government, and particularly the cooperation Minister to ensure that existing
DLGFRPPLWPHQWVDUHUHFRQÀUPHGDQGGHOLYHUHG
(QVXUHWKDWWKHIXWXUH%HOJLDQFRRSHUDWLRQDUFKLWHFWXUHWREHGHÀQHGLQWKHQHZ/DZRQ,QWHUQDWLRQDOFRRSHUDWLRQEHFRPHVPRUHFRKHUHQW
DQGFRQVLVWHQWDFURVVLWVGLIIHUHQWGHOLYHU\FKDQQHOVRIÀFLDOWHFKQLFDOFRRSHUDWLRQKXPDQLWDULDQDLGDQGVXSSRUWWRWKHSULYDWHVHFWRU
Seize the opportunity of the governmental consensus on the need for an inter-ministerial conference on PCD;; adopt a permanent mechanism
to ensure PCD in Belgian policies.
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BULGARIA
Country page prepared by Bulgarian Platform for International
Development (BPID).

2011
CHANGES

0,08%

Genuine aid/GNI

0,09%
ODA/ GNI

In the second half of 2011, the government adopted a legal framework for Bulgarian international development cooperation,
which was one of the key recommendations of the Bulgarian Platform for International Development (BPID). This act outlines
the goals, structure and main procedures for active participation in development. As such the document traces further
opportunities for collaboration with CSOs.

In 2011 Bulgarian ODA slightly increased from € 31 million in 2010 to € 35 million in 2011. However, this increase did
not make any change in the relative level of ODA against GNI, which remains at 0.09%.

SYSTEM

AID
QUANTITY

The key ministry for the setting and implementation of development policies is the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA). The MFA
chairs the Council for international development which is an inter-ministerial body. This Council approves the priorities and
mid-term programs in development cooperation as well as evaluation of the undertaken actions. The MFA is supported in its
activities by the working group “Development policies” and the members are part of the Council for International Development
as well as other relevant structures.
7KHPLGWHUPSURJUDPVIRU%XOJDULDQGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQDUHNH\GRFXPHQWV7KH\GHÀQHWKHRYHUDOOREMHFWLYHVRIWKH
policy, concrete areas and sectors for interventions, geographical distribution and quantity of the aid. In the elaboration of
the mid-term programs partnership with CSOs is foreseen.

The Bulgarian ODA is implemented on an ad-hoc basis. However there is list of priority countries that includes Armenia,
Georgia, Serbia, Kosovo, Moldova and Macedonia. There are indications that in 2012 the list will be changed.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

7KHPDLQFKDOOHQJHIRU%XOJDULDQ2'$LVWKHÀQDQFLDOUHVWULFWLRQVGXHWRHFRQRPLFFULVLVZKLFKUHVXOWVLQKLJKSURSRUWLRQ
RIWLHGDLG$PRQJRWKHUFKDOOHQJHVLVWKHLQVXIÀFLHQWLQYROYHPHQWRI&62VLQGHFLVLRQPDNLQJSURFHVVDQGWKHODFN
RIVXIÀFLHQWSXEOLFVXSSRUWIRUGHYHORSPHQW

RECOMMENDATIONS





Clearly identify thematic areas and geographical locations for Bulgarian ODA based on the needs of the recipient countries.
Elaboration of mid-term program with the engagement of the CSOs.
)DVWHUGHYHORSPHQWRIUHOHYDQWXQLWVVWDIIZLWKLQ0)$ZLWKFOHDUUHVSRQVLELOLWLHV
Increasing transparency of ODA.
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0,1%

Genuine aid/GNI

2011
CHANGES

0,16%
ODA/ GNI

CYPRUS
Country page prepared by INDEX Research and Dialogue on
behalf of the Development Platform.

Cyprus’s performance in 2011is primarily characterized by the substantial decrease in ODA contribution from 0.23% to 0.16%
GNI. In absolute terms this change amounted to € 6.5 million which represents a 19% decrease in Cyprus’ ODA. There has been
QRFKDQJHLQWKHSRYHUW\IRFXV5DWKHUWKHODUJHGHFUHDVHKDVRFFXUUHGLQLQÁDWHGDLGÀJXUHV5HODWLRQVKLSVZLWK1*2VKDYH
not improved remaining few and far between. Establishing communication channels with NGOs in recipient countries has not
progressed either. Furthermore, Cyprus’ approach to the distribution of its bilateral ODA remains that of ‘delegated responsibility’,
WKHUHIRUHWKLVLVPRVWO\PHGLDWHGWKURXJKWKHERGLHV1*2VWKDWDUHLPSOHPHQWLQJSURMHFWVVXSSRUWHGE\RWKHUPHPEHUVWDWHV

7KHVLJQLÀFDQWGHFUHDVHRI&\SUXV·2'$ZDVSDUWO\SUHGLFWDEOHDVDVXEVWDQWLDOSHUFHQWDJHRI2'$FRQVLVWHGRIH[SHQGLWXUHRQ
DV\OXPVHHNHUV7KLVZDVFORVHWRRIWRWDO2'$ZKLFKJDYH&\SUXVWKHKLJKHVWOHYHORILQÁDWHGDLGDPRQJVWWKHPHPEHU
VWDWHV,QWKHSDVWPRQWKVWKHEHQHÀWVDSSURDFKRIWKHVWDWHFDPHXQGHUVFUXWLQ\DQGWKHUHVSRQVHRIWKHJRYHUQPHQWZDV
WRUDWLRQDOL]HWKHEHQHÀWVDQGWRVSHHGXSWKHH[DPLQDWLRQRIDV\OXPVHHNHU·VDSSOLFDWLRQV&RQVHTXHQWO\WKHDPRXQWVSHQWRQ
DV\OXPVHHNHUVZDVUHGXFHGUHSUHVHQWLQJDQGHFUHDVHRUDGHFUHDVHLQLQÁDWHGDLG

SYSTEM

The highest decision making body is the Coordination Body headed by the Minister of Foreign Affairs (MFA). In addition to the Minister
of Finance and the Permanent Secretary of the Planning Bureau. The Planning Bureau has policy preparation, administrative and
implementation functions for the decisions.
A Consultative Body tasked with discussing and submitting suggestions to the Coordination Body is said to consist of the Permanent
Secretary of the MFA and Representatives of the Ministries of Finance, Commerce, Industry and Tourism, Agriculture Natural Resources
and Environment, Labour and Social Insurance, Education and Culture, the Planning Bureau and Non-Governmental Organisations
(NGOs). The Platform of NGDOs has never been called to participate in these meetings.

ODA is distributed to projects already initiated through the ODA of other member states. The projects are selected by the
Coordinating Body according to location and sectoral priorities.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND





AID
QUANTITY

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

The main challenge is to challenge more ODA to overseas poverty eradication. Cyprus needs to generate funds to increase
2'$\HWOHJLWLPL]LQJWKLVWRWD[SD\HUVPD\EHGLIÀFXOWVLQFHLWLVQRWDZHOONQRZQEXGJHWLWHP

Cyprus must establish a democratic dialogue with local NGOs to address the poverty focus of aid distribution.
+DYLQJVXEVWDQWLDOO\UHGXFHGWKHPDJQLWXGHRILQÁDWHGDLGLWPXVWDGGUHVVKRZLWJHWVEDFNRQFRXUVHWRPHHWLQJ
its commitments on ODA contributions.
Cyprus must promote public dialogue on development priorities in order to raise awareness on development needs.
Cyprus must ensure greater transparency on the way in which decisions in relation to its ODA are made and
must regularly publish easy to access updated information on its ODA expenditure.

RECOMMENDATIONS
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CZECH
REPUBLIC
Country page prepared by FoRS – Czech Forum for
Development Cooperation.

0,11%

Genuine aid/GNI

2011
CHANGES

0,13%
ODA/ GNI

The Czech Republic strives to keep the volume of bilateral ODA from the past years while increasing the amount of multilateral
2'$,QWKH0)$FRQÀUPHGWKHUHOHYDQFHRIWKHDLGHIIHFWLYHQHVVEDVHGRQWKH$FFUD$JHQGDIRU$FWLRQDQGPDGHWKH
ÀUVWVWHSVWRZDUGVHQGRUVLQJWKH,$7,VWDQGDUGV&RXQWU\6WUDWHJ\3DSHUVIRUSULRULW\FRXQWULHV %RVQLDDQG+HU]HJRYLQD(WKLRSLD0ROGRYDDQG
Mongolia) were prepared and endorsed (the preparation of the CSP for Afghanistan was postponed to 2012). Several external project evaluations
ZHUHFRPPLVVLRQHGLQFRRSHUDWLRQZLWK81'3RIÀFHLQ%UDWLVODYDDQGÀQGLQJVZHUHSUHVHQWHGWRVWDNHKROGHUV7KH0)$DOVRFRPPLVVLRQHGWZR
external evaluations on aid modalities (government scholarship programme and technical assistance). The MFA also started working on the Strategy
for government scholarships and the Strategy on multilateral aid to be endorsed within 2012. The National Strategy on Development Education
was endorsed in 2011.

$FFRUGLQJWRWKH2(&'SUHOLPLQDU\GDWDWKHWRWDODPRXQWRIWKH&]HFK2'$LQZDVDSSUR[½PLOOLRQ7KH2'$
GNI ratio was maintained around 0.13%. The share of bilateral ODA is decreasing in favour of increasing multilateral
aid (multilateral ODA amounted to 65.12% of total ODA in 2010 and 71.59% in 2011). However, this is mainly due to
the fact that in 2011, the Czech Republic began contributing to the European Development Fund.

AID
QUANTITY

SYSTEM

The Czech MFA (Department of Development Cooperation and Humanitarian Aid) is the central coordinating, managing and controlling
body responsible for ODA policy and strategy making. The Czech Development Agency is responsible for the implementation of the bilateral ODA
SURMHFWF\FOH7KHUHDUHDIHZH[FHSWLRQVIRUVSHFLÀFDLGPRGDOLWLHVLQWKHFDVHRIWKH0LQLVWU\RI(GXFDWLRQ UHVSRQVLEOHIRUVFKRODUVKLSV 0LQLVWU\RI
Health (health insurance of foreign students), Ministry of Interior (migration and security), Industry (Aid for Trade) and Ministry of Finance (economic
WHFKQLFDODVVLVWDQFH ZKLFKLVDOVRWKHNH\DFWRUWRGHWHUPLQHYROXPHVRIDLG,QWKHFHQWUDOLVDWLRQXQGHU0)$&='$LVOLNHO\WREHUHDFKHG
in some of the above modalities. The Council for Development Cooperation serves as an inter-ministerial advisory body to the Minister of foreign
affairs and ensures the coordination and policy coherence for development.

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

,QWKH&]HFK5HSXEOLFSXUVXHGJHRJUDSKLFDOIRFXVGHÀQHGE\WKH6WUDWHJ\RI'HYHORSPHQW&RRSHUDWLRQRIWKH&]HFK
5HSXEOLFDVIROORZV
5 programme countries (Afghanistan, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Ethiopia, Moldova, Mongolia)
5 project countries (Cambodia, Georgia, Kosovo, Serbia, Palestinian Administered Areas)
3KDVHRXWFRXQWULHVZKHUH&]HFK2'$LVSODQQHGWRHQGE\ <HPHQ9LHWQDP=DPELD
Other countries where the Czech Republic provides scholarships, implements small local projects, transformation cooperation, projects aimed at
refugees etc.
$OWKRXJKÀQDO2'$ÀJXUHVDUHQRW\HWDYDLODEOHLWFDQEHDVVXPHGWKDW$IJKDQLVWDQZDVDJDLQWKHSULPDU\UHFLSLHQWRIELODWHUDODVVLVWDQFHZLWK
approx. €8 million accounting for 14% of bilateral assistance in 2011.
$FFRUGLQJWRLWVGHYHORSPHQWVWUDWHJ\WKH&]HFK5HSXEOLFKDVEHHQPDLQO\IRFXVLQJRQVHFWRUVHQYLURQPHQWDJULFXOWXUHVRFLDOGHYHORSPHQW
economic development, and support to democracy and human rights.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND






To keep development high enough on the political agenda to secure predictable public funding, especially in
times of serious budgetary restrictions;;
To continue efforts of relevant ministries in the practical implementation of policy coherence for development
especially in the selected thematic area of agriculture;;
7RLQWURGXFHFRQFUHWHVWHSVUHÁHFWLQJWKHFRPPLWPHQWVLQWKH%XVDQ3DUWQHUVKLSIRU(IIHFWLYH'HYHORSPHQW
&RRSHUDWLRQDQGWKHUHDIÀUPHGFRPPLWPHQWVIURPWKH3DULV'HFODUDWLRQDQGWKH$FFUD$JHQGDIRU$FWLRQ
To keep searching for innovative funding beyond aid, such as allocations of a small part of emission trading
revenues for climate change projects in developing countries.

RECOMMENDATIONS






To continue increasing Czech ODA effectiveness and strengthening multi-stakeholder partnerships for development effectiveness as
agreed in Paris, Accra and Busan.
To continue adopting concrete tools towards meeting the ODA transparency standards and signing the IATI.
To continue commissioning project evaluations and incorporate the evaluation recommendations in the project cycle stages and in the
next programming period.
7RVXSSRUWWKHLQYROYHPHQWRIWKH&]HFKQRQVWDWHDFWRUV QRQSURÀWDVZHOODVSULYDWH LQWKH(8IXQGHGSURMHFWSURJUDPVFKHPHV
including increasing their engagement in the EDF.
7RVHFXUHVXIÀFLHQWDGPLQLVWUDWLYHFDSDFLWLHVIRUWKH&]HFK2'$LPSOHPHQWDWLRQQDPHO\WKURXJKKDYLQJUHSUHVHQWDWLYHVRIWKH&]HFK
Development Agency in program countries.

AidWatch Report 2012  44

0,8%

Genuine aid/GNI

2011
CHANGES

0,86%
ODA/ GNI

DENMARK
Country page prepared by CONCORD Denmark.

In 2011 Danish ODA fell by 2,4% to 0,86% of GNI. This was expected as ODA in 2010 rose due to front loading that is sometimes
the result of the Danish accounting guidelines, despite government promises to keep it frozen. So a realignment of ODA was
not surprising. The new Social Democrat government has promised to unfreeze and increase ODA until it reaches 1%, though
no timetable for this goal has been given. It is still extremely problematic that such a large proportion of ODA continues to be
XVHGIRUKRXVLQJDQGUHFHLYLQJUHIXJHHV$OWKRXJK'HQPDUNLVNHHSLQJLWVSURPLVHVRQIDVWVWDUWÀQDQFHLWFRQWLQXHVWRFRXQW
LWWRZDUGVLWV2'$WDUJHWVDQGVRWKHH[SHFWHGLQFUHDVHZLOOIXUWKHULQÁDWH'DQLVK2'$'HQPDUNDOVRFRQWLQXHVWRWLH'..
million in mixed credits and technical support to Danish businesses in 2011 while security priorities grow in prominence in the
Danish foreign policy and development debate.

ODA fell from € 2.168 million. to € 2.144 million in 2011. Even with this decrease Denmark kept its ODA above the 0.7% target
UHDFKLQJ*1,+RZHYHUDIWHUGLVFRXQWLQJWKHLQÁDWHGDLGFRPSRQHQWV'HQPDUNUHDFKHGRQO\RIJHQXLQHDLG

SYSTEM

Denmark has a Development Cooperation Minister who works out of the MFA, which fully administers development cooperation.
Some Danish ODA is implemented through civil and military operations, and these funds are managed by e.g. the military. The MFA
are generally credited with having a relatively high poverty eradication focus. The implementing agency is DANIDA which celebrated
in March 2012 its 50th birthday.

In 2011 the main recipients (in terms of commitments) were Tanzania, Afghanistan, Kenya , Somalia and Uganda. Mozambique
and Ghana are also major receivers, but are not registered for disbursements In 2011 though payment will continue from 2012
onwards. Information of sectoral focus of aid is as yet not available. Denmark has also pledged to double annual aid to Somalia,
mainly for security reasons..

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND







AID
QUANTITY

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

,WVHHPVWKDWWKHJRYHUQPHQW·VJRDORILQFUHDVLQJ2'$WRLVVXEVWDQWLDOO\EDVHGRQLQÁDWLRQRIDLGLQVWHDGRIJHQXLQH
increases in effective, poverty focused aid. Expenditure for security, climate, refugees and tied aid to business are a
ODUJHSDUWRIWKH'DQLVKDLGEXGJHWDQGULVNXQGHUPLQLQJJOREDOVXSSRUWDQGOHJLWLPDF\ZKHQDQGLI'HQPDUNÀQDOO\
reaches 1%. As a global leader of development, this will also open the door for other less ambitious donors to follow
in Denmark’s tracks and include as much different expenditure under the aid umbrella as possible in the hope of not
suffering political embarrassment in 2015.

RECOMMENDATIONS

5HIUDLQIURPDOORZLQJWKHEXGJHWOLQHIRUUHFHLYLQJUHIXJHHVWRLQÁDWHDLGIXUWKHU
Work against the use of development aid for Danish security interests.
(QVXUHDGGLWLRQDOLW\RIFOLPDWHÀQDQFH
Continue to work for EU member states to live up to their aid commitments.
Improve the poverty focus of development aid by increasing the size of the Poverty Framework relative to the Global Framework.
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ESTONIA
Country page prepared by Estonian Roundtable for
Development Cooperation (AKÜ).

2011
CHANGES

0,11%

Genuine aid/GNI

0,12%
ODA/ GNI

The past year has been positive for Estonia’s development cooperation. Unlike most countries, Estonia managed to keep
raising its ODA expenditure and demonstrate international solidarity with the most vulnerable. Furthermore, the MFA together
ZLWKGRPHVWLFDQGSDUWQHUFRXQWU\VWDNHKROGHUVGUDIWHGWKHÀUVWELODWHUDOPHPRUDQGXPRIXQGHUVWDQGLQJZLWK*HRUJLD
thereby increasing the focus and predictability of its ODA. NGO recommendations about paying more attention to women’s
empowerment are slowly but surely gaining ground in programming and implementation of activities. At the same time,
Estonia still does not have a system for independent qualitative evaluation of the real impacts its assistance is making on
WKHOLYHVRIWKHEHQHÀFLDULHVRILWVDFWLRQV,QSDUWLFXODUWKHHIIHFWLYHQHVVRIWHFKQLFDODVVLVWDQFHZKLFKPDNHVXSPRVWRI
Estonia’s bilateral cooperation, needs to be assessed. NGOs are increasingly more often invited to consult on national and
international development-related policies, but the quality of inclusion can still be improved.

(VWRQLDSHUIRUPHGUHODWLYHO\ZHOOLQWHUPVRIÀQDQFLQJRI2'$7KHFRXQWU\LVRQWUDFNWRUHDFKWKHQDWLRQDO*1,
goal by 2015. Still, civil society is hoping that the government will seriously consider striving towards the original 0,33%
FRPPLWPHQW,QÁDWHGDLGLVDOPRVWQRQH[LVWHQW7KHUHLVVRPHVSHQGLQJRQVFKRODUVKLSVWRVWXGHQWVIURPGHYHORSLQJ
countries and on a refugee reception center, but these costs make up a marginal part of all ODA. Estonia does not
participate in debt relief and does not provide tied aid.

SYSTEM

AID
QUANTITY

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs coordinates Estonia’s development cooperation programmes as well as funds allocated from
the national budget for the development cooperation and humanitarian aid. The Ministry of Finance is responsible for the
ÀQDQFLDOWUDQVIHUVWRPXOWLODWHUDORUJDQLVDWLRQV2WKHUJRYHUQPHQWDODJHQFLHVLPSOHPHQWVSHFLÀFSURMHFWVLQWKHVFRSHRI
their competence. . The Ministry of Defense has also been outstandingly active in implementing development projects and
somewhat smaller contributions come from the Ministries of Education and Research, Environment, Agriculture and Social
$IIDLUV2WKHUSXEOLFLQVWLWXWLRQV·UROHLQÀQDQFLQJGHYHORSPHQWDFWLYLWLHVKDVEHHQPDUJLQDO

Bilateral aid makes up a quarter of Estonia’s aid, yet it is quite politicized. The strategic plan for Estonia’s development
FRRSHUDWLRQLGHQWLÀHV$IJKDQLVWDQ*HRUJLD0ROGRYDDQG8NUDLQHDQGVLQFHDOVR$UPHQLD$]HUEDLMDQDQG%HODUXV
as the priority partners for its bilateral development assistance. The most favored partners are Afghanistan and Georgia,
followed by Moldova and Ukraine. In 2010, Estonia spent merely 2% of its bilateral aid on African countries.
Poverty reduction and contribution to the achievement of the MDGs are declared to be the highest priorities of Estonia’s
development policy. Six priority sectors and eleven concrete measures have been selected, but not all receive equal
support. By far, the most funding goes to supporting peace, human rights and democracy, but also to advancing human
development through access to education and health care services.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

Increased funding for improving the conditions of women and children living in poverty and improvements in aid
transparency are great indicators that Estonia’s development cooperation is advancing in a positive direction. However,
Estonia is still a long way from meeting the 0,33 target by 2015 set by the EU, which implies that there is still low
political will to deal with this topic.
There is also a dire need for improving aid effectiveness by starting qualitative evaluation of aid activities, improving
the quality of technical assistance and preparation of the country strategy papers for the priority countries. For the best
results, all domestic stakeholders need to work together in a coherent and constructive framework, because assisting
the world’s most vulnerable is a cross-sectorial task and requires innovative multi-faceted solutions.

RECOMMENDATIONS





Develop and implement regular and systematic methods for evaluating the effectiveness of its aid.
Actively work towards meeting the 0,33% ODA commitment by 2015.
Strive towards signing bilateral agreements with all of its priority development partners and narrow the sectorial focus more.
Give preference to longer-term projects over ad hoc initiatives.
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0,5%

Genuine aid/GNI

2011
CHANGES

0,52%
ODA/ GNI

FINLAND
Country page prepared by Kepa.

2011 was a contradictory year regarding the quantity of Finland’s ODA. On one hand the commitment to raise ODA to 0,7% by
2015 was renewed in Finland’s new government program. On the other hand, Finland’s ODA level dropped from 0,55% in 2010
to 0,52% in 2011. Finland is no longer on track to achieve the 0.7% target.
)LQODQG·VVKDUHRIWKH(8FOLPDWHÀQDQFHSURPLVHLQ&RSHQKDJHQIRUWKH\HDUVLV½PLOOLRQ$OORIWKHIDVWVWDUW
FOLPDWHÀQDQFHZLOOFRPHIURPWKHGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQIXQGVDQGQRQHLVDGGLWLRQDOWRWKHWDUJHW,WLVYLWDOWKDWWKH
ORQJWHUPFOLPDWHÀQDQFHZLOOQRWEHSDUWRIWKH2'$EXGJHWDQGWKDW)LQODQG·VSODQVIRUWKHQHFHVVDU\UHVRXUFHVDUHPDGHSXEOLF
2011 was also a year during which Finland got a new government and a new Development Policy Programme was drafted
(endorsed in February 2012). Preparatory work on the Programme was very inclusive and thus provided CSOs and the MFA an
RSSRUWXQLW\IRUJRRGGLDORJXH0DQ\RI&62V·GHPDQGVDQGYLHZVDUHUHÁHFWHGLQWKHQHZ3URJUDPPHLQFOXGLQJDVWURQJVKLIW
towards a human rights-based approach to development.

,Q)LQODQG·V2'$ÁRZVDPRXQWHGWR½PLOOLRQ7KH*1,SHUFHQWDJHIHOOIURPWR²PHDQLQJDGURS
LQUHDOWHUPV7KHÀQDOGLVEXUVHPHQWVZHUHDERXW½PLOOLRQOHVVWKDQWKHWRWDODLGEXGJHWHGIRU

SYSTEM

Finland has a Minister for International Development as one of the three Ministers of the Ministry for Foreign Affairs. Development
cooperation is managed by the MFA’s Department for Development Policy which divides into several separate units. MFA’s actions
are guided by Finland’s Development Policy Programme, and are thus in general well focused on reducing poverty.

)LQODQG·VORQJWHUPSDUWQHUFRXQWULHVZHUH(WKLRSLD.HQ\D0R]DPELTXH1HSDO1LFDUDJXD7DQ]DQLD9LHWQDPDQG=DPELD
Partner countries and areas recovering from crises were Afghanistan, the Palestinian Territories, Sudan, South Sudan and Somalia.
The main sectors of ODA are forestry, water, environment, energy, education and training, health and regional and rural development.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND







AID
QUANTITY

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

The main challenge for aid quantity is the government’s decisions to freeze the 2013-2014 ODA funds to 2012 euro
level and to cut ODA by €30 million in 2015. These actions mean that Finland will most probably not achieve the 2015
target of 0,7%, even though it was stated in the 2012 March budget decision that funds from the upcoming European
emission auction revenues will be channeled to ODA.

Meet its commitments to raise its ODA level to 0.7% by 2015.
Earmark a necessary share of the future European emission auction revenues for ODA.
0DNHFOLPDWHÀQDQFLQJWUDQVSDUHQWDQGWUXO\DGGLWLRQDOWRLWVDLGSURPLVHVDQGWKHWDUJHW
0DNHSXEOLFLWVSODQVRQORQJWHUPFOLPDWHÀQDQFHVRXUFHV
Direct a larger share of its aid to the long-term partner countries and the poorest countries.

RECOMMENDATIONS

AidWatch Report 2012  47

FRANCE
Country page prepared by Coordination SUD.

2011
CHANGES

0,33%

Genuine aid/GNI

0,46%
ODA/ GNI

French ODA is strongly oriented towards a security, utilitarian and instrumental approach.
The adoption of the Comprehensive Framework Document for France’s development cooperation strategy in 2011 highlighted
the rights-based approach and recognised the role of civil society. However, the draft budget plan for 2012 does not respond to these objectives
DQGVWLOOUHÁHFWVVWURQJGLIIHUHQFHVEHWZHHQWKH2'$EXGJHWDQG)UHQFKDPELWLRQV©)UDQFHKDVWKHDPELWLRQVRIWKH8QLWHG6WDWHVZLWKWKHEXGJHW
of Denmark,» say the senators themselves.
7KHVWDWHGSULRULW\WRVRFLDOVHFWRUVLQSRRUFRXQWULHVLVQRWUHÁHFWHGLQWKH)UHQFKEXGJHWHIIRUWHLWKHU7KHVWURQJJURZWKRIFRQFHVVLRQDOORDQVWR
emerging countries results in a diminution of bilateral grant projects. The French Development Agency seeks to minimize state commitments and
IRFXVHVRQOHQGLQJPDLQO\WRFUHGLWZRUWK\FRXQWULHV7KHSRRUHVWFRXQWULHVÀQGWKHPVHOYHVGHIDFWRH[FOXGHGIURPWKLVIXQGLQJ

Debt cancellation will decrease and France will eventually start seeing repayments of loans incurred in previous years. If
France has, by increasing loans, devoted 0.50% of GNI to ODA in 2010, French aid has dropped in 2011 down to 0.47%.

AID
QUANTITY

SYSTEM

The Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs (MAEE) is responsible for France’s diplomatic relations, development initiatives and for
developing sectoral strategies. It managed 12.2% of bilateral ODA in 2010, all of which was disbursed as grants. The Ministry of Economy, Finance
and Industry (MINEFI) managed 30.2% of bilateral ODA 2010, of which 62% was debt relief.
%RWKPLQLVWULHVKDYHGLYHUJLQJYLHZVRQWKHQDWXUHDQGDPRXQWRI)UHQFK2'$:KLOHWKH0$((LVLQIDYRURIDQLQFUHDVHLQLWVRYHUVHDVSUHVHQFHDQG
a reinforcement of its in-country services making its assistance more visible, the MINEFI would prefer a freeze or decrease of assistance. While the
MAEE and MINEFI are key players in managing ODA, the French Inter-ministerial Committee for International Cooperation and Development (CICID)
LVWKHERG\WKDWEURDGO\GHÀQHVWKHVWUDWHJLFDQGJHRJUDSKLFSULRULWLHVIRU)UDQFH·VGHYHORSPHQWSROLF\DQGFRRUGLQDWHVDOOPLQLVWULHV,Q$)'
was responsible for 35.9% of the bilateral assistance budget. AFD has a dual status of a public agency and a development bank, is wholly owned
by the French government, and overseen by the CICID. Despite the overarching French development cooperation strategy published in 2011, AFD
and the MAEE continue to pursue separate strategies.

The French government priority to support social sectors, Africa and the achievement of the Millennium Development
Goals is far from being translated into the French budget. An increasing share of ODA is allocated to emerging countries
WKURXJKORDQVIROORZLQJDORJLFWKDWPRYHVDZD\IURPGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQDQGWKHÀJKWDJDLQVWSRYHUW\2QO\WKH
FRQVLVWHQWGHSOR\PHQWRIJUDQWVLQVRFLDOVHFWRUVHQVXUHVFRQVLVWHQF\RIWKHLQVWUXPHQWVRIRIÀFLDOGHYHORSPHQWDVVLVWDQFH
ZLWKWKHÀJKWDJDLQVWLQHTXDOLW\LQ/'&V
Representing 87% of disbursements, loans have become the main instrument of intervention for the French Development
Agency. ODA follows an instrumental logic, which leads to an increased use of loans to near-market conditions, and
therefore at low cost to the State. With an objective to minimize the cost for the state, the AFD is encouraged to search
for creditworthy borrowers. Therefore, its activities are primarily focused on emerging markets.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

France is losing its presence in the social sectors, mainly in Sub-Saharan Africa by a steady decline of grants since
2006.The major challenge for France in the coming years will be to rebalance loans and grants in order to achieve the
MDGs by 2015, as recommended by the OECD. French ODA should also target countries with the greatest need (14
countries and LDCs, CICID priority) and improving its effectiveness.

RECOMMENDATIONS







7RSDVVDODZHQVXULQJWKDWWKHFRPPLWPHQWRISURYLGLQJ2'$RI*1,ZLOOEHIXOÀOOHGEHWZHHQDQG
7RHQVXUHWKDWWKH)UHQFKJRYHUQPHQWKRQRXUVLWVPXOWLODWHUDODQGVHFWRUDOFRPPLWPHQWVLQWHUPVRIRIÀFLDOGHYHORSPHQWDVVLVWDQFH
To ensure consistency of the instruments of public development aid with the priority given to social sectors in poor countries. It is essential
WKDWVXEVWDQWLDOUHVRXUFHVDUHGHSOR\HGIRUWKHÀQDQFLQJRIJUDQWVIRUSURMHFWVLQWKHSRRUHVWFRXQWULHVWRHIIHFWLYHO\ÀJKWLQHTXDOLW\DQG
poverty.
To implement a French institutional structure for implementation and monitoring of policy coherence for development.
7RHQVXUHWKDWHIIRUWVDUHWDNHQWRUDLVHDGGLWLRQDO2'$UHVRXUFHVWKURXJKLQQRYDWLYHÀQDQFLQJPHFKDQLVPV
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0,34%

Genuine aid/GNI

0,4%
ODA/ GNI

GERMANY
&RXQWU\SDJHSUHSDUHGE\9(152²$VVRFLDWLRQRI*HUPDQ
development NGOs.

2011
CHANGES

$WWKHEHJLQQLQJRIWKH'HXWVFKH*HVHOOVFKDIWIU,QWHUQDWLRQDOH=XVDPPHQDUEHLW *HUPDQ2UJDQL]DWLRQIRU,QWHUQDWLRQDO
&RRSHUDWLRQ*,= ZDVIRUPHGWKURXJKWKHPHUJHURIWKHWKUHHIRUPHULPSOHPHQWLQJRUJDQL]DWLRQV *7='(',Q:(QW $WWKH
beginning of 2012 a new implementing agency responsible for development education and cooperation with civil society organizations, the so-called
“Engagement Global – Services for development initiatives” was founded. At the same time, a new institute for development evaluation was set up.
Besides the restructuring of the governmental implementing organizations, the German Ministry of Development Cooperation and Development
%0= FDPHXSZLWKPRUHWKDQQHZVWUDWHJ\SDSHUVRQGHYHORSPHQW3DUWLFXODUZDVDQHZSROLWLFDOVWUDWHJ\SDSHURQGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQ
FDOOHG´0LQGVIRU&KDQJH²(QKDQFLQJ2SSRUWXQLWLHVµ7KLVSDSHUZDVGUDIWHGE\DVPDOOJURXSRISROLWLFDORIÀFLDOVZRUNLQJZLWKWKH0LQLVWHUDQGZDV
released for public comments. . However, the possibility for the public to openly comment on the paper was cancelled only a few weeks after the
SDSHU·VUHOHDVH6RPHRIWKHVWUDWHJ\SDSHUVPD\KDYHDQLQÁXHQFHRQWKHIXWXUHRIGHYHORSPHQWSROLF\+RZHYHUWKHUHVXOWVRIWKLVFRQVXOWDWLRQ
were never made public, and the paper appears to have been more of a sound bite than a real strategy document.

In 2011 German ODA increased by 5.9 % to € 10.452 billion compared to 2010. Though Germany is now the largest EU donor
in absolute numbers, German ODA-reaches only 0.4 % of GNI. Based on the 2015 predictions, the German government will not
reach the 0.7% target by 2015. This is especially regrettable as in 2011 a group of German parliamentarians coming from all
parties launched a “Call for a development consensus to achieve the 0.7% - target”. More than half of all German parliamentarians
signed the call – though with a minimal impact.

SYSTEM

AID
QUANTITY

Germany has a complex and decentralized aid governance structure. The most important shareholder is the Federal Ministry for
(FRQRPLF&RRSHUDWLRQDQG'HYHORSPHQW %0= 7KH%0=LVUHVSRQVLEOHIRUDURXQGSHUFHQWRI*HUPDQ\·V2'$$QRWKHUODUJH
part is the German contribution EU budget. Besides that, there are several other actors that have ODA relevant expenditures,
notably the Foreign Ministry, the Federal States or the Ministry for Environment, Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety. The
0LQLVWULHVUDUHO\LPSOHPHQWWKHSURJUDPVDVWKHPDLQSDUWRIWKHDLGLVPDQDJHGWKURXJKWKUHHLPSOHPHQWLQJDJHQFLHVWKH
.I:GHYHORSPHQWEDQNWKH*HUPDQ2UJDQL]DWLRQIRU,QWHUQDWLRQDO&RRSHUDWLRQ *,= DQG(QJDJHPHQW*OREDO VHHDOVRDERYH 

China, India and Afghanistan have been high on the German aid agenda for years. The German government ceased bilateral
GHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQZLWK&KLQDLQ7KHWRSUHFLSLHQWFRXQWULHVLQZHUH$IJKDQLVWDQ9LHWQDP3HUX%UD]LODQG
Serbia. General sectoral priorities of German development policies show that Democracy and public administration, energy
DQGHQYLURQPHQWDOLVVXHVDUHDPRQJWKHWRSSULRULWLHVZKLOHHGXFDWLRQDQGIRRGVHFXULW\VWLOOODFNVXIÀFLHQWÀQDQFLDOUHVRXUFHV

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

To reach the 0.7% target Germany will have to add an extra €2billion to the existing resources per annum. Current
developments suggest that the Ministry responsible is trying to increase this number by whatever ploys possible, without
PHDQVFRPLQJIURPWKHJHQHUDOEXGJHW*HUPDQ\LVWU\LQJWRSXVKIRUZDUGWKHGHEDWHRQGHYHORSPHQWUHODWHGÀQDQFH
and the increased use of loans at market conditions.

*HUPDQ&62VFDOORQWKHLU*RYHUQPHQWWR

 5DLVH*HUPDQ2'$DVDSHUFHQWDJHRI*1,LQOLQHZLWK(8DQGQDWLRQDODLGWDUJHWVVWDUWLQJZLWKDVLJQLÀFDQW
EXGJHWDU\LQFUHDVHRIWKH0LQLVWU\IRUHFRQRPLFFRRSHUDWLRQDQGGHYHORSPHQW %0= LQIROORZHGE\D
FRUUHVSRQGLQJDGDSWLRQRIWKHPHGWHUPÀQDQFLDOSODQQLQJWR
 Include strong and meaningful CSO participation in all areas concerning civil society, especially with regard to Engagement Global and the
Ministry´s general strategy of working with civil society;;
 $JUHHWRGHOLYHUFOLPDWHÀQDQFHRQWRSRIWKHWDUJHW
 ,PSOHPHQWLQDGGLWLRQWRH[LVWLQJFRPPLWPHQWVLQQRYDWLYHÀQDQFLQJLQVWUXPHQWV²VXFKDVDÀQDQFLDOWUDQVDFWLRQWD[ )77 $WOHDVWDVLJQLÀFDQW
SDUWRIWKHUHYHQXHVIURPVXFKDWD[VKRXOGEHXVHGWRZDUGVFOLPDWHDQGGHYHORSPHQWÀQDQFLQJ
 ,PSOHPHQWWKHQDWLRQDO´*HQGHU$FWLRQ3ODQµIRUGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQWRLWVIXOOH[WHQWDQGSURYLGHVXIÀFLHQWÀQDQFLDOUHVRXUFHVIRUDFWLYLWLHV
related to gender equality;;
 ,QFUHDVHWUDQVSDUHQF\HVSHFLDOO\RQWKHDLGEXGJHWF\FOHDLGÁRZVDQGHYDOXDWLRQRIDLGSURMHFWVDQGSURJUDPPHVDQGLPSOHPHQWWKHDJUHHG
standards of the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI) to its full extent.

RECOMMENDATIONS
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GREECE
Country page prepared by PLATEAU NGO.

0,07%

Genuine aid/GNI

2011
CHANGES

0,11%
ODA/ GNI

'XULQJ*UHHN2'$ZDVUHGXFHGVLJQLÀFDQWO\7KHPRVWLPSRUWDQWUHDVRQVZHUHWKHÀQDQFLDOFULVLVDQGGLIÀFXOWLHVWKH
Greek economy faced due to the debt crisis and the national stabilization and reform programme.
*UHHFHLVKLJKO\XQOLNHO\WRDFKLHYHWKHWDUJHWRI2'$RI*1,E\,WORRNVXQIHDVLEOHJLYHQWKHÀVFDOUHVWUDLQWVDQGDXVWHULW\SURJUDPPH
to follow. However, the focus is on maximizing aid effectiveness, as this was anticipated by a number of International Agreements since 2002 and
recommended by the DAC Peer Reviews of Greece in 2006 and 2011.

According to preliminary data, overall aid quantity has been reduced in 2011 compared with 2010 by approximately
34,8%. ODA for 2011 reached 0.11% of GNI. The genuine aid consists of approximately 73% of total aid. According to
the predictions of the Greek government, Greece will reach 0.08% of GNI by 2015.

AID
QUANTITY

SYSTEM

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the respective Deputy Minister is responsible for the coordination of development cooperation.
The Department of International Development Cooperation at the MFA (HELLENIC AID) manages the funds, tenders procedures, guidelines for the
HPHUJHQF\DQGGHYHORSPHQWDLGGHOLYHU\PRQLWRULQJÀQDQFLDOFRQWURODQGHYDOXDWLRQRIDLGGHOLYHU\LQFOXGLQJWKHDUFKLYHV7KLVDOVRLQFOXGHVWKH
protocol of aid mechanisms for aid delivery applicable to NGOs, Institutes and Associations. However, the overall budget is a matter of parliamentary
approval and the Ministry of Finance is responsible for the budgetary allocation as per the Governmental procedures.

*UHHNELODWHUDO2'$LVPDLQO\RULHQWHGWRZDUGV$OEDQLD6HUELD(J\SW:HVW%DQNDQG*D]D6WULSDQG7XUNH\ WRSÀYH
recipients in 2010). Sub Saharan Africa receives less than 10% of the bilateral ODA. Genuine aid composes only 0.07% of
*1,ZKLFKSXWV*UHHFHDWWKHERWWRPRIUDQNLQJDFFRUGLQJWKHJHQXLQHDLGLQWKH(87KHPDLQLQÁDWHGDLGFRPSRQHQWV
DUHIUHHVWDQGLQJWHFKQLFDOFRRSHUDWLRQLPSXWHGVWXGHQWFRVWVDQGUHIXJHHVFRVWV

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND







Increase of lobby and advocacy mechanisms in all the European countries in order to affect Greek policy to
increase the quantity assistance and in order to achieve the DAC declared aid target;;
Development effectiveness to become main priority of the Development cooperation policy;;
Finalization and launching of legislative, institutional and organizational framework of development-cooperation
policy which will also promote transparency and accountability facilitating the parliamentary and tax payers
concerns on development aid effectiveness;;
$GRSWLRQRI'$&2(&'UG3HHU5HYLHZVXJJHVWLRQVDQGUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVLQRUGHUWRDFKLHYHEHWWHUTXDQWLW\
indicators on development co-operation policy.

RECOMMENDATIONS





COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

Launching of new legislation which will promote transparency and accountability in development aid;;
Focus on development aid effectiveness;;
Allocation of funds on development aid with emphasis to the achievement of 2012-2015 target;;
6WUHQJWKHQLQJ*UHHNFLYLOVRFLHW\UROHDQG*UHHN1HWZRUNV13DGGHGYDOXHVWRWKHDLGGHOLYHU\SURFHVV
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0,09%

Genuine aid/GNI

0,11%
ODA/ GNI

HUNGARY
Country page prepared by Hungarian Association of NGOs
for Development and Humanitarian Aid (HAND).

2011
CHANGES

There were no major changes in the Hungarian ODA since last year. The overall level of ODA increased due to the fact that Hungary
started to contribute to the European Development Fund. The most traumatic change is the shrinking quantity of bilateral aid.
7KHUHVKRXOGEHPRUHWUDQVSDUHQF\DQGHIÀFLHQF\LQDLGUHJDUGLQJWKHDFFHVVLELOLW\RIGDWD)RUH[DPSOHLWLVGLIÀFXOWWRÀQGGLIIHUHQWGRFXPHQWVLQ
relation with development policy on the MFA website. Hungarian NGOs initiated last year the creation for a strategic framework for development policy,
which will continue in 2012. In 2011, Hungarian NGDOs managed to lobby for a parliamentary resolution proposal, which was successfully adopted
by the Foreign Affairs Committee of the Parliament. Hopefully the parliament plenary will adopt it in the Spring hearing and later the MFA will create
the long-awaited strategy paper until the end of 2012.

In 2011 Hungarian ODA increased from 0.09% in 2010 to 0,11% of its GNI, showing growth of 22% . Hungarian ODA still focuses
on the contributions to multilateral agencies (mainly EU) that constitute more than 80% of its total ODA.

SYSTEM

AID
QUANTITY

In Hungary, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is the central institution for development cooperation policy making. Within the ministry
structures, the Department for International Development Cooperation and Humanitarian Aid is dealing with policy issues. In
general poverty focus is at the forefront of development activities, but it remains mostly rhetoric. Other ministries also have
their own development cooperation projects. Their budget and project details are collected by the MFA and provided for the
RYHUDOO2'$VWDWLVWLFVWR'$&2(&'

7KHQXPEHURIUHFLSLHQWFRXQWULHVLVRYHUZKHOPLQJO\ODUJHFRPSDUHGWRWKHVL]HRIWKHELODWHUDO2'$EXGJHW7KH0)$FRQÀUPHG
this would be a problematic issue in the future. However the MFA showed no sign to cut the no. of partner countries. There
were approximately 80 partner countries in 2010. The Hungarian bilateral ODA focuses mainly on Afghanistan and neighboring
FRXQWULHV9HU\IHZRIWKHOHDVWGHYHORSHGFRXQWULHV DSDUWIURP$IJKDQLVWDQ ZHUHWDUJHWHGLQWKHODVW\HDUV,QWHUPVRIVHFWRUDO
dissemination, the scope is also somewhat wide. The future strategic framework would help to pave the way to diminish the
number of partner countries and help having more focused sectors.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

The biggest challenge is the shrinking budget for bilateral development cooperation, which inhibits the long-term goals
of Hungarian bilateral ODA. There is little interest in the topic of international development at the political level, but the
Hungarian NGDO platform will continue to push forward the agenda to create a strategy for development cooperation.
7KLVVWUDWHJ\ZRXOGFRQWULEXWHWRDPRUHSODQQHGHIÀFLHQWDQGIRFXVHGLQWHUQDWLRQDOGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQ7KH
main challenge is to convince the political parties and the MFA to work on it.

RECOMMENDATIONS





To prepare and endorse a strategic and legislative framework for development cooperation in Hungary.
Decrease the number of partner countries to ensure the increase of the impacts of the bilateral Hungarian ODA.
Introduce the monitoring and impact assessment system of Hungarian ODA.
6LJQXSWR,$7,DQGUHVSHFWLYHO\LPSURYHWKHVWDWLVWLFDOUHFRUGLQJRIWKH2'$ÁRZVLQRUGHUWRERRVWWKHWUDQVSDUHQF\DQGHIIHFWLYHQHVVRIDLG
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IRELAND
Country page prepared by Dochas and Trocaire.

2011
CHANGES

0,52%

Genuine aid/GNI

0,52%
ODA/ GNI

Ireland has always had a poverty focused Aid programme. In 2011 while there was a cut in ODA contributions, given the national
ÀQDQFLDOVLWXDWLRQDQGVLJQLÀFDQWRWKHUEXGJHWFXWV,UHODQGVWLOOPDQDJHGWRNHHSLWVFRQWULEXWLRQWR2'$DERYHRI*1,

,UHODQGFRQWLQXHVWREHUHFRJQLVHGIRUIRFXVLQJLWVDLGRQOHDVWGHYHORSHGFRXQWULHVQRWW\LQJRULQÁDWLQJLWVDLG,Q
Ireland committed a total of €659 million towards ODA.

AID
QUANTITY

SYSTEM

Irish Aid continues to get reviewed favourably on addressing poverty reduction. Responsibility for Irish foreign policy, including
assistance to developing countries (Irish Aid) lies primarily with the Minister for Foreign Affairs and Trade. However, particular responsibility for
policy on Overseas Development Assistance is assigned to the Minister of State at the Department of Foreign Affairs Mr. Joe Costello , T.D. The
Development Cooperation Directorate, a Division of the Department of Foreign Affairs, is responsible for administering the Irish Aid programme. It
also has a coordinating role in relation to Overseas Development Assistance by other Government Departments.
In 2009, the Government established the Irish Aid High Level Steering Group which is chaired by the Secretary General of the Department of Foreign
Affairs and Trade and includes the Heads of the Corporate Services, Political and Promoting Ireland Abroad Divisions, as well as the Director General
and the deputy Director General of the Development Cooperation Directorate.

Since its inception in 1974, the Irish Aid programme has had a strong geographic focus on Sub-Saharan Africa. Approximately
80% of Ireland’s Overseas Development Aid goes to Africa. Under the bilateral part of its programme, Irish Aid operates
intensive and wide-ranging country programmes in seven countries in Africa, namely Lesotho, Malawi, Mozambique,
7DQ]DQLD(WKLRSLD=DPELDDQG8JDQGD7LPRU/HVWHDQG9LHWQDPLQ$VLDDUH,UHODQG·VUHPDLQLQJSURJUDPPHFRXQWULHV
The Millennium Development Goals and their targets form the basis in which Irish Aid assigns its priority sectors. These
include education, health, agriculture and food security, water and sanitation, infrastructure and roads, trade, and good
governance. Each sector represents a means of addressing a core cause of poverty;; however, as the causes of poverty
are interwoven to such a degree that one cannot be tackled in isolation from the others, a comprehensive and crosssectoral approach is crucial, if a real and sustainable reduction in poverty is to be effected. Recognising this, Irish Aid’s
SURJUDPPHLQFRUSRUDWHVFURVVVHFWRUDOVWUDWHJLHVRQJHQGHUJRYHUQDQFH+,9$,'6DQGWKHHQYLURQPHQWLQWRDOORILWV
development activities.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

Maintaining and making progress towards the 0.7% ODA target of GNI by 2015, given that Ireland continues to face
VLJQLÀFDQWÀVFDOGLIÀFXOWLHVDQGGHFLVLRQV

RECOMMENDATIONS




A percentage increase in ODA spending in the 2013 Budget, in line with progress towards 0.7% of GNI by 2015.
The announcement by the government of a timetable of percentage increases in ODA in order to deliver 0.7% by 2015.
The introduction and passage of framework legislation to underpin Ireland’s commitment to the 0.7% target, including a timetable for
future increases in ODA spending.
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0,13%

Genuine aid/GNI

0,19%
ODA/ GNI

ITALY
Country page prepared by ActionAid Italy.

2011
CHANGES

7KH\HDUZLOOQRWSDVVXQQRWLFHG,WDO\VWDUWHGZLWKRQHRIZRUVW2'$SHUIRUPDQFHVDPRQJWKH'$&GRQRUVDQGHQGHGXS
ZLWKD'HYHORSPHQW0LQLVWHULQSODFHIRUWKHÀUVWWLPHHYHU LQOLQHZLWKWKH'$&SHHUUHYLHZUHFRPPHQGDWLRQV (YHQWKRXJK
the Minister’s remit comprises other agendas a focus on development cooperation marks a turning point. The Development Minister was appointed
in the wake of a government change of guard. The new minister has appointed a team of experts from CSOs, which is another welcomed change.

Italian ODA observers were surprised when it appeared that Italian ODA had moved up from 0,15% to 0,19% in 2011. How could
it be possible that Italian aid goes up when Berlusconi Ministers were so prone to cutting ODA and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
DOORFDWLRQVSOXQJHGIURPDERXWPOHXURVLQWRQHDUO\PLOOLRQHXURLQ"7KHWULFNLVQRWKDUGWRH[SODLQ
of bilateral aid is refugees’ costs, which increased by a factor of 100 due to the Arab spring refugee crisis. Another 36% comes
in the shape of debt relief. Italian ODA is now heading for 0,12% of GDP in 2012 without new investments. This negative trend
will not change and Italian ODA may reach 0,16% in 2015 according to the European Commission in the absence of a U turn.

SYSTEM

2011 is the beginning of a transition period. By the end of the year, a Minister in charge of development cooperation was
DSSRLQWHGDJDLQVWDOORGGV,WLVD0LQLVWHUZLWKRXWSRUWIROLRZKLFKPHDQVWKDWKXPDQDQGÀQDQFLDOUHVRXUFHVDUHVWLOOLQWKH
hands of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and the Ministry of Finance, which have a pivotal role in many key areas including Italy’s
participation in the multilateral development banks. The budget of the MFA can be subject to reviews throughout the year to
accommodate spending adjustments required by the Treasury. It may well happen that agreed expenditures will be suspended
even in the face of the international commitments.

It is too early to a get a real sense of geographical and sector allocations as the relevant information will be published later
in the year according to the prevailing information system. This said bilateral allocations will have to be assessed against the
increase in refugee costs that may bias the data.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND










AID
QUANTITY

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

Italy is in the midst of the Eurozone economic crisis.
Former Prime Minister Berlusconi’s government between 2008 and 2011 was about to make severe cuts to Italian aid.
The main challenge is now to give new credibility to Italy as a development actor. The appointment of a Development
0LQLVWHULVDQHQFRXUDJLQJVWDUW,QWKLVUHJDUGWKHPRVWUHFHQWWKUHH\HDUÀQDQFLDOSHUVSHFWLYHVGRFXPHQW DSULO 
FRPPLWV,WDO\WRUHDOLJQLQJZLWKLQWHUQDWLRQDOO\DJUHHGWDUJHWVWKRXJKLQDEVHQFHRIDFOHDUO\LQGHÀQDEOHWLPHOLQH

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Italian government should operationalise the commitments recently stated in the “Documento di Economia e
)LQDQ]Dµ WKHWKUHH\HDUÀQDQFLDOSHUVSHFWLYHVGRFXPHQW WRUHDOLJQLQJ,WDO\·VSHUIRUPDQFHZLWK´WKHLQWHUQDWLRQDO
standards for development cooperation”.
The Italian Government should mobilize fresh resources to match the most urgent pending ODA pledges;; disbursements to the Global Fund to
ÀJKW$,'67XEHUFXORVLVDQG0DODULD DPLOOLRQHXURJDSDWWKHPLQLPXP DQGWKH&RQYHQWLRQRQ)RRG$LG DPLOOLRQJDS ,QWKHVKRUW
WHUPWKHVHUHVRXUFHVFDQEHGUDZQIURPWKHÀJKWDJDLQVWWD[HYDVLRQDVZHOODVIURPDFDUHIXODVVHVVPHQWRIPLOLWDU\VSHQGLQJ
The Government should create a cabinet level committee for policy coherence in line with the most recent Prime Minister’s directives which
entrust the Development Minister with a lead role on this agenda.
The Italian Parliament should support the creation of the cabinet post of Minister for Development cooperation. The Italian Parliament should
also address the need for a comprehensive review of the Italian development cooperation system by reforming the organizational set-up provided
IRUE\/DZQRZUHJXODWLQJWKHV\VWHP
All political parties should include in their manifestos for the early 2013 general elections clear commitments to increase aid quantity and
TXDOLW\LQOLQHZLWKWKHJOREDOVWDQGDUGVFRQÀUPLQJWKHSRVWRI0LQLVWHUIRU'HYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQDVZHOODVDFRPSUHKHQVLYHUHIRUPRI
the Italian ODA system.
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LATVIA
Country page prepared by LAPAS.

2011
CHANGES

0,07%

Genuine aid/GNI

0,07%
ODA/ GNI

,Q/DWYLD·VSURJUDPPDEOHELODWHUDODLGÁRZZDVWRRVPDOOWRDGRSWD'HYHORSPHQW&RRSHUDWLRQ3ROLF\3ODQIRU
Nevertheless a new Development Cooperation Policy Programme for 2011-2015 was endorsed and a decision for an increase
in bilateral ODA for 2012 was taken. Development cooperation actors in Latvia have welcomed this step after three successive years of nearly
QRQH[LVWHQWELODWHUDOGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQ)XUWKHUPRUHIRUWKHÀUVWWLPHHYHUWKHJRYHUQPHQWZLOORIIHUFRIXQGLQJWRGHYHORSPHQWDFWRUV
that have successfully attracted other funds. This is a fruit borne by the MFA’s openness to CSO sector initiatives and participation in policy-making
process. However, only around one third of the programmable aid will be available through an open grant competition.

$SUREOHPZLWKQRQSURJUDPPDEOHDLGLVWKDWLWOHDYHVFRQFHUQVDERXWLWVJHQXLQHQHVV/DWYLDKDVLQÁDWHGLWV2'$ÀJXUHV
with refugee costs and scholarships to developing country students. Also, ODA-reportable projects implemented by
different line ministries raise questions about the effectiveness as it usually comes in a form of technical assistance and
ÀWVWKHFDWHJRU\RIWLHGDLG/DVWO\DOWKRXJKWKHFXUUHQWDPRXQWLVUHODWLYHO\ORZ/DWYLDUHSRUWVLWVFOLPDWHÀQDQFHDV2'$

AID
QUANTITY

SYSTEM

The responsibility to manage Latvia’s development cooperation policy falls under the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. The Development
Cooperation Policy Division is a relatively small entity consisting of only three employees and falling under Economic Relations and Development
Cooperation Policy Department. Latvia does not yet have a separate development cooperation agency but hopefully this ambition will see daylight
RQFHELODWHUDODLGÁRZZLOOLQFUHDVH

According to the new Development Cooperation Policy Programme for 2011-2015, Latvia has expanded the scope of its
partner countries. Now Belarus, Ukraine, Moldova, Georgia and Afghanistan have been joined by Central Asian countries.
/DWYLDKDVQRWSXWIRUZDUGDQ\VSHFLÀFWKHPDWLFIRFXVLQRUGHUWREHDEOHWRDGMXVWWRWKHVSHFLÀFQHHGVRIHDFKSDUWQHU
country at the same time making sure that all horizontal issues are well integrated in its development projects. In 2011,
the majority of Latvia’s bilateral aid has been spent on projects implemented by line ministries on a variety of topics,
starting from scholarships to developing country students and ending with participation in EU observation missions. The
only project funded by programmable aid took place in Kirghizstan and contributed to NGO efforts in integrating children
with health issues in wider society. However, there are some worrying trends for 2012. Although all Latvia’s bilateral
aid in 2012 will be spent according to its priorities set in policy papers, the decision on how to spend two thirds of the
allocated funding were taken behind closed doors at the MFA.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

Latvia’s main challenge for sticking to its aid commitments is a lack of awareness and deep understanding about
development issues both at political and public level. Particularly in times of crises, issues such as development
cooperation seem to slip politicians’ attention even though they might be at the core of solving the problems faced
by the present-day world.

RECOMMENDATIONS






COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

6WLFNWRWKHDLGFRPPLWPHQWVDQGNHHSRQLQFUHDVLQJELODWHUDODLGÁRZ
Channel a bigger proportion of bilateral aid via open grant competitions.
Consider working on guidelines for technical cooperation.
'RQRWDFFRXQWIDVWÀQDQFHIRUFOLPDWHDV2'$
Comply with the IATI publishing standards.
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0,13%
ODA/ GNI

LITHUANIA
Country page prepared by LITDEA.

An updated version on procedures for development programming and a Democracy version of the Description of Procedures of
Implementation of Democracy Promotion Programme were prepared.
On December 28th, 2011, the Government approved “Concept of Law on development Cooperation and Humanitarian Aid of
the Republic of Lithuania”, which legitimates the main provisions of legal regulations and structure of the forthcoming law.

,Q/LWKXDQLDLQFUHDVHGDLGOHYHOVWR½PLOOLRQDQG2'$UHDFKHGRI*1,7KLVVLJQDOVWKHKLJKHVWDLGÀJXUHV
that Lithuania has seen since the 2009 aid drops and budget cuts due to the economic crises. Bilateral aid in 2011 was €
15,06 million, i.e. 40% of the total ODA. The ODA increase in 2011 is mainly due to contributions to the EDF – € 2,9 million ,
and other international bodies.

SYSTEM

Since development cooperation is an integral part of foreign policy, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is taking the lead on policy
and coordination. The focal point being the Development Cooperation and Democracy Promotion Department within the MFA.

/LWKXDQLDKDVSDUWQHUFRXQWULHV $IJKDQLVWDQ%HODUXV*HRUJLD0ROGRYD8NUDLQH$UPHQLDDQG$]HUEDLMDQ +RZHYHURI
bilateral aid of Lithuania is directed to Afghanistan, where the central premise of Lithuanian engagement has been the pursuit
of security and development in partnership with the Afghan Government and the people. In 2011 the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
during the implementation of Lithuania’s Development Cooperation and Democracy Promotion Programme has funded 116
projects worth more than € 1,5 million, mainly in good governance, economic and social development, education and women’s
social participation.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND








AID
QUANTITY

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

The internal quality assessment of development cooperation and global education in Lithuania is not based on international
standards. The transparency of the Lithuanian ODA system suffers from a lack of independent and sound evaluations,
carried out regularly and systematically. The evaluation reports are scarcely accessible to the public.
Public support for development cooperation is steadily decreasing from 72% in 2005 to 48% in 2010. At the same time,
WKHQXPEHURIRSSRQHQWVWRGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQLVVWHDGLO\JURZLQJLQDJDLQVWGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQ
were 5.4%, and in 2010 – 33%.
Lithuanian Presidency of the Council of the European Union in 2013 will be an excellent training ground for national
development cooperation actors;; it will improve their administrative capacity and effectiveness.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Ensure genuine engagement in the forthcoming national discussions on Law of Development Cooperation and
+XPDQLWDULDQ$LGE\DQHZWHUPRIRIÀFH3DUOLDPHQWDQGQHZ*RYHUQPHQWDIWHUWKHSDUOLDPHQWDU\HOHFWLRQVLQ
late 2012.
,QWURGXFHOHJLVODWLRQVHWWLQJJXDUDQWHHLQJVWHDG\DQQXDOLQFUHDVHVLQRUGHUWRIXOÀOLWVLQWHUQDWLRQDOFRPPLWPHQWV RIWKH*1,E\ 
DQGLPSURYHWKHSUHGLFWDELOLW\RIDLGÁRZV
(QVXUHVSHFLÀFGLDORJXHPHHWLQJVZLWKWKHSDUWLFLSDWLRQRI&62VLQSROLF\FRQVWUXFWLRQSURFHVVDQGIRUPXODWHDGLVWLQFWJOREDOHGXFDWLRQVWUDWHJ\
Start regular external evaluations of Lithuanian ODA programmes’ results and achievements and make the results public.
3URYLGHGHYHORSPHQWDVVLVWDQFHDFFRUGLQJWRSRYHUW\UHGXFWLRQJRDOVDQGHQVXUHVXIÀFLHQWDGGLWLRQDO QRQ2'$ EXGJHWIRUFOLPDWHDQGVHFXULW\
related issues.
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LUXEMBOURG
Country page prepared by Cercle de Coopération.

2011
CHANGES

0,99%

Genuine aid/GNI

0,99%
ODA/ GNI

Luxembourg has slightly decreased ODA levels from 1.05% of GNI to 0.99% which represents decrease by € 6,6 million from
€ 303,6 million in 2010 to € 297 million in 2011. However, Luxemburg keeps its own individual commitments of 1% of GNI
and consequently plans to increase the ODA next year up to 2015. This led Luxemburg to top the rank of EU donors in terms
of GNI % and individual commitments together with Denmark and Sweden. Apart from the positive records of Luxemburg
LQDLGTXDOLW\/X[HPEXUJKDVVWLOOURRPIRULPSURYHPHQWV0DLQO\LQFOLPDWHÀQDQFHSROLF\FRKHUHQFHIRUGHYHORSPHQWDQG
development education and awareness raising.

/X[HPEXUJOHDGVWKHJHQXLQHDLGUDQNLQJE\$LG:DWFKZLWKRI*1,DQGLQFOXGHVRQO\RI*1,RILQÁDWHGDLG
+RZHYHU/X[HPERXUJ1*2VUHPDLQYLJLODQWRQSRWHQWLDOXVHRI2'$WRIXQG/X[HPERXUJ·VÀQDQFLDOFOLPDWHUHVSRQVLELOLWLHV
especially since Luxembourg has a very alarming record of climate change issues.

SYSTEM

AID
QUANTITY

Luxemburg has a dedicated Minister for Development Cooperation and Humanitarian actions. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs
and its respective Directorate on Development Cooperation are responsible for development cooperation policy making
and strategies. LuxDev is the agency responsible for the implementation of the development cooperation. LuxDev has a
status of a private company which is 98% owned by Luxemburg and 2% owned by a bank (Société nationale des Crédits à
l’Investissement). The Board of LuxDev consists of the representatives of the Luxemburg governments, trade unions, NGOs,
independent person and director of LuxDev.

Luxembourg development cooperation is focused on 10 “partner countries”, with which the Luxembourgish government
signs country programmes. These are mainly from the West part of Sub-Saharan Africa (6), Asia (2) and Latin America
(2). NGOs are however not bound to this “restriction”. Apart from partner countries, Luxemburg provides aid to 3 Balkan
countries (Kosovo, Serbia and Montenegro), Rwanda and Mongolia. The selection of the sectors was inspired by the
MDGs and Luxemburg focuses mainly on health, education and local development which aim at water, the sanitation,
GHFHQWUDOL]DWLRQDQGPLFURÀQDQFH

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

&OLPDWHÀQDQFHLVRQHRIWKHPDMRUFKDOOHQJHVIRU/X[HPEXUJ·V2'$DVLWGRHVQRWFRXQWFOLPDWHÀQDQFHDV2'$
and is one of the strongest advocates within the EU for its additionality. Based on the lack of leadership of the EU to
contribute to solving the global climate problem, Luxemburg committed to contribute only € 9 million for the fast start
ÀQDQFHIRU/X[HPEXUJKDVDOVRIDFHGGHOD\VLQLWVGLVEXUVHPHQWVFDXVHGE\DGPLQLVWUDWLRQKXUGOHV
Until now Luxemburg has not developed steps to increase this amount until 2020.
Another challenge will be the election campaign for a new government in Luxembourg starting in 2013 which might
open a debate of tying ODA to national interest

RECOMMENDATIONS




The government should apply the Greenhouse Development Rights Framework in order to estimate Luxembourg’s fair share of climate
ÀQDQFHDQGFDOFXODWHDPRXQWVZKLFKFRUUHVSRQGWR/X[HPERXUJ·VUHDOFOLPDWHREOLJDWLRQV
1RWWRXVHWKHSRVLWLYHUHFRUGRI2'$FRPPLWPHQWVWRHVFDSHLWVUHVSRQVLELOLW\LQFOLPDWHÀQDQFLQJ&RQWLQXHWRDYRLGGRXEOHFRXQWLQJRI
IXQGLQJDV2'$DQG81)&&&IXQGLQJDQGJLYHDFOHDUSXEOLFGHÀQLWLRQRIWKHLUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIDGGLWLRQDOÀQDQFH
,PSURYHGHYHORSPHQWHGXFDWLRQDQGDZDUHQHVVUDLVLQJE\LQFUHDVLQJWKHVKDUHRI2'$DOORFDWHGWRHGXFDWLRQDZDUHQHVVUDLVLQJDQG
advocacy work from currently 0.55% (2010, down from 0.68% in 2009).
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MALTA
Country page prepared by AidWatch Malta.

It is pertinent to point out that, as in the previous years, the Maltese Government has not issued a comprehensive breakdown of its
ODA expenditure of 2011. It is estimated that large amounts of Malta’s ODA 2011 have been spent on the detention of irregular
migrants in Malta as well as on humanitarian assistance during the Libya crisis, the latter providing the main change for 2011.

Cannot be provided as the Maltese Government has not issued a comprehensive breakdown of its ODA expenditure of 2011.

SYSTEM










AID
QUANTITY

Whilst development cooperation is part of the portfolio of the MFA, there are a number of other ministries co-responsible for
WKHPDQDJHPHQWDQGGLVEXUVHPHQWRI2'$IXQGV+RPH$IIDLUV5HVRXUFHV 5XUDO$IIDLUV)LQDQFH+HDOWK,WLVDOVRSRVVLEOH
that parts of Malta’s 2011 ODA funds have been administered by the Ministry of Education.

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

3DOHVWLQLDQ7HUULWRULHV´7KHPLQLVWU\>@VSRQVRUHGDQHGXFDWLRQDOYLVLWIRU3DOHVWLQLDQVWXGHQWVIURP1DEOXV8QLYHUVLW\
A familiarisation visit of Palestinian mayors to Malta was organised in coordination with the Parliamentary Secretary for
Consumers, Fair Competition, Local Councils and Public Dialogue. The aim of this visit was to acquaint the Mayors with
the system of local government and the competencies of local councils. Malta also contributed the amount of €30,000 to the United Nations Relief
and Works Agency (UNRWA) for Palestinian refugees.”
´,QUHVSRQVHWRWKHHDUWKTXDNHLQ1HZ=HDODQG0DOWDFRQWULEXWHG½>@µ
´>@WKHVXPRI½ZDVDOORFDWHGWR-DSDQLQUHVSRQVHWRWKHHDUWKTXDNHDQGWVXQDPLµ
/LE\D´'XULQJWKHUHFHQW/LE\DQFRQÁLFWWKH0DOWHVHJRYHUQPHQWSURYLGHGKXPDQLWDULDQDVVLVWDQFHDQGVROLGDULW\ZLWKWKH/LE\DQSHRSOHLQSURYLGLQJ
medical care and supplies as well as provisions of food and water. Transportation of badly injured Libyan nationals was provided for treatment in
ORFDOKRVSLWDOV>@0DOWD·VFRQWULEXWLRQLQKXPDQLWDULDQDVVLVWDQFHWR/LE\DGXULQJWKHXSULVLQJVWRWDOOHG½PLOOLRQµ
7XQLVLD (J\SW´0DOWDDOVRVKRZHGLWVVXSSRUWIRUGHPRFUDWLFWUDQVLWLRQDQGVWDELOLW\E\RIIHULQJVWXGHQWH[FKDQJHV>@WRUHSUHVHQWDWLYHVRI7XQLVLDQ
civil society and the Egyptian government.”
7XQLVLD´7KHJRYHUQPHQWLVSURYLGLQJVFKRODUVKLSVWR7XQLVLDQVWXGHQWV7KHSDFNDJHRIDVVLVWDQFHZDVGLYLGHGLQWRWZRHDFKWUDQFKHWREHDYDLOHG
RIVHSDUDWHO\7KHÀUVWWUDQFKHZKLFKKDGWREHDYDLOHGRILQFRQVLVWHGRIRQHVFKRODUVKLSIRUD0DVWHURI'LSORPDF\ZLWKLQWKH0HGLWHUUDQHDQ
Academy of Diplomatic Studies, and ten English Language Scholarships, to be availed of at the Institute of English Language within the University of
Malta. The cost of these scholarships to Tunisian students totalled €28,000.”

5HIHUHQFHWRWKHRQO\DYDLODEOHVRXUFH
KWWSZZZWLPHVRIPDOWDFRPDUWLFOHVYLHZORFDOPDOWDHQKDQFHVKXPDQLWDULDQGHYHORSPHQWDLGFRPPLWWPHQW

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

The main challenge for the Maltese Government until 2015 will be to keep to its commitment to provide at least 0.33% of
its GNI as ODA. A general election is expected to be held in Malta within the next nine months. The party in opposition,
ZKLFKLVRIFRXUVHLQWKHUXQIRUWDNLQJRIÀFHGXULQJWKHQH[WHOHFWLRQVKDVXQWLOQRZIDLOHGWRSURYLGHVXFKDFRPPLWPHQW

RECOMMENDATIONS






Improve further transparency by publishing complete and detailed reports on Malta’s ODA;;
More genuine aid, not including expenditure related to the detention of irregular migrants in Malta.
'HYLVHDGHYHORSPHQWVWUDWHJ\ZLWKSRYHUW\UHGXFWLRQJRDOVDVWKHPDLQFULWHULRQIRUWKHDOORFDWLRQRIDLGDQGDVSHFLÀFIRFXVRQJHQGHUUHODWHG
issues;;
Increase fund allocation to CSOs;;
,QFOXGHFOHDUHOLJLELOLW\DQGVHOHFWLRQFULWHULDLQWKHFDOOIRUSURSRVDOVWRJHWKHUZLWKDQDSSOLFDWLRQIRUPLQRUGHUWRHQVXUHDOHYHOSOD\LQJÀHOG
for applicants.
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THE NETHERLANDS
Country page prepared by Partos.

2011
CHANGES

0,66%

Genuine aid/GNI

0,75%
ODA/ GNI

The new government’s foreign policy introduced in 2010 is built on pursuing the economic interests of the Netherlands, a vision
that has regrettably also been strongly applied to development cooperation. The aid budget has been reduced by 0.06% (of GNI)
through decreases in bilateral aid, programs delivered through civil society, and by reducing the number of partner countries and sectors supported.
$GGLWLRQDOO\WKH'XWFKJRYHUQPHQWVWDUWHGFRXQWLQJFOLPDWHÀQDQFHDVSDUWRIWKH2'$EXGJHW'HVSLWHDQLQFUHDVLQJGHEDWHRQWKHHIIHFWLYHQHVV
of development cooperation, there is still broad public and political support for addressing global poverty and inequality.

The Netherlands cut its aid budget from 0. 81% of GNI in 2010 to 0.75% in 2011, equivalent to a fall in ODA from € 4.8
ELOOLRQWR½ELOOLRQ$OWKRXJK'XWFK2'$ZLOOGURSWRRI*1,LQDQGWKHÀQDQFLDOFULVLVLVSXWWLQJIXUWKHU
political pressure on the aid budget, the Netherlands has pledged to keep its commitment to spend 0,7% of GNI. A
strong campaign by NGOs and other society voices has contributed to this outcome.

AID
QUANTITY

SYSTEM

The Netherlands has a governance structure that places development cooperation under the umbrella of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. Prior to 2010 a Minister for Development Cooperation was appointed. However, the change of government in 2010 led to a shift in priorities
DQGDUHVWUXFWXULQJRIWKH0LQLVWU\&XUUHQWO\GHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQLVRYHUVHHQE\D9LFH0LQLVWHUIRU)RUHLJQ$IIDLUV 'U%HQ.QDSHQ 

Together with the decision to cut the aid budget, the number of partner countries was decreased from 33 to 15 in order to
bring more focus in Dutch development cooperation. The remaining 15 partner countries receiving bilateral aid from the
1HWKHUODQGVDUH$IJKDQLVWDQ%DQJODGHVK%HQLQ%XUXQGL(WKLRSLD*KDQD,QGRQHVLD<HPHQ.HQ\D0DOL0R]DPELTXH
Uganda, Palestinian territories, Rwanda en Sudan. Priority themes are security and the legal order, water, food security
and sexual and reproductive health and rights.

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

The Dutch government recognizes that a strong and diverse civil society is vital to society and for development. At the
same time severe cuts were made to funding for development CSOs. The government also cut back on its investment in
global citizenship. As the consumption and political choices Dutch citizens make affect people living across the world,
promoting global citizenship remains vital for an effective development policy.
Aid to the health and education sector has declined in recent years and there is a general trend to transfer aid from social
sectors towards stimulating economic growth. While economic growth in developing countries is of vital importance,
WKHSULPDU\JRDORI2'$LVWRÀJKWSRYHUW\DQGLQHTXDOLW\ZRUOGZLGH$VWURQJHUSULYDWHVHFWRUFDQVXSSRUWWKHVXVWDLQDELOLW\DQGLQFOXVLYHQHVVRI
economic growth, but it remains an instrument of development cooperation, not a goal. Therefore, the government’s development budget aimed
at private sector development in developing countries should primarily support an enabling environment and make sure businesses are acting in
a socially responsible way. Direct subsidies to the private sector must be handled with care.
7KH1HWKHUODQGVVFRUHVZHOORQDLGWUDQVSDUHQF\DQGDVDVLJQDWRU\WR,$7,LWEHFDPHRQHRIWKHÀUVWRIÀFLDOGRQRUVWRSXEOLVKDJDLQVWWKLVVWDQGDUG
in September 2011. The Dutch government should stimulate transparency of all actors involved in international development on the basis of open
data and the IATI standards, encourage relevant actors to make use of the available data and make it accessible to the wider public.

&RQWLQXHWRVKRZOHDGHUVKLSLQSRYHUW\UHGXFWLRQDQGWKHÀJKWDJDLQVWLQHTXDOLW\ZRUOGZLGHE\

Raising the effectiveness of ODA through a focus on policy coherence for development.

Appointing a minister for International Cooperation to shape the Dutch globalisation strategy and oversee its
coherent implementation.
$GKHULQJWRWKHLQWHUQDWLRQDOO\DJUHHGWDUJHWDQGDGGLWLRQDOÀQDQFHIRUFOLPDWHFKDQJH
0DNLQJVXUHUHFRJQLWLRQRIFLYLOVRFLHW\DVDYLWDODVSHFWRIGHYHORSPHQWUHPDLQVYLVLEOHLQERWKÀQDQFLDODQGSROLF\FRPPLWPHQWV
,QYHVWLQJLQJOREDOFLWL]HQVKLSHJE\VXSSRUWLQJ&62VWKDWDUHDFWLYHLQWKLVÀHOG
0DNLQJVXUHWKDWSRYHUW\UHGXFWLRQDQGÀJKWLQJLQHTXDOLWLHVZRUOGZLGHUHPDLQWKHSULPDU\IRFXVRI'XWFKGHYHORSPHQWSROLF\DQGWKDW
economic growth remains a tool within development cooperation, not a goal in itself.
Leading in Aid Transparency by publication of project information and project results, and by calling on other governments to increase
their performance.

RECOMMENDATIONS
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0,08%
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POLAND
&RXQWU\SDJHSUHSDUHGE\*UXSD=DJUDQLFD

In 2011, the quantity of Polish ODA did not change and remained at its level of 0.085% of GNI. Unfortunately, poverty eradication
LVQRWLQWKHFHQWHURI3ROLVK2'$LQWHUHVWZKLFKLVVKRZQLQWKHJRYHUQPHQWVÀUVW0XOWLDQQXDO3URJUDPDQGRQJRLQJSURMHFWV
However some main changes in 2011 were started by the endorsement of the Act on Development Cooperation by the Parliament,
FRPLQJLQWRIRUFHLQ-DQXDU\7KH$FWKDVVLJQLÀFDQWLPSDFWRQWKHV\VWHPRI3ROLVK2'$DVLWLPSOLHVWKHHVWDEOLVKPHQWRI
the International Solidarity Fund “Knowing How”. The Foundation is a re-granting governmental body which mostly funds „proGHPRFUDF\µSURMHFWV,QWKHÀUVWKDOIRI0)$KHOGPXOWLVWDNHKROGHUFRQVXOWDWLRQVRQVW0XOWLDQQXDO3URJUDP+RZHYHU
there will be no change in the list of the priority countries. Poland also organized the European Development Days during its
(83UHVLGHQF\ZKHUHLWUHDIÀUPHGLWVIRFXVRQGHPRFUDF\ZKLFKLVPRUHXQGHUVWRRGDVVKDULQJWUDQVLWLRQH[SHULHQFHVWKDQ
poverty eradication.

ODA levels showed a slight increase of € 15 million compared to 2010, which equals of 0,08 % of GNI as in 2010. Poland has
no plans to reach its 2015 commitments, yet it keeps a level of 0.08% by slightly increasing ODA levels every year. The main
FRPSRQHQWVRILQÁDWHGDLGDUHVWXGHQWV·FRVWV2WKHUGRXEWIXOFRPSRQHQWVDUHH[SRUWFUHGLWVWR&KLQD

SYSTEM

AID
QUANTITY

7KHPDLQFRRUGLQDWLRQERG\IRU3ROLVK2'$LVWKH0LQLVWU\RI)RUHLJQ$IIDLUV7KH8QGHUVHFUHWDU\RI6WDWHKDVDVSHFLÀFSRUWIROLR
focusing at Development Cooperation and Eastern Partnership Affairs. Within the MFA Development Cooperation Department,
the minister is responsible for policy management of development cooperation. Poland does not have a separate agency for
the implementation if the development cooperation projects. However, a separate department within the MFA is responsible for
implementing projects (Department for Implementing Cooperation Programs) . From January 2012 a new body was established
called the International Solidarity Fund with the aim to support project focusing on supporting democracy.

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

The main focus is the promotion of democracy.
7KHOLVWRIWKHSULRULW\FRXQWULHVGRHVQRWUHÁHFWWKH3ROLVK2'$IRFXVDQGUDWKHUUHÁHFWVWKHRZQLQWHUHVWRI3RODQG7KHWZR
biggest recipient of Poland are China and Afghanistan. Large number of partner countries belongs to the EU Neighborhood and
RQO\RQH $QJROD LVDOHDVWGHYHORSHGFRXQWU\IURP6XE6DKDUDQ$IULFD7KHVHOHFWHGVHFWRUVRI3ROLVK2'$GRQRWQHFHVVDULO\UHÁHFWWKHPDLQREMHFWLYHRI
the EU development cooperation as stated in the Lisbon Treaty which is the eradication of poverty.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

Ensure that Polish ODA will focus mainly on the eradication of poverty. This can be done by increasing ODA to least
GHYHORSHGFRXQWULHVZKLFKFDQEHVSHFLÀHGE\FKDQJLQJWKHOLVWRIWKHSDUWQHUFRXQWULHV$QRWKHUFKDOOHQJHLVWKH
implementation of the Act on Development Cooperation and the Multiannual Program of Polish ODA.

RECOMMENDATIONS






6LJQLÀFDQWO\LQFUHDVHWKHWRWDODPRXQWRI2'$
Increase the ODA for Sub Saharan Africa.
Challenge quality of aid by introducing system of impact assessment and independent evaluation.
Sign up to IATI and publish implementation plans by the end of 2012.
Ensure the systematic involvement of different key actors of development cooperation mainly the partner government and CSOs in the
preparations of the programmes for partner countries.
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PORTUGAL
Country page prepared by Plataforma Portuguesa das ONGD.

0,26%

Genuine aid/GNI

2011
CHANGES

0,29%
ODA/ GNI

In June 2011 a new government was elected. Several measures were taken (e.g. end of IPAD, the national development agency
DQGGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQEXGJHWFXWV ZKLFKSURYHGWKDWWKH3RUWXJXHVHGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQKDVDQHZDJHQGD
promoting the Portuguese language, more export led economy and attract foreign investment, all jeopardizing the accomplishment of the Portuguese
aid quantity and quality commitments (particularly regarding tied aid and predictability). In fact, very serious setbacks can be expected. The
consequences of these measures will only come into full effect in 2012, but they have already a very deep and negative impact on the activities of
many stakeholders. ODA levels in 2011 decreased by 3% compared to 2010. A deeper fall did not occur mainly because tied aid represents more
than half of Portuguese ODA. The overall Development Cooperation Budget was cut by 40%, while public funding for NGDO’s was cut by 60%. The
DLGTXDOLW\SULQFLSOHVZHUHUHDIÀUPHGDVDSULRULW\EXWQRQHZSODQKDVEHHQGHVLJQHGWRUHLQIRUFHWKHLULQFRUSRUDWLRQLQWR'HYHORSPHQWSURJUDPV

Preliminary data for 2011 indicates that Portuguese ODA decreased to 475 million euros, from 490 million euros in 2010
GHFUHDVH 2'$*1,UHPDLQHGDWVLQFHWKHRYHUDOO3RUWXJXHVH*URVV1DWLRQDO,QFRPHGHFUHDVHGLQ
However, tied aid has been one of the major problems of Portuguese ODA. A big part of this ODA is used for Concessional
Loans and Technical Assistance Programs implemented by Portuguese teams and experts.

AID
QUANTITY

SYSTEM

7KH0LQLVWU\RI)RUHLJQ$IIDLUVLVUHVSRQVLEOHIRUGHÀQLQJDQGH[HFXWLQJ3RUWXJXHVH'HYHORSPHQW&RRSHUDWLRQ3ROLFLHVPDLQO\
WKURXJKDVSHFLÀF*RYHUQPHQW$JHQF\FDOOHG,3$'+RZHYHUWKH0LQLVWU\RI)LQDQFHKDVDPXFKKLJKHUEXGJHW DQGWKHORZHVW
implementation rate) and most of the other Ministries also have departments that deal with development cooperation issues. Coordination between
them is very weak and some of them have their own Technical Assistance Programs, often created outside IPAD’s control. At the end of 2011, the
government took the decision to merge the Development Cooperation Agency and the Public institute in charge of the international promotion of
the Portuguese Language. This measure goes against all international best practices and the European Commission and OECD recommendations
regarding the separation of Development Cooperation and other foreign affairs objectives. This has been causing great apprehension and confusion
among many stakeholders, regarding the future of Portugal’s Development policies and strategies. Poverty eradication has always been one of the
priorities of Portuguese Development Cooperation, but problems related to lack of coherence and coordination have undermined the effectiveness
of the implemented projects.

7KHPDLQUHFLSLHQWVRI3RUWXJXHVHELODWHUDODLGDUH$QJROD&DSH9HUGH*XLQHD%LVVDX67RPpDQG3ULQFLSH0R]DPELTXH
DQG(DVW7LPRUFRXQWULHVZKHUH3RUWXJXHVHLVWKHRIÀFLDOODQJXDJH
The main sectors of Portuguese bilateral Aid are (1) Sustainable Development and the Fight against Poverty, with
Education as a main sector;; and (2) Governance, Democracy and Participation, where support to the Security sector
and to Public Finance are important elements.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND



The Portuguese Government, due to the economic crisis, will probably have public support to prioritize other areas than
GHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQDQGÀJKWDJDLQVWSRYHUW\LQGHYHORSLQJFRXQWULHV,WZLOODOVRKDYHHQRXJKSROLWLFDOOHYHUDJH
to use development cooperation for other purposes, such as revitalizing the Portuguese economy by promoting exports
and trying to attract foreign investments. Therefore, the biggest challenge will be to hold the Portuguese government
accountable for not complying with its European and international commitments regarding aid quantity and quality.

Maintain Portuguese international commitments regarding ODA, especially regarding its quality approach, in
order to safeguard Portugal’s international credibility.

)LQGQHZVRXUFHVDQGPHDQVWRÀQDQFH'HYHORSPHQW&RRSHUDWLRQLQLWLDWLYHVQDPHO\WKURXJKÀQDQFLDOWUDQVDFWLRQ
WD[SURPRWLQJWKHFDUERQPDUNHWWD[DWLRQRQLQWHUQDWLRQDOÁLJKWVFUHDWLQJ´GLDVSRUDERQGVµHWF
$GKHUHWR,$7,LQRUGHUWRHQVXUHDLGWUDQVSDUHQF\DQGSUHGLFWDELOLW\DORQJZLWKWKH&56V\VWHPRI'$&2(&'
Promote a multi-stakeholder forum (including Government members, public departments, CSO representatives, researchers and other
VWDNHKROGHUV WRGHÀQHDQGGLVFXVVWKH3RUWXJXHVHGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQ
Maintain a constructive institutional dialogue with NGDOs and with the Portuguese Platform.

RECOMMENDATIONS



COUNTRIES
& SECTORS
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0,09%
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ROMANIA
Country page prepared by FOND.

2011
CHANGES

2011 was marked by changes in the legal framework which was adapted to the national economic and institutional context.
A national strategy on implementing ODA through multilateral channels, the new Government Decision on funding ODA (GD
 DQGDSSRLQWPHQWRIQHZSULRULW\FRXQWULHV LQ1RUWKHUQ$IULFD(J\SW ZHUHVHWXS2QHRIWKHPRVWLPSRUWDQWDFKLHYHPHQWVZDVWKHQHZ
JRYHUQPHQWGHFLVLRQRQ2'$IXQGLQJ7KHGHFLVLRQVWLSXODWHVWKHPHFKDQLVPVIRU1*'2IXQGLQJKDYLQJD/DZRQÀQDQFLQJ1*2VIURPSXEOLFIXQGV
1R ZKLFKZLOOHQDEOHWKH5RPDQLDQ0)$WRÀQDOO\ODXQFKGLUHFWFDOOVIRUSURSRVDOV QRWXVLQJDVLQWHUPHGLDU\FKDQQHOVLQWHUQDWLRQDO
agencies – a practice used since 2008).

Total ODA reached its highest point in 2011 - €117,88 million - since Romania started to report ODA in in 2007. The increase
LQWKH2'$EXGJHWUHÁHFWVWKHÀUVWFRQWULEXWLRQJLYHQE\5RPDQLDWRWKHWK(XURSHDQ'HYHORSPHQW)XQG&RQWUDU\WRWKLV
increase, the budget managed by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs has decreased from aprox. € 3.8 million in 2010 to € 2.6
million in 2011, having as main recipient country of ODA the Republic of Moldova.

AID
QUANTITY

SYSTEM

Since 2007, the Romanian Ministry of Foreign Affairs is the main institution in charge of managing and implementing the national
development cooperation policy. There is no separate ministry working solely on development cooperation, nor an agency managing
the implementation of ODA funding.
Within the MFA, the Development Assistance Unit (UAsD) manages the development cooperation programmes and activities. UAsD has recently been
transferred under the General Directorate for Economic Diplomacy (DGDE), subordinated to the State Secretary for Global Affairs. Since its creation,
this specialized unit has been constantly downgraded in the internal hierarchical structure of the Ministry.
In 2011, due to staff turnover, all the members of the Development Assistance Unit (UAsD), including the new head of unit, were replaced, leaving
the activity of the unit paralysed for months.
'HYHORSPHQWDVVLVWDQFHLVÀQDQFHGIURPWKH0)$·VEXGJHWWKURXJKDVHSDUDWHEXGJHWOLQHDFFRUGLQJZLWKWKHH[LVWLQJOHJDOIUDPHZRUN,URQLFDOO\
this budget line is ten times smaller than the annual budget allocated to the Ministry of Regional Development and Tourism for assistance programs
in the Republic of Moldova, although, according to the law, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs is in charge with the overall coordination of the national
policy for development cooperation.

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

5RPDQLDWKURXJKWKH0)$EXGJHWWULHVWRVWUHQJKWHQLWVUROHDVGRQRUWKURXJKWKHGLYHUVLÀFDWLRQRISDUWQHUFRXQWULHVDQG
increasing the proportion of bilateral projects. In 2011, eight countries received bilateral aid from the MFA budget (Republic of
Moldova;; Republic of Serbia;; Georgia;; Republic of Belarus;; Republic of Iraq;; State of Palestine;; Arab Republic of Egypt;; Tunisian
5HSXEOLF PDLQO\ZLWKLQWZRVHFWRUVUXOHRIODZDQGGHPRFUDWL]DWLRQDQGHFRQRPLFDOGHYHORSPHQW UHJLRQDOGHYHORSPHQWWUDQVSRUWZDWHUDQGDJULFXOWXUH
research and innovation).

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND















The persistence of the economic crisis and subsequent shift in the reallocation of resources to meet internal
demands, particularly considering that 2012 is an electoral year, which will affect the ODA budget in the next
years – decreasing chances of reaching the 0,33% of GNI by 2015;;
Lack of institutional capacity to manage the implementation of the national development cooperation policy;;
Lack of a clear vision and multi-annual planning in an updated and realistic strategic way;;
/RZSURÀOHRIWKHGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQSROLF\RQWKHSROLWLFDODQGSXEOLFDJHQGD
Reliance on multilateral aid continues to impede the creation of sustainable and predictable national capacity for
the implementation of effective development assistance programs;;
/DFNRIÀQDQFLDOVXSSRUWIRU5RPDQLDQ1*2VWRDFFHVV(XURSHDQIXQGLQJRQGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQGHYHORSPHQW
education (the MFA does not cover co-funding for EC projects implemented by Romanian NGOs).

RECOMMENDATIONS

To revise the 2006 Romanian strategy on the national development cooperation policy, as to adapt it to the current
national and international context;;
To increase the coordination between line ministries for a better implementation and monitoring of the development
cooperation policy, including a better coordination between the MFA and the Ministry of Education;;
To elaborate multi-annual ODA programmes and annual action plans in a timely, transparent and participatory way;;
7RHQVXUHFRIXQGLQJIRU(&SURMHFWVRQGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQGHYHORSPHQWHGXFDWLRQLPSOHPHQWHGE\5RPDQLDQ1*2V
To elaborate country strategy programmes for priority ODA recipients, especially for the Republic of Moldova, and ensure
the role of the civil society from both countries as consultative and implementing partners.
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SLOVAKIA
&RXQWU\SDJHSUHSDUHGE\0952

2011
CHANGES

0,08%

Genuine aid/GNI

0,09%
ODA/ GNI

Since 2011 Slovakia has been involved in the EU joint programming for health sector in South Sudan and in the Tunisia Task
Force. The Country Strategy Papers for priority countries are still missing. In 2011, the Centre for Transfer of Experiences from
Integration and Reforms (CETIR) was established and activities were implemented under this programme. In the National Programme of the Slovak
2'$IRUWKHSULYDWHVHFWRULQYROYHPHQWZDVLQFOXGHGDQGDVLJQLÀFDQWDPRXQWRIÀQDQFLDOUHVRXUFHVKDVEHHQDOORFDWHG+RZHYHUWKHHIIHFWV
on poverty reduction in developing are questionable.
0DLQFKDQJHVUHÁHFWHGLQWKHUHFRPPHQGDWLRQIURPODVW\HDUDUH([WHUQDO(YDOXDWLRQRISURMHFWVKDVVWDUWHG $IJKDQLVWDQ%RVQLD.HQ\D6RXWK
6XGDQ HVWDEOLVKLQJRIWKH9ROXQWHHUVSURJUDPLQ6ORYDN2'$V\VWHPDGRSWLRQRIWKH1DWLRQDO*OREDO(GXFDWLRQ6WUDWHJ\DQGEHJLQQLQJRIWKH
discussion with the MFA on aid transparency.

In 2011, Slovakia´s total ODA amounted to € 61,9 million which was 0,091% of its GNI. Bilateral ODA reached 25% and
multilateral 75%. The biggest share of the bilateral ODA was directed to Kenya. Although Slovakia is still committed to
reach the 0,33% target by 2015, it risks to miss the target because of cuts on the side of government´s expenditures.

AID
QUANTITY

SYSTEM

The Development Cooperation and Humanitarian Aid Department within the MFA is responsible for creating and implementing
policies and for ODA programming. In January 2007, the Slovak Agency for International Development Cooperation (SAIDC) was
HVWDEOLVKHGDVWKHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQERG\$SDUWIURPWKH6ORYDN0)$RWKHUNH\JRYHUQPHQWDOLQVWLWXWLRQVDUHLQYROYHGLQ2'$WKH0LQLVWU\RI
Education, Science, Research and Sport, the Ministry of Economy, the Ministry of Environment, the Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of Agriculture
DQG5XUDO'HYHORSPHQWWKH0LQLVWU\RI,QWHULRUHWF7KHPDLQVWUDWHJLFGRFXPHQWVDUH7KH0HGLXPWHUP2'$6WUDWHJ\IRU²DQGWKH
National Programme of the ODA (operational document updated annually).

The Medium-term ODA Strategy for 2009 – 2013 set up 19 priority countries. In the National Programme of the Slovak ODA
IRUQXPEHURISULRULW\FRXQWULHVZDVUHGXFHGWR.HQ\D6XGDQ$IJKDQLVWDQ%RVQLDDQG+HU]HJRYLQD0RQWHQHJUR
and Moldova. Activities focused on the sector of health and education, agriculture and environmental protection. Special
attention was given to technical assistance mainly in Balkan, Eastern Partnership of the EU (Belarus, Georgia, Moldova,
and Ukraine), Tunisia, Egypt. Based on the foreign policy priorities of the Slovak Republic, in 2011 the MFA created a
programme of technical assistance - CETIR.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

In the National Programme of the Slovak ODA for 2012, the planned budget for the ODA has slightly increased in
comparison with 2011. However the advocacy efforts will have to be strengthened as there is a risk of decreasing it
in the next years. In order to make aid more effective, the Slovak Agency for International Development Cooperation
(SAIDC) and the system of ODA need to be rebuilt based on strategic planning, programme approach (including Country
Strategy Papers), sustainability criteria and evaluation. In the National Programme of the Slovak ODA for 2012 a
Business Sphere Involvement in Development Assistance was included. A special call for proposals was created for
this purpose;; however its objectives did not aim at poverty reduction in developing countries. Clear criteria should be
VHWVRWKDWSULYDWHVHFWRUSOD\VDVLJQLÀFDQWUROHLQSRYHUW\UHGXFWLRQWRR%HVLGHVWKDWWKHUHLVODFNRIPRWLYDWLRQIRU
FRPSDQLHVWREULQJVSHFLÀFFUHDWLYHLQSXWVLQWRGHYHORSPHQW/DVWEXWQRWOHDVWDSURSRUWLRQRIFRÀQDQFLQJE\SULYDWH
sector should be increased (from up to 20 percent to 50 percent).

RECOMMENDATIONS







Increase aid quantity (achieve 0,33% GNI in 2015) and aid quality (rebuild the SAIDC and ODA system;; sign up to the International Aid
Transparency Initiative and publish a respective schedule to implement it by December 2012, with the aim of implementing it fully by
December 2015).
Reconsider ways of involvement of the private sector in development cooperation in order to focus on poverty reduction in poor countries .
Effectively implement and monitor the implementation of the National Global Education strategy 2012-2016 and prepare professionals
LQWKHÀHOGRIGHYHORSPHQW
5HDOL]HFRPPRQSURMHFWVRI9FRXQWULHVDQGSDUWLFLSDWHLQ(8MRLQWSURJUDPPLQJ
Engage in the Policy Coherence for Development agenda.
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2011
CHANGES

0,13%
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SLOVENIA
Country page prepared by Sloga.

The amount of Slovenian ODA has decreased from last year and international commitments on aid quantity were not met. There
ZHUHQRWDQ\VLJQLÀFDQWFKDQJHVLQUHODWLRQWRDLGTXDOLW\
0RVWRIWKHUHFRPPHQGDWLRQVIURPZHUHWDNHQWRDFFRXQWE\WKH6ORYHQLDQ0)$LQVXIÀFLHQWO\IRUH[DPSOH7KH6ORYHQLDQ
government made further ODA cuts which threatens into the predictability of ODA.

In 2011 Slovenia’s ODA dropped to €45 million which is €2 million less than in 2010. Additionally, the proportion of GNI
remained at the same level as in 2010 - 0.13% The main improvement was recorded in the increase of the genuine aid from
92% in 2010 to 97% in 2011.

AID
QUANTITY

SYSTEM
The national coordinating body for development assistance is the Ministry of Foreign Affairs and it’s Directorate for development
cooperation and humanitarian aid. The Directorate is responsible for planning and coordinating strategies and policies of
PXOWLODWHUDODQGELODWHUDOGHYHORSPHQWDVVLVWDQFHDQGIRUSUHSDULQJDQGPRQLWRULQJRIWKHQRUPDWLYHVWDQGDUGVLQWKLVÀHOG,Q
this scope it designs geographical and sectoral priorities, multiannual programs of development assistance for certain countries
and bilateral agreements. It also monitors and cooperates in multilateral activities carried out by international institutions.

Poverty reduction is not the main objective of Slovenian ODA. Most of ODA is allocated as pre-accession aid to Western Balkan
countries and Moldova.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

$FFRUGLQJWRFXUUHQWRIÀFLDOSURMHFWLRQVRI0)$6ORYHQLDZLOOQRWIXOÀOLWVWDUJHWDQGZLOOUHPDLQDWWKHOHYHORI
0,13-0,14% until 2015. The other challenges are linked with aid effectiveness of Slovenian ODA, mainly transparency,
predictability, gender and consultations with CSO in the policy processes.

RECOMMENDATIONS






Increase bilateral ODA and ensure that ODA will be spent on activities which have primarily focus on reducing
poverty. Efforts must be done that aid is not used to pursue Slovenian foreign policy or commercial interests.
Prevent any further ODA cuts and, despite crisis, progressively work towards ODA increase.
,PSURYHWUDQVSDUHQF\RIWKH2'$DQGSURYLGHPRUHWLPHO\DQGGHWDLOHGLQIRUPDWLRQRQGHYHORSPHQWDLGÁRZVQHJRWLDWLRQVDQGSURFHGXUHV
LQFOXGHGDWDRQVSHFLÀFSURMHFWVDQGUHOHYDQWGRFXPHQWVRQWKH0)$ZHEVLWHDVZHOODVLQFUHDVHDFFHVVWRDLGLQIRUPDWLRQIRUVRXWKHUQSDUWQHUV
Improve the consultation process with CSOs and other relevant stakeholders in all strategic planning of ODA. Consultation should also become
more meaningful and structured.
'HÀQHWKHUROHRIWKHSULYDWHVHFWRULQGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQLQFOXGLQJGHYHORSDFOHDUIUDPHZRUNKRZWRKROGWKHSULYDWHVHFWRUDFFRXQWDEOH
for respecting and implementing existing principles of development effectiveness.
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SPAIN
Country page prepared by Coordinadora de ONG para el
Desarrollo -España.

0,25%

Genuine aid/GNI

2011
CHANGES

0,29%
ODA/ GNI

Elections at national and sub-national levels in a context of economic crisis, growing unemployment and social discomfort were
at the forefront of the political events in 2011. Development cooperation was extremely affected by this unstable environment.
Civil society demanded the establishment of a transparency mechanism to allow for public control over any transaction under the new Fund for
WKH3URPRWLRQRI'HYHORSPHQW )21352'( DVZHOODVWKHDGRSWLRQRIDUHJXODWRU\IUDPHZRUNWRHQVXUHWKHIXOÀOPHQWRIKXPDQULJKWVDQG
environmental standards. These demands were only partly met. Country-led sectorial concentration continued with six signed Country Partnership
Framework Agreements (CPFA) in 2011. Evidence shows that the CPFA hardly serves as an instrument for an increased democratic ownership.

For Spain 2011 ended with the worst case scenario. While the Spanish government had announced earlier in 2011 that
it would allocate 0.43% of its GNI to ODA, it closed the year with a performance of 0.29%. Spain is clearly off-track to
meeting its -0.7% target. Spain is the country with the most severe ODA cuts in 2011 in absolute terms and the second
in relative terms. The decline of € 1.425 billion represented almost 50% of total ODA cut of all DAC donors.

SYSTEM

AID
QUANTITY

The Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation is responsible for the development cooperation policy and for coordination
with other contributing Ministries. Sub-national and local governments’ also play an important role, contributing between
12% in 2008 and 10% in 2010 to Spanish ODA. The new government created a new Secretary of State by merging the former
Secretariat of State for International Cooperation and the one for Latin America. It supervises the General Secretariat of
International Cooperation for Development, dedicated to strategic planning, and the Agency for International Cooperation
for Development (AECID), responsible for policy implementation. The decreasing volume of ODA managed by the Agency in
favour of the Ministries of Economy and Treasury poses the question to what extend Spanish Cooperation is guided by the
objective of poverty eradication.

The top ten recipients of ODA were Peru, Palestine, Bolivia, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Guatemala, Ecuador, Colombia,
Morocco and Mozambique. This shows the geographical focus of Spanish bi-lateral ODA was Latin America (48%), followed
by Africa (35%) and Asia (16%).
6HFWRUVLQFOXGHGXQGHUWKH6RFLDO,QIUDVWUXFWXUH 6HUYLFHVFODVVLÀFDWLRQDPRXQWHGWRRIWRWDOELODWHUDODLGZKLFK
PHDQWDGHFUHDVHFRPSDUHGWR,QVWHDG%DQNLQJ )LQDQFLDO6HUYLFHVQHDUO\GRXEOHGLWVSHUFHQWDJHFRPSDUHG
WRVWDUWLQJDZRUULVRPHSDWKWRZDUGVLQFUHDVLQJWKHVKDUHRIÀQDQFHFRRSHUDWLRQ7KHVHWUHQGVKDYHSRWHQWLDO
implications on the progressive loss of the poverty focus of Spanish Aid.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

,QSUHSDULQJWKH,90DVWHU3ODQIRUWKHSHULRGLQFOXVLYHDQGHIIHFWLYHSDUWLFLSDWLRQRIGLIIHUHQWDFWRUVPXVW
be ensured. It needs to build on the lessons learned during the past years. It should be based on analysis and shared
criteria agreed by the different actors and rooted in poverty reduction objectives. Coordination with other donors is
key to avoid situations of ‘donor orphans’. Spanish participation in the global development agenda should be oriented
towards more democratic and inclusive global institutions for managing global goods.

RECOMMENDATIONS







(QVXUHWKDWWKH,90DVWHU3ODQLVEXLOWRQWKHOHVVRQVOHDUQHGIURPWKHSUHYLRXVSHULRGVXSSRUWLQJWKHSURPRWLRQRIKXPDQULJKWVJHQGHU
equality and environmental sustainability as core objectives. Any involvement of the private sector needs to be placed under regulatory
frameworks and accompanied by greater transparency to guarantee a positive impact in terms of human development.
7RPDNHSXEOLFDUHDOLVWLFDQGYHULÀDEOHQDWLRQDO2'$DFWLRQSODQHVWDEOLVKLQJDFUHGLEOHURDGPDSWRZDUGVDFKLHYLQJWKH
$FWLYHO\ZRUNWRZDUGVWKHLPSOHPHQWDWLRQRIQHZÀQDQFLQJLQVWUXPHQWVWRÀQDQFHVRFLDOSROLFLHVDQGSXEOLFJRRGVQDWLRQDOO\DQGJOREDOO\
&RPEDWLQJWD[IUDXG HYDVLRQQHHGWREHSULRULWLHVLQSDUDOOHOWRSXUVXLQJWKHHVWDEOLVKPHQWRID)LQDQFLDO7UDQVDFWLRQ7D[ ))7 
%XLOGLQJDEHWWHUHQYLURQPHQWIRUFLYLOVRFLHW\LPSURYLQJWKHSROLF\HQYLURQPHQWFDSDFLW\EXLOGLQJDQGÀQDQFLDOVXSSRUW(QVXUHVKLIWLQJ
from present consultation processes to real civil society participation in policy making.
Proactively contribute to the global development agenda, including the post-MDG debate, increasing transparency and building views
WRJHWKHUZLWKDOOVWDNHKROGHUV&RPPLWPHQWVDVVXPHGLQWKH,9+LJK/HYHO)RUXPRI%XVDQDOVRQHHGWREHLPSOHPHQWHGLQDQLQFOXVLYHZD\
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SWEDEN
Country page prepared by the following members of
&21&25'6ZHGHQ$FWLRQ$LG6ZHGHQ&KXUFKRI6ZHGHQ
Diakonia, Forum Syd, IPPF Swedish Member Association
RFSU, LO-TCO Secretariat of International Trade Union
Development Co-operation, Plan Sweden, Swedish
Cooperative Centre, Swedish Mission Council, Shia (Swedish
Organisations’ of Persons with Disabilities International
Development Cooperation Association).

In 2011, Sweden reached the 1% target, spending 1,02% of GNI on ODA. This is an increase from the 0, 98% of 2010. Sweden
KDVFRPPLWWHGWRNHHSWKHWDUJHWLQWKHIXWXUH7KHUHZHUHQRVLJQLÀFDQWFKDQJHVLQUHODWLRQWRDLGLQDOWKRXJKLGHQWLÀHG
priorities within the aid effectiveness agenda may affect future aid allocation and modalities.
In 2011, 9% of the ODA budget was spent on refugee costs, which is an increase from previous years. Despite a decreasing
QXPEHURIUHIXJHHV2'$DOORFDWHGIRUWKLVSXUSRVHKDVLQFUHDVHGE\PRUHWKDQGXULQJWKHSDVWÀYH\HDUV

)RUWKHSHULRGRI6ZHGHQLVDOORFDWLQJ½PLOOLRQWRWKHIDVWVWDUWFOLPDWHÀQDQFHLQLWLDWLYHWKDWZDVDQQRXQFHG
DWWKH&RSHQKDJHQ6XPPLWLQ7KLVVXPLVÀQDQFHGE\WKHGHYHORSPHQWFRRSHUDWLRQEXGJHW6ZHGHQLVDUJXLQJWKDWLWLV
legitimate as long as it is above the international ODA commitment of 0.7% of GNI. As a consequence, Sweden is not respecting
WKHSULQFLSOHRIQHZDQGDGGLWLRQDOPRQH\DQGLQSUDFWLFHQRWIXOÀOOLQJWKHWDUJHW

SYSTEM

AID
QUANTITY

The government’s guidelines describe how Sida, the development agency, should perform its work and how it should assist
the government, which organizations it should co-operate with and how to organize the work in partner countries. It also states
how the money should be divided between the agency’s various activities, such as national co-operation, regional co-operation,
VSHFLÀFVHFWRULVVXHVDQGDGPLQLVWUDWLRQ

7KHWRSÀYHSDUWQHUFRXQWULHV JURVV2'$ DUH7DQ]DQLD0R]DPELTXH$IJKDQLVWDQ'HPRFUDWLF5HSXEOLFRI&RQJRDQG:HVW
%DQN *D]DVWULS7KHÀYHSULRULW\DUHDVIRU6ZHGHQDUHGHPRFUDF\JHQGHUHTXDOLW\DQGKXPDQULJKWVHFRQRPLFGHYHORSPHQW
knowledge, health and social development, sustainable development and human security.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

Sweden is actively involved in the aid effectiveness agenda, transparency is one of three priorities for the current
government. In 2011, Sweden launched Open Aid, a transparency initiative, anti-corruption activities, and support for
increased accountability in partner countries. Data is published according to the IATI registry. Swedish CSOs welcome the
initiative and encourage their government to broaden the reporting in accordance with the IATI standard.

The other priorities are results, value for money and the role of the private sector. With regard to results, Swedish CSOs emphasize the need to base
WKHVHOHFWLRQRIDLGPRGDOLWLHVDOORFDWLRQRQULJRURXVVFLHQWLÀFUHVHDUFKDQGHYDOXDWLRQV7KHULJKWVSHUVSHFWLYHDQGORFDORZQHUVKLSDUHNH\LQWKLV
regard, and the focus should be on long term results. Over a 3 year period (2010-2012) Sida will increase the budget for cooperation with the private
sector from €5.5 million to €38 million. The government has also committed to increasing the resources of the Swedish DFI, Swedfund. Swedish CSOs
recognize the private sector as an important actor in development, but stress the importance of the principle of transparency and to demonstrate how
LWFRQWULEXWHVWRGHYHORSPHQWLPSDFW7KLVLVHVSHFLDOO\LPSRUWDQWDVRIÀFLDOHYDOXDWLRQVKDYHVKRZQWKDWWKHUHLVDODFNRIWUDQVSDUHQF\DQGZHDN
results measurement standards in private sector aid in terms of its impact on development. Sweden needs to clarify how it will use local procurement
and how it will support the private sector in partner countries, avoiding the risk of informally tying Swedish aid.
The government is in the process of developing a new platform for aid in 2012, which is expected to provide political direction for future aid priorities.
It is vital to ensure a transparent process and broad based consultations with all actors involved in aid.







Ensure that all ODA expenditure is included in the Open Aid initiative and that the same transparency standards are
applied to the private sector when engaging in aid processes. The private sector may not contribute to tax evasion
DQGDYRLGDQFHWKURXJKWKHXVHRIWD[KDYHQV3ULYDWHVHFWRUDLGVKRXOGDELGHE\UHVSRQVLEOHÀQDQFLQJVWDQGDUGV
Stop counting refugee costs, debt cancellation as ODA and foreign service administration costs as ODA.
0DNHDOOFOLPDWHÀQDQFLQJDGGLWLRQDOWRWKHWDUJHWDQGFKDQQHOFOLPDWHÀQDQFHWKURXJKIXQGVXQGHUWKHDXWKRULW\RIWKH81)&&&·V
Conference of the Parties (COP).
Ensure that all stakeholders, including the private sector align with Sweden’s policy for global development, its objectives and priorities. In
particular, the government should ensure that private sector aid contributes to poverty reduction, following clear, measurable targets. All actors
engaged in aid processes should be subjected to the same monitoring, evaluation and reporting standards.

RECOMMENDATIONS
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UNITED
KINGDOM
Country page prepared by UKAN and BOND.

0,55%

Genuine aid/GNI

0,56%
ODA/ GNI

2011
CHANGES

8.2'$IHOOIURPLQWRLQGHVSLWH*1,UHODWHGUHGXFWLRQVLQWKHDLGEXGJHWVIRU
and delays to legislation on 0.7% a budget remains in place to reach 0.7% by 2013.
The comprehensive review of the UK’s bilateral programmes led to large allocation increases to fragile states with high levels of poverty.
7KHFURVV*RYHUQPHQW1DWLRQDO6HFXULW\&RXQFLOLVOLNHO\WRKDYHEHHQLQÁXHQWLDOLQHQVXULQJLQFOXVLRQRIDQXPEHURIFRXQWULHVRIQDWLRQDOVHFXULW\
interest amongst those receiving the largest bilateral ODA increases and to focusing a large share of DFID’s new Pakistan programme on an
insecure region bordering Afghanistan.The bilateral review promised increases in the share of UK ODA to MDG-related sectors, especially health
and education, and to wealth creation and climate change.

7KH8.·V2'$IHOOIURPLQWRLQLQ1RYHPEHUDLGVSHQGLQJSODQVIRU
were scaled back by £1.2 billion (3.5%) due to GNI related adjustments;; and the introduction of legislation on 0.7%
has been delayed. However, spending plans remain in place to reach 0.7% by 2013 and the Government has stated it
remains committed to legislation on 0.7%.

AID
QUANTITY

SYSTEM

In 2011 88.9% of the UK’s ODA was managed by the Department for International Development (DFID), under the leadership of
D6HFUHWDU\RI6WDWHZLWKD&DELQHWVHDW7KLVSURSRUWLRQKDVEHHQLQFUHDVLQJLQUHFHQW\HDUVZKLFKLVVLJQLÀFDQWJLYHQWKDWLWLV
only DFID’s ODA which is required by the 2002 International Development Act to be focused on development.
The other main ministries that deliver the UK’s ODA include the Foreign and Defence Ministries (together 3.5% in 2011), the Department for Energy
DQG&OLPDWH&KDQJH  DQGWKH&RPPRQZHDOWK'HYHORSPHQW&RUSRUDWLRQ WKH*RYHUQPHQW·VGHYHORSPHQWÀQDQFHERG\ 7KHGHYHORSPHQW
focus of these elements of ODA is unclear given the limited transparency of this spending and they are not covered by the 2002 Act.
,QWKH8.*RYHUQPHQWIRUPHGWKH1DWLRQDO6HFXULW\&RXQFLOZKLFKJLYHVWKH)RUHLJQDQG'HIHQFH0LQLVWULHVLQÁXHQFHRYHUGHYHORSPHQWSROLF\
in countries of national security interest, e.g. Afghanistan, Pakistan and Somalia.

In March 2011 DFID published the results of a review of its bilateral programmes, which delivered most of the largest
LQFUHDVHVLQDLGWRIUDJLOHDQGFRQÁLFWDIIHFWHGVWDWHVLQFOXGLQJVRPHRIVWURQJQDWLRQDOVHFXULW\LQWHUHVWHJ3DNLVWDQ
6RPDOLD<HPHQWKRXJKWKH\DOVRIDFHVLJQLÀFDQWSRYHUW\FKDOOHQJHV7KHELODWHUDODLGUHYLHZGHOLYHUHGVLJQLÀFDQWLQFUHDVHV
in the share of aid to be spent on MDG-related sectors overall, although the share of aid going to water and sanitation,
hunger, vulnerability and nutrition interventions will fall. It is also not clear how the large increases in allocations to wealth
creation will be delivered and what the role of the private sector will be.

CHALLENGES
IN 2012 AND
BEYOND

COUNTRIES
& SECTORS

$VWKH8.*RYHUQPHQWSUHSDUHVWRVFDOHXSLWV2'$E\DURXQGLQWKHQH[W\HDUVDWDWLPHZKHQWRWDO*RYHUQPHQW
spending is being cut the UK Government it may come under increasing pressure to reach an aid level of 0.7% of
GNI. Continued efforts by the UK Government and NGOs to make the case for aid increases to parliamentarians and
the public will be vital to heading off such challenges, as will strong commitment from the Government to retain its
commitment to these increases.
,QDGGLWLRQWKHUHPD\ZHOOEHFDOOVIURPZLWKLQ*RYHUQPHQWWRGHOLYHUPRUHLQÁDWHGDLGDQGXVHPRUHDLGWRDGGUHVV
the UK’s national interests, which the UK Government must strongly resist.

RECOMMENDATIONS
7KH8.*RYHUQPHQWVKRXOG
 6FDOHXSDLGWRZDUGVLQWKURXJKJHQXLQHDLGWUDQVIHUVDQGDYRLGLQFUHDVHVLQLQÁDWHGDLG
 Immediately introduce legislation to obliging the UK to deliver 0.7% of GNI in aid from 2013, as per the Government’s commitment.
 Improve the transparency of aid programmes across Government by publishing aid information from all relevant departments to the IATI
standard and undertaking closer monitoring of the development focus of their aid programmes.
 (QVXUHWKDWDLGWRIUDJLOHVWDWHVLVÀUPO\IRFXVHGRQGHYHORSPHQWREMHFWLYHVDQGDYRLGVNHZLQJDOORFDWLRQVWRZDUGVUHJLRQVRI8.QDWLRQDO
security interest.
 Ensure that increased ODA for wealth creation interventions is focused on sustainably supporting the poorest and most marginalised
people to improve their livelihoods.
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NOTE ON METHODOLOGY
AND DATA SOURCES

Data on the provision of amounts of ODA in 2011
were extracted from the OECD press release of 4
April 2012, the DAC reference statistical tables
published on the same day, the tables “statistics of resource flows to developing countries”
(see details below), the OECD online database
and the Commission press release of 4 April
2012 “Publication of preliminary data on Official
Development Assistance, 2011”. This data was
complemented by information obtained by national
platforms (CONCORD members) from their national
ministries.

prices and then transformed into Euros, using the
OECD official exchange rate. The 2010 amount was
adjusted for the inflation rate in Member States in
2011. Repayments on ODA loans were calculated
as an average for the years 2009 and 2010 and
then transformed into Euros.

Genuine aid levels were calculated by deducting
from the overall net disbursements of ODA in 2011
the estimated level of imputed student costs (or
2011 data provided by national platforms), the estimated level of refugee costs (or 2011 data provided
by national platforms), debt relief for 2011, 30%
and 15% of the estimated tied and partially tied aid
share per Member State, respectively and estimated
repayments on ODA loans.

The share of tied aid of Member States was estimated based on OECD data for the years 2009
and 2010 2010 as this data is not yet available
for 2011. Based on this data we calculated the
average percentage based on the years 2009 and,
as contained in the table “Tying Status of ODA by
Individual Members, 2010” and the OECD document: Statistics on resource flows to developing
countries in 2009. We then used these figures
to calculate the volume of bilateral aid that each
Member State fully or partially tied, and finally
deducted 30% of the fully tied aid figure and 15%
of the partially tied aid figure from each Member
State`s total ODA figures.

Debt relief was reported in the OECD online database for the year 2011. Where data for 2011
was not yet available, AIDWATCH estimated the
amounts based on data of previous years provided
by the OECD. This was also the case for imputed
student costs, refugee costs and repayments of
ODA loans. For refugee and student costs, the data
for the year 2010 was extracted in 2010 constant

Data on climate change was mainly obtained from
the European Commission webpage http://ec.europa.
eu/clima/policies/finance/international/faststart/docs/
fast_start_2011_en.pdf and projects listed in the
table on Fast Start Climate Finance collected by the
European Commission for the UNFCCC, available
on the same webpage. Data was complemented by
information provided by national platforms.
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ACRONYMS

ACP  

͋˘ˤ˛˕˓ˠʟƯʵ˓ˤ˛˔˔˗˓ˠƯ˓ˠ˖Ư˂˓˕˛͑˕Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥

LMICƯ

ʾˡ˩˗ˤʠʿ˛˖˖˞˗ʠʻˠ˕ˡ˟˗Ưʵˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥Ư

CSOs  

ʵ˛˨˛˞Ư˅ˡ˕˛˗˦˫Ưˁˤ˙˓ˠ˛˥˓˦˛ˡˠ˥

MIC  

ʿ˛˖˖˞˗Ưʻˠ˕ˡ˟˗Ưʵˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥

DACƯ
Ư

ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư͋˥˥˛˥˦˓ˠ˕˗Ưʵˡ˟˟˛˦˦˗˗Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗ƯƯ
ˁʷʵʶ

MDGsƯ

ʿ˛˞˞˗ˠˠ˛˧˟Ưʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ưʹˡ˓˞˥Ư

MFAƯ

ʿ˛ˠ˛˥˦ˤ˫Ưˡ˘Ưʸˡˤ˗˛˙ˠƯ͋˘˘˓˛ˤ˥

DFIDƯ
Ư

ˇˠ˛˦˗˖Ưʽ˛ˠ˙˖ˡ˟̛˥Ưʶ˗ˢ˓ˤ˦˟˗ˠ˦Ư˘ˡˤƯʻˠ˦˗ˤˠ˓˦˛ˡˠ˓˞ƯƯ
ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦

MS  

ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯˇˠ˛ˡˠƯʿ˗˟˔˗ˤƯ˅˦˓˦˗˥

EC  

ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠ

NGOsƯ

ˀˡˠʠʹˡ˨˗ˤˠ˟˗ˠ˦˓˞Ưˁˤ˙˓ˠ˛˥˓˦˛ˡˠ˥

EIBƯ

ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʻˠ˨˗˥˦˟˗ˠ˦Ưʴ˓ˠ˝

EDFƯ

ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ưʸ˧ˠ˖

EUƯ

ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯˇˠ˛ˡˠƯ

EU  12  

ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯˇˠ˛ˡˠƯˠ˗˩Ưʿ˗˟˔˗ˤƯ˅˦˓˦˗˥Ưʥʣʣʧʢʥʣʣʪ

EU  15Ư

ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯˇˠ˛ˡˠƯˡ˞˖Ưʿ˗˟˔˗ˤƯ˅˦˓˦˗˥Ư

GDP  

ʹˤˡ˥˥Ưʶˡ˟˗˥˦˛˕Ư˂ˤˡ˖˧˕˦

GNI  

ʹˤˡ˥˥Ưˀ˓˦˛ˡˠ˓˞Ưʻˠ˕ˡ˟˗

HIPCƯ

ʺ˗˓˨˛˞˫Ưʻˠ˖˗˔˦˗˖Ư˂ˡˡˤƯ˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥

LDCsƯ

ʾ˗˓˥˦Ưʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˗˖Ưʵˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥

NGDOsƯ ˀˡˠʠʹˡ˨˗ˤˠ˟˗ˠ˦˓˞Ưʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ưˁˤ˙˓ˠ˛˥˓˦˛ˡˠ˥
ODA  

ˁ˘͑˕˛˓˞Ưʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư͋˥˥˛˥˦˓ˠ˕˗

OECDƯ
Ư

ˁˤ˙˓ˠ˛˥˓˦˛ˡˠƯ˘ˡˤƯʷ˕ˡˠˡ˟˛˕Ưʵˡʠˡˢ˗ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠƯ˓ˠ˖ƯƯ
ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư

OLIC  

ˁ˦˚˗ˤƯʾˡ˩Ưʻˠ˕ˡ˟˗Ưʵˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥

TA  

ˆ˗˕˚ˠ˛˕˓˞Ư͋˥˥˛˥˦˓ˠ˕˗

UK  

ˇˠ˛˦˗˖Ưʽ˛ˠ˙˖ˡ˟

UMICƯ

ˇˢˢ˗ˤʠʿ˛˖˖˞˗ʠʻˠ˕ˡ˟˗Ưʵˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥

UNƯ

ˇˠ˛˦˗˖Ưˀ˓˦˛ˡˠ˥

WBƯ

ˉˡˤ˞˖Ưʴ˓ˠ˝
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NOTES

˛Ư

ˆ˚˗ƯʷˇƯʥʨƯ˟˗˦ƯʣʟʧʤʘƯˁʶ͋Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗˛ˤƯʹˀʻƯ˛ˠƯʥʣʣʨʡƯʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯʛʥʣʤʣʜƯʸ˛ˠ˓ˠ˕˛ˠ˙Ư˘ˡˤƯʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư̂Ư͋ˠˠ˧˓˞Ư
ˢˤˡ˙ˤ˗˥˥Ưˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦ƯʥʣʤʣʟƯʹ˗˦˦˛ˠ˙Ư˔˓˕˝ƯˡˠƯ˦ˤ˓˕˝Ư˦ˡƯˤ˗˓˕˚Ư˦˚˗ƯʷˇƯʥʣʤʨƯ˦˓ˤ˙˗˦ƯˡˠƯˁʶ͋Ư˥ˢ˗ˠ˖˛ˠ˙ʲƯ͋˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦  http://
ec.europa.eu/development/icenter/repository/SEC_2010_0420_COM_2010_0159_EN.PDF

˛˛Ư ˆ˚˗Ư˕˓˞˕˧˞˓˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư˓ˤ˗Ư˔˓˥˗˖ƯˡˠƯˁʷʵʶƯ˥˦˓˦˛˥˦˛˕˥ʟƯ˛ˠƯʥʣʤʣƯ˕ˡˠ˥˦˓ˠ˦Ưˢˤ˛˕˗˥ʡƯ
˛˛˛ƯƯ ˆ˚˛˥Ư˛˥Ư˦˚˗Ư˓˛˖Ư˞˗˨˗˞Ư˗˪ˢ˗˕˦˗˖Ư˛˘Ư˦˚˗Ưˠ˗˕˗˥˥˓ˤ˫Ư˛ˠ˕ˤ˗˓˥˗Ư˛˥Ư˗˨˗ˠ˞˫Ư˥ˢˤ˗˓˖Ưˡ˨˗ˤƯ˦˚˗Ư˫˗˓ˤ˥ʟƯ˘ˤˡ˟ƯʣʡʨʤʘƯʛʣʡʤʪʘʜƯ˛ˠƯʥʣʤʣƯƯ
˦ˡƯʣʡʪʘƯʛʣʟʦʦʘʜƯ˛ˠƯʥʣʤʨʡ
˛˨ƯƯ ͋˕˕ˡˤ˖˛ˠ˙Ư˦ˡƯ˗˪˛˥˦˛ˠ˙ƯˁʷʵʶƯˤ˧˞˗˥ƯˡˠƯˁʶ͋ʟƯ˦˚˗Ưˡ˘͑˕˛˓˞Ưˁʶ͋Ư͑˙˧ˤ˗˥Ưˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦˗˖Ư˓ˤ˗Ư˘ˡˤƯˠ˗˦Ưˁʶ͋ʟƯ˩˚˛˕˚ƯʰƯ˦˚˗Ư˦ˡ˦˓˞Ư
͒ˡ˩Ưˡ˘Ưˁʶ͋Ư˦ˡƯ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˛ˠ˙Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥Ư˕˓˞˕˧˞˓˦˗˖ƯʠƯˤ˗ˢ˓˫˟˗ˠ˦˥ƯˡˠƯ˦˚˗Ưˢˤ˛ˠ˕˛ˢ˞˗Ưˡ˘Ưˁʶ͋Ư˞ˡ˓ˠ˥Ư˘ˤˡ˟Ư˙ˤˡ˥˥Ưˁʶ͋Ư
͒ˡ˩˥ʮƯ˦˚˗ˤ˗˘ˡˤ˗Ư˛ˠ˦˗ˤ˗˥˦Ưˢ˓˫˟˗ˠ˦˥ƯˡˠƯˁʶ͋Ư˞ˡ˓ˠ˥Ư˓ˤ˗Ư˛ˠ˕ˡˤˢˡˤ˓˦˗˖Ư˛ˠ˦ˡƯ˦˚˛˥Ư˕˓˞˕˧˞˓˦˛ˡˠʟƯ˩˚˛˕˚Ư͋˛˖ˉ˓˦˕˚Ư˔˗˞˛˗˨˗˥Ư˛˥Ư
˧ˠ˜˧˥˦˛͑˓˔˞˗Ư˙˛˨˗ˠƯ˦˚˗˥˗Ưˢ˓˫˟˗ˠ˦˥Ư˓˞˥ˡƯˤ˗˥˧˞˦Ư˛ˠƯˡ˧˦͒ˡ˩˥Ư˘ˤˡ˟Ư˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˛ˠ˙Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥Ư˓˥Ư˓Ưˤ˗˥˧˞˦Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ưˁʶ͋Ư˞ˡ˓ˠ
˨ƯƯ ˆ˚˗Ư˥˗˕ˡˠ˖Ư͋˛˖ˉ˓˦˕˚Ưˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦ʟƯ˦ˡƯ˔˗Ưˢ˧˔˞˛˥˚˗˖Ư˞˓˦˗ˤƯ˛ˠƯʥʣʤʥƯ˩˛˞˞Ư˓˥˥˗˥˥Ư˦˚˗Ưˢˤˡ˙ˤ˗˥˥Ư˟˓˖˗Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˥˦˗ˢ˥Ư˧ˠ˖˗ˤ˦˓˝˗ˠƯ˔˫Ư
˦˚˗ƯʷʵƯ˓ˠ˖ƯʷˇƯʿ˅Ư˦ˡƯˤ˗˓˕˚Ư˦˚˗Ư˕ˡ˟˟˛˦˟˗ˠ˦˥Ư˟˓˖˗Ư˖˧ˤ˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˗Ưʧ˦˚Ưʺ˛˙˚Ưʾ˗˨˗˞Ưʸˡˤ˧˟ƯˡˠƯ͋˛˖Ưʷ˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗ˠ˗˥˥ƯʛʥʣʤʤʜʟƯ
˛ˠ˕˞˧˖˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˗Ưˤ˗˓˘͑ˤ˟˓˦˛ˡˠƯˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ư˂˓ˤ˛˥Ưʶ˗˕˞˓ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠƯʛʥʣʣʨʜƯ˓ˠ˖Ư͋˕˕ˤ˓Ư͋˙˗ˠ˖˓Ư˘ˡˤƯ͋˕˦˛ˡˠƯʛʥʣʣʫʜʡ
˨˛ƯƯ ʻˠ˘ˡˤ˟˓˦˛ˡˠƯ˓˔ˡ˧˦Ư˦˚˗ƯʺˡˤˠƯˡ˘Ư͋˘ˤ˛˕˓Ư˕ˤ˛˥˛˥Ư˛˥Ư˗ʡ˙ʡƯ˓˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦Ưhttp://www.wfp.org/crisis/horn-of-africa
vii    http://data.unhcr.org/horn-of-africa/regional.php;;  http://eu2012.dk/fr/NewsList/Marts/Uge-11/Danida
˨˛˛˛Ưˇˠ˛˦˗˖Ưˀ˓˦˛ˡˠ˥ƯʥʣʤʤʭƯˆ˚˗Ưʿ˛˞˞˗ˠˠ˛˧˟Ưʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ưʹˡ˓˞˥Ư˄˗ˢˡˤ˦ƯʥʣʤʤʟƯ˓˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦Ưhttp://www.un.org/millen  
niumgoals/11_MDG%20Report_EN.pdf
˛˪Ư ˀ˓˦˛ˡˠ˓˞Ưʻˠ˥˦˛˦˧˦˗Ưˡ˘Ư˅˦˓˦˛˥˦˛˕˥Ư˄˩˓ˠ˖˓ƯʛʥʣʤʤʜʟƯˆ˚˗Ư˦˚˛ˤ˖Ư˛ˠ˦˗˙ˤ˓˦˗˖Ư˚ˡ˧˥˗˚ˡ˞˖Ư˞˛˨˛ˠ˙Ư˕ˡˠ˖˛˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư˥˧ˤ˨˗˫ƯʛʷʻʵˈʦʜʟƯ˓˨˓˛˞ʠ
˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦Ưhttp://eeas.europa.eu/delegations/rwanda/documents/press_corner/news/main_eicv3_report_en.pdf
˪Ư ʻˠƯ˅˩˗˖˗ˠʟƯʵ˫ˢˤ˧˥ʟƯ˂ˡ˞˓ˠ˖ʟƯʾ˧˪˗˟˔ˡ˧ˤ˙ʟƯʹ˗ˤ˟˓ˠ˫ʟƯ˓ˠ˖Ưʸ˛ˠ˞˓ˠ˖Ư˟ˡˤ˗Ư˦˚˓ˠƯʬʣʘƯˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ưˤ˗˥ˢˡˠ˖˗ˠ˦˥Ư˥˓˫Ư˦˚˓˦Ư˚˗˞ˢ˛ˠ˙Ư
ˢ˗ˡˢ˞˗Ư˛ˠƯ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˛ˠ˙Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥Ư˛˥Ư˛˟ˢˡˤ˦˓ˠ˦ʡƯʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯʛʥʣʤʤʜʭƯ˅ˢ˗˕˛˓˞Ưʷ˧ˤˡ˔˓ˤˡ˟˗˦˗ˤƯʦʪʨʭƯʿ˓˝˛ˠ˙Ư˓Ư
˖˛˘˘˗ˤ˗ˠ˕˗Ư˛ˠƯ˦˚˗Ư˩ˡˤ˞˖ʭƯʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠ˥Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˦˚˗Ư˘˧˦˧ˤ˗Ưˡ˘Ư˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư˓˛˖ʟƯ˓˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦Ưhttp://ec.europa.eu/public_opin-
ion/archives/ebs/ebs_375_en.pdf  
˪˛ƯƯ ˄˗˥˧˞˦˥Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ư˥˧ˤ˨˗˫Ừ˕ˡˠ˖˧˕˦˗˖Ư˘ˡˤƯˈʷˀ˄ˁƯ˗ʡˈʡƯ˓˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦Ư˚VVRYYYXGPTQQTIàNGCFOKP2TGUUG&QYP-
loads/2010/Juli_2010/Zusammenfassung_der_wichtigsten_Ergebnisse_Meinungsumfrage.pdf
˪˛˛ƯƯ˄˗˥˧˞˦˥Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ưʨ˦˚Ư˔˓ˤˡ˟˗˦˗ˤƯ˕ˡˠ˖˧˕˦˗˖Ư˘ˡˤƯ͋ʸʶƯ˓˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦Ưhttp://www.afd.fr/home/presse-afd/
communiques?actuCtnId=68634
˪˛˛˛ƯƯʴ˧˥˓ˠƯˢ˓ˤ˦ˠ˗ˤ˥˚˛ˢƯ˘ˡˤƯ˗˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗Ư˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư˕ˡʠˡˢ˗ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠʡƯʧ˦˚Ưʺ˛˙˚Ưʾ˗˨˗˞Ưʸˡˤ˧˟ƯˡˠƯ͋˛˖Ưʷ˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗ˠ˗˥˥Ưʴ˧˥˓ˠʟƯʽˡˤ˗˓Ư
ʥʣʤʤƯ˓˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦Ưhttp://www.aideffectiveness.org/busanhlf4/images/stories/hlf4/OUTCOME_DOCUMENT_-_FI-
NAL_EN.pdf
˪˛˨Ưˆ˚˛˥Ư˛ˠ˘ˡˤ˟˓˦˛ˡˠƯ˩˓˥Ưˢˤˡ˨˛˖˗˖Ư˔˫Ưʵˁˀʵˁ˄ʶƯ˟˗˟˔˗ˤ˥ʡ
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˪˨ƯƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯʛʥʣʤʤʜʟ˂˧˔˞˛˕˓˦˛ˡˠƯˡ˘Ưˢˤ˗˞˛˟˛ˠ˓ˤ˫Ư˖˓˦˓ƯˡˠƯˁ˘͑˕˛˓˞Ưʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư͋˥˥˛˥˦˓ˠ˕˗ʟƯ˂ˤ˗˥˥Ưˤ˗˞˗˓˥˗Ưˡ˘ƯʧƯ
͋ˢˤ˛˞ƯʥʣʤʥʡƯ͋˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦  http://europa.eu/rapid/pressReleasesAction.do?reference=MEMO/12/243
˪˨˛ƯƯ ʷ˥˦˛˟˓˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư͋˛˖ˉ˓˦˕˚
˪˨˛˛ƯƯˁʷʵʶƯʛʥʣʤʤʜƯʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦ʭƯ͋˛˖Ư˦ˡƯ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˛ˠ˙Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥Ư˘˓˞˞˥Ư˔˗˕˓˧˥˗Ưˡ˘Ư˙˞ˡ˔˓˞Ưˤ˗˕˗˥˥˛ˡˠʟƯˢˤ˗˥˥Ưˤ˗˞˗˓˥˗Ưˡ˘ƯʧƯ͋ˢˤ˛˞ƯƯ
ʥʣʤʥʡƯ͋˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦Ưhttp://www.oecd.org/document/3/0,3746,en_21571361_44315115_50058883_1_1_1_1,00.html
˪˨˛˛˛ƯƯˁʷʵʶƯʛʥʣʤʤʜƯʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦ʭƯ͋˛˖Ư˦ˡƯ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˛ˠ˙Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥Ư˘˓˞˞˥Ư˔˗˕˓˧˥˗Ưˡ˘Ư˙˞ˡ˔˓˞Ưˤ˗˕˗˥˥˛ˡˠʟƯˢˤ˗˥˥Ưˤ˗˞˗˓˥˗Ưˡ˘ƯʧƯ͋ˢˤ˛˞ƯƯ
ʥʣʤʥʡƯ͋˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦Ưhttp://www.oecd.org/document/3/0,3746,en_21571361_44315115_50058883_1_1_1_1,00html
˪˛˪ƯƯ ˁʷʵʶƯʛʥʣʤʥʜʟƯ˂ˤ˗˞˛˟˛ˠ˓ˤ˫Ư˖˓˦˓Ư̂ˁ˘͑˕˛˓˞Ưʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư͋˥˥˛˥˦˓ˠ˕˗Ưʛˁʶ͋ʜƯ˖˓˦˓Ư˘ˡˤƯʥʣʤʤƯʛ͋ˢˤ˛˞ƯʥʣʤʥʜʟƯ˓˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦  http://
www.oecd.org/document/11/0,3746,en_2649_34447_1894347_1_1_1_1,00.html
˪˪ƯƯ ˇˠ˛˦˗˖Ưˀ˓˦˛ˡˠ˥Ưʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯˡˠƯʻˠ˦˗ˤˠ˓˦˛ˡˠ˓˞Ưˆˤ˓˖˗Ưʾ˓˩Ưʛˇˀʵʻˆ˄͋ʾʜʭƯˇˀʵʻˆ˄͋ʾƯʿˡ˖˗˞Ưʾ˓˩ƯˡˠƯ˂ˤˡ˕˧ˤ˗˟˗ˠ˦Ưˡ˘Ưʹˡˡ˖˥ʟƯ
ʵˡˠ˥˦ˤ˧˕˦˛ˡˠƯ˓ˠ˖Ư˅˗ˤ˨˛˕˗˥Ư˩˛˦˚Ưʹ˧˛˖˗Ư˦ˡƯʷˠ˓˕˦˟˗ˠ˦Ư
˪˪˛ƯƯ ʷ˧ˤˡ˖˓˖ƯʛʥʣʤʤʜƯʺˡ˩Ư˦ˡƯ˥ˢ˗ˠ˖Ư˛˦ʭƯ˥˟˓ˤ˦Ưˢˤˡ˕˧ˤ˗˟˗ˠ˦Ư˘ˡˤƯ˟ˡˤ˗Ư˗˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗Ư˓˛˖ʡƯ͋˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦Ưhttp://eurodad.org/upload-
GFàNGUYJCVUAPGYTGRQTVUGWTQFCFJQYVQURGPFKVRFH
˪˪˛˛ƯƯˆ˚˗Ư˕˓˞˕˧˞˓˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư˓ˤ˗Ư˔˓˥˗˖ƯˡˠƯ˦˚˗Ưˁʷʵʶʡ˅˦˓˦˥Ư˖˓˦˓˔˓˥˗ʭʡƯ͋˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦  http://stats.oecd.org/Index.
aspx?DatasetCode=ODA_DONOR
˪˪˛˛˛ƯƯʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯʛʥʣʤʤʜƯʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯˇˠ˛ˡˠƯ˘˓˥˦Ư˥˦˓ˤ˦Ư˘˧ˠ˖˛ˠ˙Ư˘ˡˤƯ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˛ˠ˙Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥ʡƯ͋˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦Ưhttp://  
GEGWTQRCGWENKOCRQNKEKGUàPCPEGKPVGTPCVKQPCNHCUVUVCTVFQEUHCUVAUVCTVAAGPRFH
˪˪˛˨ƯƯʶ˗˦˓˛˞˗˖Ưˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦˥ƯˡˠƯ˦˚˗Ư˖˗˞˛˨˗ˤ˫Ưˡ˘ƯʷˇƯ˘˓˥˦Ư˥˦˓ˤ˦Ư˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˓˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦Ưhttp://ec.europa.eu/clima/policies/  
àPCPEGKPVGTPCVKQPCNHCUVUVCTVKPFGZAGPJVO
˪˪˨ƯƯʵˡˠ˕˞˧˥˛ˡˠ˥Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ưʵˡ˧ˠ˕˛˞Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ưʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯˇˠ˛ˡˠƯˡ˘ƯʤʨƯʿ˓˫ƯʥʣʤʥʡƯ͋˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦Ưhttp://www.consilium.europa.eu/
WGFQEUEOUAFCVCFQEURTGUUFCVCGPGEQàPRFH˓ˠ˖Ư˦˚ˡ˥˗Ưˡ˘ƯʤʪƯʿ˓˫ƯʥʣʤʤƯhttp://www.consilium.europa.
GWWGFQEUEOUAFCVCFQEURTGUUFCVCGPGEQàPRFH
˪˪˨˛ƯƯˁˀʵˁ˄ʶƯʛʥʣʤʤʜʟƯ˅ˢˡ˦˞˛˙˚˦ƯˡˠƯʷˇƯ˂ˡ˞˛˕˫Ưʵˡ˚˗ˤ˗ˠ˕˗Ư˘ˡˤƯʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦ʡƯ͋˨˓˛˞˓˔˞˗Ư˓˦ʭƯhttp://coherence.concordeu  rope.
org/pdf/Concord_Report_15_AW_LORES.pdf
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FURTHER
DATA SOURCES

rƯ ͋˂˄ˁʶʷˈʢʵʻʶ˅ʷʢʵ͋˄ʻˆ͋˅Ư ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˓Ư ʿ˓˫Ư ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ʷˇƯ
ˀ˗˩˥Ưʻ˥˥˧˗ƯʥʡƯ
rƯ ʴ˗˦˦˗ˤƯ ͋˛˖ʭƯ ʴ˗˦˦˗ˤƯ ͋˛˖Ư ˅˦˓˦˗˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˡˠƯ ˦˚˗Ư ʹ˞ˡ˔˓˞Ư ˂˓ˤ˦ʠ
ˠ˗ˤ˥˚˛ˢƯ ˘ˡˤƯ ʷ˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗Ư ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ʵˡˡˢ˗ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠƯ ʤ˥˦Ư
ʶ˗˕˗˟˔˗ˤƯʥʣʤʤʡƯ
rƯ ʵˁˀʵˁ˄ʶʭƯʴˤ˛˗͑ˠ˙Ư˂˓ˢ˗ˤʭƯ͋ʵ˂ʠʷˇƯˤ˗˞˓˦˛ˡˠ˥ʭƯˉ˛˞˞Ư˦˚˗Ư
ʷˇƯ˖˗˞˛˨˗ˤƯˡˠƯ˛˦˥Ưˢˤˡ˟˛˥˗˥ʲƯʵ˚˓˞˞˗ˠ˙˗˥Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ưʤʣ˦˚ƯʷʶʸƯ
˂ˤˡ˙ˤ˓˟˟˛ˠ˙Ưˢˤˡ˕˗˥˥ʡƯ
rƯ ʵˁˀʵˁ˄ʶƯʼ˧˞˫ƯʥʣʤʤʭƯʵˁˀʵˁ˄ʶƯ˙˗ˠ˗ˤ˓˞Ưˢˡ˥˛˦˛ˡˠƯ˘ˡˤƯ
˦˚˗ƯʥʣʤʧʠʥʣʥʣƯʷˇƯʿ˧˞˦˛˓ˠˠ˧˓˞Ưʸ˛ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ưʸˤ˓˟˗˩ˡˤ˝ʡ
rƯ ʵˁˀʵˁ˄ʶƯʿ˓ˤ˕˚ƯʥʣʤʤʭƯʶ˛˥˕˧˥˥˛ˡˠƯ˂˓ˢ˗ˤƯ˘ˡˤƯ˦˚˗Ư˅˦ˤ˧˕ʠ
˦˧ˤ˗˖Ưʶ˛˓˞ˡ˙˧˗ʡƯˆˡ˩˓ˤ˖˥Ưˀ˗˩Ưʻˠ˥˦ˤ˧˟˗ˠ˦˥Ư˘ˡˤƯʵ˅ˁ˥ʡƯ
rƯ ʵˁˀʵˁ˄ʶƯˁ˕˦ˡ˔˗ˤƯʥʣʤʤʭƯ˄˗˥ˢˡˠ˥˗Ư˦ˡƯ˦˚˗Ưʵˡ˟˟˧ˠ˛ʠ
˕˓˦˛ˡˠƯ͋˙˗ˠ˖˓Ư˘ˡˤƯʵ˚˓ˠ˙˗ʡƯ
rƯ ʵˁˀʵˁ˄ʶƯʸ˗˔ˤ˧˓ˤ˫ƯʥʣʤʤʭƯ͋˛˖ˉ˓˦˕˚Ưʴˤ˛˗͑ˠ˙Ưʴ˗˦˩˗˗ˠƯ
˓˧˥˦˗ˤ˛˦˫Ư˓ˠ˖Ưˢˡ˞˛˦˛˕˓˞Ư˩˛˞˞ʭƯʷˇƯʿ˅Ưˁʶ͋Ư˔˧˖˙˗˦˥Ư˛ˠƯʥʣʤʤʡƯ
˄˛˥˝˥Ư ˦˚˓˦Ư ˛ˠƯ ʥʣʤʤƯ ˙˗ˠ˧˛ˠ˗Ư ʷˇƯ ˓˛˖Ư ˩˛˞˞Ư ˘˓˞˞Ư ˘ˡˤƯ ˦˚˗Ư ͑ˤ˥˦Ư
˦˛˟˗Ư˥˛ˠ˕˗ƯʤʬʬʪʡƯ
rƯ ʵˡ˧ˠ˕˛˞Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ưʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯˇˠ˛ˡˠƯˀˡ˨˗˟˔˗ˤƯʥʣʤʣʭƯʵˡ˧ˠ˕˛˞Ư
ʶ˗˕˛˥˛ˡˠƯˡˠƯ˦˚˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư˕ˡˠ˦ˤ˛˔˧˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư˦ˡƯ˔˗Ưˢ˓˛˖Ư˔˫Ư˦˚˗Ư
ʿ˗˟˔˗ˤƯ˅˦˓˦˗˥Ư˦ˡƯ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˦˚˗Ưʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư
ʸ˧ˠ˖Ư˛ˠƯʥʣʤʤʟƯ˛ˠ˕˞˧˖˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˗Ư͑ˤ˥˦Ư˛ˠ˥˦˓˞˟˗ˠ˦Ư˘ˡˤƯʥʣʤʤʡƯ
rƯ ʷ˧ˤˡ˖˓˖Ư ʠƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯ ˀ˗˦˩ˡˤ˝Ư ˡˠƯ ʶ˗˔˦Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢʠ
˟˗ˠ˦Ư͋ˢˤ˛˞ƯʥʣʤʥʭƯʵ˓˥˚˛ˠ˙Ư˛ˠƯˡˠƯ˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư˕˚˓ˠ˙˗ʲƯ͋˥˥˗˥˥ʠ
˛ˠ˙Ư˩˚˗˦˚˗ˤƯˢˤ˛˨˓˦˗Ư˘˧ˠ˖˥Ư˕˓ˠƯ˔˗Ư˞˗˨˗ˤ˓˙˗Ư˦ˡƯ˚˗˞ˢƯ˦˚˗Ư
ˢˡˡˤ˗˥˦Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥Ưˤ˗˥ˢˡˠ˖Ư˦ˡƯ˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư˕˚˓˞˞˗ˠ˙˗˥ʡƯ
rƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯʥʣʤʣʭƯƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯ˥˦˓˘˘Ư˩ˡˤ˝˛ˠ˙Ư
˖ˡ˕˧˟˗ˠ˦ʡƯ ͋˛˖Ư ˗˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗ˠ˗˥˥Ư ̂Ư ˓ˠˠ˧˓˞Ư ˢˤˡ˙ˤ˗˥˥Ư ˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦Ư
ʥʣʤʣƯ˓˕˕ˡ˟ˢ˓ˠ˫˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˗Ưʵˡ˟˟˧ˠ˛˕˓˦˛ˡˠƯ˘ˤˡ˟Ư˦˚˗Ưʵˡ˟ʠ
˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠʟƯƯ͋Ư˦˩˗˞˨˗ʠƯˢˡ˛ˠ˦ƯʷˇƯ˓˕˦˛ˡˠƯˢ˞˓ˠƯ˛ˠƯ˥˧ˢˢˡˤ˦Ưˡ˘Ư
˦˚˗Ưʿ˛˞˞˗ˠˠ˛˧˟Ưʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ưʹˡ˓˞˥ʟƯ˅ʷʵʛʥʣʤʣʜƯʧʥʥƯ͑ˠ˓˞
rƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯ ʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯ ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ʵˡ˟˟˧ˠ˛˕˓˦˛ˡˠƯ ˘ˤˡ˟Ư ˦˚˗Ư
ʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠʟƯʷˠ˚˓ˠ˕˛ˠ˙ƯʷˇƯ͋˕˕ˡ˧ˠ˦˓˔˛˞˛˦˫ƯˡˠƯʸ˛ˠ˓ˠ˕˛ˠ˙Ư
˘ˡˤƯʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư˦ˡ˩˓ˤ˖˥Ư˦˚˗ƯʷˇƯˁ˘͑˕˛˓˞Ưʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư
͋˥˥˛˥˦˓ˠ˕˗Ư˂˗˗ˤƯ˄˗˨˛˗˩ʟƯʵˁʿʛʥʣʤʤʜƯʥʤʫƯ͑ˠ˓˞

rƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯ ʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯ ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ʵˡ˟˟˧ˠ˛˕˓˦˛ˡˠƯ ˘ˤˡ˟Ư ˦˚˗Ư
ʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠʟƯ˂ˤˡˢˡ˥˓˞Ư˘ˡˤƯ˦˚˗ƯʷˇƯʵˡ˟˟ˡˠƯ˂ˡ˥˛˦˛ˡˠƯ˘ˡˤƯ
˦˚˗Ưʧ˦˚Ưʺ˛˙˚Ưʾ˗˨˗˞Ưʸˡˤ˧˟ƯˡˠƯ˓˛˖Ư˗˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗ˠ˗˥˥ʟƯʴ˧˥˓ˠʟƯ
ʵˁʿʛʥʣʤʤʜƯʨʧʤƯ͑ˠ˓˞ʡƯ
rƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯʥʣʤʤʭƯʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯˇˠ˛ˡˠƯ˘˓˥˦Ư˥˦˓ˤ˦Ư
˘˧ˠ˖˛ˠ˙Ư˘ˡˤƯ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˛ˠ˙Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥ʡƯʥʣʤʤƯˢˤˡ˙ˤ˗˥˥Ưˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦ʡƯ
rƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯʥʣʤʤʭƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯ˅˦˓˘˘Ưˉˡˤ˝˛ˠ˙Ư
ʶˡ˕˧˟˗ˠ˦ʡƯ˅˕˓˞˛ˠ˙Ư˧ˢƯ˛ˠ˦˗ˤˠ˓˦˛ˡˠ˓˞Ư˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˓˘˦˗ˤƯ
ʥʣʤʥʟƯ˅ʷʵʛʥʣʤʤʜƯʧʫʪƯ͑ˠ˓˞
rƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯʥʣʤʤʭƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯ˥˦˓˘˘Ư˩ˡˤ˝˛ˠ˙Ư
ˢ˓ˢ˗ˤʡƯ ʻ˟ˢ˓˕˦Ư ˓˥˥˗˥˥˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˓˕˕ˡ˟ˢ˓ˠ˫˛ˠ˙Ư ˦˚˗Ư ʵˡ˟˟˧ʠ
ˠ˛˕˓˦˛ˡˠƯ ˘ˤˡ˟Ư ˦˚˗Ư ʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠʟƯ ʻˠ˕ˤ˗˓˥˛ˠ˙Ư ˦˚˗Ư ˛˟ˢ˓˕˦Ư
ˡ˘Ư ʷˇƯ ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˂ˡ˞˛˕˫ʭƯ ˓ˠƯ ͋˙˗ˠ˖˓Ư ˘ˡˤƯ ʵ˚˓ˠ˙˗ʟƯ
ʵˁʿʛʥʣʤʤʜƯʩʦʪƯ͑ˠ˓˞ʡƯ
rƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯʥʣʤʤʭƯˆ˚˗Ư˘˧˦˧ˤ˗Ư˓ˢˢˤˡ˓˕˚Ư˦ˡƯʷˇƯ
˔˧˖˙˗˦Ư˥˧ˢˢˡˤ˦Ư˦ˡƯ˦˚˛ˤ˖Ư˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥ʟƯʵˁʿʛʥʣʤʤʜƯʩʦʫƯ͑ˠ˓˞Ư
rƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯ ʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯ ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ʵˡ˧ˠ˕˛˞Ư ˖˗˕˛˥˛ˡˠƯ ˡˠƯ ˦˚˗Ư
͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư˕ˡˠ˦ˤ˛˔˧˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư˦ˡƯ˔˗Ưˢ˓˛˖Ư˔˫Ư˦˚˗Ưʿ˗˟˔˗ˤƯ˅˦˓˦˗˥Ư
˦ˡƯ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư˦˚˗Ưʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ưʸ˧ˠ˖Ư˛ˠƯʥʣʤʥƯ˓ˠ˖Ư
ʥʣʤʦʟƯ˛ˠ˕˞˧˖˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˗Ư͑ˤ˥˦Ư˛ˠ˥˦˓˞˟˗ˠ˦Ư˘ˡˤƯʥʣʤʥʟƯʵˁʿʛʥʣʤʤʜƯ
ʩʬʤƯ͑ˠ˓˞
rƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯ ʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯ ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ʵˡ˟˟˧ˠ˛˕˓˦˛ˡˠƯ ˘ˤˡ˟Ư ˦˚˗Ư
ʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠʟƯʻˠ˕ˤ˗˓˥˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˗Ư˛˟ˢ˓˕˦Ưˡ˘ƯʷˇƯʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư
˂ˡ˞˛˕˫ʭƯ˓ˠƯ͋˙˗ˠ˖˓Ư˘ˡˤƯʵ˚˓ˠ˙˗ʟƯ˅ʷʵʛʥʣʤʤʜƯʤʤʪʥƯ͑ˠ˓˞Ư
rƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯ ʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯ ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ʵˡ˟˟˧ˠ˛˕˓˦˛ˡˠƯ ˘ˤˡ˟Ư ˦˚˗Ư
ʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠʟƯ ˂ˤ˗ˢ˓ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠƯ ˡ˘Ư ˦˚˗Ư ˟˧˞˦˛˓ˠˠ˧˓˞Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛˓˞Ư
˘ˤ˓˟˗˩ˡˤ˝Ư ˤ˗˙˓ˤ˖˛ˠ˙Ư ˦˚˗Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛ˠ˙Ư ˡ˘Ư ʷˇƯ ˕ˡˡˢ˗ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠƯ
˘ˡˤƯ͋˘ˤ˛˕˓ˠʟƯʵ˓ˤ˛˔˔˗˓ˠƯ˓ˠ˖Ư˂˓˕˛͑˕Ư˅˦˓˦˗˥Ư˓ˠ˖Ưˁ˨˗ˤ˥˗˓˥Ư
ʵˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥Ư˓ˠ˖Ưˆ˗ˤˤ˛˦ˡˤ˛˗˥Ư˘ˡˤƯ˦˚˗ƯʥʣʤʧʠʥʣʥʣƯˢ˗ˤ˛ˡ˖Ưʛʤʤ˦˚Ư
ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ưʸ˧ˠ˖ʜʟƯ˅ʷʵʛʥʣʤʤʜƯʤʧʨʬƯ͑ˠ˓˞
rƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯ ʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯ ʦʪʨʟƯ ˀˡ˨˗˟˔˗ˤƯ ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ˅ˢ˗˕˛˓˞Ư
ʷ˧ˤˡ˔˓ˤˡ˟˗˦˗ˤʭƯʿ˓˝˛ˠ˙Ư˓Ư˖˛˘˘˗ˤ˗ˠ˕˗Ư˛ˠƯ˦˚˗Ư˩ˡˤ˞˖ʭƯʷ˧ˤˡʠ
ˢ˗˓ˠ˥Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˦˚˗Ư˘˧˦˧ˤ˗Ưˡ˘Ư˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư˓˛˖
rƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯʥʣʤʤʭƯʥʣʤʤƯ͋ˠˠ˧˓˞Ưˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦ƯˡˠƯ˦˚˗Ư
ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯˇˠ˛ˡˠ̛˥Ư˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˗˪˦˗ˤˠ˓˞Ư˓˥˥˛˥˦˓ˠ˕˗Ư
ˢˡ˞˛˕˛˗˥Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˦˚˗˛ˤƯ˛˟ˢ˞˗˟˗ˠ˦˓˦˛ˡˠƯ˛ˠƯʥʣʤʣʡƯ
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rƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠʭƯ˚˦˦ˢʭʢʢ˗˕ʡ˗˧ˤˡˢ˓ʡ˗˧ʢ˗˧ˤˡˢ˗˓˛˖ʢ
˚ˡ˩ʢ˗ˠ˥˧ˤ˗ʠ˓˛˖ʠ˗˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗ˠ˗˥˥ʢ˖ˡ˕˧˟˗ˠ˦˥ʢ˟˓˝˛ˠ˙ʠ˗˕ʠ
˓˛˖ʠ˟ˡˤ˗ʠ˗˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗ˑ˗ˠʡˢ˖˘
rƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯ˓ˠ˖Ưʺ˧ˠ˙˓ˤ˛˓ˠƯ˂ˤ˗˥˛˖˗ˠ˕˫Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ư
ʷˇʭƯ˅˧˔˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯ˔˫Ưʺ˧ˠ˙˓ˤ˫Ư˓ˠ˖Ư˦˚˗Ưʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯʵˡ˟˟˛˥ʠ
˥˛ˡˠƯˡˠƯ˔˗˚˓˞˘Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ưʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯˇˠ˛ˡˠƯ˓ˠ˖Ư˛˦˥Ưʿ˗˟˔˗ˤƯ
˅˦˓˦˗˥ʭƯ ͋ˠˠ˗˪Ư ˦ˡƯ ˦˚˗Ư ʷˇƯ ʸ˓˥˦Ư ˥˦˓ˤ˦Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗Ư ˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦Ư ˘ˡˤƯ
˥˧˔˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠƯ˦ˡƯ˦˚˗ƯˇˀʸʵʵʵƯ˅˗˕ˤ˗˦˓ˤ˛˓˦Ư̂Ưʻˠ˖˛˨˛˖˧˓˞Ư˓˕ʠ
˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư˥˧ˢˢˡˤ˦˗˖Ư˔˫ƯʷˇƯ˘˓˥˦Ư˥˦˓ˤ˦Ư͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˛ˠ˙ʡƯ
rƯ ʺ˗˓˨˛˞˫Ư ʻˠ˖˗˔˦˗˖Ư ˂ˡˡˤƯ ʵˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥ʟƯ ʵ˓ˢ˓˕˛˦˫Ư ʴ˧˛˞˖˛ˠ˙Ư
˂ˤˡ˙ˤ˓˟˟˗ʭƯ ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯ ʵˡ˟˟˧ˠ˛˦˫Ư ˂ˤˡ͑˞˗ʡƯ ˚˦˦ˢʭʢʢ
˩˩˩ʡ˚˛ˢ˕ʠ˕˔ˢʡˡˤ˙ʢ˘˛˞˗˥ʢ˗ˠʢˡˢ˗ˠʢʹ˧˛˖˗ˑ˦ˡˑʶˡˠˡˤ˥ʢ
ʷʵˑʤʤˑʣʬˑʥʣʣʬʡˢ˖˘
rƯ ˁʷʵʶƯʥʣʣʫʭƯʸ˓˕˦˥˚˗˗˦ʭƯʻ˥Ư˛˦Ưˁʶ͋ʲƯ˩˩˩ʡˡ˗˕˖ʡˡˤ˙ʢ˖˓˕ʢ
˥˦˓˦˥
rƯ ˁʷʵʶʭƯ ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˂˗ˤ˥ˢ˗˕˦˛˨˗˥Ư ˘ˡˤƯ ˓Ư ˂ˡ˥˦ʠʥʣʤʥƯ
ʵ˞˛˟˓˦˗Ưʸ˛ˠ˓ˠ˕˛ˠ˙Ư͋ˤ˕˚˛˦˗˕˦˧ˤ˗ʡƯ
rƯ ˁʷʵʶƯ ʼˡ˧ˤˠ˓˞Ư ˡˠƯ ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ʥʣʤʣʡƯ ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư
ʵˡʠˡˢ˗ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠƯ˄˗ˢˡˤ˦ƯʥʣʣʬʡƯˈˡ˞˧˟˗ƯʤʣʢʤʡƯ
rƯ ˁʷʵʶƯ ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ʵˡʠˡˢ˗ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠƯ ʶ˛ˤ˗˕˦ˡˤ˓˦˗ʟƯ ʸ˗˔ˤ˧ʠ
˓ˤ˫Ư ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ˅˦˓˦˛˥˦˛˕˥Ư ˡˠƯ ˄˗˥ˡ˧ˤ˕˗Ư ʸ˞ˡ˩˥Ư ˦ˡƯ ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˛ˠ˙Ư
ʵˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˛˗˥ʡƯ
rƯ ˁʷʵʶƯˀˡ˨˗˟˔˗ˤƯʥʣʤʤʭƯʸ˛ˤ˥˦ʠ˗˨˗ˤƯ˕ˡ˟ˢˤ˗˚˗ˠ˥˛˨˗Ư˖˓˦˓Ư
ˡˠƯ˓˛˖Ư˘ˡˤƯ˕˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư˕˚˓ˠ˙˗Ư˓˖˓ˢ˦˓˦˛ˡˠʡƯ
rƯ ˁʷʵʶƯ ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ͋˥˥˛˥˦˓ˠ˕˗Ư ʵˡ˟˟˛˦˦˗˗Ư ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ʶ˗ʠ
˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ưʵˡʠˡˢ˗ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠƯ˄˗ˢˡˤ˦Ưʥʣʤʣʡ
rƯ ˁʷʵʶƯ ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ͋˛˖Ư ʷ˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗ˠ˗˥˥Ư ʥʣʣʨʠʤʣʭƯ ˂ˤˡ˙ˤ˗˥˥Ư ˛ˠƯ
˛˟ˢ˞˗˟˗ˠ˦˛ˠ˙Ư ˦˚˗Ư ˂˓ˤ˛˥Ư ʶ˗˕˞˓ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠʡƯ ʶˡˠˡˤƯ ˖˓˦˓Ư ˡˠ˗Ư
˦˓˔˞˗Ưˢ˗ˤƯ˛ˠ˖˛˕˓˦ˡˤʡƯ
rƯ ˁʷʵʶƯ ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ʽ˗˫Ư ˕ˡ˟˟˛˦˟˗ˠ˦˥Ư ˓ˠ˖Ư ˓˕˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư ˓˙ˤ˗˗˖Ư ˓˦Ư
˦˚˗Ư˘ˡ˧ˤ˦˚Ư˚˛˙˚Ư˞˗˨˗˞Ư˘ˡˤ˧˟ƯˡˠƯ˓˛˖Ư˗˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗ˠ˗˥˥Ưʛʴ˧˥˓ˠʟƯ
ʽˡˤ˗˓ʟƯʥʬƯˀˡ˨˗˟˔˗ˤƯ̂ƯʤƯʶ˗˕˗˟˔˗ˤƯʥʣʤʤʜʡƯ˄ˡˡ˟Ư˖ˡ˕˧ʠ
˟˗ˠ˦ƯʪʡƯʶ͋ʵƯʿ˗˗˦˛ˠ˙ʟƯʤʧƯʶ˗˕˗˟˔˗ˤƯʥʣʤʤʡ
rƯ ˁʷʵʶƯʥʣʤʤʭƯʶ͋ʵƯ˄˗ˢˡˤ˦ƯˡˠƯ˟˧˞˦˛˞˓˦˗ˤ˓˞Ư˓˛˖ʡƯ

rƯ ˁʷʵʶƯʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư͋˥˥˛˥˦˓ˠ˕˗Ưʵˡ˟˟˛˦˦˗˗ʟƯʶ˗˕˗˟˔˗ˤƯ
ʥʣʤʤʡƯ ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦ʠˤ˗˞˓˦˗˖Ư ͑ˠ˓ˠ˕˗ʭƯ ˛˖˗ˠ˦˛˘˫˛ˠ˙Ư ˠ˗˩Ư
˟˗˓˥˧ˤ˗˥Ư ˘ˡˤƯ ˠˡˠʠˁʶ͋Ư ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˕ˡˠ˦ˤ˛˔˧˦˛ˡˠ˥ʡƯ
ʶ͋ʵƯʿ˗˗˦˛ˠ˙Ưʶ˗˕˗˟˔˗ˤƯʥʣʤʤʡƯ
rƯ ˁʷʵʶƯ ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˓˥˥˛˥˦˓ˠ˕˗Ư ˕ˡ˟˟˛˦˦˗˗ʟƯ ʼ˓ˠ˧˓ˤ˫Ư
ʥʣʤʥʭƯˁʶ͋Ưˤ˗ˢˡˤ˦˛ˠ˙Ưˡ˘Ư˛ˠʠ˖ˡˠˡˤƯ˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˫Ưˤ˗˘˧˙˗˗Ư˕ˡ˥˦˥ʡƯ
˄˗˥˧˞˦˥Ư ˡ˘Ư ˥˧ˤ˨˗˫Ư ˡˠƯ ˟˗˟˔˗ˤ˥̛Ư ˟˗˦˚ˡ˖ˡ˞ˡ˙˛˗˥Ư ˘ˡˤƯ ˕˓˞ʠ
˕˧˞˓˦˛ˠ˙Ư˕ˡ˥˦˥ʡƯ
rƯ ˁʷʵʶƯ ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ͋˛˖Ư ˗˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗ˠ˗˥˥Ư ʥʣʣʨʠʤʣʭƯ ˂ˤˡ˙ˤ˗˥˥Ư ˛ˠƯ
˛˟ˢ˞˗˟˗ˠ˦˛ˠ˙Ư˦˚˗Ư˂˓ˤ˛˥Ưʶ˗˕˞˓ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠʡ
rƯ ˁʷʵʶƯ ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ͋˥˥˛˥˦˓ˠ˕˗Ư ʵˡ˟˟˛˦˦˗˗ʟƯ ʼ˓ˠ˧˓ˤ˫Ư
ʥʣʤʥʭƯˁʶ͋Ư˄˗ˢˡˤ˦˛ˠ˙Ưˡ˘Ư˅˧ˤ˨˗˫ƯˡˠƯ˟˗˟˔˗ˤ˥̛Ư˟˗˦˚ˡ˖ʠ
ˡ˞ˡ˙˛˗˥Ư˘ˡˤƯ˕˓˞˕˧˞˓˦˛ˠ˙Ư˕ˡ˥˦˥ʡƯˈ˛˗ˠˠ˓ʡƯ
rƯ ˁ˨˗ˤ˥˗˓˥Ưʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ưʻˠ˥˦˛˦˧˦˗Ưʼ˧˞˫ƯʥʣʤʤʭƯʴ˓˕˝˙ˤˡ˧ˠ˖Ư
ˀˡ˦˗ʭƯƯʵ˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư˕˚˓ˠ˙˗Ư˓˥Ưˢ˓ˤ˦Ưˡ˘Ư˦˚˗Ưˢˡ˥˦ʠʥʣʤʨƯ˖˗˨˗˞ʠ
ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư˓˙˗ˠ˖˓ʡƯ
rƯ ˅˗˗˝Ư ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦ʭƯ ʶˡˠˡˤƯ ˦ˤ˓˕˝˗ˤʡƯ ͋ˠ˓˞˫ˬ˛ˠ˙Ư ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢʠ
˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˥˦ˤ˓˦˗˙˛˗˥Ư ̂Ư ˧ˠ˖˗ˤ˥˦˓ˠ˖˛ˠ˙Ư ˛ˠ˨˗˥˦˟˗ˠ˦˥ʡƯ ʶˡˠˡˤƯ
˂ˤˡ͑˞˗Ư ʷˇʡƯ ʹ˞ˡ˔˓˞Ư ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ˂ˡ˞˛˕˫˟˓˝˛ˠ˙Ư ˛ˠƯ ˦˚˗Ư
ʷ˧ˤˡˢ˗˓ˠƯˇˠ˛ˡˠʡƯ
rƯ ˇˠ˛˦˗˖Ư ˀ˓˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ʿ˛˞˞˗ˠˠ˛˧˟Ư ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư ʹˡ˓˞˥Ư
˄˗ˢˡˤ˦ʡƯ͋˖˖˗ˠ˖˧˟Ưʹˡ˓˞ƯʤʡƯ
rƯ ˇˠ˛˦˗˖Ư ˀ˓˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ˆ˚˗Ư ʿ˛˞˞˗ˠˠ˛˧˟Ư ʶ˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư
ʹˡ˓˞˥Ư ˄˗ˢˡˤ˦Ư ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ͋˖˖˗ˠ˖˧˟ʡƯ ʹˡ˓˞Ư ʧƯ ˄˗˖˧˕˗Ư ˕˚˛˞˖Ư
˟ˡˤ˦˓˞˛˦˫ʡƯ
rƯ ˇˠ˛˦˗˖Ư ˀ˓˦˛ˡˠ˥Ư ʸˤ˓˟˗˩ˡˤ˝Ư ʵˡˠ˨˗ˠ˦˛ˡˠƯ ˡˠƯ ʵ˞˛˟˓˦˗Ư
ʵ˚˓ˠ˙˗Ư ʥʣʤʤʭƯ ʵˡˠ˘˗ˤ˗ˠ˕˗Ư ˡ˘Ư ˦˚˗Ư ˂˓ˤ˦˛˗˥Ư ˅˗˨˗ˠ˦˗˗ˠ˦˚Ư
˥˗˥˥˛ˡˠʡƯ ʶ˧ˤ˔˓ˠʟƯ ʥʫƯ ˀˡ˨˗˟˔˗ˤƯ ˦ˡƯ ʬƯ ʶ˗˕˗˟˔˗ˤƯ ʥʣʤʤʭƯ
˅˧˔˟˛˥˥˛ˡˠ˥Ư ˡˠƯ ˛ˠ˘ˡˤ˟˓˦˛ˡˠƯ ˘ˤˡ˟Ư ˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˗˖Ư ˕ˡ˧ˠ˦ˤ˫Ư
˂˓ˤ˦˛˗˥ƯˡˠƯ˦˚˗Ưˤ˗˥ˡ˧ˤ˕˗˥Ưˢˤˡ˨˛˖˗˖Ư˦ˡƯ˘˧˞͑˞˞Ư˦˚˗Ư˕ˡ˟˟˛˦ʠ
˟˗ˠ˦Ưˤ˗˘˗ˤˤ˗˖Ư˦ˡƯ˛ˠƯ˖˗˕˛˥˛ˡˠƯʤʢʵ˂ʡʤʩʟƯˢ˓ˤ˓˙ˤ˓ˢ˚ƯʬʨʡƯ
rƯ ʧ˦˚Ưʺ˛˙˚Ưʾ˗˨˗˞Ưʸˡˤ˧˟ƯˡˠƯ͋˛˖Ưʷ˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗ˠ˗˥˥Ưʴ˧˥˓ˠʟƯʽˡˤ˗˓Ư
ʥʣʤʤʭƯʴ˧˥˓ˠƯ˂˓ˤ˦ˠ˗ˤ˥˚˛ˢƯ˘ˡˤƯ˗˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗Ư˖˗˨˗˞ˡˢ˟˗ˠ˦Ư˕ˡʠ
ˡˢ˗ˤ˓˦˛ˡˠʡƯʸˡ˧ˤ˦˚Ư˚˛˙˚Ư˞˗˨˗˞Ư˘ˡˤ˧˟ƯˡˠƯ˓˛˖Ư˗˘˘˗˕˦˛˨˗ˠ˗˥˥ʟƯ
ʴ˧˥˓ˠʟƯ˄˗ˢ˧˔˞˛˕Ưˡ˘Ưʽˡˤ˗˓ʟƯʥʬƯˀˡ˨˗˟˔˗ˤƯ̂ƯʤƯʶ˗˕˗˟˔˗ˤƯ
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CONCORD  MEMBERS
AS Associate Member

NP National Platform

NW Network

NW

ActionAid International  

NW

EU-CORD

NP

Netherlands: Partos

NW

ADRA

NW
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