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Australian National University. We undertake analysis and promote discussion on  

Australian aid, 3DSXD�1HZ�*XLQHD�DQG�WKH�3DFLȴF and global development policy.
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S u m m a r y

Global aid has fallen in each of the last two years. Will 2013 be another year of cuts? Based on 

public information from the 15 largest donors, we estimate the direction and magnitude of changes 

in global aid from 2012 to 2013. The 2013 spending outcome is likely to show marginal growth 

relative to 2012 but the medium-term outlook is for further contraction.

K e y  P o i n T S

ȏ� Global aid is likely to show marginal real growth in 2013, of less than one per cent. The outcome 

in 2012 prices is likely to be between $126 billion and $127 billion. 

ȏ� The marginally positive growth outcome that we predict is entirely due to the sharp increase 

in uK aid in 2013, without which global aid would have fallen by three per cent in real terms. 

uK aid is set to increase by some $uS3.7 billion in 2013. aid from other major donors is set to 

GHFOLQH�E\��86����ELOOLRQ��7KH�JURZWK�LQ�DLG�IURP�SULYDWH�VRXUFHV�DQG�HPHUJLQJ�RɝFLDO�GRQRUV�
SDUWLDOO\�R΍VHWV�UHGXFWLRQV�LQ�DLG�IURP�WUDGLWLRQDO�GRQRUV�

ȏ� 2013 most likely represents a pause in the decline of global aid. assuming uK aid remains 

roughly constant at its new, higher level, we can expect to see a further fall in global aid from 

�����WR�������5HVHDUFK�VXJJHVWV�WKDW�DIWHU�D�VLJQLȴFDQW�EDQNLQJ�FULVLV�RU�UHFHVVLRQ��DLG�EXGJHWV�
will generally continue to fall over a substantial period of time.

http://devpolicy.anu.edu.au
https://devpolicy.crawford.anu.edu.au/themes/aid-effectiveness
https://devpolicy.crawford.anu.edu.au/themes/pacific-and-png
https://devpolicy.crawford.anu.edu.au/themes/dpc


i N t R O D U c t i O N

After growing by more than 60 per cent over the 
decade to 2010 to reach $136.9 billion1, global aid 
fell by a total of six per cent—more than  
$8 billion—in 2011 and 2012. Will it continue on 
this steep downward path in 2013, or stabilise 
and recover? to hazard an answer to that 
question, we’ve analysed, for the second year 
running, what the largest member countries of 
the OecD’s Development Assistance committee 
(DAc) have said publicly about their spending 
intentions.2 
 Surprisingly, nobody else does this. the 
OecD’s Development cooperation Directorate 
does conduct a survey of the forward spending 
plans of DAc donors and multilateral agencies 
each year and, based on the information 
received, forecasts levels of what it calls ‘country 
programmable aid’ (cPA).3 However, cPA captures 
RQO\�DERXW�KDOI�RI�DOO�VSHQGLQJ�IURP�2ɝFLDO�
Development Assistance (ODA) budgets and is 
not useful, or indeed intended to function, as a 
PHDVXUH�RI�GRQRUVȇ�ȴVFDO�H΍RUW��
 in addition, the OecD’s cPA forecasts for 
each of the last two years have been quite wide 
of the mark, erring on the side of optimism.4 the 
Development Policy centre’s ODA forecast for 
2012, by contrast, was accurate: a four per cent 
real decrease relative to 20115. 
 We set out to forecast ODA rather than 
cPA. Donor governments think and budget 

��86�GROODUV�DW������SULFHV��$OO�DLG�GLVEXUVHPHQW�ȴJXUHV�LQ�WKLV�EULHI�
are expressed in US dollars unless stated otherwise.
2 the corresponding policy brief on aid in 2012 is ‘end of the Aid 
Boom? the impact of Austerity on Aid Budgets,’ by Kathryn Zealand 
and Stephen Howes, Development Policy centre Policy Brief No. 5, 
May 2012.
��6XUYH\�UHVSRQVHV�DUH�SURYLGHG�E\�RɝFLDOV�DQG�IRU�WKH�PRVW�SDUW�
not made public. the OecD publishes responses from a handful 
of countries, but this group includes only one of the top 15 donors 
(Belgium).
4 the OecD did not foresee the 2011 decline in global aid. it pre-
dicted a two per cent increase in global cPA from DAc donors and 
multilateral agencies for 2011. in fact cPA fell by 2.3 per cent and 
ODA by two per cent. for 2012, the OecD predicted a six per cent 
increase in global cPA, to be followed by a decline from 2013. in fact, 
cPA fell by one per cent and ODA by four per cent. the OecD has 
most recently predicted a nine per cent increase in cPA for 2013, to 
be followed by several years of stagnation.
5 Although we got the aggregate growth change right last year, we 
missed the mark for several individual donors. However, we have 
better information this year for some key donors.

in terms of ODA. Most of them have clearly 
GHȴQHG�2'$�HQYHORSHV��WKH�86�EHLQJ�D�QRWDEOH�
exception) and many of them have achieved or 
are pursuing ODA/Gross National income (GNi) 
WDUJHWV��2'$�LV�WKH�EHVW�PHDVXUH�RI�ȴVFDO�H΍RUW�
in favour of international development, if not 
the best measure of how much money crosses 
international borders or is available for long-term 
investment in development. 
 ODA budgets are sometimes fragmented 
and hard to capture in their entirety. they are 
occasionally exceeded, particularly when major 
crises call for extraordinary debt relief or large-
scale humanitarian responses. Sometimes 
also they are underspent. for these reasons, 
we don’t aim for complete coverage of all ODA 
spending or any great precision in our forecasts 
for individual donor countries. We seek only to 
predict the direction and approximate magnitude 
of any change in the global ODA aggregate from 
2012 to 2013. We do this by generalising from 
information on changes that the 15 largest aid 
donors have themselves signalled in connection with 
the more predictable elements of their aid budgets. 
 Our analysis of budget and other 
documentation on projected ODA spending in 
2013 indicates that global aid might well stabilise 
or even increase a little in real terms—probably 
less than one per cent—in 2013. However, this 
will be entirely due to the unprecedented and 
sudden increase in the UK’s aid budget in 2013, 
which will jump from 0.56 to 0.7 per cent of the 
UK’s GNi in a single year. Without this, global aid 
would likely have fallen by another three per cent 
in real terms in 2013. 
 Assuming UK aid remains fairly stable 
from 2014 at somewhere between $17.5 billion 
and $18 billion per annum, past experience would 
suggest we can expect to see a further, perhaps 
more gradual, decline in global aid in 2014 and at 
least the two or three subsequent years. it seems 
unlikely aid will return to its 2010 peak level until 
well after 2015. 
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http://devpolicy.anu.edu.au/pdf/2012/policy_briefs/PB4-The-impacts-of-austerity-on-aid-budgets.pdf
http://devpolicy.anu.edu.au/pdf/2012/policy_briefs/PB4-The-impacts-of-austerity-on-aid-budgets.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/aid-architecture/aidpredictability.htm
http://www.oecd.org/dac/aid-architecture/49565196.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/aid-architecture/49565196.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/aid-architecture/2012_DAC_Report_on_Aid_Predictability.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/dac/aid-architecture/OECD%20Outlook%20on%20Aid%202013.pdf
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 Given the ongoing economic turmoil in 
many developed countries, and expectations of a 
slow and uncertain recovery, even our prediction 
for a pause in the decline of aid in 2013 must be 
considered somewhat contentious.

A  B R i e f  N O t e  O N  M e A S U R e S  O f  A i D

'RQRU�FRXQWULHVȇ�DLG�H΍RUWV�DUH�PRQLWRUHG�DQG�
compared by the OecD on a historical,  
calendar-year basis, with something of a time 
ODJ�RZLQJ�WR�UHSRUWLQJ�ODJV�DQG�WKH�YDU\LQJ�ȴVFDO�
\HDUV�XVHG�E\�GRQRUV��$V�GRQRUVȇ�ȴVFDO�\HDUV�
end variously in March, June, September and 
December, preliminary aid aggregates6 for 2012 
only became available in April 2013. Detailed 
2012 data will not be available until toward 
the end of 2013. thus even preliminary aid 
aggregates for 2013 will not be available until 
about April 2014.
 ODA is the concept of aid most often 
used by the OecD for the purpose of monitoring 
DQG�FRPSDULQJ�GRQRUVȇ�ȴVFDO�H΍RUWV�LQ�IDYRXU�RI�
international development, not least because it is 
WKH�FRQFHSW�RI�DLG�WKDW�ȴJXUHV�LQ�WKH�81ȇV� 
0.7 per cent ODA/GNi target and in a number of 
UHODWHG�GRQRU�VSHFLȴF�WDUJHWV��2'$�LV�GHȴQHG�
DV�D�ȵRZ�RI�UHVRXUFHV�IURP�WKH�RɝFLDO�VHFWRU�WR�
developing countries or multilateral organisations 
for the primary purpose of promoting the 
economic development and welfare of developing 
FRXQWULHV��ZKHUH�WKH�ȵRZ�LV�FRQFHVVLRQDO�LQ�
character and conveys a grant element of not less 
than 25 per cent.7  
 ODA in the above sense is aid viewed 
from the donor perspective, measured as it exits 
donor budgets en route to developing countries 
RU�PXOWLODWHUDO�RUJDQLVDWLRQV��ΖW�LV�DQ�RXWȵRZ��7KH�
2(&'�DOVR�WUDFNV�D�VXEWO\�GL΍HUHQW�FRQVWUXFWȃ
2'$�DV�DQ�LQȵRZ�WR�GHYHORSLQJ�FRXQWULHVȃDV�
SDUW�RI�LWV�UHSRUWLQJ�RQ�2ɝFLDO�'HYHORSPHQW�
)LQDQFH��2')���2')�LV�D�PHDVXUH�RI�DOO�ȴQDQFLQJ�
��&RPSULVLQJ�D�JOREDO�ȴJXUH�DQG�WRWDOV�IRU�HDFK�GRQRU��EXW�QRW�
HVWLPDWLQJ�ȵRZV�IURP�LQGLYLGXDO�GRQRUV�WR�LQGLYLGXDO�FRXQWULHV��
organisations or sectors.
7 the DAc maintains a list of countries considered to be developing 
countries, and occasionally graduates countries from the list 
when they achieve high-income status. it also maintains a list of 
development-oriented multilateral organisations and in some 
FDVHV�DSSOLHV�FRHɝFLHQWV�WR�GHWHUPLQH�ZKDW�SURSRUWLRQ�RI�D�
donor’s contribution to a given organisation should count as ODA. 
Ȇ&RQFHVVLRQDO�LQ�FKDUDFWHUȇ�PHDQV�WKDW�D�ȵRZ�PXVW�LQFOXGH�VRPH�
HOHPHQW�RI�VXEVLG\��7KH�ȆJUDQW�HOHPHQWȇ�RI�D�ȵRZ��LI�OHVV�WKDQ�����
SHU�FHQW��LV�WKH�SUHVHQW�YDOXH�RI�WKH�ȵRZ�WR�WKH�UHFLSLHQW�QHW�RI�
repayments, calculated at a rather arbitrary discount rate of 10 per 
cent per annum.

WKDW�ȵRZV�IURP�WKH�RɝFLDO�VHFWRU�LQ�'$&�PHPEHU�
FRXQWULHV�WR�GHYHORSLQJ�FRXQWULHV��LQFOXGLQJ�ȵRZV�
RQ�PDUNHW�WHUPV�EXW�H[FOXGLQJ�VKRUW�WHUP�ȴQDQFH�
and military expenditure. the ODA component 
RI�2')�FDSWXUHV�FRQFHVVLRQDO�ȵRZV�UHFHLYHG�E\�
GHYHORSLQJ�FRXQWULHV��ΖW�ZLOO�GL΍HU�LQ�PDJQLWXGH�
IURP�FRQWHPSRUDQHRXV�FRQFHVVLRQDO�RXWȵRZV�
from developed countries in two respects. first, 
VRPH�ȵRZV�FDQ�DUULYH�LQ�GHYHORSLQJ�FRXQWULHV�
after a time lag of more than a year if they have 
passed through a multilateral organisation. 
6HFRQG��VRPH�ȵRZV�WR�GHYHORSLQJ�FRXQWULHV�DUH�
generated by multilateral development banks 
and other international organisations on their 
own accounts, not having originated in bilateral 
donor budgets. for present purposes, our 
LQWHUHVW�LV�LQ�WKH�FRQFHSW�RI�2'$�DV�DQ�RXWȵRZ�
from developed countries.
 the ODA concept is regularly criticised for 
being either too inclusive or not inclusive enough. 
At present, there are some who argue that certain 
loans should be excluded from ODA and some 
who argue that certain measures that aim to 
promote private sector development, but involve 
QR�FRQFHVVLRQDO�ȵRZ�RI�UHVRXUFHV��VKRXOG�HLWKHU�
EH�LQFOXGHG�LQ�2'$�RU�UHȵHFWHG�LQ�D�EURDGHU�
PHDVXUH�RI�H[WHUQDO�GHYHORSPHQW�ȴQDQFH��)RU�
both of these reasons, the most recent DAc 
High-level Meeting, in December 2012, asked 
the OecD to explore new measures of external 
GHYHORSPHQW�ȴQDQFH�8 Nevertheless, the existing 
ODA concept is so embedded in policy and in 
budgeting practice that it is unlikely to diminish in 
relevance overnight.
 the OecD, as noted above, has GHȴQHG 
a further aid construct, cPA, in order to monitor 
trends in the provision of what some call ‘core aid’ 
or, more emotively, ‘real aid’—which is, roughly 
speaking, aid that actually crosses borders and 
can be freely used in support of poor countries’ 
national development strategies. cPA, like ODf, 
takes a recipient country perspective, measuring 
LQȵRZV��ΖW�H[FOXGHV�PDQ\�WKLQJV��LQFOXGLQJ�GHEW�
relief, core funding for NGOs in developed 
countries, in-donor refugee costs, administrative 
costs of donors and emergency assistance. As a 

8 the OecD was asked to ‘elaborate a proposal for a new 
PHDVXUH�RI�WRWDO�RɝFLDO�VXSSRUW�IRU�GHYHORSPHQW��H[SORUH�ZD\V�
RI�UHSUHVHQWLQJ�ERWK�ȊGRQRU�H΍RUWȋ�DQG�ȊUHFLSLHQW�EHQHȴWȋ�RI�
GHYHORSPHQW�ȴQDQFH��DQG�LQYHVWLJDWH�ZKHWKHU�DQ\�UHVXOWLQJ�QHZ�
PHDVXUHV�RI�H[WHUQDO�GHYHORSPHQW�ȴQDQFH��LQFOXGLQJ�DQ\�QHZ�
DSSURDFKHV�WR�WKH�PHDVXUHPHQW�RI�GRQRU�H΍RUW��VXJJHVW�WKH�QHHG�
to modernise the ODA concept’.

http://www.oecd.org/dac/aid-architecture/45564447.pdf
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result, it accounts for not much more than half of 
all ODA. cPA is not a widely used or understood 
concept of aid, involves some questionable 
inclusions and exclusions and competes with 
other concepts of ‘real’ aid.9�ΖW�GRHV�QRW�ȴJXUH�
in donors’ budget deliberations or aid volume 
commitments.
 the OecD also tracks certain private 
ȵRZV�UHOHYDQW�IRU�GHYHORSPHQW��FRPSULVLQJ�
private donations through non-government 
RUJDQLVDWLRQV�DQG�ORQJ�WHUP�SULYDWH�ȵRZV�DW�
market terms, but excluding remittances.10 
1HLWKHU�RI�WKHVH�FDWHJRULHV�RI�ȵRZ�LV�FXUUHQWO\�
regarded, for the purposes of international 
comparison, as part of a donor country’s overall 
H΍RUW�LQ�IDYRXU�RI�GHYHORSLQJ�FRXQWULHV��

M e t H O D O l O G y

the aim of the present forecasting exercise 
is to estimate the direction and approximate 
magnitude of changes in ODA from 2012 to 2013. 
Our approach is to look at information that 
is available publicly on the 2013 aid spending 
intentions of the 15 largest donors, who account 
for about 95 per cent of total DAc ODA, and 
compare this with the corresponding information 
available in the early part of 2012 on those 
donors’ 2012 spending intentions.11 in other 
words, we are looking at changes from budget to 
budget. On this basis, we can project a percentage 
change for a large proportion of global ODA in 
������ZKLFK�LV�OLNHO\�WR�EH�UHȵHFWHG�TXLWH�FORVHO\�LQ�
the percentage change for all ODA in 2013. 
 Some donors spent less than intended in 
2012, owing to within-year cuts implemented as 
part of wider austerity programs. Because few 
or no donors will have spent more than their 
budgets by the end of 2013, this introduces a 
pessimistic bias into our estimates. for a given 
GRQRU��LI�ZH�ȴQG�DQ�LQFUHDVH�RI�[�SHU�FHQW�IURP�
budget to budget, the actual increase, relative 
to the actual 2012 spending outcome, can only 
EH�JUHDWHU��ΖI�ZH�ȴQG�D�UHGXFWLRQ�RI�\�SHU�FHQW�
from budget to budget, the actual reduction, 
relative to the 2012 outcome, can only be less. 
9 See, for example, Real Aid 3: Ending Aid Dependency, ActionAid, 
September 2011. See also AidWatch’s estimates of ‘genuine aid’ as a 
proportion of GNi for european donor countries.
10 See the DAc’s ‘6WDWLVWLFV�RQ�UHVRXUFH�ȵRZV�WR�GHYHORSLQJ�FRXQ-
tries’, table 14.
11 there are now 26 DAc member countries but many of the 
more recent members of the committee, and a few of the more 
long-standing members, provide very small amounts of aid.

to take one example, Spain said it would spend 
$2.7 billion in 2012 but actually spent $1.9 billion. 
Spain intends to spend $2.6 billion in 2013. We 
show Spain as decreasing aid from budget to 
budget and we apply that percentage decrease 
WR�LWV�DFWXDO������RXWFRPH�ȴJXUH��LPSO\LQJ�WKDW�
it could be a little below $1.9 billion. clearly 
the Spanish government’s intention is actually 
to improve upon the 2012 outcome, and it 
might well do so. However, we take the view 
that underspending in one year increases the 
probability of underspending in the next. More 
generally, we take the view that a pessimistic bias 
is desirable in a fairly rough forecasting exercise 
of this nature. 
� 7KH�ȴJXUHV�ZH�KDYH�XVHG�DUH�GUDZQ�
ZKHUHYHU�SRVVLEOH�IURP�RɝFLDO�GRFXPHQWV��:H�
have also relied to some extent on credible media 
reports and on reporting and analysis undertaken 
E\�UHVHDUFK�RUJDQLVDWLRQV��ZKHUH�RɝFLDO�VRXUFHV�
DORQH�ZHUH�QRW�VXɝFLHQW��ΖW�VKRXOG�EH�QRWHG�WKDW�
the information base on which we rely does not 
cover all the ODA provided by the top 15 DAc 
GRQRUV��ΖW�LV�GLɝFXOW�WR�JXDUDQWHH�IXOO�FRYHUDJH�
of debt relief, for example, and in some cases 
responsibility for ODA spending is distributed 
DPRQJ�PDQ\�GL΍HUHQW�RɝFLDO�DJHQFLHV���� � �
 Nevertheless, the projected expenditures 
that we have included cover about 96 per cent of 
the 15 donors’ collective ODA, and therefore about 
91 per cent of all ODA from DAc donor countries. 
 it should also be noted that, while we 
speak in terms of 2013 ODA, the information 
available to us does not always relate precisely to 
the 2013 calendar year owing to the diversity of 
ȴVFDO�\HDUV�DOUHDG\�QRWHG�DERYH��ΖQ�PRVW�FDVHV�
WKH�ȴVFDO�\HDUV�RI�WKH�PDMRU�GRQRUV�FRUUHVSRQG�
exactly or quite closely to the calendar year. 
two donors, Australia and italy, have July-
-XQH�ȴVFDO�\HDUV��LQ�WKHVH�FDVHV�ZH�KDYH�XVHG�
SURMHFWHG�VSHQGLQJ�IRU�WKH���������ȴVFDO�\HDUV�
as being most representative of the direction and 
magnitude of likely change.
 to compare like with like, we express 2013 
aid projections in constant 2012 prices, converted 
to US dollars at the 2012 annual exchange rates 
XVHG�E\�WKH�2(&'��ΖQȵDWLRQ�DQG�*1Ζ�JURZWK�
projections for 2013 are drawn from the 2013 iMf 
:RUOG�(FRQRPLF�2XWORRN��2'$�DQG�*1Ζ�ȴJXUHV�
for 2012 are drawn from preliminary DAc data 
released in April 2013��RQ������2'$�ȵRZV�

http://www.actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/real_aid_3.pdf
http://aidwatch.concordeurope.org/genuine-aid-levels
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/statisticsonresourceflowstodevelopingcountries.htm
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/statisticsonresourceflowstodevelopingcountries.htm
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/Exchange%20rates.xls
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/ADV2013.xls
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/ADV2013.xls
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 to estimate the likely outcome for total 
2'$�LQ�������ZH�GHȴQH�VRPHZKDW�DUELWUDU\�
upper and lower bounds, then take the mid-
SRLQW��ΖQ�RUGHU�WR�GR�WKLV��ZH�ȴUVW�FDOFXODWH�WKH�
GL΍HUHQFH�EHWZHHQ�WRWDO������2'$�DQG�WKH�
amount of 2012 ODA covered by our information 
sources. this is the ‘missing’ ODA. the upper 
ERXQG�ȴJXUH�LV�DUULYHG�DW�E\�LQFUHDVLQJ�WKH�
missing ODA by the same amount as the ODA we 
have been able to include in our estimate for the 
15 largest donors, and adding it to the projected 
2013 ODA for those donors. the lower bound is 
arrived at by holding the missing ODA constant 
in nominal terms and adding it to the projected 
2013 ODA for the 15 largest donors. 
 We likewise calculate two DAc-wide ODA/
GNi ratios using the upper and lower bound 
ȴJXUHV�MXVW�GHVFULEHG��DQG�DJDLQ�WDNH�WKH�PLG�
point.

O U t l O O K  f O R  A i D  i N  2 0 1 3

the chart above (figure 1) summarises expected 
changes in ODA disbursements in 2013, relative 
to 2012, for the 15 largest DAc donors. More 
detailed information is provided in Annex 1: ‘Aid 
outlook for the 15 largest donors’.12

� $V�UHȵHFWHG�LQ�)LJXUH����3DJH�����DJJUHJDWH�
ODA from the top 15 donors is projected to 
increase by 0.6 per cent, or $780 million, to 
$119.8 billion. changes for individual donors 
should be regarded as indicative only, for the 
reasons outlined in the previous section. 
 ODA from the 14 non-UK donors is 
projected to fall by three per cent, or $3.2 billion, 
to $102.1 billion. However, this fall is $500 million 
less than the projected growth of UK aid, 
which is $3.7 billion.
 for total DAc ODA, the outcome is likely to 
be between $126 billion and $127 billion. Because 
projected ODA growth is so small, our upper 

12 the underlying data are here.

6RXUFH��2(&'�SUHOLPLQDU\�GDWD��$SULO�������IRU������DLG�ȵRZV�DQG�'HYHORSPHQW�3ROLF\�&HQWUH�HVWLPDWHV�IRU������ȵRZV�
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Figure 1: ODA changes, 2012 vs 2013
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http://devpolicy.org/wp-content/uploads/2013/09/2013-ODA-forecast-data-and-charts.xlsx
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and lower bound estimates for ODA growth are 
only separated by $67 million with a mid-point 
estimate of $126.3 billion. this would be a  
0.6 per cent or $700 million increase on the 2012 
outcome, which was $125.6 billion.  
� 2XU�ȴJXUHV�VKRZ�WKH�FRPELQHG�2'$�*1Ζ�
ratio for DAc donors would remain at  
0.29 per cent, its 2012 level.13 (it takes an 
additional $4 billion or so to achieve an increase 
of one basis point in the aggregate ratio.) 
 the projected outcomes for total DAc 
ODA, and for the combined DAc ODA/GNi ratio, 
DUH�LOOXVWUDWHG�LQ�WKH�ȴJXUH�EHORZȃZKLFK�DOVR�
places them in historical context.
  Because the very modest projected increase 
in global ODA is entirely due to the UK’s additional 
H΍RUW��LW�FRXOG�EH�QRWLFHDEO\�UHGXFHG�LI�WKH�8.ȇV�*1Ζ�
growth turns out to be lower than was anticipated 
in March 2013, when the increase was announced. 

13 this is the ratio of total DAc ODA to total DAc GNi, sometimes 
referred to as the ‘weighted’ average ratio. the unweighted average 
ratio is the average of all DAc members’ individual ODA/GNi ratios, 
and is higher than the weighted average ratio owing to the tendency 
for larger donors to have lower ratios, and smaller donors higher 
ratios.

for example, a decrease of 0.5 per cent or  
$12 billion in the UK’s GNi would correspond to a 
decrease of around $100 million in aid.
 Aid from non-DAc sources is on the 
rise and will to some extent compensate for 
any stagnation or further decline in DAc aid. 
+RZHYHU��WKLV�H΍HFW�VKRXOG�QRW�EH�RYHUVWDWHG��
figure 3 on Page 7 shows the level of aid from 
QRQ�'$&�RɝFLDO�VRXUFHV��DV�ZHOO�DV�QHW�JUDQWV�
from NGOs, over the period from 2007 to 2011. it 
includes the OecD’s rough estimates of ODA-like 
ȵRZV�IURP�VRPH�PDMRU�HPHUJLQJ�GRQRUV�ZKR�GR�
not report their expenditures to the DAc.14  
 in constant-price terms, aid from these 
non-DAc sources combined has risen by several 
billions of dollars per annum each year, on 
average. if this were to continue, and DAc aid 
were to resume its decline from 2014 at the 
rate of several percentage points per annum, 
the overall level of external aid for developing 
countries would most probably remain fairly 
constant in real terms for several years.

14  Based on DAc tables 2, 33 and 33a.
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Figure 2: ODA and ODA/GNI, 2000 to 2013
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http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/statisticsonresourceflowstodevelopingcountries.htm
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7KRXJK�WKH�JOREDO�ȴQDQFLDO�FULVLV�SUHYDLOHG�PDLQO\�LQ������DQG�������LWV�LPSDFW�RQ�2'$�EHJDQ�WR�EH�
IHOW�IURP�������5HVHDUFK�VXJJHVWV�WKDW�LQ�WKH�ZDNH�RI�D�VLJQLȴFDQW�EDQNLQJ�FULVLV�RU�UHFHVVLRQ��DLG�
budgets will continue to fall over a substantial period of time. A working paper�SUHSDUHG�E\�VWD΍�RI�
the World Bank that studied OecD aid from 1977 to 2007 found that after a crisis a donor country’s 
aid falls by an average of 20 to 25 per cent, relative to the counterfactual, and improves only a decade 
after the crisis hit.15 thus it must be considered unlikely that the projected 2013 pause in the decline 
of ODA will be followed by a recovery.
 More likely, since the UK is taking a large step up in 2012 and, given its low GNi growth outlook, 
ZLOO�SUREDEO\�OHYHO�R΍�DW�WKDW�KLJKHU�SODQH��WRZDUG�����ELOOLRQ�SHU�DQQXP���WKH�RYHUDOO�DLG�RXWORRN�LV�
for a pause in the decline of DAc aid in 2013, followed by a period of more gradual decline or at best 
VWDJQDWLRQ�IURP�������ΖQFUHDVHV�LQ�DLG�IURP�QRQ�'$&�VRXUFHV�PLJKW�DSSUR[LPDWHO\�R΍VHW�WKLV�IXUWKHU�
GHFOLQH��VXFK�WKDW�WKH�RYHUDOO�OHYHO�RI�H[WHUQDO�DLG�IRU�GHYHORSLQJ�FRXQWULHV�UHPDLQV�ȵDW�IRU�VHYHUDO�\HDUV�

15 Dang, Hai-Anh, Steve Knack & Halsey Rogers. 2009. ‘international Aid and financial crises in Donor countries’. World Bank Policy Research 
Working Paper 5162.
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Annex 1: Aid outlook for the 15 largest donors 

Below we summarise the outlook for aid from each of the 15 largest donors, from the US to Spain, in order of 2012 aid volume. 
Percentage changes are in real terms. All dollar figures are expressed in 2012 prices. Links to the main information sources in each case 
are provided underneath country names. Projected ODA outcomes for individual countries should be considered indicative only as the 
purpose of generating these figures is primarily to arrive at an aggregate projection for the 15 donors combined. 

Country 2012 ODA 
outcome 
($US billion) 

Real change 
from 2011 
to 2012 (per 
cent) 

Projected 
2013 ODA 
outcome ($US 
billion) 

Projected real 
change from 
2012 to 2013 
(per cent) 

Projected real 
change from 
2012 to 2013 
($US billion) 

ODA/GNI in 
2012 (per 
cent) 

Projected 
ODA/GNI in 
2013 (per 
cent) 

Comment 

United 
States 
(a), (b) 

30.5 -2.8 28.7 -5.7 -1.7 0.19 0.18 US  aid  is  expected  to  fall  further  in  2013  as  a  result  of  ‘sequestration’—
automatic, across-the-board reductions to most US federal programs 
triggered by the failure of 2011 negotiations between the President and 
Congress  on  raising  the  US’s debt ceiling. Sequestration went into effect 
on 1 March 2013. 

Germany 
(a), (b) 

13.1 -0.7 12.7 -2.9 -0.4 0.38 0.37 Germany’s  Development  Ministry  (BMZ),  which  allocates  roughly  60  per  
cent  of  German  ODA,  will  in  2013  face  budget  cuts  of  €87  million  
relative  to  2012.  This  is  €124  million  less  than  originally  planned  for  
2013. 

United 
Kingdom 
(a), (b) 

13.7 -2.2 17.4 27.2 3.7 0.56 0.71 UK aid is set for a dramatic turnaround in 2013. The Chancellor of the 
Exchequer,  George  Osborne,  confirmed  in  March  2013  that  the  UK’s  
coalition  government  would  meet  its  commitment  to  increase  the  UK’s  
ODA/GNI ratio from 0.56 per cent in 2012 to 0.7 per cent in 2013. The 
UK posts by far the most significant donor budget increase in 2013.  

France 
(a) 

12.0 -1.6 12.0 -0.32 0.0 0.45 0.45 France aims to achieve an ODA/GNI ratio of 0.46 per cent and increase 
the size of its budget in 2013. On our projection, its ratio would remain 
at 0.45. 

Japan 
(a), (b) 

10.5 -2.1 10.0 -4.75 -0.5 0.17 0.16 Despite a rise in budget estimates for the Japan International 
Cooperation Agency (JICA), Japanese aid will continue to fall in 2013 as 
core aid spending in the federal budgets which make up more than half 
of total spending is cut. 

Canada 
(a) 

5.7 4.1 5.4 -5.23 -0.3 0.32 0.30 Canada’s  government  has  announced  cuts  to  ODA  over  the  period  2013  
to 2015. Estimates suggest the bulk of the cuts will occur in bilateral 
spending, which is set to decline by 26 per cent. 

Netherlands 
(a), (b) 

5.5 -6.6 4.3 -22.2 -1.23 0.71 0.55 Late in 2012, the Netherlands government enacted a harsh austerity 
program  that  will  cut  €1  billion  from  Dutch  aid. 

Australia 
(a), (b) 

5.4 9.1 5.2 -5.03 -0.27 0.36 0.34 Australia posted the largest percentage increase in 2012 and, prior to 
the September 2013 federal election, was expected to increase ODA by 

http://www.obpa.usda.gov/budsum/FY13budsum.pdf
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R42621.pdf
http://www.dw.de/germany-cuts-development-aid-budget-for-2013/a-16369373
http://www.bmz.de/en/ministry/budget/index.html
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/221885/budget2013_complete.pdf
http://www.guardian.co.uk/global-development/2013/mar/20/george-osborne-historic-moment-aid
http://www.senat.fr/rap/l12-148-34/l12-148-341.html
https://www.mof.go.jp/english/filp/plan/fy2013/zt002.pdf
http://www.mof.go.jp/english/budget/budget/fy2013/01.pdf
http://www.ccic.ca/_files/en/what_we_do/2013_03_27_Analysis_Budget_2013.pdf
http://www.rijksbegroting.nl/2013/voorbereiding/begroting,kst173853_4.html
http://www.wsws.org/en/articles/2012/11/holl-n06.html
http://devpolicy.org/in-brief/aid-in-2016-17-to-be-back-at-2012-13-levels-under-coalition-plan-20130905-1/
http://www.ausaid.gov.au/Budgets/Pages/budget12default.aspx


Country 2012 ODA 
outcome 
($US billion) 

Real change 
from 2011 
to 2012 (per 
cent) 

Projected 
2013 ODA 
outcome ($US 
billion) 

Projected real 
change from 
2012 to 2013 
(per cent) 

Projected real 
change from 
2012 to 2013 
($US billion) 

ODA/GNI in 
2012 (per 
cent) 

Projected 
ODA/GNI in 
2013 (per 
cent) 

Comment 

a considerable amount again in 2013. However, the incoming Coalition 
government announced it will cut aid by 12 per cent within the 2013-14 
financial year and subsequently increase aid in line with inflation. 

Sweden 
(a) 

5.2 -3.4 5.6 6.3 0.33 0.99 1.04 Sweden’s  aid  levels  are  determined  by  its  commitment  to  maintain  aid  
at one per cent of GNI. The actual outcome is therefore likely to be less 
than projected here. 

Norway 
(a), (b) 

4.8 0.4 5.1 7.0 0.33 0.93 0.97 Norwegian aid fell short of its one per cent ODA/GNI target in 2012. 
Norway intends to meet that target in 2013 but might again fall short. 

Switzerland 
(a) 

3.0 4.5 3.3 9.24 0.28 0.45 0.49 - 

Denmark 
(a) 

2.7 -1.8 2.7 0.36 0.0 0.84 0.84 - 

Italy 
(a) 

2.6 -34.7 3.1 15.8 0.42 0.13 0.16 Italy’s  drastic  2012  aid  cut  was  exceeded  only  by  Spain’s  in  percentage  
terms but it is planning for a modest increase in 2013. 

Belgium 
(a) 

2.3 -13.0 2.5 9.04 0.21 0.47 0.51 Belgian aid fell in 2012 owing to a decision to freeze non-essential 
spending  late  in  the  year.  The  latest  budget  aims  to  increase  Belgium’s  
ODA/GNI to 0.5 per cent in 2013. 

Spain 
(a), (b) 

1.9 -49.7 1.9 -3.8 0.0 0.15 0.14 Spanish ODA suffered by far the heaviest percentage cut in 2012. We 
project a small further reduction in 2013 but a slight increase on the 
2012 outcome is possible. 

         
All 15 above 119.0 -4.3 119.8 0.58 0.78 0.30 0.29  
         
All DAC 125.6 -4.0 126.3 0.56 0.7 0.29 0.29  

 

 

http://www.government.se/sb/d/586/a/199814
http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/ud/press/news/2012/aidbudget2013.html?id=704094
http://www.regjeringen.no/en/dep/ud/press/news/2011/pm_sb_climate.html?id=659484
http://www.efv.admin.ch/f/downloads/finanzberichterstattung/budget/2013/VA13-Band2A_f.pdf
http://tinyurl.com/n34u32n
http://www.mef.gov.it/doc-finanza-pubblica/def/2013/documenti/DEF_1_-_PdS_2013_xon-linexNEW.pdf
http://www.begroting.be/portal/page/portal/INTERNET_pagegroup/Begroting%20Online%202013/53K2520001.pdf
http://www.elmundo.es/elmundo/2012/10/08/solidaridad/1349719936.html
http://www.congreso.es/docu/pge2013/LIBROAMARILLO2013.pdf

