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Abstract

ODI’s Principled Aid (PA) Index measures the 29 bilateral Development Assistance Committee donors’
motivations for providing Official Development Assistance. The Index ranks donors according to
whether their foreign aid allocations support a principled or parochial national interest. This working
paper outlines methodologies used to create the Index in 2020, and changes since the previous
iteration of the Index. It should be read alongside our working paper exploring the PA Index results,
available online at www.odi.org/publications/17525-principled-aid-index-2020. The Index itself
can be found online at www.odi.org/opinion/10502-principled-aid-index.

Readers are encouraged to reproduce material for their own publications, as long as they are not being sold commercially. ODI requests due
acknowledgement and a copy of the publication. For online use, we ask readers to link to the original resource on the ODI website. The views
presented in this paper are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily represent the views of ODI or our partners.
This work is licensed under CC BY-NC-ND 4.0.

Acknowledgements
We have many people to thank for their help with this project. In particular, we benefited from the
close review and general support of Mark Miller and Andrew Rogerson, as well as comments from
Marcus Manuel and Annalisa Prizzon. We are grateful for thoughtful feedback from Raimund Zuhr
(Donor Tracker), Silke Weinlich (Deutsches Institut für Entwicklungspolitik, DIE), Petra Krylova
(Social Progress), Akiko Suwa-Eisenmann (Paris School of Economics, PSE), Simon Loewe (PSE) and
many others. We are also grateful for support from a range of ODI staff, including Matthew Foley,
Charlotte Howes, Amy Moran, Ottavia Pasta, Jessica Rennoldson, Rob Safar, Nathalie Versavel and
Tegan Rogers.
This paper has benefited from the generous financial support of the Bill & Melinda Gates
Foundation. The views expressed in this report are the authors’ alone.

3

Contents
Acknowledgements3
List of boxes and tables

5

Acronyms6
1

Overview of the Principled Aid Index

7

2

Indicators in the Principled Aid Index

9

2.1 Criteria for indicator selection

9

2.2 Indicators to proxy the development gaps dimension

9

2.3 Indicators to proxy the global cooperation dimension

15

2.4

Indicators to proxy the public spiritedness dimension

19

2.5

Other indicators considered

24

3

Scoring and aggregation

27

4

Data testing and approaches 

29

4.1

29

Donor selection and datasets 

4.2 Treatment of missing data

29

4.3 Weighting and controls 

30

4.4 Time lags 

30

4.5

30

Confidence intervals

30

4.6 Data tests 

References34

4

List of boxes and tables
Boxes
Box 1

15

List of Severely Financially Challenged Countries

Tables
Table 1

The Principled Aid Index: principles and indicators

8

Table 2 List of countries that cumulatively host more than 70% of internationally displaced populations

11

Table 3 List of conflict-affected states 

13

Table 4 Correlation test using transformed z-scores

31

Table 5 Sensitivity test, ranks when each individual indicator is removed (2018 results) 

32

5

Acronyms
ACD

Armed Conflict Dataset

CBPF

Country-Based Pooled Fund

CPA

Country-Programmable Aid

CRS

Creditor Reporting System

DAC

Development Assistance Committee

DRC

Democratic Republic of Congo

Gavi

Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization

GNI

gross national income

LDC

Least Developed Country

NCD

Non-state Conflict Dataset

ODA

Official Development Assistance

OECD

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development

PCA

principal component analysis

PRIO

Peace Research Institute Oslo

SDG

Sustainable Development Goal

SFCC

Severely Financially Challenged Country

UCDP

Uppsala Conflict Data Program

UNHCR

United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees

6

1 Overview of the
Principled Aid Index
The Principled Aid (PA) Index explores the
spending decisions of the 29 members of the
Development Assistance Committee (DAC),
and assesses the extent to which these advance
a principled national interest. This allows us
to move beyond policy rhetoric to explore
donor actions that reveal their underlying
aid motivations. The PA Index is a supplyside exercise: it focuses on donors, rather
than examining recipient preferences or the
impact of the aid supplied. We also limit
ourselves to considering how a principled
approach can be maximised using the levers
of Official Development Assistance (ODA)
disbursements. We do not focus on the
full spectrum of beyond-aid activities that
may also support a principled approach to
advancing a donor’s national interest.
In the inaugural edition of the PA Index,
we identified three dimensions of a principled
donor, against which we continue to frame our
assessment:

can include both sectoral investments in
under-provided global public goods, as well
as core budgetary support for the robust
functioning of multilateral institutions.
3. Principled donors will exhibit public
spiritedness and avoid using ODA to secure
commercial or geostrategic advantage.
The PA Index proxies each of these three
dimensions with five indicators, shown in
Table 1. (Full details on the measurement and
data sources for each of these indicators is
given in Chapter 2.)
The Index uses these indicators to give each
donor country a score out of 10, for performance
against each of the three dimensions. This
generates an overall PA score out of 30. We then
rank each of the 29 DAC donors in relation to
the performance of other donors for the last
six years, capturing relative improvement or
deterioration. (More detail on the aggregation
method used for the Index can be found in
Chapter 3.) This approach allows us to identify
where DAC donors sit on the spectrum between
principled and parochial.
Based on feedback from our inaugural
Index, this edition introduces several minor
modifications to the existing indicators. We
have also added three new indicators (1E, 2E
and 3E). Details on these changes, as well as the
motivations behind them, are provided under
the relevant indicator in the next chapter. What
this means, however, is that the results of the
2019 edition of the PA Index cannot be directly
compared to results from the Index published
this year. Instead, we have recalculated rankings
over the last six years using this year’s indicators
and published these in the 2020 version to allow
for an analysis of donor performance over time.

1. Principled aid is allocated with a view to
plugging global development gaps. Doing so
is in the donor’s national interest as it reduces
vulnerabilities and inequalities, increases
productivity and advances development
prospects overall. Development gaps are
multi-dimensional, and plugging them
requires donations to those recipients with
the largest challenges to overcome (such
as high levels of poverty, conflict or gender
inequality), as well as those with the lowest
levels of resources with which to overcome
these challenges.
2. Principled aid will allocate resources to
problems that can only be robustly solved
through global cooperation. Such cooperation
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Table 1

The Principled Aid Index: principles and indicators

Principle

Indicator

Development gaps
Aid is allocated
to countries and
themes that reduce
vulnerabilities and
inequalities, which can
advance prospects for
security, stability and
prosperity everywhere

1A. Targeting poverty: aid flows weighted by the poverty rate (poverty headcount ratio) in recipient countries.

Global cooperation
Aid is allocated to
global challenges
requiring collective
action and multilateral
institutions that
facilitate cooperation

2A. Enhancing global trade prospects: amount of bilateral ODA allocated to aid-for-trade activities, as a share
of total bilateral ODA.

1B. Supporting displaced populations: amount of bilateral ODA to countries that cumulatively host 70% of
cross-border forcibly displaced populations, as a share of bilateral ODA.
1C. Assisting conflict-affected states: amount of humanitarian bilateral ODA to countries with active violent
conflicts, as a share of bilateral ODA.
1D. Targeting gender inequality: amount of gender-focused bilateral ODA, as a share of total bilateral ODA.
1E. Global safety net: share of ODA on health, education and social security that is spent in Severely
Financially Challenged Countries (SFCCs).

2B. Providing core support for the multilateral system: amount of ODA as core multilateral funding (minus core
funding to EU institutions), as a share of total ODA.
2C. Tackling the effects of climate change: three-year rolling average amount of total ODA (bilateral and
imputed multilateral) for climate mitigation and adaptation activities, as a share of total ODA.
2D. Reducing the spread of communicable disease: amount of ODA (bilateral and imputed multilateral)
allocated to slow the spread of communicable diseases, as a share of total ODA.
2E. Brokering peace: spending on peace and security (bilateral and imputed multilateral), as a share of total ODA.

Public spiritedness
Aid is not allocated
towards activities that
advance narrow, shortterm interests that
have limited positive
spillover effects for
other nations

3A. Minimising tied aid: share of bilateral ODA that is formally or informally tied.
3B. Reducing alignment between aid spending and United Nations voting: correlation between UN voting
agreement across donors and recipients, and bilateral ODA disbursements from donors to recipients.
3C. De-linking aid spending from arms exports: correlation of dyadic bilateral ODA flows, per recipient capita,
and arms exports between donors and recipients, per recipient capita.
3D. Localising aid: share of bilateral ODA spent as Country-Programmable Aid (CPA), plus share of bilateral
ODA spent in Country-Based Pooled Funds (CBPFs).
3E. Influencing elections: absolute value of the difference between expected and actual ODA flowing to a
recipient during an election year.
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2 Indicators in the
Principled Aid Index
2.1

Criteria for indicator selection

System (CRS); poverty rate from World Bank
Development Indicators, poverty headcount ratio
at $1.90 a day (2011 Purchasing Power Parity).

Indicators were selected to proxy our three
dimensions if they met the following criteria:
•

•

•

Approach and measurement
To measure this indicator, we take the poverty
rate (poverty headcount ratio at $1.90 a day,
2011 Purchasing Power Parity) in each recipient
country and multiply this by the share of each
donor’s bilateral ODA given to that recipient.
We aggregate this across recipients for each
donor. This gives a higher weight to recipients
with higher poverty rates, leading to an overall
indicator which rewards donors for targeting their
ODA towards countries with higher poverty rates.

Conceptual clarity. We could articulate a
close conceptual relationship between the
information captured by the indicator and the
overall concept of the dimension it represents.
Where possible, we drew or built from
existing literature.
Data availability. Publicly available, highquality and sufficiently detailed data was
available across DAC countries. The data
must be available for the years 2013 to 2018,
with a reasonable prospect that it will be
updated regularly in the future to allow for
annual updates.
Correlations. Indicators within each
subcategory are positively correlated,
meaning they tell a similar story about a
donor’s motivation. However, indicators
are not 100% correlated (or very highly
correlated), which would mean they provide
duplicative information.

Changes from the previous edition
In the previous edition, this indicator measured
the share of ODA to Least Developed Countries
(LDCs) out of donor gross national income
(GNI). This indicator has undergone two
changes. First, we now look at poverty rates,
rather than the LDC distinction, as the latter
is potentially a very blunt instrument for
measuring targeting of aid towards the world’s
poorest people, especially as the majority of
people living in extreme poverty are in middleincome countries (Bulla et al., 2014). Therefore,
we now focus on poverty rates, weighting a
donor’s bilateral ODA by the recipient’s poverty
rate. This means that donors get credit for ODA
targeted towards poverty wherever it is located,
but that they are also more highly rewarded for
ODA in countries with high levels of poverty.
Second, we no longer measure this indicator
out of donor GNI. This change brings the
numerator more in line with other indicators
in this subcategory.

2.2 Indicators to proxy the
development gaps dimension
Indicator 1A. Targeting poverty: aid flows
weighted by the poverty rate (poverty
headcount ratio) in recipient countries
Data source
Bilateral ODA data is sourced from the
Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development’s (OECD) Creditor Reporting
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Indicator 1B. Irregular migration: amount of
bilateral ODA to countries that cumulatively
host 70% of cross-border forcibly displaced
populations, as a share of bilateral ODA

Justification and caveats
Two broad methods of measuring targeting of
ODA towards those in poverty can be identified.
In one, donors are rewarded for directing ODA
towards the poorest countries (those with the
lowest average GNI per capita) regardless of the
distribution of income among the population.
In the other, donors are rewarded for directing
ODA towards the poorest individuals,
regardless of the average GNI per capita in
the country where they are located. Both have
their justifications. Countries with low levels of
average income are the least able to redistribute
towards people in poverty (Alesina and Dollar,
2000; Berthelemy and Tichit, 2004; Berthelemy,
2006; Hoeffler and Outram, 2011), but
individuals living in poverty require assistance
wherever they are located (Bulla et al., 2014;
Carbonnier and Sumner, 2012). By focusing
on the poverty rate (as opposed to GNI per
capita, or the poverty headcount), we adopt a
middle ground between these two extremes.
Donations are still rewarded for recipients
with a large number of individuals living in
poverty, even if there are also a large number
of richer individuals, but less so than donations
for recipients where a larger share of the total
population are living in poverty.
We weight bilateral ODA shares by the
poverty rate in absence of any clear globally
accepted poverty rate which donors are
expected to target (other than, of course, zero).
This weighting also avoids any threshold
effects, whereby a donor is rewarded for
directing ODA towards one recipient, but
not rewarded for directing ODA towards a
recipient with a marginally lower poverty rate.

Data source
Bilateral ODA data is sourced from the OECD’s
CRS database; data on cross-border forcibly
displaced populations is taken from the United
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees’
(UNHCR) ‘Population figures’ dataset.
Approach and measurement
We use the UNHCR ‘Population figures’ dataset
to create a list of countries that cumulatively
host over 70% of cross-border forcibly displaced
persons, excluding those in developed countries.1
We consider cross-border forcibly displaced
persons to include people categorised as ‘asylumseekers’, ‘refugees’ (including refugee-like
situations), and ‘others of concern’ according
to UNHCR definitions.2 We exclude internally
displaced persons, and those listed as ‘others of
concern’ whose country of origin and country of
asylum are the same. In the absence of a strong
theoretical rationale for selecting a particular
level of asylum burden, we selected the 70%
cut-off for statistical reasons as it correlates better
with other values within the dimension than
alternative levels. The list of these host countries is
given in Table 2. The indicator measures the share
of a donor’s bilateral ODA to these countries, as a
share of their total bilateral ODA.
Justification and caveats
This indicator captures the degree to which
donors focus ODA in the developing countries
that host the largest share of the global refugee
burden. We focus on internationally, rather
than internally, displaced persons because

1

We exclude developed countries from the calculation, removing the internationally displaced persons in developed
countries from both the 70% and the total number. We acknowledge that some countries, notably Germany, France and
the US, have hosted a large share of refugees and asylum-seekers.

2

We exclude ‘stateless people’ on the basis that stateless people can also be refugees (UNHCR, 2014); when this is the
case, stateless populations appear to be included in the refugee and asylum-seeker data included in our measure. As a
result, including stateless populations in addition to the categories already included could create some double counting.
Moreover, while stateless people can be refugees, UNHCR (n.d.) notes that the ‘majority of stateless people were born
in the countries in which they have lived their entire lives’, suggesting that many may not be considered cross-border
forcibly displaced populations under our current variable.
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Table 2 List of countries that cumulatively host more than 70% of internationally displaced populations
2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

Chad

Afghanistan

Chad

Chad

Bangladesh

Bangladesh

China

Chad

DRC

DRC

DRC

Chad

Egypt

China

Ethiopia

Ethiopia

Ethiopia

DRC

Ethiopia

Ethiopia

Iran

Iran

Iran

Ethiopia

Iran

Iran

Jordan

Jordan

Jordan

Iran

Iraq

Iraq

Kenya

Kenya

Lebanon

Jordan

Jordan

Jordan

Lebanon

Lebanon

Pakistan

Lebanon

Kenya

Kenya

Pakistan

Pakistan

Sudan

Pakistan

Lebanon

Lebanon

South Africa

Sudan

Turkey

Sudan

Pakistan

Pakistan

Turkey

Turkey

Uganda

Turkey

South Africa

South Africa

Uganda

Uganda

Tanzania

Uganda

Turkey

Sudan

Tanzania

Tanzania

–

–

Tanzania

Turkey

–

–

–

–

Yemen

Uganda

–

–

–

–

Note: Including refugees under UNHCR’s mandate, asylum-seekers and others of concern. France, Germany, Sweden and the United States
(US) have been removed from the table as they are not ODA-eligible. DRC, Democratic Republic of Congo.
Source: UNHCR (www.unhcr.org/data.html)

countries with high numbers of internally
displaced persons face internal strife, which
could be linked to government-sanctioned
action. In these cases, allocating developmental
aid to countries with large internally displaced
populations could ‘reward’ governments for bad
behaviour – consider Myanmar’s action against
the Rohingya, for instance.
As of 2018, there were 68.5 million people,
including more than 25 million refugees, who
have been forcibly displaced (Ash and Huang,
2018). Countries neighbouring crises often
bear the burden of forced migration due to
the proximity of conflict. These are often lowand middle-income countries with significant
development challenges themselves.3 We assume
a principled donor will invest in refugee-hosting
nations rather than in countries of origin for
two main reasons (Dreher et al., 2018). First,
donors providing aid to countries of refugee

3

origin are often motivated by the desire to
prevent migration by reducing emigration
pressures and inducing voluntary repatriation
(Czaika and Mayer, 2011). However, aid
that is meant to tackle the ‘root causes’ of
migration is rarely successful and can even be
counterproductive, as economic growth can be
associated with increases rather than reductions
in emigration (Clemens and Postel, 2017; 2018;
Dreher et al., 2018). Therefore, more principled
donors will also support countries of first
asylum to ensure refugees’ immediate needs
are met and their long-term safety secured,
as well as to develop the infrastructure and
services necessary to accommodate vulnerable
populations, including education
and employment opportunities.

As Ash and Huang (2018) highlight, 10 countries, with 2.5% of global gross domestic product (GDP), host half of the
world’s refugees.
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Indicator 1C. Assisting conflict-affected
states: amount of humanitarian bilateral ODA
to countries with active violent conflicts, as a
share of bilateral ODA

limit development gains by hindering economic
progress, increasing the risk of famine, making
disease more difficult to treat and increasing
forced displacement (ibid.).
Acts of violent conflict provide a narrower
alternative to ‘fragile state’ lists, as the latter
is often a measure of governance quality
more generally. While fragility and conflict
may be correlated, donor engagement in
countries experiencing active conflict is a
better measure of targeted ODA to protect
vulnerable populations facing catastrophic
threats to their lives and livelihoods.

Data source
Bilateral ODA and humanitarian data are
sourced from the OECD’s CRS database; data on
armed conflict is taken from the Uppsala Conflict
Data Program (UCDP)/Peace Research Institute
Oslo (PRIO) ‘Armed Conflict Dataset’ (ACD) and
‘Non-state Conflict Dataset’ (NCD).
Approach and measurement
This indicator captures the degree to which
donors allocate humanitarian aid to countries
experiencing violent conflict. For this indicator,
we define ‘active conflict’ as a conflict which
involves at least 25 battle-related deaths
within a calendar year. This is consistent with
the UCDP definition of active conflict and is
regularly employed in the conflict literature
(see Gleditsch and Ruggeri, 2010; Themnér and
Wallensteen, 2011; Pettersson and Eck, 2018).
Using the UCDP/PRIO ACD and NCD, we
compile a list of all countries experiencing an
active conflict by calendar year (see Table 3).
For more information on the UCDP/PRIO ACD,
see Gleditsch et al. (2002) and Pettersson
and Eck (2018).
We use humanitarian, rather than
development, aid on the basis that countries
experiencing active crises require immediate
support to respond. We capture ODA flows
designed to respond to the urgent needs of
civilians affected by crisis, which is best proxied
through shorter-term humanitarian flows.

Indicator 1D. Targeting gender inequality:
amount of gender-focused bilateral ODA, as a
share of total bilateral ODA
Data source
Bilateral ODA data is sourced from the OECD’s
CRS database using the gender marker.
Approach and measurement
Using the DAC’s gender markers, we sum the
amount of ODA allocated to projects that have a
‘principal’ focus on gender, as denoted by a score
of two. This figure is then taken as the share of
total bilateral ODA to identify the portion of
donor spending that is targeted to support gender
equality. We exclude ODA with a ‘significant’
focus on gender to avoid overstating the amount
allocated for gender activities. OECD guidance
on the gender markers cautions that the full costs
of projects marked with a ‘significant’ gender
focus are counted under the gender marker,
yet only a portion of the project costs may be
allocated for gender activities (OECD, 2012b).
As a result, the ‘significant’ gender marker tends
to overestimate the amount of ODA allocated for
gender-related activities.

Justification and caveats
It is well documented that poverty is increasingly
focused in fragile and conflict-affected states
(Kharas and Rogerson, 2017), and that conflict
is a key contributor to hunger and displacement
(UN DESA, 2018). Moreover, violent conflict
is now occurring in an increasing number
of countries: in 2016, more countries were
experiencing violent conflict than at any point
over the previous 30 years (UN and World Bank,
2018). This increase threatens to reverse and

Changes from the previous edition
In the previous edition we focused on the amount
of gender-focused bilateral ODA to countries
with the highest levels of gender inequality, as
a share of bilateral ODA. We have changed
this to reward spending on gender-focused
projects, wherever they are located (as long as
the recipient is ODA-eligible); if we are going to
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Table 3

List of conflict-affected states

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

Afghanistan

Afghanistan

Afghanistan

Afghanistan

Afghanistan

Afghanistan

Algeria

Algeria

Algeria

Algeria

Algeria

Algeria

Bangladesh

Azerbaijan

Azerbaijan

Angola

Angola

Brazil

CAR

Burundi

Burundi

Azerbaijan

Azerbaijan

Burkina Fa-so

Colombia

CAR

Cameroon

Bangladesh

Bangladesh

Cameroon

DRC

Colombia

CAR

Cameroon

Brazil

CAR

Egypt

DRC

Chad

CAR

Cameroon

Chad

Ethiopia

Egypt

Colombia

Colombia

CAR

Colombia

Guinea

Ethiopia

Egypt

Congo

Chad

Djibouti

India

India

Ethiopia

DRC

DRC

DRC

Iraq

Iraq

India

Egypt

Egypt

Egypt

Kenya

Israel

Iraq

Eritrea

Ethiopia

Ethiopia

Lebanon

Kenya

Kenya

Ethiopia

India

India

Libya

Lebanon

Lebanon

India

Iran

Indonesia

Malaysia

Libya

Libya

Iran

Iraq

Iran

Mali

Mali

Mali

Iraq

Kenya

Iraq

Mexico

Mexico

Mexico

Côte d’Ivoire

Lebanon

Israel

Mozambique

Mozambique

Myanmar

Jordan

Libya

Kenya

Myanmar

Myanmar

Niger

Kenya

Mali

Libya

Nigeria

Nigeria

Nigeria

Lebanon

Mexico

Mali

Pakistan

Pakistan

Pakistan

Libya

Myanmar

Mexico

Philippines

Philippines

Philippines

Mali

Niger

Mozambique

Somalia

Somalia

Somalia

Mexico

Nigeria

Myanmar

South Sudan

South Sudan

South Su-dan

Mozambique

Pakistan

Niger

Sudan

Sudan

Sudan

Myanmar

Philippines

Nigeria

Syria

Syria

Syria

Niger

Somalia

Pakistan

Thailand

Thailand

Thailand

Nigeria

South Su-dan

Philippines

Turkey

Uganda

Turkey

Pakistan

Sudan

Rwanda

Uganda

Ukraine

Uganda

Philippines

Syria

Somalia

Yemen

Yemen

Ukraine

Rwanda

Thailand

South Sudan

Yemen

Somalia

Turkey

Sudan

South Sudan

Uganda

Syria

Sudan

Ukraine

Thailand

Syria

Yemen

Turkey

Thailand

Uganda

Tunisia

Ukraine
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Table 3 cont.
2013

2014

2015

2016
Turkey

2017

2018
Yemen

Uganda
Ukraine
Yemen
Notes: Countries are counted as conflict-affected if they experience more than 25 battle-related deaths in a given year. Both the US and
Russia are also conflict-affected states in every year of our sample (except for the US in 2018). However, as they were not eligible for ODA
over this period, we have excluded them from the calculation and from our list. CAR = Central African Republic; DRC = Democratic
Republic of Congo.
Source: UCDP PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset and Non-state Conflict Dataset

Indicator 1E. Global safety net: share of ODA
on health, education and social security that
is spent in Severely Financially Challenged
Countries

reward donors for projects with a gender focus,
it makes sense to do this wherever the project
is based. This now follows the approach of
other observers of aid spending towards gender
equality (such as Holton, 2020).

Data source
Bilateral ODA data is sourced from the OECD’s
CRS database; SFCCs from Manuel et al. (2018).

Justification and caveats
Reducing gender inequality and ensuring
that women achieve equal access to basic
services underlies much of the 2030 Agenda
for Sustainable Development. It is also well
documented that achieving the Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs) will require
significant improvements to the livelihoods of
women across the globe (see Wahlén, 2017).
Based on the understanding that women often
face differing access to basic services (see UN
Women, 2018; UN DESA, 2009), and that
engaging women in development contributes
to poverty reduction and growth (OECD,
2012a), this indicator captures the degree to
which donors target their ODA towards genderfocused projects in ODA-eligible countries.

Approach and measurement
This measure uses Manuel et al. (2018)’s
identification of SFCCs.4 These are countries
that could not fund even half of their health,
education and social security costs, even if they
raised taxation to the highest extent possible,
and spent 50% of tax revenue on these sectors.
This indicator measures the amount of bilateral5
spending on health, education and social
security in SFCCs, as a share of total bilateral
spending on these areas.6 We follow Manuel
et al. (2018) by using all CRS codes for health
and education, and Development Initiatives
(2015) for social spending.

4

In their 2020 update, Manuel at al. (2020) find that the effects of Covid-19 have added six new countries to the list of
SFCCs (Congo, Ethiopia, Nigeria, Sudan, Syria, Yemen). This is a forward-looking update and will be reflected in our list
of SFCCs in subsequent editions of the PA Index.

5

Multilateral spending is not included, as it is not possible to determine whether this is targeted towards SFCCs or not.

6

Manuel et al. (2018) propose their own indicator of donor spending towards SFCCs. They create a distribution of ‘ideal’
aid spending and the distribution of ‘actual’ spending for the donor. They create their indicator as a Gini-style measure,
taking the integral of the cumulative distribution function of the ‘actual’ distribution, as a fraction of the integral of the
cumulative distribution function of the ‘ideal’ distribution. We choose not to use this measure for ease of explanation.
In addition, using the same measure of aid, the measure we use has a 92% correlation with the measure in Manuel et al.
(2018), meaning that there is little loss of nuance due to our choice of a conceptually simpler indicator.
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Bank, 2018). While 1A focuses on the number of
individuals in poverty, this indicator focuses on
governments with a lack of resources to fund the
social services to help people escape poverty. The
empirical analysis shows that the overlap between
these two measures is fairly limited.8

Box 1 List of Severely Financially
Challenged Countries
Afghanistan, Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi,
Central African Republic, Chad, Comoros,
North Korea, DRC, Eritrea, Gambia,
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Haiti, Liberia,
Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mozambique,
Niger, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone,
Somalia, South Sudan, Tanzania, Togo,
Uganda, Zambia

2.3 Indicators to proxy the global
cooperation dimension
Indicator 2A. Aid-for-trade facilitation: amount
of bilateral ODA allocated to aid-for-trade
activities, as a share of total bilateral ODA

Source: Manuel et al. (2018)

Data source
All data for this variable is sourced from the
OECD’s CRS database.

Justification and caveats
The core interlocking sectors of health,
education and social security are recognised
as essential components of long-term escapes
from extreme poverty (Manuel, 2018). These
three sectors account for around half of all
government spending in OECD countries and a
third of all ODA. Social protection is becoming
a high priority in many developing countries
(Rim and Tassot, 2019). EU donors have
agreed to prioritise these sectors to fulfil the
commitments made in the European Consensus
on Development and in Agenda 2030.7
However, recipients of ODA differ in their
ability to fund their own social safety nets.
Currently, there is little relationship between
countries with the largest gaps and those that
receive the most ODA (either when looking at
development gaps in general, or social spending
in particular) (Manuel et al., 2018; Kharas and
McArthur, 2019). This indicator suggests that a
principled donor should target its spending on
social sectors towards recipients that are the least
able to fund these sectors themselves.
This indicator complements indicator 1A
(targeting poverty) by providing a different view of
the multi-dimensional concept of poverty (World

Approach and measurement
This indicator is measured as the share of
bilateral ODA allocated to aid-for-trade
activities. We use the DAC’s definition of
ODA activities included as aid-for-trade, such
as: ‘technical assistance for trade policy and
regulations’, ‘trade-related infrastructure’,
‘productive capacity building’, ‘trade-related
adjustment’ and ‘other trade related needs’.
The specific CRS purpose codes included under
each category are defined by the OECD and are
available from the OECD website (OECD, n.d.).
Justification and caveats
According to Bilal and Szepesi (2006), ‘nothing
contributes to sustainable poverty reduction
more than trade, especially when it is conducted
with richer countries’. Trade is an engine for
growth that lifts millions of people out of
poverty and supports development (see IMF
et al., 2017; World Bank and WTO, 2017). This
indicator measures the share of ODA allocated
to support developing countries to build the
trade capacity, policies and infrastructure

7

We recognise that other sectors, such as infrastructure, may be equally important for long-term development (Calderón
and Servén, 2004; Estache et al., 2015). This is why the classification of SFCCs is based on countries spending 50% of
their revenue on social sectors. This allows them to spend the other half on infrastructure and other government services.
This leaves more room for investment in infrastructure than OECD countries, which spend, on average, around 60% of
their budgets on social sectors.

8

See Chapter 4 for testing of the overlaps between indicators.
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needed to expand and benefit from trade
liberalisation. Aid-for-trade facilitation can
reduce import and export costs and increase
global output by supporting increases in capital
stock, production possibilities and enhanced
productivity (Holland and te Velde, 2012).
Further, aid-for-trade has been shown to be
a pathway for the empowerment of women
and youths through micro, small and medium
enterprises (WTO, 2020).
Aid-for-trade also benefits the donor (Bilal
and Szepesi, 2006). It is one way to mitigate
market failures in international trade and to
realise mutual gains from trade for both donors
and recipients (Carter, 2016). Donors have a
principled national interest in maintaining a
rules-based international trade regime, which
primarily benefits more advanced economies.
Therefore, allocating ODA for trade can be
considered an expression of a principled national
interest due to the potential for both donors and
recipients alike to benefit from market expansion
and increased trade. Aid-for-trade also links to
other global public goods, as it increases the
possibilities for renewable energy and green
growth (WTO, 2020). Covid-19 has exemplified
how facilitating aid can pay dividends for donor
countries, as streamlined border processes,
simplified fees and trade cooperation are essential
for the swift movement of medical, food and IT
supplies (OECD, 2020a).

(Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia
and Slovenia) that joined the DAC post-2013.
By removing core support to EU institutions,
we hope to mitigate any potential positive bias
for new European DAC members caused by
mandatory payments.
Justification and caveats
Multilateral development finance is gaining
importance as a channel for ODA. At the
same time, however, earmarked funding is
growing as a share of total multilateral finance
(OECD, 2020b). Donors that provide a larger
proportion of their ODA as core contributions to
multilateral organisations demonstrate a stronger
commitment to working with and supporting
the capacity of the international system.
Other donors can potentially ‘free-ride’ on the
multilateral system, contributing less than their
relative share (Bhushan and Hadley, 2020).
While donors lose some oversight and control
over the direction and use of their resources
when providing core support (Gulrajani,
2016), multilateral institutions allow donors
to ‘leverage and pool expertise, presence and
resources in ways that might be hard to achieve
if individual donor countries acted unilaterally’.
In other words, the multilateral system on its
own constitutes a global public good (Baker
et al., 2018). Multilateral institutions are
also better purveyors of other global public
goods, due to their role as instruments for
global burden-sharing (Martens, 2005; Milner
and Tingley, 2013). Allocations through core
multilateral channels constrain the strong
geopolitical impulses of bilateral donors and
are better conduits for the provision of global
public goods (OECD, 2015b).
By contrast, earmarking funds to multilateral
institutions allows donors to privilege their
interests, often with deleterious consequences
for the institutional capacity, governance and
efficiency of multilateral institutions (Gulrajani,
2016; Reinsberg, 2019).
We contend that providing core ODA
funding to multilateral institutions constitutes
the highest-quality support for organisations
uniquely placed to advance global public goods
and collective norms, bringing value and returns
to donors and recipients alike.

Indicator 2B. Support for the multilateral
system: amount of ODA as core multilateral
funding (minus core funding to EU
institutions), as a share of total ODA
Data source
This variable uses the OECD’s ‘Members’ total
use of multilateral system’ and DAC1 datasets.
Approach and measurement
This indicator is measured as the share
of a donor’s total ODA allocated as core
contributions to multilateral institutions. We
subtract core support allocated to EU institutions
on the basis that several donors, notably new
DAC donors, allocate a much higher proportion
of total ODA as mandatory core payments to
the EU. This includes new EU Member States

16

Indicator 2C. Climate finance: three-year
rolling average amount of total ODA (bilateral
and imputed multilateral) for climate
mitigation and adaptation activities, as a
share of total ODA

We use this three-year average because
the OECD’s Climate Finance Dataset is only
available on a commitments basis, rather than
disbursements, as we have used for most of
the other indicators. Commitments tend to
fluctuate more than disbursements, due to
multi-year commitments. For example, for the
Green Climate Fund, some countries (such as
Canada and Australia) provide the full value of
their pledges once every three years, while other
countries (such as the European donors) tend to
allocate an equal portion of their pledge every
three years. The use of the rolling average allows
us to even this across all three years.

Data source
Climate-related ODA data is sourced from the
OECD’s Climate Finance Dataset (provider
perspective);9 the OECD’s ‘Members’ total
use of multilateral system’; OECD’s ‘Imputed
Multilateral Shares’; and the DAC1 dataset.
Approach and measurement
This indicator measures the three-year rolling
average share of total ODA allocated to support
climate mitigation and adaptation activities.
Using the OECD’s Climate Finance Dataset
(provider perspective), we sum bilateral ODA
commitments for climate mitigation and
adaptation for each donor in a given year.10
We consider bilateral commitments to climate
activities as those which have a ‘principal’
climate focus using the Rio markers.11 We
subtract bilateral spending in More Advanced
Developing Countries, as these are not ODAeligible. To this measure of bilateral spending
we add core multilateral commitments to select
multilateral organisations with a primary focus
on climate-related action.12 The sum of bilateral
and multilateral climate finance is then divided
by total ODA commitments, and this measure is
averaged over three years.
9

Justification and caveats
Donors that provide support to climate-related
activities demonstrate a commitment to key
global public goods that benefit both donors
and recipients alike. The link between poverty
and climate change is well documented, with
poor countries that are reliant on natural
resources and environmental services likely
to be the most vulnerable to environmental
degradation (Hallegatte et al., 2015), as well
as those closest to oceans and closest to the
Equator (ND-GAIN, 2020). At the same time,
donors stand to benefit from activities designed
to reduce and prevent climate change in the
future, because ‘if the developing nations
follow the lead of the North, and develop
wasteful and dirty energy and industry
systems, then the US Midwest dries out, and

Available at: www.oecd.org/dac/financing-sustainable-development/development-finance-topics/climate-change.htm.

10 The Climate Finance Dataset is only available on a commitments, and not a disbursements, basis.
11 Weikmans and Roberts (2017) caution that the ‘significant’ climate marker overstates the amount of money allocated
for climate-related activities. This is because the full costs of projects marked with a ‘significant’ focus on climate are
counted as climate finance, yet only a portion of total project costs may be allocated for climate-related issues. Instead, we
consider only projects with a ‘principal’ climate objective as these projects are theoretically designed to address climaterelated issues, meaning that a larger portion of project costs are likely to be attributable to climate activities.
12 The multilaterals included in our measure are: Adaptation Fund; Strategic Climate Fund; Clean Technology Fund; Green
Climate Fund; Green Environment Facility (Least Developed Countries Trust Fund); Green Environment Facility (Special
Climate Change Trust Fund); Global Green Growth Institute; Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; Multilateral
Fund for the Implementation of the Montreal Protocol; Nordic Development Fund; and United Nations Framework
Convention on Climate Change. These organisations were selected using the DAC’s imputed multilateral contributions
list, published annually on the Climate Finance website. Each organisation included targets of 100% of financing for
climate-related activities. The only exception is the Global Green Growth Institute, which allocated around 99% of
funding for climate activities in 2017 and 98% in 2016.
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Indicator 2D. Reducing the spread of
communicable disease: amount of ODA
(bilateral and imputed multilateral) allocated
to slow the spread of communicable
diseases, as a share of total ODA

the seas around Britain rise’ (Timberlake
and Thomas, 1990, in Burnell, 1997: 74).
We acknowledge that finance for climate
adaptation could be considered a national public
good (rather than a global public good) on
the basis that preventing the effects of climate
change in particular countries may safeguard
them against climate-related incidents. However,
we opt to include climate finance for adaptation
because poor countries will need to adapt to the
effects of climate change over the short term as
they bear a disproportionate burden of its costs
(Collier, 2016). Moreover, investing in adaptation
reduces the likelihood of spillovers from
developing countries as climate change advances,
for example through climate-induced migration
(Bermeo, 2018). After all, adaptation can be seen
as the forward-looking version of mitigation.
While this variable considers ODA support
to climate activities, we note that best practice
would be for donors to support climate-related
activities through funding that is ‘additional’ to
ODA. This is in line with thinking that funding
for global public goods should be in addition to,
rather than a substitute for, ODA (Kaul, 2017).
We recognise this is a higher standard than what
we are setting to qualify as a principled donor,
but if we were to adopt it, hardly any donor
would meet it.13

Data source
Bilateral ODA data is sourced from the CRS;
core multilateral allocations taken from the
OECD’s ‘Members’ total use of the multilateral
system’ dataset.
Approach and measurement
This indicator measures the share of ODA
allocated to preventing the spread of
communicable diseases. We calculate this as
the sum of bilateral ODA provided under the
following CRS purpose codes: ‘12250: infectious
disease control’, ‘12262: malaria control’,
‘12263: tuberculosis control’, ‘12281: health
personnel development’ and ‘13040: STD control
including HIV/AIDS’, plus core multilateral
contributions to the Global Alliance for Vaccines
and Immunization (Gavi); the Global Fund
to Fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria; and
UNAIDS.14 Core funding to Gavi and the Global
Fund includes spending for health systems
strengthening, which is necessary for sustainably
reducing the likelihood of health pandemics
(see Rabinowitz and Greenhill, 2018).15 This
multilateral and bilateral contribution is then
divided by total ODA.

13 As far as we are aware, only one donor – Luxembourg – currently provides climate finance that is additional to its ODA
budget. In 2014, Luxembourg committed €120 million between 2014 and 2020 in international climate finance for
developing countries that is additional to ODA (UN Climate Change, 2015; UNEP, 2018). To ensure that Luxembourg
is not penalised for providing additional climate resources outside of its ODA budget, we add the approximate annual
amount of additional climate finance (around €20 million per year) to Luxembourg’s climate ODA and total ODA
spending, per year. Seeing as ODA flows are typically calculated using US dollars, we transform euros to dollars using
the World Bank’s Official Exchange Rate (local currency units per $US, period average) dataset taken from the World
Development Indicators.
14 We include these multilaterals because reducing the spread of communicable disease is a primary element of their ODA
activities. While other multilateral agencies also contribute to reducing the disease burden, they do so to a much smaller
degree. Other organisations that work on stemming the spread of infectious disease, such as Wellcome, Unitaid, the
Coalition for Epidemic Preparedness Innovations (CEPI) and the Foundation for Innovative New Diagnostics (FIND) are
not included in the OECD’s ‘Members’ total use of the multilateral system’ dataset. This is primarily because only certain
forms of contributions to these organisations count as ODA. For example, research into vaccine development does not
count, as it is considered a benefit that accrues to all states, not just developing countries.
15 Bilateral spending on health system strengthening is not included in this indicator as it is included in indicator 1E.
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Justification and caveats
Pandemics such as Ebola and Covid-19 present
risks to all countries and are a systemic global
challenge. Poor global health and a high
disease burden hurt economic growth, increase
migration and threaten stability (Audibert et al.,
2012; Global Fund, 2019). The World Health
Organization’s Action and Investment to Defeat
Malaria 2016–2030 estimates that eliminating
malaria by 2030 has the potential to add
US$4 trillion to the world economy. But
treating malaria in donor countries also imposes
healthcare costs and burdens (APPG, 2017).
Donor support for the prevention, treatment
and control of infectious disease can be
considered in the principled national interest,
mitigating impacts that are felt globally, reducing
the likelihood of further global pandemics,
improving global growth prospects and reducing
domestic health expenditures.

for Disarmament Research, UN peacekeeping
and the Geneva Centre for Democratic Control
of Armed Forces. These definitions are carefully
maintained and include many safeguards (for
example, only including a limited share of the
cost of dual-use hardware).
Justification and caveats
Peace and security are global public goods
(Buchholz and Sandler, forthcoming). Flows
of arms and people are becoming increasingly
globalised; the majority of weapons used in
recent conflicts have crossed international
borders (Stohl, 2004). Conflicts cost lives
and have long-term impacts for survivors
(Bundervoet et al., 2009; Fisman et al., 2020).
They disrupt trade and international relations
(Ianchovichina and Ivanic, 2014). Conflicts have
the ability to spill not just across borders but
across the globe (Knox and Lonsdale, 2016), and
the best predictor of future conflict remains past
conflict (Hegre et al., 2016). Principled donors
will therefore contribute to spending on peace
and security, as it is in their own principled
national interest to mitigate future conflict.

Indicator 2E. Brokering peace: spending on
peace and security (bilateral and imputed
multilateral), as a share of total ODA
Data source
Bilateral ODA data is sourced from the CRS;
core multilateral allocations taken from the
OECD’s ‘Members’ total use of the multilateral
system’ dataset.

2.4 Indicators to proxy the public
spiritedness dimension
Indicator 3A. Minimising tied aid: share of
bilateral ODA that is formally or informally tied

Approach and measurement
We combine the measurement approaches of
Knox and Lonsdale (2016) and Reisen et al.
(2004) for bilateral spending, as well Birdsall
and Diofasi’s (2015) measure of peace and
security as a global public good, for multilateral
spending. Bilateral spending includes: civilian
peacebuilding, conflict prevention and resolution;
reintegration and small arms and light
weapons control; security system management
and reform; participation in international
peacekeeping operations; removal of landmines
and explosive remnants of war; and prevention
and demobilisation of child soldiers. Multilateral
aid includes contributions to the UN Institute

Data source
Data for this variable is taken from the OECD’s
CRS database and the OECD’s report on the DAC
untying recommendation (2015a; 2017; 2018).
Approach and measurement
To compute this indicator, we average donor
performance on two indicators of aid tying.
1. Formally tied aid: amount of ODA that is
declared as ‘tied’ or ‘partially tied’, as a share
of the total of fully, partially and untied aid.16
For these definitions, we use the markers in
the OECD’s CRS database.

16 These three categories typically add up to less than the donor’s total ODA commitments, in the case of virtually every
donor – thus, there is ‘missing’ data across the board. For this reason, we have opted not to penalise countries for a gap
between the total of the three reported categories and their total ODA commitments.
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Indicator 3B. UN voting patterns and aid:
correlation between UN voting agreement
across donors and recipients, and bilateral
ODA disbursements from donors to recipients

2. Informally tied aid: proportion of contracts
awarded to companies from the donor
country, as a share of total contract value,
using data compiled from the OECD’s report
on the DAC untying recommendation.17

Data source
Bilateral ODA data is sourced from the OECD’s
CRS; UN voting data is taken from the UN
General Assembly Voting Dataset developed by
Voeten et al. (2009).

The raw values from each sub-indicator
were transformed into a z-score to ensure
comparability. We then took the average of the
z-scores for the two tied aid indicators.
In cases where donors did not report
levels of formal or informal tying, they were
penalised by assigning them a score identical
to the lowest score by reporting donors.18
In cases where donors reported that they
did not award contracts in a given year,
as was the case for Greece and Slovenia in
2015 and 2016, we take the donor’s score
on only the formally tied aid measure.

Approach and measurement
To develop this variable, we combine two
datasets – CRS for ODA data and the UN voting
dataset – based on the amount of aid allocated
between donors and recipients and the degree
to which they voted the same way in the UN
General Assembly. While there are many ways
to calculate UN voting agreement (see Voeten,
2012; Rose, 2018), we measure this following
Voeten et al. (2009), where we count abstentions
from a vote as halfway between an agreement
and a disagreement in voting behaviour. We then
correlate ODA flows and UN voting alignment
for each donor to show the degree to which
donors allocate aid to countries that most often
vote with them.

Justification and caveats
This indicator represents the extent to which
donors comply with international standards by
‘untying’ their ODA commitments to developing
countries. High levels of tied aid indicate that
donor countries may be using ODA to boost
commercial opportunities for domestic firms
(Meeks, 2017). Donors have committed to end the
practice of tied aid and many assessments of their
performance reward untying (Knack et al., 2010;
CGD, 2018). The most principled donors would
limit the degree of tying in their aid activities.
However, we recognise that, while
trying to comply with the OECD’s untying
recommendation, donors may have switched
to less formal measures of tying aid. Therefore
we use the proportion of contracts that donors
award to domestic companies as a proxy for
informal tying. Donors with a high share of
contracts awarded to domestic companies may
use informal barriers to prevent competitive
tendering (Meeks, 2017).

Justification and caveats
This indicator captures the degree to which
donors use aid to pursue geostrategic interests,
indicating the extent to which donors align
aid allocation to countries that most often
vote in agreement with them at the UN. Such
voting patterns have commonly been used
in the aid allocation literature, where strong
correlation between donor ODA disbursements
and recipient voting records at the UN is
suggestive of donors aligning aid to further
their geopolitical relationships and interests
(see Alesina and Dollar, 2000; Dreher et al.,
2008). This practice has recently become even

17 Data on informally tied aid for 2017 and 2018 was unavailable at the time of the 2018 data update, as the contracts
dataset on which the variable is based is published on a two-year basis. We therefore use 2016 data to proxy the share of
ODA that is informally untied as reported in the most current dataset available (published June 2018).
18 For more, please see Section 3.3 on the treatment of missing data.
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Approach and measurement
This indicator measures the correlation of
bilateral ODA flows between donors and
recipients (per capita in the recipient country)
and arms and ammunition exports between
donor and recipient countries (per capita
in the recipient country). For our purposes,
arms and ammunition export flows are
calculated as the sum of exports for ‘arms
and ammunition’ and ‘tank and armoured
vehicles’ between each donor and recipient
pair. We recognise that these categories do
not capture all exports of military materials,
such as warships or aircraft. However, the
UN Conference on Trade and Development
export codes do not make it possible to
include these categories of flows without
also counting non-military expenditures.
Other studies using an arms trade variable –
including the Commitment to Development
Index – compile an aggregate measure of arms
trade per donor, which does not provide the
granularity (i.e. arms trade flows by donor–
recipient pairs) needed for our purposes.
We use a rolling three-year average of arms
exports per donor–recipient pair to account for
fluctuations in annual arms purchases. This is
based on the understanding that ‘arms exports,
like armed interventions, are volatile in quantity
from year to year’ (CGD, 2018: 41). Average
annual arms exports are then correlated with
annual ODA flows per donor–recipient pair for
the current year.

more explicit in the context of an ‘America first’
strategy (Pipa, 2018).19
We recognise that this variable may be
more relevant to large donors than small ones.
Nonetheless, studies including Alesina and
Dollar (2000) and Bermeo (2018) have used it
to measure geopolitical interests across donors,
irrespective of size. This measure is used in
individual country studies for a wide variety of
countries, not just large donors. This includes
Australia (Bruere and Hill, 2016), Poland and
the Czech Republic (Opršal et al., 2020), the UK
and France (Cunliffe and Laver, 1985), Germany
(Nunnenkamp and Ohler, 2011), Japan (LewisWorkman, 2018), the Republic of Korea (Jung
et al., 2018) and the US (de Mesquita and Smith,
2007; 2016). Additionally, there is evidence
that smaller donors may still use their aid for
influence, but in different ways to larger donors,
such as to increase their chances of being elected
to the UN Security Council (Reinsberg, 2019).

Indicator 3C. Aid and arms trade: correlation
of dyadic bilateral ODA flows, per recipient
capita, and arms exports between donors
and recipients, per recipient capita
Data source
Bilateral ODA data is sourced from the OECD’s
CRS; arms exports data are taken from the UN
International Trade Statistics Database (UN
Comtrade);20 population statistics are taken from
the United Nations Population Division ‘World
population prospects: the 2019 revision’ dataset.

19 While President Trump’s comments explicitly pointed to a policy of vote-buying, Rose (2018) notes that using aid to
influence votes has been part of the US government’s diplomatic toolkit for some time.
20 We also explored using the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI) Arms Transfer database as the basis
for this variable. However, we rejected this data source for two reasons. First, our sample downloads of ‘registers’ from
the SIPRI database, which provides a list of large arms purchases from selected countries (donors) to other countries, did
not consistently identify the value of purchases of arms. Seeing as our measure depends on the availability of the value of
arms export flows, the missing data in the SIPRI registers made it a problematic source. A second type of data available
from the SIPRI arms export database produces a list of recipients of arms flows from selected countries (i.e. donors)
as well as an estimated value of such trade. However, when we compared the results of this dataset to that from the
Comtrade source, we found that SIPRI lists far fewer recipient importers than the Comtrade data. For instance, the SIPRI
data shows that, in 2016, Australia exported arms to Indonesia and the Philippines only (in terms of developing-country
partners), while the Comtrade set includes exports to Indonesia and the Philippines, but also shows trade in arms to other
countries, including Papua New Guinea and Samoa. As a result, we opted to use the Comtrade data to ensure that the
largest sample of arms-importing countries were captured and accounted for in our correlations with ODA flows.
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Changes from the previous edition
In the previous edition we looked at the pure
correlation between arms exports and ODA
flows. However, we have been concerned that this
picks up a spurious correlation (Clist, 2011), as
it is likely that countries with a larger population
require both more aid and more arms. If the
correlation is driven by this, it is not picking up
any specific donor strategy. Therefore we look at
both ODA and arms exports per capita.21

might lead to some spurious correlations.22
However, we find that there is very little
relationship between the size of arms
exports and the correlation between
them and ODA, so small exporters do
not seem to be especially penalised.

Indicator 3D. Aid spent in recipient countries:
share of bilateral ODA spent as CountryProgrammable Aid (CPA), plus share of
bilateral ODA spent in Country-Based Pooled
Funds (CBPFs)

Justification and caveats
This variable measures the degree to which
donors prioritise aid allocation to countries
which purchase their arms and ammunition
exports. Higher scores suggest that donors
are more likely to aid countries that purchase
their arms exports, while negative correlations
suggest little relationship between arms
trade and aid. The supply of arms can
affect global peace and security, especially
to countries that are undemocratic, heavily
militarised and impoverished (CGD, 2018).
Donors that align aid allocation to the sale
of arms and ammunition act in a manner
which prioritises domestic interests over the
global good. Aid allocation literature has
used the relationship between aid and arms
flows to capture donor strategic military
relations (see Clist, 2011). In addition,
this variable is likely to capture domestic
commercial interest in increasing exports (as
suggested by Betzold and Weiler, 2018).
We recognise that some DAC countries have
no, or small, arms industries, and that this

Data source
CPA is sourced from the OECD’s CPA
dataset; use of CBPFs is from OCHA’s
CBPF Business Intelligence Portal; total
bilateral ODA is taken from the OECD’s CRS.
Approach and measurement
To compute this indicator, we average donor
performance on two indicators of in-recipient
spending:
1. Amount of bilateral aid spent as CPA, as a
share of total ODA. CPA excludes aid that
entails no cross-border flows, for example indonor spending on refugee costs.23
2. Amount of contributions to CBPFs, as a
share of total ODA. CBPFs are in-recipient by
definition, and often fund local NGOs (IASC,
2018; Metcalfe-Hough et al., 2020).
The raw values from each sub-indicator
were transformed into a z-score to ensure

21 There is the possibility of other spurious factors driving this correlation. We also considered controlling for conflict, with
the idea that some countries with active conflicts would receive more ODA and more arms. However, we were concerned
that this would remove some of the correlation that we are interested in. For example, in the extreme case, the reason
why conflict exists in those countries in the first place could be because donors have encouraged purchase of arms via
aid-based incentives.
22 Based on the methodology used, two countries appear not to provide any arms exports: Iceland and Slovenia. This
creates a problem as the actual zero values associated with no arms trade are higher than negative values that occur in the
correlations. While the correlations for both countries return a score of zero, the fact that all other correlation results are
between 1 and –1 means that Iceland and Slovenia could place in the middle of the rankings. However, as the absence of
arms exports makes it impossible for either country to align arms exports with ODA flows to support commercial or strategic
interests, we assign both countries a score equal to the lowest correlation value reported across donors in a given year.
23 Under OECD DAC reporting regulations, donors can count as ODA the costs incurred in providing basic assistance (food,
shelter, healthcare, etc.) to refugees and asylum-seekers over a 12-month period. In recent years, the migration crisis has
led to an increasing share of ODA being allocated within donor countries as refugee costs.
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comparability. We then took the average of the
z-scores for the indicators.

of aid spent domestically in donor countries
as international assistance (see Roodman,
2014). While such flows are necessary for
an aid programme – there can be no such
programme without the cost of the staff
needed to run it – donors with a higher share
of in-donor spending are at risk of subsidising
domestic industries and stakeholders at the
expense of beneficiaries located in-country.
Assuming that donors have a fixed pool of
resources for ODA, higher levels of in-donor
spending potentially mean that the share of
ODA used for in-recipient developmental
programming is lower. There is an argument
to be made that in-donor spending does not
directly assist people and areas most in need.
In addition, in-recipient spending promotes
recipient control over aid spending and increases
the participation of affected populations, helping
to improve the power dynamics in donor–
recipient relationships. We recognise that inrecipient spending is a minimum when it comes
to recipient participation and control. However,
reliable measures of higher standards are yet to
be developed.

Changes from the previous edition
In the previous edition, we took CPA and added
humanitarian and food aid to this (which do not
count as CPA), where there was evidence that the
bulk of these flows were spent in-country. In this
edition, we replace humanitarian aid with CBPFs,
as a better measure of in-recipient spending than
simply looking at all humanitarian aid. CBPFs
are overseen by the UN Multi-Partner Trust Fund
(MPTF) Office and include humanitarian funds,
funds to steer and coordinate SDG engagement
and transition funds (MPTF, 2019). Due to a
lack of time series data and concerns about
overlaps between different funds, we rely only on
CBPFs overseen by OCHA, which is primarily
concerned with humanitarian funds, all of which
are country-based.
Food aid has been removed entirely, due to
concerns that a large proportion is not spent
in-recipient. According to a 2018 bill aimed at
reforming US food aid, only around 30% of the
cost of US food aid is spent on food, as current
laws require 100% of food aid commodities to
be produced in the US (US Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, 2018). This food then has to
be shipped to recipients. Further, Mercier and
Smith (2019) note that at least half of US food
aid must be carried on US ships. They estimate
that this adds $42 million annually to costs.
Given that the US is by far the largest food aid
donor (62% of total food aid in 2018) it seems
sensible to exclude food aid from this measure.

Indicator 3E. Influencing elections: absolute
value of the difference between expected and
actual ODA flowing to a recipient during an
election year
Data source
Bilateral ODA data is sourced from the OECD’s
CRS database.
Approach and measurement
To measure this indicator, we use a ‘difference
in differences’ approach. Specifically, for a
given recipient that has an election in year t,
we take the difference between the aid given
to that recipient in year t and the average aid
given to the recipient in all other years (the ‘first
difference’). However, the donor might have
increased or decreased their aid to all recipients
in year t, relative to other years, not just those
with an election. We proxy this change by taking
the difference between the average aid given
to all recipients without an election in year t
and the average aid given to these recipients
in all other years (the ‘second difference’). We

Justification and caveats
Donors with a higher share of in-country
spending are considered more public spirited
by providing a larger share of ODA directly to
countries. In 2005, the Real Aid Report found
that ‘two thirds of donor money is “phantom”
aid that is not genuinely available for poverty
reduction in developing countries’ (Greenhill
and Watt, 2005). This aid never actually
reaches recipient countries and is provided to
cover donor administrative costs, debt relief,
consultants, scholarships and in-donor refugee
costs. The report highlighted how the current
aid accounting system permits the inclusion
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2.5

subtract the second difference from the first
difference to give a value for the abnormal
aid to that recipient in year t (the ‘difference
in differences’). We take the absolute value of
the difference in differences, to account for
the fact that aid given to some recipients may
be higher in election years, if the donor wants
the incumbent to win, or lower if the donor
wants the incumbent to lose. We then sum this
over all recipients with an election in year t.
For our measure of aid, we use bilateral
ODA commitments, removing aid for supporting
elections (CRS codes 15110, 15150, 15151,
15152, 15153). We normalise this by total
bilateral ODA, as an additional $20 million to
a single recipient in a given year would be a
large change for, for example, Slovakia, but less
so for the US. We include elections for head of
state and legislative elections. We do not include
snap elections, as donors might not have time
to respond to these. We use ODA commitments
rather than disbursements for this indicator
due to concerns about lags between election
announcements and donors’ ability to respond.

Other indicators considered

When developing the PA Index, we considered
but rejected several indicators as they did
not meet at least one of the inclusion criteria
outlined in Section 2.1. We review these rejected
indicators below.
Share of bilateral ODA allocated to fragile states
(World Bank list of fragile situations)
This measure was ultimately replaced
by indicator 1D and was rejected on
conceptual grounds due to questions about
the clarity and strength of various fragility
measures, as well as concerns that most
fragility metrics measure governance quality
rather than immediate crisis or need.
Share of ODA on social spending
We considered an indicator looking at the
share of ODA spent on social services (health,
education and social safety nets), as these are
often seen as key sectors for poverty reduction.
However, we were concerned that this would
unfairly penalise donors that focus their ODA
in other key sectors, such as infrastructure.
This measure was ultimately replaced by 1E,
which does not reward donors for their absolute
spending on social services, but instead rewards
them for targeting their spending towards the
most severely financially challenged countries.

Justification and caveats
Abnormally high or low aid during recipient
election years is used as a proxy for donors’
attempts to influence elections. Aid may be
abnormally high if donors want the incumbent to
stay in power, or abnormally low if they wish the
opposition to win the election. Donors that use
aid to attempt to sway the results of an election
act in their narrow self-interest, undermining the
democratic process in recipient countries.
There is a large literature on political spending
cycles, demonstrating that governments spend
more in the run-up to an election, in order to
improve their chances of winning that election.
Faye and Niehaus (2012) present evidence that
donors can act in a similar way, changing their
aid in recipients’ election years, to sway the
results of elections. They find a large increase
in aid in election years to recipients where the
incumbent is ideologically aligned with the
donor. A significant literature has built on these
results, for example breaking them down by
different types of aid (Annen and Strickland,
2017) and different types of donor (Kersting and
Kilby, 2016; Anaxagorou et al., forthcoming).

Share of ODA to support SDG 8 for decent work
We considered using the share of ODA to
support SDG 8 for decent work, as a proxy for
donor support for the global system. This was
based on the understanding that donors may seek
to support employment generation and growth
in partner countries as a long-term effort to
slow migration, boost productivity and increase
stability. However, this indicator was not selected
due to data unavailability.
Share of ODA spent promoting financial stability
Financial stability is a global public good in a
world with increasingly inter-connected financial
systems. We considered looking at bilateral
contributions towards public sector policy and
administrative management, financial policy
and administrative management, and monetary
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Correlation between asylum-seekers and ODA
We tested a variable that correlated the number
of asylum-seekers entering donor countries from
origin countries with the amount of bilateral ODA
allocated to each recipient country. This aimed to
capture the degree to which donors may use aid to
attempt to curb the number of asylum claimants
from key sending countries (see Clemens and
Postel, 2018). However, this variable was rejected
due to a negative correlation with other measures
in this dimension.

institutions, as a measure of contributions
towards this (Reisen et al., 2004). However, most
contributions towards financial stability are of
a multilateral nature, and there is no established
way to compute multilateral shares towards this
global public good.
Share of ODA spent promoting knowledge
production
Knowledge production, research and technology
are global public goods. Contributions towards
these could be measured by looking at ODA
flows contributing to global research (including
agricultural research, medical research, research/
scientific institutions and technological
research and development) as well as flows to
research-relevant channels of delivery (such as
disbursements channelled through universities,
colleges or other teaching institutions, research
institutes or think tanks) (Knox, 2016). However,
a large proportion of spending on research is not
ODA-eligible, and therefore this measure would
not reflect donors’ true contribution.

Share of ODA going to former colonies
We explored whether donors are more
likely to allocate ODA to countries that
are former colonies, which would suggest
that aid allocation is aligned to donors’
geostrategic interests. However, given that
only 11 of 29 donors are former colonial
powers, this variable was untenable.
Ratio of other official flows to total ODA
We explored using a ratio of other official
flows to ODA to capture the degree to which
donors provide funds on less concessional terms
than ODA, and are typically reimbursable to
the donor country. However, data coverage
for this variable was inconsistent, with
no data available for several donors.

Share of bilateral ODA to support global
public goods
We considered a proxy measuring the share
of ODA allocated to support a list of multiple
global public goods identified by Reisen et al.
(2004), using the CRS purpose codes. However,
the use of the CRS purpose codes meant that
the data would focus exclusively on bilateral
spending. Since donors may support global
public goods through multilateral as well as
bilateral action, we rejected this measure on the
basis of conceptual clarity.

Correlation between ODA and trade flows by
donor–recipient pairs
We considered and explored using a correlation
between ODA and trade flows, or exports,
as a proxy for public spiritedness, where
lower scores would denote more public
spirited behaviour given that allocations
would be less tied to commercial interests.
However, there were questions about whether
this proxy was actually measuring vested
interests or a potential ‘win–win’ for donors
and recipients. Due to this conceptual
confusion, we rejected this variable.

Correlation between foreign direct investment
flows per donor–recipient pair and ODA
We explored using a correlation between foreign
direct investment and ODA flows as a proxy for
public spiritedness, where lower correlations
show that donors give less aid to countries in
which they have investment interests and suggest
a lack of alignment with donors’ commercial
priorities. However, this variable was rejected
due to the lack of conceptual clarity over
whether such a correlation would truly reflect a
lack of public spiritedness, in the absence of prior
literature on this measure.

Correlation between dyadic ODA and the
geographic distance between donor and recipient
capitals (e.g. distance between Canberra,
Australia, and Port Moresby, Papua New Guinea)
We considered this variable as a potential proxy
for public spiritedness, where lower scores would
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Share of ODA that follows a recipient-led
results framework
We considered an indicator which measured
the share of aid that follows a recipient-led
results framework, on the basis that this rewards
recipient-led aid in a more nuanced way than our
current indicator 1D. However, this indicator was
rejected due to lack of data going back to 2013.

suggest that donors are less actively using aid
to support regional stabilisation. However, we
found that this proxy privileged those donors
that had fragmented aid programmes.

26

3 Scoring and
aggregation
The indicators detailed in the previous
chapter are aggregated to yield an overall
PA Score for each donor in each year of
interest. We choose to aggregate the PA
Score on the three dimensions underlying
the PA Index – development gaps, global
cooperation and public spiritedness. Our
theoretical model understands principled aid
as the combination of donor performance
against these three dimensions.24
First, we treat extreme outliers by assigning
values outside the 2.5 and 97.5 percentile
with the score closest to either percentile. For
example, observed values higher than the
97.5 percentile are lowered to match the value
closest to the 97.5 percentile. This method is
consistent with the approach to outliers adopted
by the Environmental Sustainability Index
(Saisana, 2014). In total, this treatment
changes the values of 10 observations per
indicator between 2013 and 2018.25 This
helps normalise the distributions of the

indicators, and makes the scores less susceptible
to extreme values.
We then normalise highly skewed indicators by
log transforming values of indicators with highly
skewed distributions, to ensure the comparability
of results (see OECD, 2008).26
Next, we standardise the data by converting
the treated raw values of each indicator into
z-scores calculated across all values and over
time. This has the advantage of positioning
each donor comparatively, while accounting
for the average and standard deviation of the
distribution across the sample.
We then sum the z-scores for each indicator,
in each dimension (development gaps,
global cooperation, public spiritedness)
resulting in a score for each donor, per
dimension, per year.27
We use a min-max scaling method to score
donor performance on each dimension against
all other scores for that dimension, across years.
This method transforms the variables to have an

24 To demonstrate this, we used principal component analysis (PCA) to statistically verify that our indicators were capturing
a single concept. For more on the PCA analysis, please see Section 4.6.
25 We consider the raw values for each indicator over the years 2013–2018 as the basis of our aggregation methodology.
This means that each indicator has a total of 171 observations, of which 10 are changed over the sample period. One
exception to this methodology was the treatment of naturally occurring zeros in the data. Two variables (targeting gender
inequality and reducing the spread of communicable diseases) had more than five zeros in the raw data, meaning that
they have more than the number of outliers accounted for by this methodology. In both cases, these zeros mean that
donors provide no aid for gender targeting or disease control according to the specifications of the indicators, meaning we
treat more outliers in these cases.
26 We log transform the raw values of 1C, 1D, 1E, 2A, 2C, 2D, 2E, 3B, 3C, 3E, as their distributions were positively skewed.
27 We note that the raw values on the ‘tied aid’, ‘UN voting alignment’, ‘arms exports’ and ‘influencing elections’ variables
were flipped to ensure consistency in the interpretation. In these three variables, high raw values indicate less principled
performance; for instance, a high share of tied aid runs counter to our understanding of principled allocation practices.
In all other variables, high performance denotes a more principled aid allocation. By flipping the values on these three
measures, we ensure that the interpretation of all variables is aligned and allows us to aggregate across all measures.
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identical range (between 0 and 1) by subtracting
the minimum value and dividing by the range
of values. In doing so, the highest value of each
dimension, across all years, becomes equivalent
to a score of 1, while the lowest takes on a value
of 0; all other values are scored within this range.
We then multiply the value of each dimension by
10 so that each is assessed on a scale of 0–10. This
means that this min–max score can be interpreted
as a ‘distance to frontier’ score. It captures the
gap between a donor’s performance and the best
performance by any donor over time.
Finally, the scores are summed across the three
dimensions to create an overall score per donor
out of a maximum score of 30. In all cases, higher
scores indicate more principled performance.
Our aggregation methodology has two main
strengths. First, by standardising the indicators
using z-scores calculated across all values for each
indicator over time, we can assess both relative
and absolute changes in donor performance. For
instance, by calculating Australia’s 2017 z-score
on the gender inequality variable against all
other scores for that indicator, we can compare
Australia’s performance to other donors, as well as
to its own score in previous years.

Second, by scaling the values using the min–
max method, we maintain distances between
donors within the scoring. This is preferable to
rank-based aggregation methods, which create
artificially large gaps between donors that
had performed very similarly, and artificially
small gaps between donors that had performed
quite differently, but were similarly ranked, by
reducing the distance between each donor to a
standard value of 1.
We also considered alternative aggregation
methods, such as the geometric mean, ranks
and aggregating across z-scores. We rejected
geometric aggregation as this method reduces
the comparability of indicators with high and
low values. This means that distorted average
performance would skew our results by
penalising poor performers or unduly privileging
improvements in such countries over time.
We rejected the rank aggregation method as it
significantly reduces the spread between values
to a distance of one rank. We also rejected simply
aggregating across z-scores in the absence of
min–max scaling as the presence of negative
values made it difficult to meaningfully interpret
and convey results to users.

28

4 Data testing and
approaches
4.1

Donor selection and datasets

•

The PA Index assesses the motivations of
29 bilateral donors that are members of the
OECD DAC.28 For DAC members, there is
reliable and consistent cross-national time
series ODA disbursement data available at the
disaggregation level required to construct our
indicators. Equivalently detailed data across
all indicators is not available for other aid
providers, including those that voluntarily report
to the DAC’s CRS and for new and emerging
aid providers (OECD, 2019). For this reason,
we limit our sample to DAC donors, even as we
recognise the potential benefits of extending this
analysis to non-DAC providers.
Unless otherwise stated:
•
•

•

Donors are included in the dataset based
on DAC membership. Five donors joined
the DAC in 2013 (Czech Republic, Iceland,
Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia) and one,
Hungary, joined in 2016.

The PA Index compiles data for the years
2013, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017 and 2018.
At the time of publication 2018 was the
most recent year with a full dataset available
as the OECD finalises ODA statistics in
December for the previous calendar year.

4.2

Treatment of missing data

Missing data was a challenge for only one
variable – untied aid. In this case, some donors
have not reported information on aid tying or
on contracts to the DAC Secretariat. As donors
have committed to reduce and ultimately
end the practice of tied aid, we consider it
incumbent upon them – and necessary for
accountability towards this commitment – to
provide this information as part of their regular
reporting of ODA to the DAC. We therefore
‘penalised’ non-reporting donors by assigning
them a value equivalent to the worst score
among reporting donors. A similar approach
of penalising donors for missing data that
should be reported has been used by others, for
example in the Commitment to Development
Index (Kappeli et al., 2017).

The source for data regarding ODA is the
CRS bulk file, downloaded on 1 June 2020.
ODA data refer to gross disbursements,
rather than commitments – the exceptions
being the climate finance variable, which is
reported in the Climate Finance Dataset on a
commitment basis, and the swaying elections
variable. We use aid disbursements on the
basis that this better reflects donor actions
and actual allocation patterns.
All ODA-eligible financial flows – grants,
loans and equity, as reported against each
project recorded in the CRS – are included
under the measure of ODA.

28 We do not include ‘EU institutions’ in our sample. While the EU engages in development as a bilateral partner and is
counted among DAC donors, the factors influencing its motivation for aid allocation may differ from other donors by
virtue of being funded by multiple EU states.
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4.3

Weighting and controls

(Bhushan, 2017). This means that, in the
Canadian context, new policy directives will
likely unfold incrementally in alignment with the
programmable budget room available each year.
In addition, we have a two-year lag between
the DAC data release and the Index. This means
that, for the 2020 version of the Index, the latest
available DAC data is for 2018. Nonetheless,
the Index allows us to track long-term trends
on aid allocation, as well as assess the impact of
political changes.

The PA Index’s three dimensions – development
gaps, global cooperation and public spiritedness
– are equally weighted in the score calculation.
This is in the absence of any strong theoretical
rationale for asymmetrical emphasis or any
meaningful way to determine their relative
importance (OECD, 2008). We have also
assigned each indicator equal weighting within
each dimension on similar grounds.
Most of our indicators are ratios or
correlations, so inherent in their calculation is
a control by a certain variable (e.g. bilateral
ODA, total ODA). These denominators
were chosen on an individual basis to best
represent the concept we were trying to
convey with each indicator. Examining total
values rather than ratios would in most cases
simply result in the largest countries (e.g. the
US) dominating the Index. By taking ratios,
we ensure that donors are assessed on how
they choose to allocate their aid resources,
regardless of the absolute size of their budget.

4.4

4.5

Confidence intervals

As with all indices, it is not possible to create
confidence intervals for our results, or the
changes that we see over time. Therefore, in
theory, small changes could represent underlying
trends, or simply noise in the data. In the
absence of confidence intervals we cannot test
whether these changes are statistically significant.
Nonetheless, the trends that we document in the
following section come from where we would
expect to see changes,29 leading us to believe that
they represent real trends and not simply noise.

Time lags

4.6

We acknowledge that there are often time lags
between policy changes and implementation.
This means that the impact of recent policy
changes on donor motivation may not be seen
in the data immediately. For instance, we do not
expect the UK’s aid strategy to be reflected in
pre-2015 data, but we do expect to capture its
influence in the years that follow. This being said,
the effect may still take time because spending
patterns are stickier than the desire for political
change. A significant portion of ODA is typically
determined by multi-year commitments, therefore
the proportion that can be actively oriented
towards new aid policies is often small in the
years following policy declarations. For example,
an analysis of spending room in the Canadian
context shows that 15% of the ODA budget
managed by Canada’s main development actor
– Global Affairs Canada – is ‘programmable’ in
future fiscal cycles (from 2017/18 to 2019/20)

Data tests

We performed various tests on the indicators
to measure the conceptual coherence of the PA
Index, as well as the sensitivity of the Index to
choices made.
In the first test, we analysed the correlation
the set of z-score-transformed values for each
indicator against every other indicator. This
enables us to test two aspects of the indicators.
First, we are interested in whether the indicators
in the same dimension were capturing a facet
of the same underlying concept; in other words,
were they telling a similar story about each
donor? Negative correlations within the same
dimension suggest possible incoherence in the
concept being represented. We considered and
rejected several indicators in previous iterations
of the PA Index (see Section 2.5) because they
were negatively correlated with one or more
indicators within the same dimension, which we

29 For example, we find that Iceland’s fall in the PA Index coincides with the abolition of its international development
agency, while New Zealand’s recent improvement in the Index follows a change of direction in development policy.
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Table 4 Correlation test using transformed z-scores

Targeting poverty

1.000

Irregular migration

0.194

1.000

Conflict-affected states

0.191

0.288

1.000

Targeting gender

0.272

0.038

0.520

1.000

Global safety net

0.489

0.112

0.349

0.423

1.000

Aid-for-trade

0.302

0.111

0.181

0.424

0.215

1.000

Multilateral system

0.129

0.127

0.325

0.501

0.330

0.402

1.000

Climate finance

0.171

0.115

0.107

0.228

0.288

0.478

0.251

1.000

Communicable disease

0.276

0.089

0.331

0.489

0.430

0.483

0.452

0.593

1.000

Brokering peace

0.110

–0.123

0.339

0.502

0.275

0.305

0.262

0.305

0.315

1.000

Tied aid

0.221

–0.158

0.236

0.299

0.462

0.288

0.240

0.139

0.339

0.011

1.000

UN voting patterns

–0.199

–0.184

0.280

0.360

0.340

–0.104

0.327

–0.050

0.247

0.328

0.275

1.000

Arms trade

–0.106

0.130

0.221

0.204

0.160

0.208

0.096

0.096

0.116

–0.025

0.144

0.075

1.000

In-recipient spending

0.596

0.147

0.240

0.442

0.340

0.511

0.297

0.396

0.564

0.292

0.262

0.056

0.044

1.000

Influencing elections

0.359

–0.006

0.356

0.265

0.183

0.306

0.153

0.169

0.278

0.270

0.243

0.132

0.004

0.409

decided in each case was a result of a conceptual
incoherence. Correlations using the z-scoretransformed variables show no negative values
among indicators within the same dimension
(Table 5). Second, the correlations are important
for establishing that each indicator is capturing
new and non-duplicative information. We do not
wish to punish or reward donors for the same
thing twice. We would be concerned if any two
indicators had more than a correlation of 0.9.
However, the highest correlations are much lower
than this (less than 0.6).
For a second test, we also ran PCA on the
treated values of the five indicators in each
dimension to confirm that the indicators
measure a coherent concept. PCA is a variable
reduction technique that identifies principal

Influencing elections

In-recipient spending

Arms trade

UN voting patterns

Tied aid

Public spiritedness

Brokering peace

Communicable disease

Climate finance

Multilateral system

Aid-for-trade

Global cooperation

Global safety net

Targeting gender

Conflict-affected states

Irregular migration

Targeting poverty

Development gaps

1.000

components which account for the variation
observed across the indicators. In our case, we
use it to verify that the indicators used capture
a coherent underlying concept – that is, the
dimension that each is intended to proxy.
The PCA shows that there is one component
(eigenvalue >1) underlying the development
gaps and global cooperation dimensions.
While the public spiritedness dimension shows
two components, one component is dominant
with an eigenvalue of almost double the value
of the second component. In all cases, this
suggests a strong degree of conceptual clarity
within each dimension.
In a third test, we ran a sensitivity test for
the PA Index by calculating the changes in each
country’s ranking when removing each indicator
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Table 5

Sensitivity test, ranks when each individual indicator is removed (2018 results)
Rank when removing:

Targeting gender

Global safety net

Aid-for-trade

Multilateral system

Climate finance

Communicable disease

Brokering peace

Tied aid

UN voting patterns

Arms trade

In-recipient spending

Influencing elections

Australia

14

14

10

12

17

8

12

12

12

16

12

11

10

13

16

16

Austria

23

22

23

23

22

21

23

23

23

22

21

21

23

22

22

23

Belgium

8

10

8

9

7

12

11

10

7

11

8

14

12

9

7

8

Canada

4

4

6

5

2

4

3

3

6

4

2

4

2

6

3

3

24

24

24

24

24

25

24

24

24

25

24

24

26

24

24

24

7

6

7

10

8

7

7

7

8

8

9

9

9

8

8

5

Finland

17

15

16

16

16

17

17

17

11

13

17

16

17

16

9

17

France

19

19

19

18

19

20

19

19

20

19

18

19

18

19

19

18

Germany

15

12

12

17

13

13

14

8

17

14

16

17

16

12

11

10

Greece

28

27

28

28

29

28

27

28

28

28

28

28

28

28

27

27

Hungary

27

28

27

27

26

27

28

27

27

27

26

27

27

27

28

26

Iceland

12

16

11

8

11

15

15

14

10

6

14

5

14

14

13

13

Ireland

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

18

18

18

19

18

19

18

18

18

18

19

20

19

18

17

19

9

11

13

7

10

10

13

13

14

9

7

12

7

11

15

11

16

17

17

15

14

16

16

16

15

15

15

15

8

17

18

14

Luxembourg

5

7

2

4

4

6

6

4

2

7

4

8

4

4

5

7

Netherlands

11

9

9

11

15

11

10

11

13

10

11

10

15

10

10

9

New Zealand

20

20

20

21

21

18

20

20

19

20

20

18

21

20

20

21

Norway

2

2

3

2

3

2

2

2

5

2

3

2

3

3

2

4

Poland

26

26

26

26

25

26

26

26

26

26

25

25

24

26

26

28

Portugal

21

23

21

20

20

22

21

21

21

21

22

22

20

21

21

22

Slovakia

29

29

29

29

28

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

29

Slovenia

25

25

25

25

27

24

25

25

25

24

27

26

25

25

25

25

Spain

22

21

22

22

23

23

22

22

22

23

23

23

22

23

23

20

Sweden

3

3

4

3

6

3

4

6

4

3

5

3

5

7

6

2

Switzerland

6

5

5

6

5

5

5

5

3

5

6

6

6

5

4

6

United Kingdom

10

8

14

13

12

9

9

15

9

12

10

13

13

2

14

12

United States

13

13

15

14

9

14

8

9

16

17

13

7

11

15

12

15

Actual rank

Conflict-affected states

Public spiritedness

Irregular migration

Global cooperation

Targeting poverty

Development gaps

Czech Republic
Denmark

Italy
Japan
Rep. Korea
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from the aggregation methodology.30 With the
removal of any one indicator, we would expect
to see changes of no more than around 10 places
in the rankings (i.e. roughly one-third of the size
of the total number of countries being ranked).
The sensitivity test returns no instances of large
changes in rank across our entire sample. This
suggests that the data is relatively stable across
donors, whereby no one indicator is shown to
drive the results. The results of this test for the
2018 rankings are shown in Table 6.

Finally, we test the sensitivity of our results
to the inclusion of EU institutions. Given that
the Eastern European donors are the lowestranked donors in many years of the Index,
we were concerned that this was partially
due to the exclusion of ODA channelled
through the EU (particularly in indicator 2B).
Therefore, we checked the sensitivity of our
results to the inclusion of ODA channelled
through the EU. This does not change the
ranking of any Eastern European donor.

30 We conduct this test using the transformed variables to test whether specific indicators are driving our overall results.
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