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ABSTRACT 

Previous research has shown that both recipient need and the strategic importance 

of the recipient to the donor are factors explaining the amount of development aid 

wealthy countries give to developing countries.  An increased focus on countering 

terrorism after the attacks of September 11, 2001 may have caused some donors to focus 

more on interests and less on need.  This hypothesis was tested using data on 

development aid given bilaterally by the five Organization for Economic Cooperation 

and Development countries that give the most: the United States, the United Kingdom, 

France, Germany, and Japan.  For each donor, regression analysis examined whether 

need and donor interest factors explained development aid differently for the years 2004 

to 2008 as compared to the years 1995 to 1999, limited to countries that received 

assistance in both time periods.  Need was measured by gross domestic product per 

capita, population, and democracy level, while donor interest was measured by voting 

similarity with the recipient in the United Nations, donor exports to the recipient, whether 

the recipient was a colony of the donor, and whether the recipient is a Muslim country.  

Contrary to the hypothesis, regression analysis shows no significant changes in the 

relative importance of need and donor interest factors in explaining development aid after 

2001 as compared to before. This result suggests fears that donors have refocused 

development aid away from those that need it most may be misplaced. 
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1. Introduction 

 Research on foreign aid shows that the strategic interests of the donor country are 

important in determining how a donor allocates non-military foreign development aid 

among recipient countries.  Several studies have also examined whether the relative 

importance of donor strategic interests as compared to recipient need have changed over 

time.  In particular, some have tested whether development aid given after the Cold War 

was relatively more needs based as compared to aid given during that time, with the 

removal of a major geopolitical struggle necessitating the allocation of aid to shore up 

alliances (Younas 2008; Boschini and Olofsgard 2007; Berthelemy and Tichit 2004; Ball 

and Johnson 1996). 

For many donor countries, development aid has increased since the mid-1990s 

and throughout the first decade of the 2000s, as seen in Figure 1 (OECD 2010b).  It 

seems possible, however, that the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 could have had 

a similar effect as expected from the Cold War, pushing donors to allocate aid in a 

relatively more strategic manner with the rise of what could be considered a new, major 

geopolitical struggle. Such a shift, if it has occurred, would have implications for the 

broader question of whether development aid goes to recipients that can most benefit 

from it.  Additionally, if some donors have shifted their giving practices but others have 

not, that would have implications for how donors might coordinate with aid-giving 

partners. 
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Figure 1 - Total Official Development Assistance, OECD Data, 1990-2008 

 

  

A recent study explored whether such a shift in aid allocation has occurred with 

respect to US assistance, and suggested that while US development aid given bilaterally 

increased since 2001, the amount given to the poorest countries did not increase as fast as 

the amount given to other developing countries (Fleck and Kilby 2010).  However, 

another study indicates that US aid giving practices have not changed in line with new 

strategic priorities since 2001 (Moss, Roodman, and Standley 2005).  Additionally, many 

other countries provide foreign assistance, and changes in their patterns of bilateral 

development aid allocation may not reflect those of the United States.  Countries also 

provide development aid not only bilaterally but also through multilateral institutions, 

which may show different aid allocation patterns.  Examining changes in the 

development aid allocation practices of a variety of donors through a variety of means 
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can provide a more complete picture of whether foreign aid giving practices have 

changed, and if so how. 

This paper examines bilateral foreign development aid given by the five 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) donor countries that 

give the most to contribute to answering this question.  The remainder of this paper is laid 

out as follows.  Section 2 provides an overview of previous literature on how donors 

allocate bilateral and multilateral development aid and changes that have occurred over 

time.  Sections 3 through 6 describe the research question and hypothesis, quantitative 

methodology, and data used to conduct the analysis and provide descriptive statistics.  

Section 7 presents the results of the analysis, and sections 8 and 9 conclude with a 

discussion of the findings and a summary. 

2. Literature Review 

A body of research has examined the factors that explain how donor countries 

allocate development aid to needy countries.  Research has examined both aid given 

bilaterally, or directly from the donor government to the recipient government, as well as 

aid given multilaterally, or from the donor government to a multilateral institution and 

from that institution to the recipient government.  Some research has also explored 

whether the factors explaining aid allocations have changed over time.  The findings of 

this literature point to the utility of studying whether the major donors have given 

bilateral development aid for different purposes since September 11, 2001. 
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Determinants of bilateral development aid 

Stokke (1989) provides an overview of two hypotheses of how donor countries 

determine how to allocate development and humanitarian assistance among foreign 

recipients.  He notes that a country’s foreign policy could fall into one of two 

frameworks, “humane internationalism” and “realist internationalism” (Stokke 1989, 10-

11): 

The core of humane internationalism is an acceptance of the principle that citizens 
of the industrialized nations have moral obligations towards peoples and events 
beyond their borders. 
 
Humane internationalism stands in strong contrast to realist internationalism, 
which is based on the worldview of anarchic international relations, in which 
states pursue, and should pursue, only their own national interests. 
 

Accordingly, if states lean toward the humane framework they would be expected to 

allocate assistance primarily based on recipient need, while if they lean toward the realist 

framework they would be expected to allocate primarily based on their own strategic 

concerns.  There is also the possibility that realists in some cases might see humane 

allocation as a useful instrument to advance their own interests. 

Empirical research has shown that the strategic interests of the donor, in line with 

the realist framework, play an important role in determining how donors allocate 

development and humanitarian assistance among recipient countries.  A substantial body 

of research has focused on the case of US aid in particular.  Lebovic (1988), for example, 

found that political and military considerations predominated in the foreign assistance 

policies of both the Carter and Reagan administrations despite their rhetorical differences, 

Carter arguing for restraint and morality in foreign policy and Reagan asserting the 

primacy of security concerns.  Drury, Olson, and Van Belle (2005) concluded that foreign 
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policy interests and domestic factors played a determining role in the allocation of US 

disaster relief, in addition to military and development aid.  Kuziemko and Werker 

(2006) reported that US aid to a country increases by 59 percent when the country rotates 

onto one of the temporary slots on the United Nations Security Council, an effect that 

increases in years where events take place that would make members’ votes particularly 

important for US interests (measured by the level of mentions of the United Nations or 

Security Council in the New York Times for that year). 

 Research examining other bilateral donors beyond the United States paints a 

similar picture of the importance of donor interest.  Schraeder, Hook, and Taylor (1998) 

examined the aid flows of the United States, Japan, France, and Sweden to Africa during 

the 1980s and showed that, while the different interests and geopolitical considerations of 

each of the donors dictated different foreign aid policies, for none of the countries was 

the need of the recipient the primary driver of the donor’s aid allocation.  Alesina and 

Dollar (2000) found that donor political and strategic considerations explain a significant 

amount of allocation of foreign development aid for a variety of advanced industrial 

countries. Feeny and McGillivray (2008) concluded that both recipient need and donor 

interest variables determine the amount of foreign bilateral aid to developing countries.  

Younas (2008) showed that OECD donor countries tend to prioritize countries that import 

their capital goods as aid recipients. 

Research has also found, however, that some donors allocate development aid in a 

relatively more needs-based manner than others. Studies into the determinants of aid 

given by Canada, Denmark, the Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden in the 1970s and 

1980s showed a systemic interest in peace and stability was the primary determinant of 
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how these countries allocated their official development assistance, but that their bilateral 

aid was channeled to poor recipient countries or to those geared toward social justice 

rather than those valuable to the donor for promotion of exports (Stokke 1989, 285-6, 

290-1). 

Alesina and Dollar (2000) similarly assessed that Nordic donors are more 

responsive to need than other donors in allocating their assistance.  They found that US, 

Japanese, and French bilateral development aid was only weakly associated with poverty, 

democracy, and good policy in recipient countries, but that aid from Denmark, Finland, 

Norway, and Sweden (analyzed collectively) did have this focus.  In contrast, US aid was 

focused on interests in the Middle East (though after controlling for those interests it was 

also associated with poverty, democracy, and good policy), Japanese aid was highly 

correlated with UN voting patterns and economic interests, and French aid went 

predominantly to former colonies regardless of other factors.  Gates and Hoefller (2004) 

also found that Norway, Denmark, Sweden, and Finland do not provide more aid to 

political allies. 

Donors also prioritize aid for some needs over others in their allocation of 

bilateral humanitarian and development assistance.  Younas (2008) as previously 

discussed assessed that some donors focus aid in poor countries, countries that become 

more democratic, and countries focused on good policy, but also found that OECD 

donors seem to prioritize their aid for alleviating infant mortality and rewarding good 

human rights practices over aid for reducing poverty.  Alesina and Dollar (2000) in 

looking at aid over time showed that those countries that become more democratic are 
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rewarded with about a 50 percent increase in assistance, but that those countries that 

liberalize their economies receive no similar aid bonus. 

Determinants of multilateral development aid 

Examining multilateral development aid, or assistance provided via multilateral 

institutions rather than bilaterally from the donor country to the recipient, may show that 

the factors determining its allocation differ from those determining bilateral aid.  In 

theory, multilateral aid organizations should display a more needs-based approach in 

allocating aid because no one country’s strategic interests should dominate.  The research 

of Maizels and Nissanke (1984) pointed to exactly that.  They showed that a model 

assuming that all aid is given to compensate for domestic shortfalls provides a reasonable 

explanation for allocation of multilateral aid and a poor one for bilateral aid, whereas a 

model assuming all aid only serves donors interests is a better explanation for bilateral 

aid and a poor one for multilateral aid. 

To the extent that a multilateral institution is dominated by one country, of course, 

that institution’s allocation strategy is more likely to reflect the bilateral allocation 

strategy of the dominant country.  Kuziemko and Werker (2006) in their analysis of aid 

given to developing countries that temporarily rotate onto the UN Security Council found 

that, in addition to an increase in US aid, those countries also receive an increase in aid 

coming from UN donating agencies.  The increase was primarily driven by funds from 

the UN Children’s Fund, an organization over which they assess the United States has 

historically exercised strong influence.  Harrigan, Wang, and El-Said (2006) similarly 

showed evidence that the influence of the United States over the International Monetary 
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Fund and World Bank allows US strategic interests to play a role in determining those 

institutions’ program loans in the Middle East and North Africa. 

Additionally, regional multilateral institutions may reflect the collective interests 

of the regional donors.  Arvin, Rice, and Cater (2001) assessed this to be the case for 

European Commission (EC) aid, which they found favors smaller countries and those 

covered by a trade convention with the EC, and may also favor richer developing 

countries. 

As with bilateral donors, multilateral aid donors vary in their emphasis on various 

types of aid and on recipient behavior that they reward.  Neumayer (2003) found that four 

regional development banks and three UN agencies focus their aid based on economic 

need as measured by per capita income, but that the UN agencies additionally take into 

account human development need.  He also tentatively assessed that, in the aggregate, 

these donors reward recipients that show greater respect for political freedom with more 

assistance.  Dollar and Levin (2006) also found that multilateral aid since the 1980s has 

favored democracies, and that more recently it also has favored recipients with good 

economic governance as measured by an index of property rights and rule of law. 

Changes in determinants of development aid over time 

Several studies have examined whether donors have allocated development aid in 

a relatively more needs-based manner since the end of the Cold War, which removed a 

strong incentive for the US and other Western countries to use aid to bolster strategic 

interests rather than to meet developing countries’ needs.  Younas (2008) showed that 

political and strategic interests of OECD donor countries continued to be the major 

determinants of their aid allocation even in the post Cold War era.  However, Ball and 
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Johnson (1996) found that humanitarian need significantly explained US food aid to 

Africa in the 1980s but not in the 1970s, which they attributed to a decrease in the 

importance of the Cold War there that allowed the United States to allocate aid in a more 

needs-based manner. 

Similarly, Boschini and Olofsgard (2007) showed that Western aid expenditures 

were positively correlated with military expenditures in former Eastern Bloc countries 

during the 1970s and 1980s but not the 1990s, which they assessed indicates that strategic 

importance became less of a factor driving aid allocation after the Cold War ended.  

Berthelemy and Tichit (2004) found that OECD bilateral donors rewarded good 

economic policy outcomes from 1990 through 1999 but not in the 1980s and that 

donations in the latter period similarly exhibited less bias toward former colonies, 

although they exhibited more bias toward trade partners.  

Regarding changes since September 11, 2001, arguably marking the beginning of 

a new geopolitical struggle that might drive aid flows to countries of strategic 

importance, Chandler (2007) describes how governments and international institutions 

since 2001 have more often stated the need to focus on development as a means to 

improve security and stability.  If this so-called “security-development nexus” has taken 

hold, it might be expected that donors would give more development aid to recipients in 

general, and that donors would not shift aid away from the needy to countries of strategic 

importance.  However, Chandler argues that in practice donors are not implementing this 

stated policy. 

Recent studies are inconclusive on whether the United States has allocated 

development aid in a relatively less needs-based manner since 2001.  Moss, Roodman, 
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and Standley (2005) assessed that allocations of the US Agency for International 

Development have not systematically changed in line with new US foreign policy 

priorities, such as by increased flows to countries where foreign terrorist groups operate, 

that share a border with a state sponsor of terrorism, that contributed troops to the US-led 

military effort in Iraq, or that have large Muslim populations.  However, Fleck and Kilby 

(2010) concluded that while overall US development aid has increased to the poorest and 

developing countries since 2001, increases to the poorest countries trailed increases to 

other developing countries, which they say shows a decreasing responsiveness to need. 

Differing results on whether US development aid has changed in its relative 

emphasis on need since September 11, 2001, and the potential that development aid given 

from other countries may also have changed, suggests a need for further research to 

explore changes in the aid giving practices of a variety of donors. 

3. Research Question and Hypothesis 

This paper studies differences in aid since 2001 given by the top five OECD 

donors, which give a significant portion of worldwide bilateral aid and for which data 

was available.  The OECD donors that give the most, as seen in Figure 2, are the United 

States, United Kingdom, France, Germany, and Japan.  These five donors gave more than 

60 percent of all OECD bilateral aid in 2008 (OECD 2010b). 
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Figure 2 - Share of Bilateral Official Development Assistance by OECD Donor, 2008 

 

 

More specifically, this paper examines whether the need of receiving countries 

has become relatively less important since September 11, 2001 in determining the 

amount of bilateral development aid that selected OECD donor countries give them.  

Specifically, has the amount of net bilateral development aid that is explained by need of 

the recipient changed since 2001, controlling for the donor’s strategic interest in the 

recipient?  The null and alternative hypotheses for this question are: 

H0: Time period does not affect the extent to which recipient need explains donor 
development assistance.  In other words, recipient need explains the same amount 
of bilateral development aid given from selected OECD donor countries to 
recipient countries since 2001 as it did before that time, controlling for donor aid 
potential and strategic interest in the recipient. 
 
HA: Time period decreases the extent to which recipient need explains donor 
development assistance.  In other words, recipient need explains a lower amount 
of bilateral development aid given from selected OECD donor countries to 
recipient countries since 2001 as it did before that time, controlling for donor aid 
potential and strategic interest in the recipient. 
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This paper examines these hypotheses separately for each selected donor country. 

4. Methodology 

Separate regression models were estimated for bilateral development aid given by 

each of the United States, the United Kingdom, France, Germany, and Japan to test 

whether there were differences in giving practices between the years before and after 

2001.  For each donor country, data sets were constructed that contained two 

observations for each recipient country, one for a designated time period before 2001 and 

one for a time period after.  The ordinary least squares (OLS) regression method was 

employed for each donor to detect differences in aid giving practices across the two time 

periods.  OLS estimates the extent to which each independent variable affects the 

dependent, while holding the other independent variables constant.  Employing this 

method allowed a determination of the separate effects of measures of need, donor 

interest, and time period (independent variables) on aid (dependent variable). 

 Including two observations for each aid receiving country in each of the five data 

sets, one for the years prior to 2001 and one for the years after, allowed comparison 

between the two time periods for each donor country.  The observations in the first time 

period were constructed using the means of each variable for the five-year period 1995 

through 1999, with the observations in the second time period coming from the means for 

the years 2004 through 2008.  This method smoothed out year-by-year variations in the 

data and provided enough separation between the time periods to allow differences in aid 

giving practices following the events of 2001, if any, to establish themselves. 



 13 

Recipient countries were included in the data set for each donor only if the donor 

provided official development assistance (ODA, described further in section 5) in at least 

one of the five years in both time periods and if the mean of that aid was positive for both 

time periods.  This mean value log transformed (ln_oda) was the dependent variable of 

the regression equation, logged to correct for skewness and follow past precedent 

(Alesina and Dollar 2000; Fleck and Kilby 2010). Restricting recipient countries in this 

way ensured that only recipients that received development aid from the donor in both 

time periods were included in the analysis.  Examination of changes between the time 

periods therefore captured variation in aid levels, and avoided the potential confusion of 

results that might represent changes in whether or not countries received aid as well as in 

how much aid they received. 

Recipient countries were also included in the analysis only if each independent 

variable was available for at least one of the five years for both time periods.  Each 

independent variable was calculated as the mean value of the variable across the five 

years, separately for each time period.  The independent variables included those related 

to recipient need for aid and donor strategic interests in the recipient, but excluded those 

related solely to the donor because these values did not vary once controlling for the time 

period.  Recipient countries that met the criteria for inclusion in the data sets are 

described below as the “core” aid recipients for each donor. 

Measures of recipient need were gross domestic product (GDP) per capita in 

constant 2008 US dollars using the purchasing power parity (PPP) method and log 

transformed (ln_gdp), population in millions log transformed (ln_pop), and the polity 

score of the recipient’s autocracy/democracy level (polity).  Measures of donor interest 
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were a scale measuring how often the donor and recipient voted alike in the UN General 

Assembly (affinity) and exports from the donor to the recipient in constant 2008 US 

dollars log transformed (ln_exports).  For the United Kingdom and France, which were 

colonial powers for significant portions of their aid recipients, an indicator for whether 

the recipient was ever a colony of the donor during the 20th century (colony) was also 

included as a measure of donor interest.  These variables were chosen to follow past 

precedent and to capture both political and economic factors, and because they were 

available for a wide range of countries.  Some variables were log transformed to follow 

past precedent and correct for skewness (Alesina and Dollar 2000; Fleck and Kilby 

2010). 

An indicator for whether the recipient has a plurality Muslim population 

(plur_muslim) was included to capture potentially increased donor interest in Muslim 

recipient countries after September 11, 2001.  Note, however, that having a Muslim 

population is only one potential proxy for strategic interests after September 11, 2001.  

Other potential proxies that could be examined in further research are noted in the 

discussion section. 

Two OLS models were estimated for each donor.  The first estimated the effects 

of measures of need, measures of donor interest, and the time period on aid given. The 

formal equation for the first model is: 

 

ln_odai = β0 + β1 ln_gdpi + β2 ln_popi + β3 polityi + β4 affinityi + β5 ln_exportsi +β6 

colonyi + β7 plur_muslimi + β8 post_2001i + εi 
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The second model extended the first by including interaction terms between 

measures of need and donor interest with the time period.  The interaction terms allowed 

analysis of whether the relative importance of measures of need and donor interest in 

explaining aid differed among the two time periods.  Interaction terms were calculated by 

multiplying the variable in question with the time period indicator, resulting in values of 

zero for the first time period and the original values of the variable for the second.  The 

formal equation for the second model is: 

 

ln_odai = β0 + β1 ln_gdpi + β2 ln_popi + β3 polityi + β4 affinityi + β5 ln_exportsi +β6 

colonyi + β7 plur_muslimi + β8 post_2001i + β9 post_2001i x ln_gdpi + β10 post_2001i x 

ln_popi + β11 post_2001i x polityi + β12 post_2001i x affinityi +β13 post_2001i x 

ln_exportsi + β14 post_2001i x colonyi + β15 post_2001i x plur_muslimi + εi 

 

5. Data 

OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) statistics provide the source 

for data on official development assistance (OECD 2010b).  DAC statistics provide total 

ODA disbursements provided by OECD and some non-OECD donor countries to each 

DAC-listed recipient country since 1960.  The OECD (2010a) defines ODA as: 

Grants or loans to countries and territories on the DAC List of ODA Recipients 
(developing countries) and to multilateral agencies which are: (a) undertaken by 
the official sector; (b) with promotion of economic development and welfare as 
the main objective; (c) at concessional financial terms (if a loan, having a grant 
element of at least 25 per cent). In addition to financial flows, technical co-
operation is included in aid. Grants, loans and credits for military purposes are 
excluded. Transfer payments to private individuals (e.g. pensions, reparations or 
insurance payouts) are in general not counted. 
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ODA was measured in constant 2008 US dollars.  It is important to note that ODA can be 

a negative value if repayments of previous loans outweigh flows given by the donor in a 

particular year. 

The source for two of the independent variables measuring need is the World 

Bank World Development Indicators (WDI) database (World Bank 2010).  The WDI 

contains each recipient country’s PPP GDP per capita and population since 1960.  Data 

on democracy comes from the Polity IV project (Polity 2010).  The data set contains a 

variable “polity2” that measures an autocracy/democracy score for countries for each 

year since 1800, a score that ranges from -10 (full autocracy) to +10 (full democracy) and 

interpolates values during periods of transition. 

Data on UN voting coincidence comes from the Affinity of Nations database 

(Gartzke 2010).  This database contains a measure of to what degree pairs of nations 

voted alike in the UN General Assembly for UN member country pairs since 1946.  The 

UN Commodity Trade Statistics Database provides data on total exports from donor to 

recipient countries per year, available since 1988 (United Nations 2010). Controls for 

whether recipient countries were ever colonies of donors in the 20th century and whether 

they have plurality Muslim populations are constructed from the Central Intelligence 

Agency World Factbook (CIA 2010). 

Table 1 presents the variables and their sources of data. 
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Table 1 - Variables, Descriptions, and Sources 

Variable Description Source 
ln_oda Natural log of the mean of total official development 

assistance, in constant 2008 US dollars, provided from the 
donor to recipient during the time period 

OECD 2010 

Recipient characteristics 
ln_gdp Natural log of the mean gross domestic product per capita, 

purchasing power parity method, in constant 2008 US 
dollars, of the recipient during the time period 

World Bank 
2010 

ln_pop Natural log of the mean of the population, in millions, of 
the recipient during the time period 

World Bank 
2010 

polity The mean of the combined autocracy/democracy score of 
the recipient during the time period, ranging from -10 to 
+10 

Polity IV 
2010 

Donor strategic interest in recipient 
affinity The mean of the extent to which the donor and recipient 

voted alike in the UN General Assembly during the time 
period, ranging from -1 to 1 

Gartzke 
2010 

ln_exports Natural log of the mean of total exports, in constant 2008 
US dollars, from the donor to the recipient during the time 
period 

UN 2010 

colony Indicator for whether the recipient was ever a colony of the 
donor during the 20th century 

CIA 2010 

plur_muslim Indicator for whether at least a plurality of the population 
in the recipient country is Muslim 

CIA 2010 

 

6. Descriptive Statistics 

Tables 2 through 6 present descriptive statistics for each of the five donor 

countries.  Each table presents two sets of observations for the core recipient countries of 

each donor, one for the time period prior to 2001 and one for the time period after. See 

Appendix A for the list of core recipient countries for each donor.  Outliers of the 
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dependent variable were not trimmed because the log transformation corrected for 

skewness.1 

The United States and United Kingdom increased their mean aid to core recipients 

between the two time periods by large amounts, France and Germany somewhat 

increased their mean aid, and Japan decreased its mean aid.  All donors saw the GDP per 

capita, population, and polity levels of their core recipients increase from the first to 

second time periods.  It is not surprising that the same pattern holds across donors since 

the donors gave to many of the same core recipient countries. 

Affinity decreased significantly for the United States and slightly for France and 

Japan in the second time period.  Affinity for the US from its core recipients is also much 

lower than affinity for other donors from their core recipients. All donors increased their 

exports to core recipients.   

                                                
1 Estimating the regression models after removing recipient countries with observations 
of ODA in the 99th percentile produced results not significantly different from those 
presented here. 
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Table 2 - Descriptive Statistics, US Donations to Core Recipients 

Variable N Time 
period 

Mean Std. dev. Min Max Units/Scale 

oda 84 1995-9 $40.2 $97.6 $0.1 $876.2 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 $93.0 $132.7 $0.0 $719.3 

ln_oda 84 1995-9 2.7 1.6 -2.5 6.8 Ln of 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 3.5 1.9 -3.6 6.7 

gdp_percap 84 1995-9 $3,021.6 $3,228.4 $300.3 $16,685.4 2008$ 
2004-8 $4,170.4 $5,042.7 $210.0 $29,126.6 

ln_gdp 84 1995-9 7.6 0.9 5.7 9.7 Ln of GDP 
per capita 2004-8 7.8 1.0 5.3 10.3 

population 84 1995-9 45.8 169.5 0.4 1,229.4 Millions 
2004-8 52.0 186.3 0.5 1,310.7 

ln_pop 84 1995-9 2.3 1.5 -1.0 7.1 Ln of 
population 2004-8 2.4 1.5 -0.7 7.2 

polity 84 1995-9 0.9 5.4 -9 9.8 -10 to 10 
2004-8 2.4 5.4 -9 10 

affinity 84 1995-9 -0.25 0.16 -0.54 0.28 -1 to 1 
2004-8 -0.62 0.14 -0.79 -0.05 

exports 84 1995-9 $2,172.0 $10,174.9 $0.5 $91,171.4 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 $3,489.7 $16,327.9 $0.4 $139,051.6 

ln_exports 84 1995-9 5.0 2.3 -0.6 11.4 Ln of 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 5.4 2.2 -0.9 11.8 

plur_muslim 84 1995-9 0.36 N/A N/A N/A Indicator 
2004-8 0.36 N/A N/A N/A 
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Table 3 - Descriptive Statistics, UK Donations to Core Recipients 

Variable N Time 
period 

Mean Std. dev. Min Max Units/Scale 

oda 79 1995-9 $21.9 $39.3 $0.1 $226.6 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 $58.5 $155.7 $0.1 $1,230.8 

ln_oda 79 1995-9 1.6 1.9 -2.8 5.4 Ln of 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 2.0 2.3 -2.7 7.1 

gdp_percap 79 1995-9 $3,201.7 $3,630.3 $300.3 $19,193.3 2008$ 
2004-8 $4,223.1 $4,801.2 $210.0 $24,149.6 

ln_gdp 79 1995-9 7.6 1.0 5.7 9.9 Ln of GDP 
per capita 2004-8 7.8 1.2 5.3 10.1 

population 79 1995-9 50.9 175.1 0.4 1,229.4 Millions 
2004-8 67.9 192.5 0.5 1,310.7 

ln_pop 79 1995-9 2.4 1.5 -1.0 7.1 Ln of 
population 2004-8 2.6 1.5 -0.7 7.2 

polity 79 1995-9 0.5 5.6 -9 9.8 -10 to 10 
2004-8 1.7 5.7 -9 10 

affinity 79 1995-9 0.29 0.14 0.10 0.69 -1 to 1 
2004-8 0.27 0.15 0.08 0.79 

exports 79 1995-9 $266.5 $505.4 $1.6 $3,174.0 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 $397.9 $1,043.4 $1.0 $6,780.8 

ln_exports 79 1995-9 4.2 1.8 0.5 8.1 Ln of 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 4.3 2.0 0.0 8.8 

colony 79 1995-9 0.30 N/A N/A N/A Indicator 
  2004-8 0.30 N/A N/A N/A  
plur_muslim 79 1995-9 0.42 N/A N/A N/A Indicator 

2004-8 0.42 N/A N/A N/A 
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Table 4 - Descriptive Statistics, French Donations to Core Recipients 

Variable N Time 
period 

Mean Std. dev. Min Max Units/Scale 

oda 95 1995-9 $45.4 $84.7 $0.0 $473.2 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 $52.1 $109.3 $0.1 $851.2 

ln_oda 95 1995-9 2.4 2.0 -3.1 6.2 Ln of 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 2.6 1.8 -2.2 6.7 

gdp_percap 95 1995-9 $4,348.9 $4,822.3 $300.3 $24,356.0 2008$ 
2004-8 $5,753.9 $6,472.5 $210.0 $32,279.1 

ln_gdp 95 1995-9 7.8 1.1 5.7 10.1 Ln of GDP 
per capita 2004-8 8.1 1.1 5.3 10.4 

population 95 1995-9 31.3 127.5 0.5 1,229.4 Millions 
2004-8 35.5 136.4 0.6 1,310.7 

ln_pop 95 1995-9 2.1 1.4 -0.7 7.1 Ln of 
population 2004-8 2.3 1.4 -0.5 7.2 

polity 95 1995-9 0.6 6.0 -10 10 -10 to 10 
2004-8 1.9 6.0 -10 10 

affinity 95 1995-9 0.38 0.12 0.17 0.76 -1 to 1 
2004-8 0.32 0.14 0.12 0.83 

exports 95 1995-9 $458.0 $841.8 $0.4 $4,046.3 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 $706.0 $1,608.1 $2.8 $10,493.7 

ln_exports 95 1995-9 4.8 1.8 -0.8 8.3 Ln of 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 5.0 1.9 1.0 9.3 

colony 95 1995-9 0.24 N/A N/A N/A Indicator 
2004-8 0.24 N/A N/A N/A 

plur_muslim 95 1995-9 0.40 N/A N/A N/A Indicator 
2004-8 0.40 N/A N/A N/A 
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Table 5 - Descriptive Statistics, German Donations to Core Recipients 

Variable N Time 
period 

Mean Std. dev. Min Max Units/Scale 

oda 95 1995-9 $40.8 $68.7 $0.1 $561.8 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 $44.9 $86.3 $0.0 $706.0 

ln_oda 95 1995-9 2.9 1.6 -2.7 6.3 Ln of 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 2.7 2.0 -3.9 6.6 

gdp_percap 95 1995-9 $3,798.6 $4,500.6 $300.3 $24,356.0 2008$ 
2004-8 $5,040.9 $6,069.0 $210.0 $32,279.1 

ln_gdp 95 1995-9 7.7 1.0 5.7 10.1 Ln of GDP 
per capita 2004-8 8.0 1.1 5.3 10.4 

population 95 1995-9 45.1 160.3 0.4 1,229.4 Millions 
2004-8 51.5 176.4 0.5 1,310.7 

ln_pop 95 1995-9 2.3 1.6 -1.0 7.1 Ln of 
population 2004-8 2.5 1.6 -0.7 7.2 

polity 95 1995-9 0.5 5.9 -10 9.8 -10 to 10 
2004-8 1.9 5.9 -10 10 

affinity 95 1995-9 0.48 0.13 0.19 0.91 -1 to 1 
2004-8 0.47 0.13 0.22 0.97 

exports 95 1995-9 $640.9 $1,441.4 $1.2 $9,345.1 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 $1,260.3 $4,195.0 $1.7 $37,718.0 

ln_exports 95 1995-9 4.6 2.1 0.2 9.1 Ln of 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 5.1 2.0 0.5 10.5 

plur_muslim 95 1995-9 0.40 N/A N/A N/A Indicator 
2004-8 0.40 N/A N/A N/A 
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Table 6 - Descriptive Statistics, Japanese Donations to Core Recipients 

Variable N Time 
period 

Mean Std. dev. Min Max Units/Scale 

oda 90 1995-9 $68.1 $158.3 $0.0 $1,003.0 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 $45.0 $102.5 $0.0 $693.2 

ln_oda 90 1995-9 2.8 2.0 -3.3 6.9 Ln of 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 2.5 1.9 -3.4 6.5 

gdp_percap 90 1995-9 $3,761.8 $4,457.8 $300.3 $24,356.0 2008$ 
2004-8 $5,069.3 $6,218.0 $210.0 $32,279.1 

ln_gdp 90 1995-9 7.7 1.0 5.7 10.1 Ln of GDP 
per capita 2004-8 7.9 1.1 5.3 10.4 

population 90 1995-9 43.0 164.6 0.4 1,229.4 Millions 
2004-8 49.0 181.0 0.5 1,310.7 

ln_pop 90 1995-9 2.1 1.6 -1.0 7.1 Ln of 
population 2004-8 2.3 1.6 -0.7 7.2 

polity 90 1995-9 0.8 5.9 -10 10 -10 to 10 
2004-8 2.2 5.9 -9 10 

affinity 90 1995-9 0.57 0.10 0.25 0.81 -1 to 1 
2004-8 0.53 0.10 0.27 0.87 

exports 90 1995-9 $906.4 $3,560.6 $1.0 $29,392.4 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 $1,804.0 $10,850.6 $0.5 $102,015.1 

ln_exports 90 1995-9 4.2 2.2 -0.0 10.3 Ln of 2008$ 
millions 2004-8 4.3 2.3 -0.7 11.5 

plur_muslim 90 1995-9 0.37 N/A N/A N/A Indicator 
2004-8 0.37 N/A N/A N/A 
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7. Results 

Table 7 shows the results of the first set of OLS regressions estimating the effect 

of measures of need, measures of donor interest, and time period on the log of ODA 

given from each donor.  The R2 values indicate that the models explain between 40 

percent of the total variation in aid given at the low end in the case of the United States 

and 67 percent at the high end in the case of France.2  This suggests that there may be 

other significant variables explaining aid that are not captured in these models, in 

particular for the United States. 

The results confirm findings in previous literature that the key need-based drivers 

of development aid are a low GDP per capita and a large population.  They provide less 

information about democracy level, as it is a significant predictor of aid only in the case 

of France.  The results similarly confirm previous findings that most donors give more 

aid to recipients with whom they have stronger political and economic ties, and that 

former colonial powers give significantly more to their former colonies than to other aid 

recipients.  They additionally show that most donors give the same levels of aid 

irrespective of whether the recipient has a large Muslim population with the exception of 

the United Kingdom, again similar to previous research. 

The results also begin to answer the central question of this paper as to whether 

giving practices are different since 2001.  The United States and United Kingdom gave 

more development aid, when controlling for other factors, after 2001 than before while 

France, Germany, and Japan did not. 

                                                
2 Note that the number of observations for each model is twice that listed for each donor 
country in the descriptive statistics because the models include two time periods. 
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 Turning first to measures of recipient need, log of GDP per capita has a highly 

significant and negative effect on aid given for each donor.  A one percent increase in 

GDP per capita results in about half a percent less ODA at the low end in the case of 

France to about a one percent decrease in the cases of the United States and United 

Kingdom.  Population has a significant positive effect, although the coefficient is only 

marginally significant in the case of France.  A one percent increase in population leads 

to between a quarter of a percent increase in ODA from the United States and France and 

a two-thirds of a percent increase in aid from the United Kingdom.  Polity score is a 

significant predictor of aid only for France, which gives about four percent more ODA 

for a one unit increase in the recipient’s polity score on a scale of -10 (full autocracy) to 

+10 (full democracy). 

 On measures of donor interest, voting similarity in the UN has a significant 

positive effect on aid for every donor except France, though it is only marginally 

statistically significant in the case of Japan. An increase of one unit on the affinity scale 

ranging from -1 (never vote alike) to 1 (always vote alike) leads to an almost 250 percent 

increase in US and German ODA and a more than 300 percent increase in UK and 

Japanese aid.  This can be interpreted as the difference between a recipient that never 

votes with the donor and one that votes with the donor half of the time, or between a 

recipient that votes with the donor half of the time and one that votes with the donor all of 

the time.  Log of exports also has a significant positive effect for every donor except the 

United Kingdom, with a one percent increase in donor exports leading to between about a 

0.2 and 0.5 percent increase in ODA, depending on the donor. 



 26 

Additionally, the former colonial powers gave significantly more to their former 

colonies.  The United Kingdom gave 569 percent more ODA to its former colonies than 

to other core recipients, while France gave 677 percent more.  These coefficients 

probably explain the higher R2 values for the models for these countries as compared to 

the other donors. 

The Muslim country indicator is insignificant except for the United Kingdom, 

indicating that most donors do not give differently to countries with plurality Muslim 

populations but that the United Kingdom gives less.  Specifically, the United Kingdom 

gives about 50 percent less ODA to recipients with plurality Muslim populations as 

compared to other core recipients.  This result is somewhat in line with previous research 

for determinants of aid from the period 1980 through 1999, which found that the United 

Kingdom and Japan both gave less to Muslim countries than to other recipients (Gates 

and Hoeffler 2004).  The insignificant coefficient on the Muslim variable for Japan could 

be the result of changes given the different time period examined in this analysis. 

Turning to the indicator for time period, the first key variable of interest, it was a 

significant and positive predictor of aid for the United States and the United Kingdom but 

not for France, Germany, or Japan.  This indicates the United States and United Kingdom 

gave more ODA after 2001 than before even when controlling for other factors, a 447 

percent increase for the United States and an 82 percent increase for the United Kingdom.  

This result is unsurprising given the descriptive statistics in the previous tables, but raises 

the question as to whether giving practices for these donors in particular are different in 

the post 2001 time period than before. 
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Table 7 - Two Period OLS Regression Model for Log Aid 

 United 
States 

United 
Kingdom 

France Germany Japan 

N 168 158 190 190 180 
F 
(d.f.) 

17.25*** 
(7, 160) 

52.48*** 
(8, 149) 

75.19*** 
(8, 181) 

27.56*** 
(7, 182) 

23.89*** 
(7, 172) 

R2 0.40 0.66 0.67 0.61 0.48 
      
ln_gdp -1.01*** -1.04*** -0.49*** -0.77*** -0.76*** 
 (0.19) (0.14) (0.15) (0.14) (0.22) 
ln_pop 0.25* 0.67*** 0.25 0.63*** 0.41** 
 (0.11) (0.10) (0.13) (0.10) (0.14) 
polity 0.02 -0.00 0.04** 0.02 0.03 
 (0.03) (0.02) (0.01) (0.02) (0.02) 
affinity 2.48** 3.32*** 0.06 2.41*** 3.06 
 (0.90) (0.77) (0.52) (0.74) (1.58) 
ln_exports 0.37*** 0.15 0.47*** 0.22* 0.35*** 
 (0.11) (0.11) (0.14) (0.10) (0.12) 
colony N/A 1.90*** 2.05*** N/A N/A 
 N/A (0.24) (0.30) N/A N/A 
plur_muslim 0.24 -0.75** -0.07 -0.19 -0.09 
 (0.24) (0.24) (0.19) (0.20) (0.26) 
post_2001 1.70*** 0.60** 0.18 -0.22 -0.07 
 (0.40) (0.20) (0.16) (0.17) (0.24) 
Robust standard errors are in parentheses under each coefficient.   significant at p<0.10.  
* significant at p<0.05.  ** significant at p<0.01.  *** significant at p<0.001. 
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Table 8 shows the results of the OLS models that include interaction terms of 

measures of need and donor interest with time period, the other key variables of interest.  

Adding the interaction terms allows analysis of whether the importance of measures of 

need or donor interest in predicting ODA changed after 2001 as compared to before.  

This is of particular interest for aid from the United States and the United Kingdom 

because the results of the first model show that they increased their giving levels in the 

second time period. 

The results show that core recipient need was no less important after 2001 than 

before and that donor interest was no more important in explaining development aid 

given, even for countries that gave more aid after 2001.  Almost none of the interaction 

terms added were significant and the R2 values are similar to those in the first model, 

indicating that the addition of the interaction terms does not provide increased 

explanatory power. 

None of the interaction terms were significant for the United States, France, and 

Germany, indicating that the relative importance of need and donor interest in predicting 

ODA given did not change between the two time periods for these donors.  Similarly, the 

significant coefficient on the interaction term with log population for the United 

Kingdom is most likely a statistical artifact rather than a significant finding, as a test of 

joint significance for all the interaction terms is not significant for both the US and UK 

models.  Conducting the same test and also including the post 2001 indicator with the 

interaction terms is significant, indicating that only the time period itself makes the 

difference in predicting increased US and UK aid in the second time period. 
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For Japan, the coefficient on the interaction term for log exports is marginally 

significant and a test of joint significance for all of the interaction terms is also 

marginally significant.  The interaction term has a negative sign, indicating that donor 

exports, a measure of donor interest, may have had less of an effect on Japanese aid 

donations in the second time period than the first, which runs counter to the hypothesis of 

this paper.  Specifically, a one percent increase in Japanese exports predicts about a 0.6 

percent increase in Japanese ODA prior to 2001 but only about a 0.2 percent increase 

after 2001.  However, the marginally significant coefficient indicates that this apparent 

change in the determinants of development aid given by Japan may also be a statistical 

artifact related to decreased Japanese aid in the second time period, rather than a true 

change in giving practices. 
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Table 8 - Two Period OLS Regression Model for Log Aid, with Interaction Terms 

 United 
States 

United 
Kingdom 

France Germany Japan 

N 168 158 190 190 180 
F 
(d.f.) 

10.19*** 
(13, 154) 

32.41*** 
(15, 142) 

40.59*** 
(15, 174) 

16.45*** 
(13, 176) 

18.18*** 
(13, 166) 

R2 0.42 0.68 0.68 0.63 0.52 
      
ln_gdp -1.00*** -0.97*** -0.41 -0.61*** -0.84* 
 (0.28) (0.20) (0.24) (0.18) (0.42) 
ln_pop 0.11 0.47*** 0.25 0.65*** 0.31 
 (0.17) (0.14) (0.19) (0.12) (0.24) 
polity 0.02 -0.00 0.04 0.03 0.05 
 (0.03) (0.03) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03) 
affinity 1.88 3.55** -0.17 1.86 4.62* 
 (1.10) (1.20) (0.81) (0.98) (2.33) 
ln_exports 0.32** 0.26 0.43* 0.08 0.57* 
 (0.11) (0.15) (0.20) (0.12) (0.22) 
colony N/A 2.00*** 2.31*** N/A N/A 
 N/A (0.29) (0.47) N/A N/A 
plur_muslim 0.08 -1.02*** -0.04 -0.22 0.25 
 (0.22) (0.29) (0.29) (0.23) (0.34) 
post_2001 2.00 1.43 1.02 0.83 1.91 
 (2.91) (1.92) (1.90) (1.72) (2.87) 
   x ln_gdp -0.12 -0.15 -0.15 -0.40 0.14 
 (0.38) (0.28) (0.28) (0.29) (0.48) 
   x ln_pop 0.24 0.41* 0.00 -0.06 0.20 
 (0.24) (0.21) (0.24) (0.20) (0.28) 
   x polity -0.01 -0.01 0.00 -0.02 -0.07 
 (0.05) (0.04) (0.03) (0.04) (0.05) 
   x affinity 1.53 -0.05 0.39 1.42 -2.61 
 (1.78) (1.56) (1.03) (1.57) (3.04) 
   x ln_exports 0.15 -0.20 0.08 0.32 -0.41 
 (0.22) (0.22) (0.26) (0.21) (0.24) 
   x colony N/A -0.19 -0.54 N/A N/A 
 N/A (0.45) (0.58) N/A N/A 
   x plur_muslim 0.36 0.55 -0.06 0.07 -0.72 
 (0.46) (0.47) (0.37) (0.39) (0.52) 
Robust standard errors are in parentheses under each coefficient.   significant at p<0.10.  
* significant at p<0.05.  ** significant at p<0.01.  *** significant at p<0.001. 
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8. Discussion 

 The results show, contrary to the hypothesis of this paper, that recipient need was 

no less important after 2001 in explaining donor bilateral development aid to core 

recipients than before, and that donor interest was no more important.  This makes sense 

in the cases of donors that are giving at the same real level to their core recipients after 

2001 as compared to before, namely France, Germany, and Japan.  If aid levels have not 

changed, it would not necessarily be expected that the determinants of aid would have 

changed, although it would be possible. 

For the United States and United Kingdom, which increased their overall giving 

to core recipients, there may be factors that are not captured in the regression models that 

explain the increases in ODA to various countries.  For example, the countries in the data 

set that saw the largest increases in US development assistance between the first and 

second time periods were Sudan and Colombia.  US strategic interests in these countries 

changed between the two times periods in ways unlikely to be captured in these types of 

regression models, which might explain the increases in aid.  In Sudan, the north and 

south of the country signed a peace agreement in 2005 with significant US mediation that 

ended decades of civil war, which may have had an impact on US aid.  Charges that the 

Sudanese government conducted ethnic cleansing in the Darfur region of Sudan in the 

early part of the decade may also have had an impact.  In Colombia, the government with 

US backing increased its efforts against drug-funded insurgent groups, which may have 

impacted US aid there. 

It is not necessarily clear, however, that increased assistance in either of these 

example cases is related to an increased focus on countering terrorism following the 
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events of September 11, 2001.  Instead, it seems more likely that, as the data presented 

here show, the increase in bilateral development aid to core recipients from the United 

States and United Kingdom was not accompanied by changes in giving practices.  Such 

an increase could still be indirectly related to donor concerns about terrorism if it reflects 

a focus on the so-called security-development nexus, whereby improvements in 

development are presumed to have a positive effect on security.  If so, with increased 

fears of global terrorism it would be in the interest of donors to increase development aid 

worldwide to limit potential threats that can emerge in struggling or failed states.  Even 

so, the focus on need would remain just as important, as is shown in the results here. 

The data limits the extent to which conclusions about overall patterns in 

determinants of development aid can be drawn from the results.  First, lack of data 

necessitated excluding some recipient countries from the analysis that might have 

changed the results.  For example, the following countries received higher levels of US 

ODA in the period after 2001 than before, but were excluded from the analysis due to 

missing independent variables: Afghanistan, Botswana, Cape Verde, Grenada, Iraq, 

Kiribati, Lebanon, Lesotho, Maldives, Namibia, the Palestinian Territories, Serbia, 

Somalia, South Africa, and Vanuatu.  This list includes some countries of strategic 

importance in countering terrorism, that have Muslim populations, and that saw some of 

the largest increases in ODA between the two times periods in question, including 

Afghanistan, Iraq, Lebanon, the Palestinian Territories, and Somalia.   

There are several other factors that limit extrapolation from these results to overall 

giving patterns and that call for further research.  First, the analysis only studied 

differences in aid given to core recipients, or countries that received aid from the donor 
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both before and after 2001.  It is possible that donor countries stopped giving aid to some 

countries or began giving aid to others in a manner that aligned with their strategic 

interests rather than the need of those countries.  Additionally, the analysis was limited to 

aid given bilaterally from donors to recipients, while donors also give significant amounts 

through multilateral institutions.  It is possible that donations to multilateral institutions 

were given differently after 2001, or that donor countries used their influence in these 

institutions to direct multilateral aid to different recipients or at different levels based on 

strategic interests. 

Finally, it is possible that using different variables to control for strategic interests 

after 2001 might provide different results.  Moss, Roodman, and Standley (2005), for 

example, included variables indicating whether the recipient country has terrorist groups 

operating in it, shares a border with a state sponsor of terrorism, and contributed troops to 

the US-led military effort in Iraq, as well as whether it has a large Muslim population. 

They found these variables did not correspond with changes in US Agency for 

International Development aid allocations, in line with results presented here, but further 

research could examine these or other variables across different donors and time periods. 

Despite the limitations, the results suggest recipient need remains just as much a 

factor in drawing aid from the top five OECD donors, at least when it comes to bilateral 

development assistance to the many countries that received it both before and after 2001 

and for which data was available.  This finding should ease some fears that donors would 

turn all elements of national power toward efforts to counter terrorism and that need-

based aid would suffer following the events of September 11, 2001.  Instead, this does 
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not seem to have been the case with bilateral development aid from the five OECD 

donors that give the most. 

9. Conclusion 

 This paper explored the question of whether foreign development aid giving 

practices have changed since September 11, 2001.  It was hypothesized that the attacks 

on the World Trade Center and Pentagon that launched an increased concern about 

terrorism by the United States and other countries would have spurred donors to allocate 

development aid in a manner less related to the need of the recipient.  This hypothesis 

was tested using data on aid given bilaterally for non-military purposes from the five 

OECD donors that give the most, and given to recipients that received aid both before 

and after 2001.  The five donors were the United States, the United Kingdom, France, 

Germany, and Japan. 

Regression analysis showed that both measures of need and measures of donor 

strategic interest in the recipient explained development aid given by the five donors, 

confirming results of previous research.  Donors gave more to countries with lower GDP 

per capita and larger populations, as well as those in which they had political and 

economic interests as measured by similarity of voting in the UN General Assembly and 

level of exports.  Additionally, the former colonial powers gave more to their former 

colonies than other recipients.   The United Kingdom also gave less to recipients with 

plurality Muslim populations as compared to other recipients, while other donors did not. 

Regression analysis comparing development aid given in two five-year time 

periods, one before 2001 and one after, showed that the United States and United 

Kingdom gave more in the latter period but that the other three donors did not.  
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Additionally, analysis showed that the determinants of aid were the same in both periods, 

refuting the hypothesis that donors gave more based on strategic interests and less based 

on need in the period after 2001 than the period before.  This result suggests fears that 

donors might have reduced the focus of their aid on need given new priorities in 

countering terrorism following the events of September 11, 2001 may be misplaced, at 

least when it comes to non-military aid given bilaterally to countries that received aid 

both before and after 2001.  

Further research could study whether donors began giving to different countries in 

line with their interests to confirm, refute, or add to understanding of any potential 

changes in determinants of development aid since 2001.  Additionally, research could 

study whether donors are giving in different manners to multilateral institutions, or 

whether those institutions have changed their giving practices to recipients.  Finally, 

research could study variables that capture the concept of donor strategic interests in 

different ways. 



 36 

10. Bibliography 

Alesina, Alberto, and David Dollar. 2000. “Who Gives Foreign Aid to Whom and Why?” 
Journal of Economic Growth 5 (March): 33-63. 
 
Arvin, Mak, Joshua Rice, and Bruce Cater. 2001. “Are there country size and middle-
income biases in the provision of EC multilateral foreign aid?” The European Journal of 
Development Research 13, no. 2 (December): 49-57. 
 
Ball, Richard and Christopher Johnson. 1996. “Political, Economic, and Humanitarian 
Motivations for PL 480 Food Aid: Evidence from Africa.” Economic Development and 
Cultural Change 44, no. 3 (April): 515-537. 
 
Berthelemy, Jean-Claude and Ariane Tichit. 2004. “Bilateral donors’ aid allocation 
decisions—a three-dimensional panel analysis.” International Review of Economics and 
Finance 13, no. 3: 253-274. 
 
Boschini, Anne and Anders Olofsgard. 2007. “Foreign Aid: An Instrument for Fighting 
Communism?” Journal of Development Studies 43, No. 4 (May): 622-648. 
 
Central Intelligence Agency. 2010. “World Factbook.” Accessed 11 November 2010: 
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/index.html 
 
Chandler, David. 2007. “The security-development nexus and the rise of ‘anti-foreign 
policy’.” Journal of International Relations and Development 10: 362-386. DOI: 
10.1057/palgrave.jird.1800135 
 
Dollar, David and Victoria Levin. 2006. “The Increasing Selectivity of Foreign Aid, 
1984–2003.” World Development 34, no. 12 (December): 2034-2046 
 
Drury, A. Cooper, Richard Stuart Olson, and Douglas A. Van Belle. 2005. “The Politics 
of Humanitarian Aid: U.S. Foreign Disaster Assistance, 1964–1995.” The Journal of 
Politics 67, no. 2 (May): 454-473. 
 
Feeny, Simon, and Mark McGillivray. 2008. “What Determines Bilateral Aid 
Allocations?  Evidence From Time Series Data.”  Review of Development Economics 12, 
no. 3 (August): 515-529. 
 
Fleck, Robert K. and Christopher Kilby. 2010. “Changing aid regimes? U.S. foreign aid 
from the Cold War to the War on Terror.” Journal of Development Economics 91: 185-
197. 
 
Gartzke, Eric. 2010. “The Affinity of Nations: Similarity of State Voting Positions in the 
UNGA.” Accessed 10 October 2010: http://dss.ucsd.edu/~egartzke/htmlpages/data.html. 
 



 37 

Gates, Scott and Anke Hoefller. 2004. “Global Aid Allocation: Are Nordic Donors 
Different?” The Centre for the Study of African Economies Working Paper Series 234. 
 
Harrigan, Hane, Chengang Wang, and Hamed El-Said. 2006. “The economic and 
political determinants of IMF and World Bank lending in the Middle East and North 
Africa.” World Development 34, no. 2 (February): 247-270. 
 
Kuziemko, Ilyana and Eric Werker. 2006. “How Much is a Seat on the Security Council 
Worth? Foreign Aid and Bribery at the United Nations.”  Journal of Political Economy 
114, no. 5: 905-930. 
 
Lebovic, James H. 1988. “National Interests and U.S. Foreign Aid: The Carter and 
Reagan Years.” Journal of Peace Research 25 (June): 115-135. 
 
Maizels, Alfred and Machiko K. Nissanke. 1984. “Motivations for aid to developing 
countries.” World Development 12, no. 9 (September): 879-900. 
 
Meernik, James, Eric L. Krueger, and Steven C. Poe. 1998. “Testing Models of U.S. 
Foreign Policy: Foreign Aid during and after the Cold War.” Journal of Politics 60 
(February): 63-85. 
 
Moss, Todd, David Roodman, and Scott Standley. 2005. “The Global War on Terror and 
US Development Assistance: USAID Allocation by Country, 1998-2005.”  Working 
Paper Number 62, Center for Global Development.  Accessed 26 September 2010. 
http://ssrn.com/abstract=1114154. 
 
Neumayer, Eric. 2003. “The Determinants of Aid Allocation by Regional Multilateral 
Development Banks and United Nations Agencies.” International Studies Quarterly 47: 
101-122. 
 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). 2010. “DAC 
Glossary of Key Terms and Concepts.” Accessed 31 October 2010: 
http://www.oecd.org/document/32/0,3343,en_2649_34447_42632800_1_1_1_1,00.html. 
 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). 2010. “Query 
Wizard for International Development Statistics.” Accessed 21 October 2010: 
http://stats.oecd.org/qwids/. 
 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). 2010. 
“Understanding Aid Flows.” Accessed 16 December 2010: 
http://www.oecd.org/document/39/0,3746,en_2649_33721_46584231_1_1_1_1,00.html. 
 
Polity IV Project, 2010. Polity IV Dataset [Computer file; version p4v2009]. Center for  
International Development and Conflict Management, University of Maryland,  
College Park MD.  Accessed 10 October 2010: 
http://www.systemicpeace.org/inscr/inscr.htm. 



 38 

 
Schraeder, Peter J., Steven W. Hook, and Bruce Taylor. 1998. “Clarifying the Foreign 
Aid Puzzle: A Comparison of American, Japanese, French, and Swedish Aid Flows.” 
World Politics 50 (January): 294-323. 
 
Stokke, Olav, ed. 1989. Western Middle Powers and Global Poverty: The Determinants 
of the Aid Policies of Canada, Denmark, the Netherlands, Norway and Sweden. Uppsala: 
Scandinavian Institute of African Studies [Nordiska Afrikainstitutet] in cooperation with 
the Norwegian Institute of International Affairs [Norsk utenrikspolitisk institutt], Oslo. 
 
United Nations. 2010. “United Nations Commodity and Trade Statistics Database.” 
Accessed 21 October 2010: http://0-
comtrade.un.org.library.lausys.georgetown.edu/db/default.aspx. 
 
World Bank. 2010. “World Development Indicators.” Accessed 10 October 2010: 
http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog. 
 
Younas, Javed. 2008. “Motivation for bilateral aid allocation: Altruism or trade benefits.” 
European Journal of Political Economy 24, no. 3 (September): 661-674. 



 39 

11. Appendix A – Core Recipient Countries By Donor 

United States – Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, 
Benin, Bolivia, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central African Republic, 
Chad, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo (Democratic Republic), Congo (Republic), 
Cote d’Ivoire, Croatia, Djibouti, Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, 
Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, Georgia, Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, 
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kyrgyz Republic, 
Laos, Liberia, Macedonia, Madagascar, Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Moldova, 
Mongolia, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Papua New Guinea, 
Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Solomon Islands, Sri Lanka, 
Sudan, Tajikistan, Tanzania, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Turkmenistan, 
Uganda, Uzbekistan, Venezuela, Vietnam, Yemen, Zambia, Zimbabwe 
 
United Kingdom – Albania, Algeria, Angola, Argentina, Armenia, Azerbaijan, 
Bangladesh, Benin, Brazil, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central 
African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo (Democratic 
Republic), Congo (Republic), Croatia, Egypt, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gambia, Georgia, 
Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, India, Indonesia, Iran, Jordan, 
Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kyrgyz Republic, Laos, Liberia, Macedonia, Madagascar, Malawi, 
Mali, Mauritania, Moldova, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, 
Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Rwanda, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Solomon Islands, Sri Lanka, 
Sudan, Syria, Tajikistan, Tanzania, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkmenistan, 
Uganda, Uruguay, Uzbekistan, Venezuela, Vietnam, Yemen, Zambia, Zimbabwe 
 
France – Albania, Algeria, Argentina, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Benin, Bhutan, 
Bolivia, Brazil, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central African Republic, 
Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo (Democratic Republic), Congo 
(Republic), Costa Rica, Cote d’Ivoire, Croatia, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, Georgia, 
Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Iran, Jordan, 
Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kyrgyz Republic, Laos, Liberia, Libya, Macedonia, Madagascar, 
Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Moldova, Mongolia, Morocco, 
Mozambique, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Papua New Guinea, 
Paraguay, Peru, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Syria, 
Tajikistan, Tanzania, Thailand, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Tunisia, Turkey, 
Turkmenistan, Uganda, Uruguay, Uzbekistan, Venezuela, Vietnam, Yemen, Zambia, 
Zimbabwe 
 
Germany – Albania, Angola, Argentina, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Bangladesh, 
Benin, Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central 
African Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Colombia, Comoros, Congo (Democratic 
Republic), Congo (Republic), Cote d’Ivoire, Croatia, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, 
Ecuador, Egypt, El Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gambia, Georgia, 
Ghana, Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, India, Indonesia, 
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Iran, Jordan, Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kyrgyz Republic, Laos, Liberia, Libya, Macedonia, 
Madagascar, Malawi, Malaysia, Mali, Mauritania, Mexico, Moldova, Mongolia, 
Morocco, Mozambique, Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, 
Papua New Guinea, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Rwanda, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra 
Leone, Solomon Islands, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Syria, Tajikistan, Tanzania, Thailand, Togo, 
Turkmenistan, Uganda, Uzbekistan, Venezuela, Vietnam, Yemen, Zambia, Zimbabwe 
 
Japan – Albania, Angola, Argentina, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Bahrain, Bangladesh, Benin, 
Bhutan, Bolivia, Brazil, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cambodia, Cameroon, Central African 
Republic, Chad, Chile, China, Comoros, Congo (Democratic Republic), Congo 
(Republic), Cote d’Ivoire, Croatia, Djibouti, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Egypt, El 
Salvador, Equatorial Guinea, Eritrea, Ethiopia, Fiji, Gabon, Gambia, Georgia, Ghana, 
Guatemala, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, India, Indonesia, 
Kazakhstan, Kenya, Kyrgyz Republic, Laos, Liberia, Libya, Macedonia, Madagascar, 
Malawi, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Moldova, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, 
Nepal, Nicaragua, Niger, Oman, Pakistan, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Philippines, Rwanda, 
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Solomon Islands, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Tajikistan, Tanzania, Togo, 
Trinidad and Tobago,  Tunisia, Turkmenistan, Uganda, Uruguay, Uzbekistan, Venezuela, 
Vietnam, Yemen, Zambia, Zimbabwe 
 


