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Abstract: 
 
The Accra Agenda for Action contains a commitment to increase aid effectiveness by 
“addressing the issue of countries with insufficient aid.”  This paper highlights the 
difficulties in identifying such countries unequivocally, given the limited theoretical and 
empirical knowledge on optimal aid allocations.  Actual aid receipts by low income 
countries are compared to several benchmarks derived from different aid allocation 
models.  These models differ primarily with regard to the weights assigned to country 
needs and performance.  The analysis shows that different aid allocation models identify 
different sets of countries as receiving insufficient aid.  The paper does not find a greater 
tendency for fragile states to receive insufficient aid compared to non-fragile states.  
However, there appears a greater tendency for bilateral aid to leave countries with 
insufficient aid compared to multi-lateral aid, which in fact in many cases partly 
compensates for under-funding from bilateral donors.  The potential aggregate cost of 
increasing aid to countries with insufficient aid varies significantly depending on which 
aid allocation model is used, but could be as high as US$ 7 billion annually.  Enhanced 
coordination of donors’ aid allocation decisions to ensure that no low income country 
ends up inadvertently as an aid orphan would be an important step in addressing “the 
issue of countries with insufficient aid.” 
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Executive Summary 
 
1. The amount of aid that an individual developing country receives is the sum of the 
independent decisions of a large number of donors on how they allocate their aid.  Academics 
and members of the international aid community frequently voice the concern that the aggregate 
outcome of these individual and independent donor decisions may be a sub-optimal distribution 
of aid, with some countries receiving too much aid (donor darlings) while others get too little 
(aid orphans).  Indeed, the volume of aid received by individual low income countries varies 
significantly.  For instance, in 2005-06, India received a mere US$ 1 per capita in aid, while the 
Solomon Islands received a whopping US$ 419 per capita.  Reflecting this concern, the Accra 
Agenda for Action contains an explicit commitment “to address the issue of countries that 
receive insufficient aid.”  
 
2. This paper seeks to shed light on how “countries that receive insufficient aid” can be 
identified.  A review of the empirical and theoretical literature on aid allocation reveals that there 
is considerable uncertainty as to what an optimal allocation of aid might be and which could 
serve as a benchmark for identifying countries that receive insufficient aid.  While there is some 
consensus that an efficient allocation of aid should reflect countries’ needs as well as their 
capacity to use aid effectively, there is no agreement on the relative weights that needs and 
performance should receive in aid allocations.  The empirical literature also highlights that in 
addition to needs and performance, actual aid allocations are influenced by donor country 
interests and country specific factors.  For example, Hoeffler and Outram (2008) estimate that 
roughly half of the predicted value of aid is determined by donor-specific factors such as colonial 
history and geopolitical ties.  Of the remaining variation, recipient needs accounts for 36 percent 
and donor self interest for about 16 percent, while recipient merit (measured by growth, 
democracy and human rights), accounts for only two percent of predicted aid. 
 
3. In the absence of theoretical and empirical consensus with regard to optimal aid 
allocations on the identification of countries that receive insufficient aid, this paper uses four 
different benchmark aid allocations against which actual aid allocations are assessed.  These 
benchmarks include: 

 Egalitarian allocations, where each country receives the same amount of aid, either on a 
per capita basis or as a ratio to GDP; 

 Allocations reflecting average donor behavior, and the relative weights they attach to a 
recipients country’s needs and performance;  

  Poverty-efficient allocations, which would maximize global poverty reduction; and  
 IDA’s performance based allocation formula.    

 
4. Countries that receive insufficient aid are identified as those with actual aid receipts at 
least one percentage point of GDP below the benchmark allocation.  In addition, the OECD 
ranking methodology is used which considers per capita official development assistance (ODA), 
per capita income, and performance in the identification of countries with insufficient aid. 
 
5. The results show that the countries identified as receiving insufficient aid differ 
significantly depending upon which benchmark is being used.  Of the 54 low income countries in 
our sample, 36 receive insufficient aid according to at least one benchmark.  Nine countries 
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receive insufficient aid according to at least two of these benchmarks, but only seven countries – 
most of them in Africa – received insufficient aid according to three or more benchmarks.  In 
addition to the inherent differences between the benchmarks, for each of the benchmarks, there is 
also significant uncertainty with respect to the functional form and parameter choices for 
individual benchmark allocations.  This adds an additional level of uncertainty to the 
identification of countries that receive insufficient aid. 
 
6. With an egalitarian distribution of aid, where each country receives the same level of aid 
— either in per-capita terms or as a share of GDP — the average level of aid going to individual 
countries would be low.  Much of the aid would go to larger countries, even with a small-country 
bias incorporated in the benchmark allocations.  Consequently, the egalitarian benchmarks yield 
a fairly small number of countries with insufficient aid.  Using ODA to GDP as the benchmark, 
only the Republic of Congo and Azerbaijan receive insufficient aid.  With aid per capita as the 
benchmark, a small group of francophone countries, primarily in West- and Central Africa are 
identified as receiving insufficient aid. 
 
7. Another approach takes “average donor behavior” as the starting point. This paper 
estimates the weight of country performance and needs in donors’ allocative decisions in order to 
calculate benchmark allocations for low income countries.  This approach yields a list of nine 
countries with insufficient aid, all of them characterized by a small population size and most in 
Africa, but also including Bhutan.   

 
8. Another approach uses poverty-efficient allocations as the benchmark. The update of the 
poverty-efficient aid allocations introduced by Collier and Dollar (2001) shows significant 
changes when data for 2006 are used instead of the data for 1996 in the original study.  Primarily 
as a result of a significant reduction in poverty between 1996 and 2006, Pakistan, India, and 
Vietnam would no longer receive any aid.  Similarly, most Eastern European, Central and Latin 
American countries also would see their aid receipts fall to zero.  A poverty-efficient allocation 
would thus require a significant shift of resources from these countries to other low income 
countries.  Consequently, the benchmarking of actual against the updated poverty-efficient aid 
allocations suggests that a fairly large number of mostly African countries receive insufficient 
aid.  
 
9. Allocation rules used by multilateral development agencies such as IDA’s Performance 
Based Allocations (PBA) can be seen as an international consensus on how aid should be 
allocated and the relative weights that should be assigned to country performance and needs.  
The PBA benchmark identifies Nepal and a group of four East African countries with fairly 
strong policy and institutional frameworks as receiving insufficient aid.  Although these 
countries already receive sizeable amounts of aid, their relatively strong performance suggests 
that they could use even higher amounts of aid productively. 
 
10. The study also uses the OECD methodology for the identification of countries with 
insufficient aid.  This methodology differs from the other benchmarking approaches in that it 
employs a ranking methodology and identifies “relative” rather than “absolute” underfunding.  
Ethiopia and Nepal are the two countries that are clearly identified as receiving insufficient aid 
when this methodology is applied.  It also suggests that aid to a number of large Asian countries 
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and several African countries may be insufficient.  For the Asian countries, this is primarily 
because of the above average quality of their policy and institutional frameworks, while for the 
identified group of African countries higher levels of aid might be justified based on their large 
needs. 
 
11. Of particular interest are fragile states which comprise 22 of the 54 low income countries 
in this study.  Of the 36 countries with insufficient aid according to at least one benchmark, 12 
are fragile states.  This suggests that being a fragile state does not increase the likelihood of 
receiving insufficient aid, since the share of fragile states receiving insufficient aid is about the 
same as that of the overall share of countries receiving insufficient aid.  Using actual donor 
behavior as the benchmark reveals a greater tendency for fragile states to be under-aided 
compared to non-fragile states.  Egalitarian allocation benchmarks also show a greater tendency 
for fragile states to receive insufficient aid compared to non-fragile states.  However, the number 
of fragile states with insufficient aid identified by these approaches is rather small.  On the other 
hand, methods that explicitly take country performance and needs into account (i.e. the poverty 
efficient, PBA, and OECD approach) show a greater tendency for non-fragile states to receive 
insufficient aid as compared to fragile states.   
 
12. Finally, with respect to most of the benchmarks, bilateral aid has a tendency to provide 
insufficient amounts of aid to individual countries than multilateral aid.  This may partly reflect 
the fact that aggregate bilateral aid flows to a particular country are the results of independent 
decisions of a number of donors, while the major multilateral donors use harmonized aid 
allocation formulae.  In about 25 percent of cases of insufficient aid, underfunding by one source 
tends to be at least partially compensated by funding from the other source.  This finding also 
applies to fragile states, where the number of cases of bilateral underfunding is more than double 
that of multilateral underfunding.  In addition, there are also a number of cases where 
multilateral funding partially compensates for bilateral underfunding. 
 
13. In conclusion, the quantitative analysis of aid allocation presented in this paper clearly 
illustrates that determining which countries receive insufficient aid depends to a great extent on 
the preferred model of aid allocation and the weight individual allocation rules place on 
performance versus need.  Individual allocation rules generate very different lists of countries 
that receive insufficient aid – countries with very low per-capita incomes where the needs are 
greatest, poor performers who receive little aid often because of their poor performance, strong 
performers who potentially could use even higher volumes of aid very productively, and 
countries with small populations and high fixed cost of public service delivery.  Clearly, different 
benchmarks lead to different conclusions and this partly also reflects donor preferences and 
policies as to the relative weights they assign to a country’s performance vs. its needs in the 
allocation of aid.  Efforts to address these cases of insufficient aid may thus conflict with donor 
policies, although countries that are flagged as receiving insufficient aid by several benchmarks 
deserve closer scrutiny.  While quantitative analysis offers a first step in the identification of 
countries with insufficient aid, a large variety of other qualitative factors related to governance, 
conflict, and so on will also need to be considered in evaluating as to whether there is indeed a 
strong case for providing more aid to a particular country.  The greater tendency of bilateral aid 
flows to leave individual countries with insufficient aid may also point towards the need for 
greater coordination of decisions on aid allocation. 
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I. Introduction 
 
1. In the Accra Agenda for Action1 (AAA) the international community committed to 
“address the issue of countries that receive insufficient aid.”  However, the AAA provides little 
guidance on what constitutes “insufficient aid” and how countries that receive insufficient aid 
can be identified.  The objective of this paper is to examine whether there is a robust way of 
identifying such countries.   
 
2. Compared to their financing needs, most developing countries would probably claim that 
they receive insufficient aid.  Costing exercises for the achievement of the MDGs also indicate 
large unmet financing needs for most developing countries.  This has led to calls for, and so far 
largely unmet, commitments to scale up global aid.  In this context, there have been efforts to 
identify countries that offer the best prospects for productively absorbing higher levels of aid 
(e.g., World Bank 2007).  
 
3. Another approach to the issue of insufficient aid focuses on the allocation of aid across 
developing countries.  From this perspective, countries that receive insufficient aid would be 
those that receive less aid than would be predicted based on a specific allocation rule.  
Unfortunately, there is no universally agreed allocation rule that could be used to identify 
countries receiving insufficient aid.  A fairly extensive normative and positive literature on the 
allocation of aid suggests a variety of aid allocation benchmarks.  It highlights needs and 
performance as key determinants of the optimal allocation of aid.  But it also shows that other 
factors closely related to individual donors’ interests and preferences have a significant impact 
on aid allocations.   
 
4. The paper unfolds in six sections.  It begins with a brief review of the normative and 
positive literature on aid allocation, followed by a review of actual allocation patterns.  Drawing 
on the literature on aid allocation, the paper develops five different allocation benchmarks and 
presents the results of comparing these benchmark allocations with actual allocations.  This is 
followed by an analysis of the benchmarking results.  The section examines whether the different 
approaches point consistently to a reasonably narrow group of countries that receive insufficient 
aid according to most of the benchmarks and whether fragile states have a higher tendency to 
receive insufficient aid compared to non-fragile states.  The paper concludes with a summary 
that highlights the main findings of the paper.  
 

                                                 
1  The AAA is the outcome of the Third High Level Forum on Aid Effectiveness held in Accra, Ghana, Sept. 2-4, 

2008.  It reinforces and expands commitments under the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness around the 
themes of country ownership, building more effective and inclusive partnerships, and achieving and openly 
accounting for development results.  
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Box 1. Donor darlings and aid orphans 
Donors interact with recipient countries in many ways.  The notion of donor darlings and aid orphans 
presumes that there are qualitative and quantitative differences in the interactions of donors with 
recipient countries.  The most obvious difference relates to the amount of resource transfer that takes 
place; several studies use deviations from a benchmark to identify donor darlings and aid orphans 
(e.g., Dollar and Levine, 2004 and 2005).  However, donor relationships with darlings or orphans 
could also differ systematically with respect to a plethora of other factors, such as the number of 
donors active in a specific country, access to different types of aid and aid modalities, type and amount 
of analytic and advisory services provided, fragmentation of aid (OECD 2007), degree of influence the 
recipient can exert on a donor’s decision making, degree of micro-management by the donor, access to 
innovative and piloting programs, invitation to participate in various donor fora, being the object of 
case studies and pilots, or high level visits by donor representatives.  From this partial list it is obvious 
that being a donor darling may not only bring benefits, but can actually involve significant transaction 
cost for the concerned country.  Large amounts of aid can potentially also undermine the domestic 
credibility of a government’s reform program as well overall domestic accountability (Harford and 
Klein, 2005).  In addition, donor darlings also face the risk of a change in donor sentiment which can 
alter a country’s status and access to donor resources significantly at relative short notice, and 
potentially unpredictably. 

 
II. The Literature on Aid Allocation 

 
5. The literature on aid allocation consists of two related strands.  The first takes a 
normative approach and tries to design allocations that would maximize their impact on the 
achievement of specific objectives such as growth and poverty reduction.  The second takes a 
positive approach and seeks to identify factors that influence donors’ allocative decisions in 
practice.   
 
A. How Should Aid Be Allocated? 
 
6. The normative literature on aid allocation offers several approaches as to how aid should 
be allocated across countries in order to maximize its impact on the achievement of targetted 
objectives.  These approaches fall broadly into three categories, namely needs, poverty-
efficiency, and equal-opportunity based allocations. 
 
7. Under the needs-based approach, allocations are based on criteria representing a 
country’s needs such as per-capita income, poverty, life expectancy, literacy or a financing gap 
derived from macro-economic models.  Such a needs based approach is implicit in the UN’s plan 
to achieve the Millennium Development Goals (UN Millennium Project, 2005), which anchors 
development support in MDG-based country-level poverty reduction strategies.  This approach 
involves allocating aid in such a way as to minimize the shortfall between actual levels of MDG 
variables and their target values, in each country.  The greater the shortfall, the greater the 
amount of aid a country should receive (McGillivray, 2006).  However, as pointed out by Wood 
(2004), such an approach does not take into account the differences in marginal cost of poverty 
reduction across countries and hence may lead to inequitable and inefficient allocation of 
resources.   
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8. Collier and Dollar (2001) introduce poverty-efficiency considerations into the allocation 
of aid.  Drawing on research on the linkages between aid and economic growth and economic 
growth and poverty reduction, they calculate the marginal cost of poverty reduction of aid as a 
function of a country’s poverty level and the quality of its policies and institutions.  Maximizing 
global poverty reduction then requires that aid is allocated where the marginal cost of poverty 
reduction are lowest.  With increasing marginal cost of poverty reduction, this should result in an 
allocation of aid that equalizes the marginal cost of poverty reduction across all recipient 
countries.  Using this approach, they find that the pattern of aid (in 1996) was radically different 
from the poverty-efficient allocation.  They suggest that by moving to a more poverty-efficient 
allocation of aid, the productivity of aid could be nearly doubled.  Subsequent research (e.g., 
Beynon 2003) subjects the findings of Collier and Dollar to a large number of sensitivity tests 
and concludes that there is a large margin of uncertainty regarding both the required amount and 
in the case of many countries also the direction of change, that is, whether to increase or decrease 
the level of aid in order to increase the poverty-efficiency of aid allocations. 
 
9. While the foregoing approaches to aid allocation focus on the achievement of outcomes 
(e.g., poverty reduction), Llavador and Roemer (2001) propose an approach that seeks to 
establish equal opportunities for the achievement of desired outcomes such as economic growth 
and poverty reduction.  Under this approach, aid allocations seek to offset structural 
disadvantages of individual countries in the pursuit of growth and poverty reduction objectives in 
order to equalize the poverty risk at a certain point in time.  Cogneau and Naudet (2004) 
operationalize such an equal opportunity approach.2  Their proposed allocations, like those of 
Collier and Dollar, differ from actual allocations by giving more to the poorest countries.  
However, it equalizes poverty risk much better among the world’s people while reducing global 
poverty almost as much as the Collier-Dollar approach.  
 
10. Similarly, Wood (2008) seeks to combine the MDG and the Collier-Dollar approach in a 
model where donors care about future as well as current poverty.  An illustrative application of 
his approach shows that the share of aid allocated to Africa and South Asian countries other than 
India increases, the more donors’ poverty objectives become more future-oriented.  As such, 
Wood’s approach provides an explanation for the fact that actual aid allocations to Africa exceed 
significantly the levels suggested by the Collier-Dollar approach.3  
 
B. How Is Aid Being Allocated?  
 
11. A large number of studies examine determinants of actual aid allocations to countries.  In 
addition to determinants of aid allocations suggested by the normative literature such as 
indicators of need and performance, this literature also tries to capture the role of other factors 
such as donor countries’ political and commercial interests or historical or linguistic ties.  Most 
of this literature focuses on allocations by official bi- and multilateral donors, typically 

                                                 
2  Cogneau and Naudet (2004) suggest that in the Collier–Dollar approach, the CPIA measures past effort.  

However, it is more appropriate to consider the CPIA as a forward looking indicator of the efficiency in the use 
of aid resources.  Such an interpretation somewhat narrows the conceptual difference between the poverty-
efficiency and the equal opportunity approach to aid allocation. 

3  Utz (2008) shows that uncoordinated aid by different aid agencies that seek to target their aid to countries with 
the greatest needs could also explain “excess allocations” to Africa. 
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examining individual donor behavior.  More recently, a small number of studies have also started 
to look at aid allocations by NGOs, while there is still little work on increasingly important aid 
flows from new sources and delivery channels of aid such as the private sector, foundations, or 
vertical funds.  Finally, there is another, smaller strand of the literature that focuses on aid 
allocations to fragile states.  
 
12. Aid allocation by official donors.  Aid allocation practices differ widely across 
providers of development assistance.  Most multilateral development agencies as well as a few 
bilateral donors have adopted explicit aid allocation formulae that are aimed at ensuring efficient 
and transparent allocation of aid.  However, most bilateral donors have not adopted such explicit 
aid allocation formulae, with actual aid allocations reflecting a mix of developmental and 
strategic, especially commercial and political, objectives.  This has given rise to a large empirical 
literature that seeks to ascertain the role of different objectives in individual donors’ aid 
allocations.   
 
13. Most multilateral development agencies have adopted aid allocation formulae that 
determine aid allocations as a function of country performance and need.  For example, IDA’s 
Performance Based Allocation (PBA) formula calculates the share of distributable IDA funds to 
be allocated to each country by taking into account the needs and performance of individual 
countries.  Performance is measured by the Country Performance Rating (CPR), which combines 
elements of the annual Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) and IDA’s Portfolio 
Performance Rating, while needs and poverty concerns enter primarily through the cut-off point 
in terms of per-capita income, beyond which countries are not eligible for IDA support.  IDA’s 
allocation formula also considers a country’s per-capita income, with poorer countries receiving 
more assistance, if the CPR rating is the same.  The IDA formula gives relatively more weight to 
performance than does the Collier-Dollar formulation (IDA 2001).  It also addresses some of the 
issues raised by the forward-looking and equal opportunity models of aid allocation, by putting 
caps on aid to large Asian countries to free up resources for African countries which appear to 
face more difficult development challenges (IDA 2007c).   
 
14. Many studies examine the factors that drive aid allocations of bilateral donors.4  This 
literature suggests that factors such as colonial ties, trade relationships, or foreign policy 
objectives play an important role in the aid allocation decisions of many donors. 5  However, 
recent research suggests that aid allocation processes of individual donors have undergone 
significant change over the past three decades (e.g., Claessens, Cassimon, van Campenhout, 
2007). In particular, aid allocations have become more responsive to recipient countries’ income 
and CPIA performance, while the influence of colonial ties, trade relationships, political allies, 

                                                 
4  Christensen, P. W., Doucouliagos, H., and Paldam M. (2007) identify 166 studies that have been published on 

aid allocation.  Almost all of these studies are concerned with the allocation decisions by individual donors or 
agencies. 

5  Hoeffler and Outram (2008) estimate that roughly half of the predicted value of aid is determined by donor 
specific effects such as colonial history and geopolitical ties.  Of the remaining variation, recipient need 
accounts for 36 percent and donor self interest for about 16 percent, while recipient merit (measured by growth, 
democracy and human rights), accounts for only two percent of predicted aid. 
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and debt levels has diminished.6  In addition, aid allocation patterns also reflect an increased 
attention to countries that are recovering from conflict and to countries facing external shocks. 
(Beynon 2003).   
 
15. A consistent finding of most aid allocation studies is the existence of a small country 
bias, that is, per capita assistance tends to be lower for countries with a large population 
compared to those with smaller population sizes.  This may reflect partly the fixed cost involved 
in development efforts, which are also recognized in IDA’s PBA.  Examples of such fixed costs 
are most public expenditure and public sector reforms.  From a donor perspective, there is likely 
to be a minimum size of support for engagement with a recipient country.  Such a minimum size 
might be necessary to gain a “seat at the table” in the recipient country.  It might also be 
necessary to justify engagement if there are fixed cost for the donor agency (such as acquiring 
country knowledge, setting up a country representation, etc.) for engaging in a specific country.  
Moreover, allocating aid proportional to population would result in most of aid going to a few 
large countries such as India and Pakistan, whereas donors prefer to spread their aid over a large 
number of countries.  
 
16. Allocation of private aid.  The importance of private aid has increased significantly in 
recent years.  The 2009 Index of Global Philanthropy and Remittances (Hudson Institute, 2009) 
estimates that roughly US$ 49.1 billion in private donations and non-governmental program 
funding flowed from OECD countries to developing countries in 2007, compared to US$ 103 
billion in ODA.  However, information on the allocation of private aid is very limited. The few 
available studies (Koch (2007), Dreher et al. (2007), Nancy and Yontcheva (2006), Masud and 
Yontechva (2005) suggest that aid allocations by NGOs seem to be primarily determined by 
indicators of recipient need and are relatively independent of strategic donor interests. 
 
17. Koch (2007) shows that NGOs tend to exercise greater selectivity and provide on average 
more aid per capita to countries ranked by the United Nations as high priority.  However, there is 
also high level of concentration in the international NGO aid sector:  certain countries receive 
significant amounts of aid, while others receive relatively little.  Reasons for such concentration 
include internal and external economies of scale, thick labor markets, and blame sharing effects.7  
In addition, NGOs behave more as complements rather than substitutes to bilateral aid: they tend 
to spend their resources in countries where bilateral donors are also active.  Such NGO behavior 
potentially contributes to the donor darling/donor orphan divide.  Countries such as the Central 
African Republic, Guinea-Bissau, India, Moldova, Nigeria, or Togo are now largely bypassed by 
both bilateral donors and NGOs, while other countries such as Mozambique, Nicaragua, Peru, 
Tanzania, or Uganda benefit from generous aid from both official and private sources. 
 
18. Dreher et al. (2007) examine in detail aid allocations by Swedish NGOs and compare 
them to official Swedish development assistance.  They find that in their decisions as to whether 

                                                 
6  Easterly (2007) argues that the shift by donors towards a greater poverty focus took place in the 1970’s 

following McNamara’s policy shift at the World Bank.  He finds little evidence of greater donor sensitivity to 
the quality of policies of recipient countries. 

7  Easterly (2002) describes blame sharing effects as follows: ‘Agencies handle the high risks in foreign aid by the 
time-honoured bureaucratic strategy of sharing blame. The bureaucracies intermingle their outputs so evaluators 
don’t know who to blame for bad outcomes’. 
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to provide aid to a specific country, Swedish NGO aid is more selective than Swedish ODA.  
While the probability of both ODA and NGO aid being granted at all declines with rising 
incomes of recipient countries, this decline is more pronounced for NGO aid.  In addition, 
commercial and political self interests do affect decisions on the allocation of official ODA, but 
not NGO aid. However, once a country has been chosen as a recipient, NGO aid disbursements 
turn out to be unrelated to the per capita income of recipient countries, whereas the allocation of 
ODA is clearly needs based.   
 
19. Aid allocation to fragile states.  Fragile states pose a particular conundrum for the 
allocation of aid.  On the one hand, performance-related allocation criteria would imply 
relatively low aid allocations to fragile states.  On the other hand, returns to aid to fragile states 
may be high, especially when potential spillover-effects on other countries are taken into 
account.  This would suggest higher aid allocations to fragile states.  The literature (e.g., Chauvet 
and Collier, 2005, McGillivray 2007, or Carment et al. 2008) shows that aid to fragile states 
tends to be lower and more volatile than overall aid.  However, Balla and Reinhardt (2008) show 
that individual donors react very differently to the presence of conflict in a country or in the 
neighborhood of a recipient country.  While some donors tend to increase aid in the presence of a 
conflict, others tend to decrease aid.  This may reflect differences in comparative advantages 
among donors, the threat that conflict poses to a donor’s interests, or differing donor views on 
the impact of a conflict on the effectiveness of aid, both in terms of the achievement of the 
recipient’s development objectives and in terms of supporting a donor’s strategic interests. 
 
20. There are also important differences in aid receipts among fragile states.  Carment et al. 
(2008) show that states with weak authority and legitimacy consistently received lower amounts 
of aid per capita than states lacking capacity.8  In addition, the relative levels of aid to states 
lacking authority and legitimacy have shifted over time.  While states with weak authority 
received less aid per capita than states lacking legitimacy until the late 1980s, since the mid 
1990s, states lacking in authority have received higher levels of aid than those lacking 
legitimacy.  
 
21. Dollar and Levine (2005) analyze aid allocations to “difficult partnership countries”9 
(DPCs) and find that they receive around 40 percent less aid than predicted by their policy and 
institutional strength, primarily due to disproportionately low flows from bilateral donors.  They 
also show significant differences in aid allocations within the group of DPCs.  In particular, post 
conflict DPCs receive higher amounts than poverty and policy would predict, while very large 
countries, very small countries, very poor countries, very badly governed countries, and 
countries with a small number of donors receive lower amounts of aid than poverty and policy 
would predict, with most of the underfunded countries being in francophone Africa.  
 

                                                 
8  Authority refers to the ability of the state to enact binding legislation over its population and to provide the 

latter with a stable and safe environment.  Legitimacy refers to the ability of the state to command public loyalty 
to the governing regime and to generate domestic support for government legislation being passed and policies 
being implemented.  Capacity refers to the power of the state to mobilize public resources for productive uses. 

9  DPCs are defined as low income countries that are in the two bottom quintiles based on the World Bank’s 
Country Policy and Institutional Assessment.  
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III. Review of the Distribution of Aid Flows to Low Income Countries 
 
22. This section looks at the distribution of aid among low income countries. 10  Figure 1 
shows the average value of ODA (net of debt relief and emergency assistance)11 both in per 
capita terms and as a ratio to GDP (at purchasing power parity) for 54 low income countries for 
the period 2005-2006. The mean and median of per capita aid during 2005-2006 were US$ 43 
and US$ 38, respectively.  The mean and median for aid receipts as a percentage of GDP are 3.4 
and 3.0 percent, respectively.  However, these averages hide significant variations in aid receipts 
across developing countries.  For example, the Republic of Congo had negative net-aid inflows, 
with every Congolese actually contributing US$ 2 towards repaying ODA, while Guyana 
received US$ 207 per capita.  Aid as a ratio of GDP shows similar large variations, ranging from 
less than -0.1 percent for the Republic of Congo to 9.9 percent for Mozambique.   
 
23. As Figure 1 illustrates, these two indicators can provide very different pictures of aid 
receipts for individual countries.  Looking at the 10 top and bottom recipients according to each 
of the two measures reveals that while only four countries are among the top 10 recipients 
according to both measures, nine countries are among the bottom 10 recipients according to both 
measures (Error! Reference source not found.). Statistically, ODA per capita and ODA as a 
ratio to GDP are positively related, with a correlation coefficient of 0.58.  
 

Table 1.  Countries in Top and Bottom 10 Aid Recipients According to Per Capita and 
Ratio to GDP Aid Receipts 

Counties in top 10 according to both 
measures 

Mali, Mozambique, Timor-Leste , Guyana 

Countries in  top 10 only according to aid 
per capita 

Bolivia, Zambia, Mongolia, Djibouti, 
Nicaragua, Bhutan 

Countries top 10 only according to aid to 
GDP 

Malawi, Congo, Dem. Rep., Rwanda, 
Sierra Leone, Guinea-Bissau, Burundi 

Countries in bottom 10 according to both 
measures 

Congo, Rep., India, Uzbekistan, Nigeria, 
Cote d’Ivoire, Angola, Pakistan, Yemen, 
Bangladesh,  

Countries in bottom 10 only according to 
aid per capita 

Togo  

Countries in bottom 10 only according to 
aid to GDP 

Azerbaijan  

 
 

                                                 
10  Our analysis focuses on IDA eligible, low income countries whose per-capita income (based on the Atlas 

method) has not been above the operational IDA cut-off point of US$ 1,065 in 2006 for more than two years. 
11  As this paper focuses on those elements of ODA that are subject to the regular allocation process, debt relief 

and emergency assistance are excluded from ODA. 
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Figure 1.  Aid receipts in per capita terms and as share of GDP 
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IV. Identification of Countries That Receive Insufficient Aid 
 
24. This section presents the results of using various aid allocation rules for the identification 
of countries that receive insufficient aid.  Under-funding can be defined in absolute and relative 
terms.  The identification of relative under-funding typically applies some ranking of countries 
based on their aid receipts.  The list of the bottom 10 aid recipients discussed in the foregoing 
section represents a simple way of identifying relative underfunding.   A more complex 
ranking method is used by the OECD.  The OECD methodology ranks countries according to per 
capita ODA, per capita GDP, and the quality of institutions and policies. 
 
25. Defining under-funding in absolute terms, requires the identification of an allocation 
rule and the setting of a minimum deviation from the benchmark allocation, below which a 
country would be considered as receiving insufficient aid.    
 
26. This paper will consider four aid allocation rules as benchmarks:    

(a) an egalitarian distribution of aid to low income countries, either on a per-capita basis 
or as a share of GDP; 

(b) the average donor behavior allocation benchmark; 
(c) the poverty-efficient allocation benchmark; and 
(d) the IDA PBA allocation benchmark. 

 
27. The choice of the threshold below which a country would be considered as receiving 
insufficient aid represents the second parameter necessary for the identification of absolute 
under-funding. The choice of this parameter clearly has a significant impact on how many and 
which countries would be identified as aid orphans.  For illustrative purposes, the paper shows 
the results for different levels of the thresholds.  However, to simplify the comparison of 
different benchmarks, these comparisons will consider countries whose actual aid receipts are 
more than one percentage point of GDP below the benchmark allocation as receiving an 
insufficient amount of aid relative to that specific benchmark.  The one percent criterion is to a 
certain extent arbitrary, but most practitioners would agree that aid of one percent or more of 
GDP represents a significant amount of aid.   
 
C. Egalitarian Benchmark  
 
28. The simplest allocation rule would be to offer each recipient country the same level of 
aid, either on a per-capita basis or as a ratio to GDP.  If aid to the countries in our sample was 
distributed according to this rule, each country would receive 0.58 percent of GDP or US$ 11.8 
per capita in ODA.  These figures represent the weighted average of ODA and are significantly 
lower than the unweighted averages of 3.4 percent of GDP and US$ 43 per capita reported in the 
previous section.  With the egalitarian benchmark of 0.58 percent of GDP, there are nine 
countries which received less aid in 2005-06, but no country’s aid receipts were less than 1 
percentage point of GDP below the benchmark.   
 
29. Under the simple egalitarian benchmark, much of the ODA would be claimed by large 
countries. To take account of the fact that actual allocations reflect a small country bias, where 
small countries tend to receive, ceteris paribus, more aid than large countries, a population 
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adjusted egalitarian distribution is used in this paper to identify countries that receive insufficient 
aid.  Following the work by Collier and Dollar, the small country bias is introduced through an 
exponential population function with a coefficient of 0.32, where countries with a population of 
more than 10 million receive exponentially lower aid, while countries with a population of less 
than 10 million receive exponentially higher aid (per capita or as a share of GDP).   
 
30. The egalitarian allocation rule can lead to very different allocation patterns, depending on 
whether aid is equalized on a population adjusted per capita basis or as a population adjusted 
ratio to GDP.  This is illustrated in Figure 2, which shows the allocation a country would receive 
as a percentage of its GDP, for the case were countries receive the same percentage of GDP or 
the same amount per capita in aid.  It is evident from Figure 2 that, equal amounts of per-capita 
aid for each country translate into very “unequal” amounts of aid in terms of a percentage of 
GDP, given that per capita GDP varies significantly even across low income countries. 
 
Figure 2.  Population adjusted egalitarian allocation of ODA, on a per capita and as a ratio 

to GDP basis. 

 
 
31. Under such an allocation rule, using the population adjusted, equal ODA to GDP ratio as 
the benchmark, Angola, Azerbaijan, and the Republic of Congo are the only countries whose 
aid receipts were more than one percentage point of GDP below the benchmark.  It is worth 
noting, that all three of these countries have seen rapid economic, growth in recent years due to 
exports of oil and gas, with per capita-incomes at the upper end or the sample of countries used 
in this study.  Relatively low aid flows to these countries are thus likely to be a reflection of the 
natural resource wealth and rapidly increasing income of these three countries.   
 
32. With a population adjusted, equal distribution of aid on a  capita basis as the benchmark, 
a small group of francophone countries primarily in West and Central Africa are identified as 
receiving insufficient aid, namely the Republic of Congo, Cote d’Ivoire, Togo, Guinea-Bissau, 
the Central African Republic, Guinea, and Comoros. 
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D. Average Donor Behavior Allocation Benchmark 
 
33. This section establishes a benchmark based on the average behavior of donors in the 
allocation of their aid.  For this purpose, standard aid equations are estimated with explanatory 
variables representing a country’s needs and performance.   In the empirical specification, per-
capita income and headcount poverty are included to capture countries’ needs and the CPIA 
rating as a measure of performance.  In addition, population is also included to capture the well 
documented population bias in aid allocations. 
 
Aid = f(poverty headcount, per capita income, CPIA, population)  (1) 
 
34. The equation is estimated in logarithmic form with slope dummies for all variables to 
distinguish between low and middle income countries for (a) total ODA, (b) ODA provided by 
bilateral donors, and (c) ODA provided by multilateral donors net of IDA.  The results are 
presented in Table 2 below.   
 

Table 2.  Determinants of ODA Allocations, Dependent Variable is Log ODA 
 Total ODA Multilateral ODA Bilateral ODA 

Constant (IDA countries) -2.28 -2.25 -3.40* 
Constant (non-IDA countries) 8.34* 13.74** 11.24** 
    
GDP pc ppp (IDA countries) -0.32* -0.53* -0.22 
GDP pc ppp (non IDA countries) -1.46** -1.69** -1.85** 
    
Population (IDA countries) 0.47** 0.48** 0.45** 
Population (non IDA countries) 0.48** 0.24* 0.43** 
    
CPIA (IDA countries) 2.70** 3.12** 2.66** 
CPIA (non IDA countries) 1.41 0.86 2.36* 
    
Poverty (IDA countries)*** -0.08 -0.13 -0.08 
Poverty (non IDA countries)*** -0.05 -0.20 -0.12 

No. Obs. 93 93 93 
R2 0.98 0.95 0.97 

*   significant at 5% level 
** significant at 1% level 
*** When GDP per capita and the headcount index are used together as explanatory variables in a log 
equation, then the headcount index serves as a proxy for inequality: the higher the headcount for a given 
income level, the higher the inequality. 

 
35. The positive coefficient on the population variable confirms the population bias in aid 
allocation, i.e. smaller countries tend to receive higher per-capita aid allocations than larger 
countries.  A country’s policy and institutional regime has a strong positive influence on aid 
allocations to IDA countries for both multi- and bilateral donors.  On the other hand, our 
estimates for non-IDA countries suggest that the policy and institutional regime has a significant 
positive impact in bilateral aid allocations, while its impact on aid allocations by multilateral 
donors is smaller and not significant.  This may reflect the fact that most multilateral ODA is 
focused on IDA eligible countries.  Whatever multilateral ODA is provided to middle income 
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countries may be driven by factors such as the specific mandate of some of the UN specialized 
agencies. 
 
36. Poverty levels (using the US$ 2 poverty line) seem to have no significant influence on aid 
allocations of bi- and multilateral donors, neither for low- nor for middle income countries.  On 
the other hand, GDP per capita has a significant negative impact on aid allocations, that is, the 
lower a country’s per capita GDP, the higher its aid allocation.  This holds for low- as well as for 
middle income countries, with the exception of bilateral aid allocations to low income countries, 
where the estimated coefficient is negative, but not significant.12 
 
37. To determine countries with insufficient aid, benchmark aid allocations are calculated 
using the estimated coefficients for low income countries.  The following list of underaided 
countries emerges according to this criterion:   
 
Table 3.  Countries with Insufficient Levels of Aid – Average Donor Behavior Benchmark 

 
38. Despite the reflection of a sizeable small country bias in the estimate of average donor 
behavior, many of the countries identified as receiving insufficient aid under this benchmark are 
small.  This suggests that that some countries by this rule could be "under aided" even if they 
benefit from the small country bias, if they don't benefit as much from it as some other small 
countries.    
 
E. Poverty-Efficient Allocation Benchmark 
 
39. Collier and Dollar (C-D 2001, 2002) offer a formula for the calculation of the poverty-
efficient allocation of aid that can be used to calculate the poverty-efficient benchmark allocation 
(see the discussion of the Collier Dollar approach above).   In a first step, this paper updates the 
C-D results which were based on 1996 data.   
 
40. The dataset used is similar to that of the C-D analysis and includes 106 countries, 
compared to 108 countries in the original C-D analysis.  It contains updated poverty data for 
2005.13  The measure of aid differs from that used by C-D.  As discussed above, food and 

                                                 
12  The literature on aid allocations often models the bilateral aid-allocation process as a two step process.  In a first 

step, the set of countries that will receive aid is chosen and in a second step the amounts of aid for these 
countries are determined.  Such an allocation process could explain that the relationship between countries’ per 
capita GDPs and their aid receipts is not significant for low income countries. 

13  In addition to using more recent poverty survey data, the poverty data also use the revised updates of purchasing 
power parity income data.  C-D used poverty data from the year that the latest country survey was carried out, 
which resulted in differences in the years for the poverty data which were used to calculate 1996 poverty data, 
which gave rise to criticism of the C-D calculations.  PovcalNet now allows to estimate poverty levels for 
specific years between surveys and our calculations thus use poverty estimates for the year 2005 for all 

Difference between predicted 
and actual allocation (% of 

GDP) 
Countries with “insufficient” amounts of aid 

>2 % Bhutan, Burundi, Comoros, The Gambia, Guinea-Bissau, 
Lesotho  

>1 % Guinea, Niger, Togo 
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emergency-non food aid as well as debt relief are excluded from the net ODA receipts of 
developing countries.  For the calculation of optimal country allocations, this paper uses the 
population adjusted Collier-Dollar (2001) specification of the allocation formula, namely  
 
Ai = 2.6pi – λ*yi/(0.14*hi)*Niβ (2) 
 
41.  where A is the level of receipts of aid relative to GDP, pi is the level of policy, yi is per 
capita income, hi is the head count index of poverty, N is population, β indicates the degree of 
preference for small countries, λ is the shadow value of aid, and i indexes countries.  Comparing 
the updated country allocations with the original C-D results yields the following results: 

 The marginal cost of aid in the updated estimates is US$ 5,2 91 per person lifted out of 
poverty permanently, compared to the C-D estimate of US$ 6,293.  

 C-D found significant inefficiencies in the allocation of aid, due to which aid could be 
increased by around 50 percent without an increase in the marginal cost of poverty 
reduction, if aid was allocated efficiently.  In our updated estimates, the optimal 
allocation of aid would increase absorptive capacity only by about 14 percent.  This may 
reflect the improved allocation of aid following the original C-D study, which has been 
noted in several other studies. 

 Primarily as a result of a significant reduction in poverty, Pakistan and India and Vietnam 
would receive no aid under the updated allocation estimates.  Similarly, most Eastern 
European, Central- and Latin American countries also would see their aid receipts fall to 
zero under the updated allocation estimates.  

 On the other hand, the estimated allocations for African countries remain similar to those 
estimated by C-D, reflecting no or much slower progress in the reduction of poverty and 
in improving policies (compared to the 1996 benchmark) 

 
Table 4.  Summary of Updated Collier-Dollar Aid Allocation Estimates 

 
Original C-D 

estimates 
Updated C-D  

estimates 
  All Non-IDA IDA 
Actual Marginal Effectiveness of Aid  
(people/$ million) 

159 189 34 237 

Optimized Marginal Effectiveness of Aid  
(people/$ million) 

 211 71 251 

     
Actual Marginal Cost of Aid ($/people) 6,293 5,291 29,412 4,219 
Optimized Marginal Cost of Aid ($/people) N/A 4,739 14,085 3,984 
     
Actual Amount of Aid ($ billion) 38 40 9.5 30.5 
Optimized Amount of Aid ($ billion) 56 45.5 - 33.5 
     
# countries 108 106 42 64 

 

                                                                                                                                                             
countries.  Identical with C-D, the $2 per day poverty line is used, which according to Chen and Ravallion 
(2008) represents the median of national poverty lines in all countries in their study.   
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42. The paper calculates optimal allocations for the group of IDA eligible and non-IDA 
eligible countries separately.  This analysis confirms the dramatic differences in the cost of 
poverty reduction among these two groups14 which suggest that significant efficiency gains could 
be achieved by a further shifting of aid from middle to low income countries. 
 
43. On the other hand, the scope for efficiency gains from improved aid allocation among 
IDA eligible countries seems rather small.  Allocation according to the C-D formula would 
reduce the marginal cost of poverty reduction only by about 6 percent from US$ 4,219 to US$ 
3,984.   
 
44. C-D suggest that the average marginal cost of poverty reduction represent the marginal 
utility of poverty reduction to taxpayers in developed countries.  Under this interpretation, they 
suggest that as improvements in aid allocation reduce the marginal cost of poverty reduction, 
donor countries should increase the amount of aid so as to achieve the same level of marginal 
utility as under the inefficient allocation.  This interpretation allows the conclusion that countries 
receive insufficient levels of aid if their marginal cost of poverty reduction is below the average 
marginal cost for all countries.  Given uncertainties about the appropriate specification and the 
parameters of the aid allocation formula, Table 5 presents the list of countries with insufficient 
levels of aid according to the extent of the shortfall from “optimal allocations.” 
 

Table 5.  Countries with Insufficient Aid – Poverty-Efficient Benchmark 
Difference between optimal and 

actual allocation (% of GNP) Country 

>4 % Guinea, Lesotho, Nepal,  
>3 % Benin, Ethiopia, Madagascar, Tanzania, Togo 
>2 % Burkina Faso, Republic of Congo, Chad, The Gambia, Niger, 

Uganda 
>1 % Bangladesh, Cambodia, Central African Republic, Comoros, 

Ghana, Kyrgyz Republic, Malawi, Mali, Senegal, Tajikistan, 
Zambia 

 
45. The poverty-efficient allocation benchmark yields a larger number of countries with more 
significant amounts of underfunding then do the other benchmarks.  This is due to the fact that a 
fairly large number of countries (including some large countries such as India, Pakistan, and 
Vietnam) would receive zero allocations under the poverty-efficiency criteria, and consequently 
the benchmark allocations for the other countries tend to be relatively higher.  
 
F. PBA Benchmark 
 
46. ODA provided through the multilateral development banks (MDBs) is typically allocated 
by using an aid allocation formula to ensure fairness and transparency of their aid allocations.  
This section uses the performance based allocation (PBA) formula of the International 
Development Association (IDA) as the benchmark.  IDA’s PBA formula is being regularly 

                                                 
14  In the Collier-Dollar approach, marginal cost of poverty reduction are higher for higher levels of per capita 

GDP and lower levels of poverty.  As a consequence, the estimated marginal cost of poverty reduction in 
middle income is high because of these countries higher per capita GDP and lower poverty levels. 
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reviewed by the representatives of all contributors to IDA as well as recipient representatives 
during the tri-annual IDA replenishment process.  As such, it represents an international 
consensus view of the relative weights of needs and performance in the allocation of aid.  It 
provides thus a good standard against which to assess aggregate aid receipts by individual 
countries.  Aid allocation formulae used by other MDBs tend to be similar to IDA’s PBA system. 
 
IDA country allocation per annum = base allocation + f (Country performance rating 2.0, 

Population1.0, GNI/capita-0.125) (3) 
 
47. Similar to the C-D benchmark, IDA’s PBA formula (3) also takes into account the needs 
and performance of individual countries.15  In IDA’s allocation formula, poverty selectivity 
enters through IDA’s operational cut-off point in terms of per capita income, beyond which 
countries are not eligible for IDA support.  IDA’s allocation formula also considers a country’s 
per-capita income, with poorer countries receiving more assistance at the same Country 
Performance Rating (CPR).16  The paper calculates as a benchmark the amount of aid low 
income countries would receive, if global aid was distributed according to IDA’s PBA 
formula.17,18  The PBA benchmark identifies five countries – four of which are in East Africa 
(Ethiopia, Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda) and Nepal – as receiving insufficient levels of aid.   
 
G. OECD Benchmark 
 
48. The OECD/DAC regularly monitors resource flows to fragile states with the objective of 
identifying “underaided” countries.  An illustrative approach (OECD 2008) used to identify 
under-aided, fragile states consists of several steps.19  First, countries are ranked according to 
their GDP per capita, ODA per capita and CPIA rating and an average ranking for all IDA 
eligible countries is established.  In the next step, the analysis focuses on the group of fragile 
states whose average ranking is below the median for the group of IDA eligible countries.  The 
OECD calculates the median for ODA, CPIA, and per capita GDP for this sub-group of fragile 
states and tabulates the results according to which countries are above and below the median.  
The OECD then identifies potentially “under-aided” countries as those with per capita ODA 
(excluding debt forgiveness, emergency and food aid) below the median for the sub-group of 
fragile states identified before, and per capita GDP below and a CPIA rating above the median.  
In addition, the OECD also recommends close monitoring, but not necessarily higher levels of 

                                                 
15  We use the IDA PBA formula used during the IDA14 period (FY06-FY08), which covers the time period used 

by this study.  During the IDA15 replenishment discussions, IDA’s allocation formula has been slightly 
modified. 

16  The CPR aggregates elements from a country’s CPIA rating and its IDA Portfolio Performance Rating. 
17  The benchmark is calculated using the average CPR values, population figures, aid receipts, and GDP per capita 

for 2005-2006.  Allocations for India and Pakistan are assumed to remain at their actual level, given that their 
allocations under IDA’s PBA are capped.   

18  IDA’s allocation system recognizes the special needs of post-conflict and re-engaging countries by providing 
special allocations to these countries.  In this benchmarking exercise, these special allocations are not taken into 
account.  

19  It is important to note that there is no accepted OECD/DAC definition for orphans, under or over-aided etc.  
The OECD "methodology" cited represents an OECD staff illustration of how one might identify poor countries 
with arguably adequate governance, yet below-average aid. 
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aid for countries with (a) high levels of need and weak governance or low capacity; (b) countries 
with improving aid levels; and (c) countries with access to a limited number of donors. 
 
49. This paper applies a similar procedure. However, since the objective is to identify 
countries that receive insufficient levels of aid among all low income countries in our sample and 
not only among fragile states, all countries that are below the median ranking for all IDA 
countries are used in the second step of the OECD procedure and the median level for the three 
variables of all countries in that group is calculated.  Focusing on countries with ODA per capita 
receipts below the median, yields the following results:20 
 

Table 6.  Countries with Insufficient Aid – OECD Benchmark 
 ODA levels below median 

CPIA above and per capita 
GDP below median 

Ethiopia, Nepal 

CPIA and per capita GDP 
above median 

India, Bangladesh, Vietnam, Kenya, Pakistan 

CPIA and per capita GDP 
below median 

Congo, Dem. Rep., Niger, Togo 

CPIA below and per capita 
GDP above median 

Nigeria, Uzbekistan, Yemen, Rep., Chad, Guinea 

 
50. Ethiopia and Nepal emerge as the only countries that clearly receive insufficient levels 
of aid, given that their per capita GDP is below the median and their CPIA performance is above 
the average.  On the other end of the spectrum are countries whose relatively low levels of aid 
may be justified because of per capita GDP above and a CPIA rating below the median (Nigeria, 
Uzbekistan, Yemen, Chad, Guinea).   
 
51. Less clear cut is the case of countries where both the CPIA rating and per capita GDP are 
either above or below the median. The group of countries with ODA levels below the median 
includes a small group of large Asian countries (India, Bangladesh, Pakistan, Vietnam) and 
Kenya.  This group of countries could be able to absorb higher amounts of aid since their CPIA 
ratings lie above the median.  However, their per capita GDP levels also lie above the medium 
which weakens the case for higher aid allocations in terms of needs.  Another group of countries 
with ODA below the median are those with relatively high needs, but a weak institutional and 
policy environment.  This group is made up of three West- African countries (Democratic 
Republic of Congo, Niger, Togo).  
 

V. Analysis of Benchmarking Results 
 
52. This section draws together the results from the different approaches towards identifying 
countries that receive insufficient aid. It first examines the extent to which the results from 
various benchmarks overlap or whether each benchmark tends to identify separate groups of 
countries with different characteristics.  A particular issue relates to the question as to whether 

                                                 
20  

 
Annex Table 15 shows the ranking of low income countries according to the three indicators used by the OECD. 
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fragile states are more likely to receive insufficient aid compared to non-fragile states.  The 
section also analyses whether there are differences between aggregate bi- and multilateral aid.  
Finally, we estimate the potential cost of addressing the issue of insufficient aid. 
 
H. Which Types of Countries are Identified as Receiving Insufficient Aid? 
 
53. The individual benchmark assessments differ significantly with respect to how many and 
which countries they identify as receiving insufficient aid (Table 8).  The egalitarian and the 
PBA benchmarks set the highest thresholds for countries to be considered as receiving 
insufficient aid.  The egalitarian benchmarks in terms of ODA as a ratio to GDP and on a per 
capita basis identify two and seven countries as receiving insufficient aid, respectively.  While 
the egalitarian benchmark as a ratio to GDP identifies countries that receive very low levels of 
aid as receiving insufficient aid, the egalitarian benchmark in per-capita terms identifies 
primarily weakly performing West-African countries.  The PBA benchmark on the other hand 
identifies five such countries, all of which are relatively strong performers.  The OECD and the 
average donor behavior benchmarks identify higher numbers of countries with insufficient aid, 
12 and 10 countries respectively.  Finally, the poverty-efficient benchmark identifies 25 
countries – most of them with very low per capita incomes - as receiving insufficient levels of 
aid.21 
 

Table 7.  Summary of ODA Benchmark Assessments 
Number of Benchmarks which 

suggest “insufficient aid” Countries 

4 Togo, Guinea 
3 Nepal, Ethiopia, Niger, Comoros, Rep. of Congo 
2 Bangladesh, Kenya, Lesotho, The Gambia, Tanzania, Uganda, 

Central African Republic, Guinea Bissau, Azerbaijan 
1 India, Pakistan, Vietnam, Chad, Tajikistan, Cambodia, Kyrgyz 

Republic, Benin, Senegal, Bhutan, Madagascar, Ghana, Burkina 
Faso, Zambia, Malawi, Dem. Rep. of Congo, Mali, Burundi, Cote 
d’Ivoire, Angola 

 

                                                 
21  Annex 1 analyzes the correlation among the benchmarks and with actual allocations, as well as the correlations 

of the aid gaps emerging from the different benchmark assessments. 
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Table 8.  Deviation of Actual Aid Receipts from Benchmark Receipts  
(2005-2006 Average, % of GDP) 

 
Note: shaded cells indicate that a country receives insufficient aid according to at least one of the benchmarks. 

Country CPIA
GDP pc (US$ 

ppp)
Population 

(mil.)
ODA (% of 

GDP)
Egalitarian 

(GDP terms)

Egalitarian 
(per capita 

terms)
OECD 

methodology
Conditional 

Average
Poverty-
efficiency PBA

Togo 2.5 765 6.3                1.6% -0.2% -2.4% -1.4% -3.2% 0.9%
Guinea 3.0 1105 9.1                1.5% -0.2% -1.0% -1.1% -4.1% 0.3%
Niger 3.3 615 13.5               4.3% 2.9% 0.4% -1.1% -2.8% 0.1%
Nepal 3.4 985 27.4               1.6% 0.5% -0.4% -0.6% -4.0% -1.0%
Ethiopia 3.4 665 76.2               2.6% 1.8% 0.6% 0.7% -3.2% -2.5%
Comoros 2.4 1135 0.6                3.7% -0.1% -2.0% -2.5% -1.2% 2.8%
Congo, Rep.

2.8 2595 3.6                -0.1% -2.2% -1.5% -2.7% -0.7%
Bangladesh

3.4 1175 154.6             0.7% 0.0% -0.3% 0.0% -1.9%
Tanzania 3.9 1080 39.0               3.7% 2.7% 2.1% 1.2% -3.4% -1.9%
Gambia, The

3.1 1040 1.6                3.7% 0.9% -0.8% -4.4% -2.4% 1.6%
Lesotho 3.5 1700 2.0                2.0% -0.6% -0.6% -3.8% -4.0% -0.1%
Kenya 3.6 1395 36.1               1.3% 0.3% 0.1% -0.2% 1.3% -1.2%
Azerbaijan 3.7 4660 8.4                0.5% -1.2% -0.1% -0.4% 0.5% -0.3%
Uganda 3.9 845 29.4               4.5% 3.4% 2.3% 0.8% -2.7% -1.6%
Central 
African 
Republic 2.4 685 4.2                3.6% 1.5% -1.5% -0.2% -1.5% 2.7%
Guinea-
Bissau 2.6 445 1.6                8.9% 6.1% -1.6% -5.7% 2.7% 5.4%
Chad 2.8 1180 10.3               1.9% 0.3% -0.3% 0.0% -2.8% 1.3%
Congo, Dem. 
Rep. 2.8 260 59.7               5.8% 4.9% 0.1% 1.4% -0.6% 2.2%
Burundi 3.0 315 8.0                9.3% 7.6% 0.4% -3.2% 2.1% 3.7%
Cambodia 3.1 1465 14.1               2.5% 1.1% 0.9% 0.9% -1.3% 1.4%
Tajikistan 3.3 1490 6.6                2.1% 0.3% 0.1% -0.8% -1.9% 0.6%
Zambia 3.4 1125 11.6               5.1% 3.6% 2.9% 2.1% -1.0% 3.0%
Malawi 3.4 665 13.4               5.6% 4.2% 2.0% 0.3% -1.7% 0.7%
Kyrgyz 
Republic 3.6 1730 5.2                2.8% 0.8% 0.9% -0.6% -1.6% 1.1%
Madagascar

3.6 845 18.9               3.8% 2.6% 1.3% 0.0% -3.3% -0.8%
Benin 3.6 1230 8.6                3.1% 1.5% 0.9% -0.8% -3.5% -0.2%
Pakistan 3.6 2320 157.4             0.4% -0.2% -0.1% 0.0% 0.4%
Mali 3.7 980 11.8               6.1% 4.6% 3.6% 1.4% -1.1% 1.8%
Senegal 3.7 1540 11.9               3.7% 2.2% 2.1% 1.0% -1.1% 0.7%
Burkina Faso

3.7 1050 14.1               4.9% 3.5% 2.7% 0.9% -2.1% 1.0%
India 3.8 2340 1,102.2          0.1% -0.3% -0.2% -0.1% 0.1%
Vietnam 3.8 2205 83.6               1.0% 0.2% 0.4% 0.4% 1.0% -0.9%
Bhutan 3.8 3780 0.6                3.8% 0.0% 2.1% -1.5% -0.4% 2.1%
Ghana 3.9 1190 22.8               3.9% 2.7% 2.2% 1.0% -1.0% -0.7%
Cote d'Ivoire

2.5 1550 18.7               0.4% -0.9% -1.0% 0.4% -0.1%
Angola 2.6 3565 16.3               0.4% -1.0% -0.3% 0.1% 0.4% 0.1%
Timor-Leste

2.7 1885 1.0                9.7% 6.5% 6.8% 6.6% 5.3% 9.1%
Haiti 2.8 1245 9.4                3.5% 1.9% 1.3% 1.6% -0.9% 2.8%
Uzbekistan 3.0 2110 26.3               0.3% -0.9% -0.6% -0.4% 0.0% -0.2%
Lao PDR 3.0 1690 5.7                3.4% 1.5% 1.5% 1.3% -0.8% 2.2%
Djibouti 3.1 2100 0.8                5.1% 1.7% 2.3% -0.1% 1.3% 4.1%
Sierra Leone

3.1 590 5.7                8.4% 6.6% 3.1% 0.4% 1.6% 4.4%
Papua New 
Guinea 3.1 1910 6.1                2.3% 0.5% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 1.3%
Nigeria 3.2 1620 143.0             0.3% -0.4% -0.4% -0.1% 0.3% -0.7%
Mauritania 3.2 1855 3.0                2.7% 0.4% 0.6% -0.5% 1.5% 1.5%
Cameroon 3.3 1955 18.0               0.8% -0.4% -0.3% -0.3% 0.7% -0.4%
Yemen, Rep.

3.3 2055 21.4               0.6% -0.6% -0.4% -0.4% 0.6% -0.5%
Guyana 3.4 2880 0.7                7.2% 3.6% 5.1% 2.4% 7.2% 6.1%
Mongolia 3.4 2680 2.6                2.8% 0.4% 1.3% 0.2% 0.4% 1.4%
Mozambique

3.5 645 20.8               9.9% 8.7% 6.7% 5.2% 2.6% 5.3%
Rwanda 3.6 785 9.3                6.7% 5.2% 3.3% 0.5% -0.9% 1.0%
Moldova 3.6 2565 3.9                1.8% -0.3% 0.4% -0.7% 1.8% 0.4%
Bolivia 3.7 3725 9.3                1.5% -0.1% 0.8% 0.4% 1.5% 0.8%
Nicaragua 3.7 2235 5.5                5.0% 3.1% 3.6% 2.3% 5.0% 3.1%

Difference between benchmark and actual aid receipts
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54. Table 7 summarizes the results of the individual benchmarking exercises.  Out of 
the 54 low income countries for which sufficient data were available, 36 received 
insufficient aid according to at least one benchmark.  None of the countries receive 
insufficient aid according to more than four of the six benchmarks at the same time.  Two 
fragile states – Togo and Guinea receive insufficient aid according to four benchmarks.  
Another five countries, namely Comoros, the Republic of Congo, Ethiopia, Niger and 
Nepal are singled out by three of the benchmark assessments as receiving insufficient aid.  
Two of these countries are fragile states (Rep. of Congo and Comoros), while the other 
three countries have CPIAs that put them slightly above the threshold for fragile states 
used by the World Bank, that is, a CPIA of 3.2.  Review of aid receipts by these countries 
over a longer period of time suggest that insufficient aid to these countries is not a 
temporary occurrence triggered by specific developments, but appears to be a more 
permanent situation. 
 
55. The group of countries that receives insufficient aid according to at least two 
benchmarks includes nine fairly diverse countries: Azerbaijan, Bangladesh, Kenya, 
Lesotho, The Gambia, Tanzania, and Uganda, Guinea Bissau.  ODA receipts range from -
0.1 percent of GDP for the Republic of Congo to 8.9 percent for Guinea-Bissau, and per 
capita GDP ranging from US$ 445 for Guinea-Bissau to US$ 4,660 for Azerbaijan.  The 
group includes three fragile states (The Gambia, Central African Republic, and Guinea-
Bissau), but also countries with fairly robust policy and institutional environments such 
as Tanzania and Uganda. 
 
56. Of the 20 countries that are identified only by one of the benchmarks as receiving 
insufficient aid, 12 are flagged by the poverty-efficiency benchmark.  The OECD 
benchmark is the only one to identify four large Asian countries (India, Indonesia, 
Pakistan, and Vietnam) and the Democratic Republic of Congo as receiving insufficient 
aid.  Finally, the average donor behavior benchmark adds Bhutan, and Burundi to the list 
of under-aided countries.  
 
I. Is There a Greater Tendency for Fragile Than for Non-Fragile States to 

Receive Insufficient Aid? 
 
57. Of particular interest are fragile states which comprise 22 of the 54 low income 
countries in this study.22  Of the 36 countries with insufficient aid according to at least 
one benchmark, 12 are fragile states.  This suggests that being a fragile state does not 
increase the likelihood of receiving insufficient aid, since the share of fragile states 
receiving insufficient aid (55 percent) is actually less than the overall share of countries 
with insufficient aid (67 percent).  
 
 
 
 

                                                 
22  Fragile states are defined as countries with a CPIA rating of 3.2 or below. 
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Table 9.  Fragile States with Insufficient Aid 

 

Equality 
(GDP 
terms) 

Equality 
(per 

capita 
terms) 

OECD 
methodol

ogy 

Average 
donor 

behavior 
Poverty-

efficiency PBA 
Number of fragile states 
identified as receiving 
insufficient aid 2 7 3 6 8 0 
Number of non-fragile states 
identified as receiving 
insufficient aid 1 0 9 3 17 5 
       
Share of fragile states identified 
as receiving insufficient aid 9% 32% 14% 27% 36% 0% 
Share of non- fragile states 
identified as receiving 
insufficient aid 3% 0% 26% 9% 50% 15% 

 
58. However, as to whether fragile states are identified as receiving insufficient aid 
depends critically on the specific benchmark being used.  As Table 9 shows, according to 
the egalitarian benchmarks and the average donor behavior benchmark, the share of 
fragile states receiving insufficient aid is greater than the share of non-fragile states 
receiving insufficient aid.  The reverse is true for the OECD methodology, the poverty 
efficient and the PBA benchmark, which all indicate that non-fragile states have a greater 
risk of receiving insufficient aid compared to fragile states.   
 
J. Are There Differences in Bi-and Multilateral Aid Allocation Behavior? 
 
59. This section reviews aggregate bilateral and multilateral aid allocations to low 
income countries.  In particular, it examines the question as to whether bi- or multilateral 
aid has a greater tendency to leave countries with “insufficient” aid relative to the 
benchmarks defined in the previous sections.  For this purpose, benchmark allocations 
and benchmark specific aid gaps (as the difference between actual aid flows and the 
benchmark allocation) are calculated for each country separately for bi-lateral and for 
multilateral aid.  As before, countries that have a negative aid gap of more than one 
percentage point of GDP are identified as countries with insufficient aid relative to a 
particular benchmark.23  The subsequent analysis assumes that bi- and multilateral 
decisions on aid allocations are taken independently.  However, in practice it is likely that 
donors consider in their aid decisions to some extent the amount of aid provided by other 
donors to a particular country.  E.g., in a world without other donors, a particular donor 
might weigh policy performance very strongly.  However, in the real world it may 
observe other donors (such as IDA) rewarding policy performance, and prefer at the 
margin to “reward” lower per capita income.24   
 

                                                 
23  Annex Table 17 shows for each country the bi- and multilateral aid gaps in relation to five different 

benchmarks.  
24  This observation is due to Steve Knack. 
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60. Table 10 shows summary statistics analyzing the aid gaps in bi- and multi-lateral 
aid for five different benchmarks.25  The aid gaps of bilateral aid tend to be larger than for 
multilateral aid allocations.  As a consequence, for each of the five benchmarks, bilateral 
aid allocations generate significantly larger numbers of countries with insufficient aid 
than multilateral aid allocations.   
 

Table 10.  Bilateral and Multilateral “Aid Gaps” 

 
more than one percent of GDP 
gap (# of countries)  Standard dev. of gap (%)  Correlation 

between bi- and 
multilateral gap 

 

 bilateral multilateral all*  bilateral 
multilat
eral all  

Consis
tency 

Egalitarian 
(GDP terms) 1 0 2  1.4% 1.4% 2.4%  0.51 78.7% 
Egalitarian (per 
capita terms) 7 2 7  1.4% 0.9% 1.8%  0. 24 75.4% 
Average donor 
behavior 7 3 9  1.4% 0.7% 1.8%  0.33 63.9% 
Poverty-
efficiency 18 12 25  1.5% 1.2% 2.3%  0.46 83.6% 

PBA 3 0 5  1.4% 1.1% 2.1%  0.36 78.7% 

* all refers to countries for which the sum of the bilateral and the multilateral gap is greater than 1percent - 
the number shown in the all column may differ from the sum of the number of countries with bilateral and 
multilateral aid gaps greater than one percent. In the case where the bi- and the multilateral gaps are less 
than one percent, their sum may nonetheless be more than 1 percent. Similarly, in cases where both the bi-
and the multilateral gap are more than one percent, the number of countries in the all column would be 
lower than the sum of the countries with bi- or multilateral gaps. 
 
61. To address the question as to whether bi- and multilateral aid allocation tend to 
underfund the same set of countries or whether underfunding from one source is at least 
partly compensated by higher funding from the other source, a “consistency” indicator is 
introduced.  This indicator measures the share of countries for which the bi- and 
multilateral aid gaps have the same sign (that is, a country is either under- of over-aided 
by both bi- and multilateral aid.).  The degree of consistency is highest with respect to the 
poverty-efficient benchmark, where 84 percent of the countries are either under- or over 
aided with bi- and multilateral aid.  The gaps arising in relation to the egalitarian and the 
PBA allocation benchmark show also a high degree of consistency between bi- and 
multilateral aid.  The least consistency between bi- and multilateral aid gaps can be 
observed for the average donor behavior benchmark.   
 
62. Looking at the subset of fragile states, bilateral funding shows a greater tendency 
to leave fragile states under-aided than does multilateral aid.  In particular, across the five 
methods to identify under-aided countries, there are 19 cases of bilateral underfunding 
but only 8 cases of multilateral underfunding.  In six cases, multilateral aid actually 
partially compensates for bilateral underfunding. 
 
 
 

                                                 
25  The OECD methodology of identifying countries with insufficient aid does not allow a breakdown in 

to bi- and multilateral components. 
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K. How Much Would It Cost to Address the Issue of Insufficient Aid? 
 
63. This section examines the cost of increasing aid for “under-aided countries” to a 
level that would be consistent with the individual benchmarks discussed before. We 
consider two scenarios for increasing aid to under-aided countries. Under the first 
scenario, the level of aid for an under-aided country would be increased to the benchmark 
level.  An alternative estimate increases aid to the threshold level necessary for no longer 
being identified as under-aided.26  
 
Table 11.  Estimates of Cost of Raising Aid for Under-Aided Countries to the Norm 

Benchmark No. of countries 
identified as 
under-aided 

Cost of bringing aid to 
expected level ($ million) 

Cost of bringing aid 
within one percent of 
expected level ($ million) 

Equal per capita aid 7 728 151 
Aid equal as percent of 
GDP 

3 576 88 

Conditional donor 
average 

9 646 300 

Poverty Efficient 
Allocation 

25 12499 7104 

PBA allocation 5 3334 1385 
    
No country below any 
of the benchmarks 

32 14012 7391 

 
64. Table 11 summarizes these cost estimates, while Annex Table 16 provides the 
country by country cost estimates.  As to be expected from the discussion of the 
individual benchmark results, the aggregate cost of addressing the issue of insufficient 
aid differ significantly depending on which benchmark is used.  They range from US$ 
576 million when equal aid as a percentage of GDP is used as the benchmark to US$ 
12,499 million under the aid efficiency benchmark.   
 
65. In addition to calculating the cost of increasing aid in relation to individual 
benchmarks, we also estimate the cost of ensuring that aid to no country falls below any 
of the quantitative benchmarks used in this study.  Our estimate amounts to about US$ 
14billion, dominated by the requirements that arise in relation to the poverty efficiency 
benchmark.   
 

VI. Summary 
 
66. The paper constructs five different benchmark aid allocations against which actual 
aid allocations are assessed.  These benchmarks include egalitarian allocations, where 
each country receives the same amount of aid, either on a per capita basis or as a ratio to 
GDP, an allocation based on average donor behavior and the relative weights they attach 
to a recipients country’s needs and performance, a poverty-efficient allocation, which 
                                                 
26  The analysis is static and does not consider changes to the benchmark that would arise to the provision 

of additional aid to under-aided countries.  In addition, the analysis does not assume a redistribution of 
aid from countries that are “over-aided” to those that are “underaided.” 
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would maximize global poverty reduction, and a performance based allocation using 
IDA’s allocation formula.  Countries that receive insufficient aid are those, whose actual 
aid receipts are significantly below the benchmark allocation.  In addition, the OECD 
ranking methodology is used, which considers aid receipts, per capita ODA, and per 
capita income in the identification of countries with insufficient aid. 
 
67. Which countries are identified as receiving insufficient aid depends on which 
benchmark is being used, although there is some overlap.  Of the 54 low income 
countries in our sample, 36 receive insufficient aid according to at least one benchmark.  
Sixteen countries receive insufficient aid according to at least two of these benchmarks, 
but only 7 countries – most of them in Africa – according to three or more of these 
benchmarks. 
 
68. Estimates of the cost of ‘addressing the issue of insufficient aid’ also differ 
significantly for the different benchmarks, ranging from US$ 88 million if the egalitarian 
benchmark (percent of GDP) is used , where only two countries are identified as 
receiving insufficient aid, to US$ 7,104 million for the poverty efficient benchmark, 
where 25 countries are identified as receiving insufficient aid.  If aid was increased for all 
36 countries that receive insufficient aid according to any of the benchmarks, the 
estimated cost would be US$ 7.4 billion.  
 
69. Of particular interest are fragile states which comprise 22 of the 54 low incomes 
in this study.  Of the 36 countries with insufficient aid according to at least one 
benchmark, 12 are fragile countries.  This suggests that being a fragile state does not 
increase the likelihood of receiving insufficient aid, since the share of fragile states 
receiving insufficient aid (55 percent) is actually less than the overall share of countries 
with insufficient aid (67 percent).  
 
70. Finally, with respect to most of the benchmarks, bilateral aid has a greater 
tendency to leave individual countries with insufficient amounts of aid than does 
multilateral aid.  In about 25 percent of the cases of insufficient aid underfunding by one 
source tends to be at least partially compensated by funding from the other source.  These 
findings hold both for the entire group of countries as well as for the subgroup of fragile 
states. 
 
71. In conclusion, the quantitative analysis of aid allocation presented in this paper 
clearly illustrates that which countries are considered to receive insufficient aid depends 
to a great extent on the preferred model of aid allocation and the weight individual 
allocation rules place on performance versus needs.  Individual allocation rules generate 
very different lists of countries that receive insufficient aid – countries with very low per-
capita incomes where the needs are greatest, poor performers who receive little aid often 
because of their poor performance, strong performers who potentially could use even 
higher volumes of aid very productively, and countries with small populations and high 
fixed cost of public service delivery.  This reflects partly donor preferences and policies 
as to the relative weights they assign to a country’s performance versus its needs in the 
allocation of aid.  Efforts to address these cases of insufficient aid may thus conflict with 
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donor policies, although countries that are flagged as receiving insufficient aid by several 
benchmarks certainly deserve closer scrutiny.  While quantitative analysis offers a first 
step in the identification of countries with insufficient aid, a large variety of other 
qualitative factors related to governance, conflict, and so on will also need to be 
considered in evaluating as to whether there is indeed a strong case for providing more 
aid to a particular country.  Given the large degree of uncertainty regarding the optimal 
allocation of aid and the implied difficulties for identifying countries with insufficient 
aid, countries with “absolute” low levels of aid, i.e., countries whose per capita aid 
receipts lie significantly below average per-capita aid levels, may deserve particular 
attention.  As a first step, addressing the problem of insufficient aid will require greater 
attention to the issue of aggregate aid allocations to individual countries and greater 
coordination among donors.   
 
72. Further work could review the dynamics of being a donor darling or aid orphan 
over time by replicating the analysis in this paper for different time periods and assessing 
whether the set of countries with insufficient aid is relatively stable or subject to large 
short term fluctuations.  This would need to be complemented by more in depth work on 
identifying factors related to donor behavior, objectives, and incentives that contribute to 
countries becoming aid orphans.  In addition, work that would seek to identify and 
quantify the lost development opportunities that arise from insufficient aid would also be 
critical.   
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Annex: Correlation Analysis of Benchmarking Results 
 
The actual aid flows are strongest correlated with the average donor behavior allocations.  
Somewhat surprisingly, the egalitarian benchmark (in terms of population adjusted per 
capita ODA) also shows a fairly high correlation with actual aid flows, while the 
correlation between actual and the poverty-efficient and the PBA based allocations is 
somewhat lower.  Egalitarian allocations (as a ratio to GDP) are only weakly correlated 
with actual aid flows (Annex Table 12).  
 

Annex Table 12.  Correlation Among Different Allocation Patterns 

  Actual 
Egalitarian 

(GDP terms) 
Egalitarian (per 

capita terms) 

Average 
donor 

behavior 
Poverty-
efficiency 

Egalitarian (GDP terms) 0.36 1.00    
Egalitarian (per capita terms) 0.70 0.32 1.00   
Average donor behavior 0.77 0.45 0.91 1.00  
Poverty-efficiency 0.65 0.07 0.63 0.64 1.00 
PBA 0.60 -0.19 0.44 0.54 0.74 

 
Regarding correlations among the benchmarks, the egalitarian per capita allocations are 
fairly strongly correlated with average donor behavior allocations.  The poverty-efficient 
and the PBA based allocations are also strongly correlated, confirming the finding of 
other research which shows the similarity between the PBA based and the poverty-
efficiency based allocation mechanisms.  At the same time, there is virtually now 
correlation between these two benchmarks and the egalitarian benchmark.  On the other 
hand, the average donor behavior benchmark is positively correlated to all of the other 
benchmarks.   
 

Annex Table 13.  Correlations Among Gaps Between Benchmark  
and Actual Allocations 

  
Egalitarian 

(GDP terms) 
Egalitarian (per 

capita terms) 
Average donor 

behavior Poverty-efficiency 

Egalitarian (per capita terms) 0.66 1.00   
Average donor behavior 0.32 0.77 1.00  
Poverty-efficiency 0.23 0.44 0.34 1.00 
PBA 0.62 0.51 0.29 0.60 

 
Now turning to the correlations among the gaps between actual aid flows and the 
benchmark allocations, Annex Table 13 shows positive correlations among all four gaps, 
suggesting some overlap among the countries identified as receiving insufficient aid by 
the individual benchmarks.   
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Annex Table 14.  Estimates of Optimal Aid Allocations (% of GNP At Purchasing 
Power Parity) Using Collier-Dollar Aid Allocation Formula 

  
Constant Average Marginal 

Efficiency 
Constant Total Amount 

of Aid 

 
Actual Aid 

(05-06) 

Original 
CD 

estimate 

Updated 
Estimate/All 

Countries 

Updated 
Estimate/I

DA 
Countries 

Updated 
Estimate/A
ll Countries 

Updated 
Estimate/I

DA 
Countries 

Albania 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Algeria 0.1 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Angola 0.4 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Armenia 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Azerbaijan 0.5 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bangladesh 0.7 6.5 4.1 2.9 3.5 2.5
Belarus 0.1 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Benin 3.1 7.3 7.3 6.8 7.1 6.7
Bhutan 3.8 0.0 5.6 4.5 5.1 4.2
Bolivia 1.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 1.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Botswana 0.3 4.0 0.0  0.0  
Brazil 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Bulgaria 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Burkina Faso 4.9 6.9 7.7 7.2 7.5 7.0
Burundi 9.3 5.3 7.3 7.2 7.3 7.2
Cambodia 2.5 0.0 4.9 4.0 4.5 3.8
Cameroon 0.8 4.4 2.2 0.6 1.5 0.2
Cape Verde 10.6 8.6 7.0 6.0 6.6 5.8
Central 
African 
Republic 3.6 4.8 5.4 5.1 5.3 5.1
Chad 1.9 6.7 5.3 4.8 5.1 4.7
Chile 0.1 0.0 0.0  0.0  
China 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Colombia 0.3 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Comoros 3.7 5.1 5.2 5.0 5.1 4.9
Congo, Dem. 
Rep. 5.8 2.0 6.6 6.4 6.5 6.3
Congo, Rep. -0.1 4.6 3.8 2.9 3.4 2.6
Costa Rica 0.1 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Cote d'Ivoire 0.4 5.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Djibouti 5.1 0.0 4.9 4.1 4.5 3.9
Dominican 
Republic 0.1 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Ecuador 0.2 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Egypt, Arab 
Rep. 0.2 0.0 0.0  0.0  
El Salvador 0.4 5.7 0.0  0.0  
Estonia 0.0 2.8 0.0  0.0  
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Constant Average Marginal 

Efficiency 
Constant Total Amount 

of Aid 

 
Actual Aid 

(05-06) 

Original 
CD 

estimate 

Updated 
Estimate/All 

Countries 

Updated 
Estimate/I

DA 
Countries 

Updated 
Estimate/A
ll Countries 

Updated 
Estimate/I

DA 
Countries 

Ethiopia 2.6 8.4 6.6 6.0 6.3 5.8
Gabon 0.3 1.1 0.0  0.0  
Gambia, The 3.7 0.0 6.5 6.1 6.4 6.0
Georgia 1.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Ghana 3.9 5.9 6.2 5.2 5.7 4.9
Guatemala 0.4 3.5 0.0  0.0  
Guinea 1.5 4.7 6.1 5.6 5.9 5.5
Guinea-
Bissau 8.9 7.1 6.4 6.3 6.3 6.2
Guyana 7.2 7.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Haiti 3.5 5.5 5.1 4.5 4.8 4.4
Honduras 1.9 6.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
India 0.1 1.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Indonesia 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Jamaica 0.1 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Jordan 2.4 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Kazakhstan 0.1 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Kenya 1.3 5.3 2.2 0.4 1.4 0.0
Kyrgyz 
Republic 2.8 7.2 5.5 4.6 5.1 4.3
Lao PDR 3.4 6.6 5.0 4.3 4.7 4.1
Latvia 0.0 2.1 0.0  0.0  
Lesotho 2.0 8.1 6.7 6.1 6.5 5.9
Liberia 13.7 0.0 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.9
Lithuania 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Macedonia, 
FYR 1.4 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Madagascar 3.8 6.3 7.7 7.3 7.5 7.2
Malawi 5.6 8.0 7.7 7.4 7.5 7.3
Malaysia 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Mali 6.1 7.9 7.8 7.3 7.6 7.2
Mauritania 2.7 7.2 3.0 1.6 2.4 1.2
Mexico 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Moldova 1.8 3.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
Mongolia 2.8 6.9 4.0 2.8 3.5 2.4
Morocco 0.8 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Mozambique 9.9 8.0 7.8 7.5 7.6 7.4
Namibia 1.4 3.7 3.5  2.7  
Nepal 1.6 5.2 6.4 5.8 6.1 5.6
Nicaragua 5.0 6.6 1.8 0.0 0.9 0.0
Niger 4.3 6.6 7.4 7.2 7.3 7.1
Nigeria 0.3 3.6 2.0 0.4 1.3 0.0
Pakistan 0.4 2.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Constant Average Marginal 

Efficiency 
Constant Total Amount 

of Aid 

 
Actual Aid 

(05-06) 

Original 
CD 

estimate 

Updated 
Estimate/All 

Countries 

Updated 
Estimate/I

DA 
Countries 

Updated 
Estimate/A
ll Countries 

Updated 
Estimate/I

DA 
Countries 

Panama 0.1 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Papua New 
Guinea 2.3 3.2 3.7 2.6 3.2 2.3
Paraguay 0.2 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Peru 0.3 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Philippines 0.2 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Poland 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Romania 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Russian 
Federation 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Rwanda 6.7 7.0 8.1 7.8 7.9 7.7
Senegal 3.7 7.0 5.9 5.0 5.5 4.7
Sierra Leone 8.4 6.3 7.2 6.9 7.1 6.9
Slovak 
Republic 0.0 2.0 0.0  0.0  
South Africa 0.2 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Sri Lanka 0.9 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
St. Lucia 1.1 6.0 1.9 0.0 0.9 0.0
Swaziland 0.7 5.0 3.5  3.0  
Tajikistan 2.1 4.9 5.2 4.3 4.8 4.0
Tanzania 3.7 6.7 7.9 7.3 7.6 7.1
Thailand -0.1 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Timor-Leste 9.7 0.0 5.0 4.5 4.8 4.4
Togo 1.6 6.0 5.2 4.8 5.0 4.7
Trinidad and 
Tobago 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Tunisia 0.6 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Turkey 0.1 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Turkmenistan 0.1 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Uganda 4.5 8.9 7.9 7.4 7.7 7.2
Ukraine 0.2 0.0 0.0  0.0  
Uzbekistan 0.3 0.0 2.2 0.7 1.5 0.3
Vietnam 1.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Yemen, Rep. 0.6 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
Zambia 5.1 8.1 6.8 6.3 6.5 6.1
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Annex Table 15.  Scoring Of IDA Eligible Countries According to ODA Per Capita, 
GDP Per Capita and CPIA 

 
ODA total 
pc (US$) 

GDP pc 
Atlas (US$) CPIA 

ODA+GDP 
score 

ODA+GDP
+CPIA 
score 

India  1 780 3.8 22 16 
Nigeria  5 705 3.2 20 24 
Uzbekistan  6 570 3 18 26 
Bangladesh  8 445 3.4 14 18 
Pakistan  9 765 3.6 24 22 
Togo  12 345 2.5 12 25 
Yemen, Rep. 12 715 3.3 24 26 
Congo, Dem. Rep. 15 125 2.8 7 19 
Nepal  16 310 3.4 13 17 
Guinea  16 420 3 17 25 
Ethiopia  18 175 3.4 9 13 
Kenya  19 555 3.6 23 21 
Vietnam  22 660 3.8 25 18 
Niger  26 260 3.3 15 19 
Burundi  29 95 3 12 21 
Eritrea  30 180 2.5 14 26 
Tajikistan  31 360 3.3 21 24 
Madagascar  33 285 3.6 18 17 
Malawi  37 225 3.4 17 19 
Uganda  38 285 3.9 21 14 
Gambia, The 38 270 3.1 20 25 
Benin  39 520 3.6 30 25 
Tanzania  40 360 3.9 25 17 
Ghana  46 475 3.9 32 22 
Kyrgyz Republic  48 475 3.6 33 27 
Burkina Faso  51 410 3.7 31 23 
Rwanda  53 265 3.6 26 22 
Mali  60 455 3.7 36 27 
Mozambique  64 300 3.5 31 27 
Sierra Leone  50 225 3.1 24 28 
Chad  22 425 2.8 20 28 
Azerbaijan  23 1580 3.7 37 29 
Guinea-Bissau  40 180 2.6 19 29 
Cambodia  37 465 3.1 27 30 
Central African 
Republic  24 355 2.4 18 30 
Senegal  56 750 3.7 42 31 
Lesotho  33 910 3.5 36 31 
Cameroon  17 950 3.3 31 31 
Congo, Rep. -2 1210 2.8 27 34 
Cote d'Ivoire  6 850 2.5 24 34 
Zambia  58 570 3.4 40 35 
Haiti  43 455 2.8 29 35 
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ODA total 
pc (US$) 

GDP pc 
Atlas (US$) CPIA 

ODA+GDP 
score 

ODA+GDP
+CPIA 
score 

Moldova  46 1010 3.6 44 35 
Bolivia  57 1065 3.7 48 36 
Mauritania  49 680 3.2 38 36 
Nicaragua  112 910 3.7 50 36 
Papua New Guinea  44 705 3.1 37 37 
Bhutan  143 1345 3.8 54 38 
Lao PDR 57 475 3 37 39 
Angola  13 1665 2.6 33 39 
Mongolia  76 905 3.4 48 41 
Comoros  42 660 2.4 34 41 
Guyana  207 1120 3.4 54 45 
Djibouti  108 1030 3.1 51 47 
Sao Tome and 
Principe  162 780 3 48 47 
Timor-Leste 183 850 2.7 50 49 
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Annex Table 16.  Estimates of Additional Aid Required for Underaided Countries 
(US$ Million) 

Country 
Equality 
(per capita) 

Equality 
( ratio to 
GDP) 

Average 
donor 
behavior  

Poverty-
efficient 
Aid 
Allocatio
n PBA 

Maximum 
Additional 
Aid 

Bangladesh 0 0 0 3403 0 3403 
Ethiopia 0 0 0 1618 1242 1618 
Tanzania 0 0 0 1427 805 1427 
Nepal 0 0 0 1084 268 1084 
Uganda 0 0 0 670 393 670 
Kenya 0 0 0 0 626 626 
Madagascar 0 0 0 530 0 530 
Guinea 101 0 109 408 0 408 
Azerbaijan 0 387 0 0 0 387 
Benin 0 0 0 372 0 372 
Chad 0 0 0 339 0 339 
Burkina Faso 0 0 0 319 0 319 
Cote d'Ivoire 300 0 0 0 0 300 
Cambodia 0 0 0 262 0 262 
Ghana 0 0 0 261 0 261 
Congo, Rep. 140 189 0 257 0 257 
Niger 0 0 93 234 0 234 
Senegal 0 0 0 201 0 201 
Tajikistan 0 0 0 191 0 191 
Togo 117 0 65 153 0 153 
Malawi 0 0 0 148 0 148 
Kyrgyz Republic 0 0 0 141 0 141 
Lesotho 0 0 130 135 0 135 
Zambia 0 0 0 129 0 129 
Mali 0 0 0 125 0 125 
Burundi 0 0 80 0 0 80 
Gambia, The 0 0 75 40 0 75 
Central African 
Republic 44 0 0 44 0 44 
Guinea-Bissau 12 0 41 0 0 41 
Bhutan 0 0 36 0 0 36 
Comoros 14 0 17 8 0 17 
Total 728 576 646 12499 3334 14013 
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Annex Table 17.  Bilateral and Multilateral Aid Gaps (Difference Between Actual and Benchmark Allocation, % of GDP) 
 Egalitarian (per capita)  Egalitarian (ratio to GDP)  Average donor behavior  Poverty-efficiency  PBA 
Country bilateral multilateral total  bilateral multilateral total  bilateral multilateral total  bilateral multilateral total  bilateral multilateral total 

Togo -1.1% -1.3% -2.4%  0.2% -0.2% 0.0%  -0.4% -0.7% -1.4%  -1.5% -1.7% -3.2%  0.7% 0.2% 0.9% 
Guinea -0.4% -0.6% -1.0%  0.1% -0.1% 0.0%  -0.4% -0.5% -1.1%  -2.1% -1.9% -4.1%  0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 
Niger -0.1% 0.4% 0.4%  1.4% 1.6% 3.0%  -0.5% -0.5% -1.1%  -1.8% -1.0% -2.8%  -0.2% 0.3% 0.1% 
Nepal 0.0% -0.4% -0.4%  0.6% 0.0% 0.6%  0.0% -0.6% -0.6%  -2.0% -2.1% -4.0%  -0.3% -0.7% -1.0% 
Ethiopia 0.2% 0.4% 0.6%  0.9% 1.0% 1.9%  0.4% 0.3% 0.7%  -1.9% -1.3% -3.2%  -1.5% -1.0% -2.5% 
Comoros -0.6% -1.4% -2.0%  0.6% -0.3% 0.3%  -1.0% -1.0% -2.5%  -0.2% -1.0% -1.2%  2.0% 0.8% 2.8% 
Congo, Rep. -1.7% 0.2% -1.5%  -2.0% 0.0% -2.0%    0.0%  -2.4% -0.3% -2.7%  -1.3% 0.6% -0.7% 
Bangladesh -0.3% 0.0% -0.3%  -0.1% 0.1% 0.1%  -0.1% 0.1% 0.0%  -1.1% -0.7% -1.9%  -0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 
Tanzania 1.3% 0.9% 2.1%  1.6% 1.2% 2.8%  0.9% 0.4% 1.2%  -1.8% -1.6% -3.4%  -1.0% -0.9% -1.9% 
Gambia, The -1.4% 0.6% -0.8%  -0.3% 1.5% 1.2%  -3.3% -0.6% -4.4%  -2.3% -0.1% -2.4%  -0.1% 1.7% 1.6% 
Lesotho -0.4% -0.3% -0.6%  -0.2% -0.1% -0.4%  -2.3% -1.3% -3.8%  -2.2% -1.8% -4.0%  -0.1% 0.0% -0.1% 
Kenya 0.3% -0.2% 0.1%  0.4% 0.0% 0.4%  0.2% -0.3% -0.2%  0.9% 0.4% 1.3%  -0.5% -0.8% -1.2% 
Azerbaijan 0.0% -0.1% -0.1%  -0.5% -0.5% -1.0%  -0.2% -0.1% -0.4%  0.3% 0.2% 0.5%  -0.1% -0.2% -0.3% 
Uganda 1.3% 1.0% 2.3%  2.0% 1.6% 3.6%  0.7% 0.1% 0.8%  -1.4% -1.3% -2.7%  -0.8% -0.8% -1.6% 
Central African Republic -1.0% -0.5% -1.5%  0.8% 0.9% 1.7%  -0.1% 0.2% -0.2%  -1.0% -0.5% -1.5%  1.3% 1.4% 2.7% 
Guinea-Bissau -2.4% 0.7% -1.7%  2.0% 4.4% 6.4%  -3.8% -1.1% -5.7%  0.0% 2.7% 2.7%  1.5% 3.9% 5.4% 
Chad -0.6% 0.2% -0.3%  -0.1% 0.6% 0.5%  -0.3% 0.5% 0.0%  -1.9% -0.9% -2.8%  0.3% 1.0% 1.3% 
Congo, Dem. Rep. -1.3% 1.3% 0.0%  1.4% 3.5% 5.0%  0.1% 1.3% 1.4%  -1.6% 1.0% -0.6%  -0.1% 2.3% 2.2% 
Burundi -1.7% 2.0% 0.3%  2.4% 5.4% 7.8%  -2.3% -0.7% -3.2%  -0.7% 2.8% 2.1%  0.2% 3.5% 3.7% 
Cambodia 0.9% 0.0% 0.9%  1.1% 0.2% 1.3%  0.9% 0.1% 0.9%  -0.3% -0.9% -1.3%  1.1% 0.3% 1.4% 
Tajikistan -0.2% 0.3% 0.1%  0.0% 0.5% 0.5%  -0.7% 0.0% -0.8%  -1.3% -0.6% -1.9%  0.0% 0.5% 0.6% 
Zambia 2.5% 0.4% 2.9%  3.0% 0.8% 3.8%  2.1% 0.1% 2.1%  0.3% -1.3% -1.0%  2.5% 0.5% 3.0% 
Malawi 1.2% 0.8% 2.0%  2.5% 1.9% 4.4%  0.6% -0.1% 0.3%  -0.8% -0.8% -1.7%  0.5% 0.2% 0.7% 
Kyrgyz Republic 0.9% 0.0% 0.9%  1.0% 0.0% 1.0%  0.1% -0.5% -0.6%  -0.4% -1.2% -1.6%  1.1% 0.1% 1.1% 
Madagascar -0.2% 1.5% 1.3%  0.6% 2.1% 2.7%  -0.6% 0.8% 0.0%  -2.7% -0.6% -3.3%  -1.3% 0.5% -0.8% 
Benin 0.7% 0.2% 0.9%  1.2% 0.5% 1.7%  -0.2% -0.5% -0.8%  -1.7% -1.8% -3.5%  0.1% -0.3% -0.2% 
Pakistan -0.1% 0.0% -0.1%  -0.1% 0.0% -0.2%  0.0% 0.1% 0.0%  0.2% 0.2% 0.4%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Mali 1.8% 1.8% 3.5%  2.4% 2.3% 4.8%  0.8% 0.8% 1.4%  -0.8% -0.3% -1.1%  0.8% 1.0% 1.8% 
Senegal 1.4% 0.6% 2.0%  1.6% 0.7% 2.3%  0.9% 0.2% 1.0%  -0.3% -0.8% -1.1%  0.7% 0.0% 0.7% 
Burkina Faso 1.1% 1.6% 2.6%  1.6% 2.0% 3.6%  0.3% 0.8% 0.9%  -1.5% -0.6% -2.1%  0.2% 0.8% 1.0% 
India -0.1% -0.1% -0.2%  -0.1% -0.1% -0.3%  0.0% 0.0% -0.1%  0.0% 0.0% 0.1%  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
Vietnam 0.4% 0.0% 0.4%  0.3% 0.0% 0.3%  0.4% 0.1% 0.4%  0.7% 0.3% 1.0%  -0.3% -0.5% -0.9% 
Bhutan 1.3% 0.8% 2.1%  0.4% 0.0% 0.4%  -1.3% -0.1% -1.5%  -0.1% -0.3% -0.4%  1.3% 0.8% 2.1% 
Ghana 1.1% 1.1% 2.2%  1.4% 1.4% 2.8%  0.5% 0.6% 1.0%  -0.7% -0.3% -1.0%  -0.5% -0.2% -0.7% 
Cote d'Ivoire -0.4% -0.7% -1.0%  -0.2% -0.6% -0.8%    0.0%  0.4% 0.0% 0.4%  0.2% -0.2% -0.1% 
Angola -0.2% -0.1% -0.3%  -0.5% -0.3% -0.8%  0.0% 0.1% 0.1%  0.1% 0.2% 0.4%  0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 
Timor-Leste 6.7% 0.1% 6.8%  6.7% 0.1% 6.8%  6.4% 0.4% 6.6%  5.9% -0.6% 5.3%  8.0% 1.1% 9.1% 
Haiti 0.8% 0.5% 1.3%  1.2% 0.8% 2.0%  1.1% 0.7% 1.6%  -0.4% -0.5% -0.9%  1.7% 1.1% 2.8% 
Uzbekistan -0.3% -0.3% -0.6%  -0.3% -0.4% -0.7%  -0.1% -0.2% -0.4%  0.0% -0.1% 0.0%  0.0% -0.1% -0.2% 
Lao PDR 1.1% 0.4% 1.5%  1.2% 0.5% 1.7%  0.9% 0.5% 1.3%  -0.2% -0.6% -0.8%  1.5% 0.8% 2.2% 
Djibouti 2.2% 0.2% 2.3%  2.0% 0.0% 2.0%  0.5% -0.4% -0.1%  1.6% -0.3% 1.3%  3.2% 1.0% 4.1% 
Sierra Leone 0.2% 2.8% 3.1%  2.3% 4.5% 6.8%  -0.7% 1.5% 0.4%  -0.6% 2.1% 1.6%  1.0% 3.4% 4.4% 
Papua New Guinea 1.2% -0.5% 0.7%  1.2% -0.5% 0.7%  1.0% -0.5% 0.4%  0.8% -0.8% 0.0%  1.6% -0.2% 1.3% 
Nigeria -0.3% -0.1% -0.4%  -0.3% 0.0% -0.3%  -0.1% 0.1% -0.1%  0.0% 0.2% 0.3%  -0.5% -0.2% -0.7% 
Mauritania 0.3% 0.3% 0.6%  0.3% 0.3% 0.6%  -0.4% 0.1% -0.5%  0.7% 0.7% 1.5%  0.7% 0.7% 1.5% 
Cameroon -0.1% -0.2% -0.3%  -0.1% -0.2% -0.3%  -0.1% -0.1% -0.3%  0.4% 0.2% 0.7%  -0.2% -0.3% -0.4% 
Yemen, Rep. -0.3% -0.1% -0.4%  -0.4% -0.1% -0.5%  -0.3% 0.0% -0.4%  0.2% 0.4% 0.6%  -0.3% -0.1% -0.5% 
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 Egalitarian (per capita)  Egalitarian (ratio to GDP)  Average donor behavior  Poverty-efficiency  PBA 
Country bilateral multilateral total  bilateral multilateral total  bilateral multilateral total  bilateral multilateral total  bilateral multilateral total 

Guyana 0.8% 4.3% 5.1%  0.2% 3.8% 4.0%  -1.1% 3.7% 2.4%  1.9% 5.2% 7.2%  1.4% 4.8% 6.1% 
Mongolia 1.3% 0.0% 1.3%  0.9% -0.3% 0.7%  0.5% -0.2% 0.2%  0.8% -0.4% 0.4%  1.3% 0.1% 1.4% 
Mozambique 4.1% 2.6% 6.7%  5.2% 3.6% 8.8%  3.6% 1.7% 5.2%  1.8% 0.8% 2.6%  3.3% 2.0% 5.3% 
Rwanda 1.4% 1.9% 3.3%  2.5% 2.8% 5.3%  0.2% 0.4% 0.5%  -0.9% -0.1% -0.9%  0.2% 0.8% 1.0% 
Moldova 0.1% 0.3% 0.4%  -0.2% 0.1% -0.1%  -0.6% 0.0% -0.7%  0.9% 0.9% 1.8%  0.1% 0.3% 0.4% 
Bolivia 0.9% -0.1% 0.8%  0.5% -0.4% 0.1%  0.6% -0.1% 0.4%  1.3% 0.2% 1.5%  0.9% -0.1% 0.8% 
Nicaragua 2.1% 1.5% 3.6%  2.0% 1.3% 3.3%  1.3% 1.1% 2.3%  2.9% 2.1% 5.0%  1.9% 1.2% 3.1% 

Note:  Shaded cells indicate an aid gap of at least one percent of GDP. 
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