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More significantly, the period saw a rise of nearly 38% in real terms in ODA for

development projects, programmes and technical co-operation (TC) to LDCs and OLICs

(Figure 1.3).

A regional breakdown (Figure 1.4) shows that, as would be expected, Africa’s share of

programmable aid is rising as a result of the commitment to double ODA to Africa

between 2004 and 2010.

So, which countries are receiving less ODA? Table 1.2 shows the largest proportionate

declines between 2002 and 2006. Single year figures of this kind need to be read with

caution, since they may reflect one-off factors. But some trends seem clear. Middle-income

countries like Brazil, China, Indonesia and Thailand (which was, in addition, repaying ODA

debt in 2006), and resource rich countries like Angola are receiving less ODA as donors

increasingly look to aid countries less able to finance their own development. India (though

still a low-income country) is, like these other countries, not at all dependent on ODA and

has made clear what it does and does not want from donors. This confirms that the

“poverty efficiency” of ODA is continuing to increase, though this is not to deny the place

of ODA in helping to address some of the key development and poverty challenges in

middle-income countries.

There has clearly been a significant increase in ODA to the poorest countries. But what

about a different group, good performers with large shares of poor people? Do donors

reward good performance? For the purpose of this analysis, the Secretariat defines the

countries covered as the two upper quintiles of the World Bank’s IDA Resource Allocation

Index (IRAI). The proportion of net bilateral ODA going to this group, all of whom are LDCs

or OLICs, has declined (19% in 2002 and 17% in 2006). This still implies a substantial

increase in real terms, since ODA itself has increased, but a fall in the relative weight is

given by bilateral donors to good performers. These figures exclude Iraq from the

Figure 1.3. Total net ODA to LDCs and OLICs
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Note: It is not possible to measure country programmable aid by recipient country as the data on imputed student
costs, administrative costs and costs for refugees in donor countries are not identified separately on a recipient basis.
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