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Introduction 
Aid planners and observers deride departmental silos in donor 
bureaucracies as hopelessly out of fashion, ill-suited to multi-sectoral 
global challenges like a changing climate or a pandemic-induced 
recession. Nevertheless, Development Assistance Committee (DAC) 
governments continue to consolidate bureaucratic power for global 
development within their foreign affairs departments, in many cases 
sidelining more robust engagements by line ministries.  

Tackling global challenges effectively needs donors to rethink how 
the resources and expertise of diverse governmental actors are 
brought together. Bilateral donor governance urgently needs a 
conductor to coordinate a whole-of-government development policy 
and an orchestra of actors for its implementation. Sadly, several 
donors are muddling through without either.  

 
The growing dispersion of aid  
Bureaucratic pluralism in development is the distribution of 
governmental authority for global development across diverse 
administrative entities. Using a new dataset that compiles 
government department spending of Official Development Assistance 
(ODA), we map three measures of engagement by non-primary 
government departments (hereafter ‘other government departments' 
or (OGDs)):1 

• the share of ODA channelled through OGDs beyond the primary 
department2  

• the number of OGDs used across donors  

• the Herfindahl-Hirschman Index (HHI), a measure of the overall 
concentration of ODA through OGDs, where a score of 1 
indicates that all spending was allocated through a single 
department (and thus highly focused in its intergovernmental 
allocations).  

 
These measures provide insight into the overall trend in the use of 
OGDs, diversity in range of OGDs used, and changes to the 
concentration of funding allocated through OGDs, over time. Broadly, 
we see the growth of bureaucratic pluralism across all 29 bilateral 

 
1 In this exercise, we use the term ‘OGD’ to refer to public sector actors that are responsible for allocating ODA. 
We limit this definition to agencies, ministries or public bodies considered part of the central government apparatus 
– i.e. we do not count regional, state or municipal actors as OGDs (see Annex 1 for more information).  
2 The ‘primary department’ includes the main agencies responsible for development policy and implementation. 
Where these functions are split, we include both the policy-making and implementing agencies as the ‘primary 
department’. We also exclude ministries of finance in all cases, on the basis that these agencies are often responsible 
for contributions to multilaterals, particularly international financial institutions, and can be considered part of the 
primary development architecture. While we recognise in some instances ministries of finance may play more 
fulsome roles in development, our view is that a more granular focus on their specific engagements would be needed 
to justify their inclusion as an OGD. See here for an example: https://odi.org/en/publications/the-capabilities-of-
finance-ministries. 

https://www.die-gdi.de/en/discussion-paper/article/bureaucratic-pluralism-and-the-transformation-of-development-cooperation/
https://odi.org/en/publications/the-capabilities-of-finance-ministries
https://odi.org/en/publications/the-capabilities-of-finance-ministries
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DAC members for 2013–2018.3 The average share of ODA through 
OGDs increased among DAC donors from 11% in 2013 to 18% in 
2016, dipping to around 13% in 2018 (Figure 1).4  

Figure 1 Percentage of ODA allocated through OGDs, DAC 
donor average 2013–2018 

 
Source: Authors’ own calculations; see annexes 1 and 2 for more details on data 
and sources 

In 2018, donors used an average of 10 OGDs, with South Korea 
using the highest number of bureaucratic channels to disburse its 
ODA (Figure 2). In 2013, the average HHI score across providers 
was 0.55, declining slightly to 0.50 in 2018, suggesting increased 
bureaucratic pluralism in ODA spending over time. 

  

 
3 We consider European Union institutions to act as a multilateral partner and do not include it in our analysis. 
4 This calculation excludes Hungary and Portugal as 2013 data is unavailable in both cases.  
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Figure 2 Number of OGDs involved in ODA allocation in 
2018, by donor 
 

 
Source: Authors’ own calculations; see annexes 1 and 2 for more details on data 
and sources 

Note: Figures reported for Ireland and New Zealand represent the number of 
agencies used in the last year for which we have sufficiently granular data (2017). 
Denmark is excluded from this analysis as data reported via its Open Aid portal 
appears to capture channels of delivery rather than spending agencies. Denmark’s 
reporting through the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) DAC references three spending lines beyond the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs – the Investment Fund for Developing Countries (IFU), Ministry for 
Immigration, Integration and Housing, and ‘other ministries’. Due to the presence of 
budget lines for ‘other’ or ‘miscellaneous’ agencies in the data for most countries, 
these figures should be considered preliminary, and in most cases, an 
underestimate. Figures exclude ministries of finance, as per Footnote 2.  

Our analysis shows that since 2013, 18 providers have seen growth 
in bureaucratic pluralism as aid concentration falls in key ministries 
(see Figure 3). The largest declines in the HHI over time were found 
in Norway, Italy and the United Kingdom. In the Norwegian case, the 
reduced concentration is largely driven by an increased share of 
ODA through the Ministry for Climate and Environment, which is 
responsible for allocating climate-related ODA as part of Norway’s 
International Forest and Climate Initiative. For Italy, the increase is 
largely attributable to spending via the Ministry of Interior, which is 
responsible for ODA funding associated with refugee hosting, while 
the increase in the UK is related to increased spending across OGDs 
as part of the 2015 aid strategy that sought to administer ODA 
beyond the Department for International Development (DFID). 
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Figure 3 Change in HHI values between 2013–2018, per 
provider 
 

 
Source: Authors’ own calculations 

Note: Data for Hungary and Portugal is calculated between 2014–2018 due to the 
absence of comparable data for 2013. Similarly, data for Iceland, Ireland and New 
Zealand is calculated between 2013 and 2017; in each case, data on ODA 
spending by agency was provided directly by governments and is sufficiently 
granular for the HHI calculation for these years. We could not find similarly granular 
OGD data for 2018 via public sources. 

Mergers as mechanisms of bureaucratic consolidation 
Increasing bureaucratic pluralism stands in contrast to consolidation 
that has occurred in several countries through – and following – 
recent mergers. In the last decade, standalone development 
ministries in Canada, Australia and the UK have been folded into 
their foreign affairs departments.5 Currently, no DAC country 
organises its development programme under the auspices of a 
standalone development ministry that unifies policy formulation and 
implementation.6 While often justified by the desire for coherence, 
impact and efficiency, the record of development mergers actually 
achieving these is mixed.  

Instead, we see the growing power of foreign ministries to control a 
greater share of ODA resources. Canada and Australia achieved 

 
5 Institutional governance of development is now organised in one of three models: (1) five countries with fully 
integrated departments where development functions are mainstreamed throughout the activities of a foreign affairs 
ministry; (2) eight countries with foreign affairs ministries where development retains a distinct directorate or unit; 
and (3) 13 countries where policy is the responsibility of a ministry (all ministry of foreign affairs, with the only 
exception Germany) while implementation is devolved to a separate implementation agency. 
6 While Germany maintains a separate ministry for development, the German development system includes several 
agencies responsible for implementation, making its structure distinct from countries with a fully autonomous 
ministry that is responsible for development policy and implementation (as was the case with former DFID, for 
instance).  
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greater concentration in their ODA allocations after their 2013 
mergers (Figure 3), even though these figures mask somewhat 
different trends. In Australia, deep budget cuts following the merger 
likely contributed to the increased concentration, with Australian ODA 
allocated via six fewer departments in 2020–21 than in 2013–14.7 In 
Canada, slightly increased concentration occurs alongside an 
increase in the number of OGDs used to allocate ODA spending (up 
by eight between 2013–14 and 2019–20), suggesting that while more 
ODA is allocated via Global Affairs Canada, small amounts of ODA 
are being distributed across more public actors.8  

In the decade leading up to the 2020 UK merger, the UK's share of 
ODA allocated beyond its primary department increased from 12.5% 
in 2010 to 26.3% in 2020, while it expanded the number of 
bureaucratic channels for its spending by seven over the same 
period.9 This dispersion was justified in the 2015 aid strategy by citing 
the demands of ‘a changing world’ and the need for ‘complementary 
skills’. Nevertheless, a ring-fenced ODA budget may have also 
elevated pressures to disburse aid more widely across government 
departments where heavy cuts were being inflicted. Provisional 2020 
figures for UK aid indicate the volume of ODA channelled through 
departments other than the Foreign and Commonwealth Office and 
the Department for International Development grew from 22.4% in 
2019 to 26.3%, with the largest increases to the Home Office (£151 
million), Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy 
(BEIS) (£59 million) and the Export Credits Guarantee Department 
(£44 million). Nevertheless, post-merger there is some indication that 
the 2021 ODA budget will be delivered through fewer channels, with 
no projected allocations to the Department for International Trade, 
and large declines in flows through BEIS (−£313 million), Conflict 
Stability and Security Fund (−£198 million), and the Home Office 
(−£127 million) alongside declining ODA.10 The April announcement 
that the 2021/2022 departmental allocation will keep 80% of total UK 
ODA resources within the Foreign, Commonwealth and Development 
Office (FCDO) suggests a fall of 6.3 percentage points in the share of 
development spend through other departments compared to last 
year. Like Canada and Australia before it, the UK is showing post-
merger signs of an inward pull of ODA resources towards its 
integrated foreign ministry. 

 

 
7 Over this period, the Australian government undertook at least two mergers – that of its immigration department 
and border patrol office in 2014 and the 2013 merger of Australia’s development agency (AusAID) into the foreign 
ministry, which also contributed to its reduced use of OGDs. Data for 2013–14 was sourced from Australia’s 
International Development Assistance Program 2013–14, data for 2020–21 from the 2020–21 Aid Budget Summary. 
8 For instance, the Canadian Museum of Nature allocated around CAD$20,000 and Public Service Commission of 
Canada spent CAD$540 on ODA in 2019. We include FinDev Canada in our count of OGDs. 
9 Data sourced from the UK’s Statistics on International Development. Data for 2010 shows OGD spending through 
five agencies including a ‘miscellaneous’ line. This figure is 12 in 2020 excluding the Foreign and Commonwealth 
Office and cross-government funds. HM Treasury is excluded for consistency; see Footnote 2.  
10 There are challenges comparing provisional 2020 expenditures against projected cuts for 2021/2022 due to 
different reporting of time periods and thematic categories.  

https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/statistics-on-international-development-provisional-uk-aid-spend-2020
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/statistics-on-international-development-provisional-uk-aid-spend-2020
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-statements/detail/2021-01-26/hcws735
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-statements/detail/2021-04-21/hcws935
https://www.anao.gov.au/work/performance-audit/the-integration-the-department-immigration-and-border-protection-and-the-australian-customs-and
https://www.dfat.gov.au/about-us/publications/aid/australias-international-development-assistance-program-2013-14/Pages/other-government-departments
https://www.dfat.gov.au/about-us/publications/aid/australias-international-development-assistance-program-2013-14/Pages/other-government-departments
https://www.dfat.gov.au/sites/default/files/2020-21-aid-budget-summary.pdf


ODI online publication 

 
 
10 

Global challenges and the imperative of bureaucratic 
orchestration  
Notwithstanding such consolidation, there are several reasons why 
global challenges can benefit from greater pluralism if it can be done 
right. 

First, OGDs can leverage the full range of a government's human 
resource capacities behind critical global public goods. For example, 
in 2018, education departments were the top OGD benefitting  
from ODA finance,11 followed by environment and health ministries 
(Table 1).  

Table 1 Frequency of commonly used OGD by type of 
ministry in 201812 

 
Type of ministry Frequency of use in 2018 

Ministries of education or higher education 23 

Ministries of environment or climate change 22 
Ministries of health 21 

Ministries of interior or home affairs 18 
Ministries of agriculture 16 
Ministries of defence 16 
Ministries of labour 15 

Ministries of industry, economy or 
competitiveness 14 

Ministries of infrastructure or transport 14 
Ministries of justice 10 

Research institutes 8 
Ministries of culture 5 

Ministries of immigration or agencies responsible 
for asylum-seekers 5 

Police services 5 

Note: Table does not report ministries used by fewer than five donors. 

Source: Authors’ own calculations using data from donors’ own reporting 
documents 

At the same time, global events can also propel OGD engagement to 
address live challenges. For example, when the number of global 
asylum seekers jumped from 1.8 million in 2014 to 3.2 million in 
2015, there was a rising share of ODA allocated through interior 
ministries. This was a practical response to a live global challenge, 

 
11 This is potentially due to the role of education departments in funding ODA-eligible scholarship and student costs 
in donor countries. 
12 Ministry types were based on a two-step identification process. First, we looked at the names of ministries and 
grouped those that were clearly similar (i.e. ministries of health, etc.). In cases where the thematic focus of the 
ministry was not clear from its name, we reviewed ministry mandates via their websites and grouped accordingly.  

https://www.unhcr.org/uk/statistics/country/556725e69/unhcr-global-trends-2014.html
https://www.unhcr.org/576408cd7.pdf
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incentivised by the ability to count first-year refugee resettlement 
costs as ODA (see Figure 4).13 

Figure 4 Tracking percentages of ODA through interior or 
immigration ministries alongside in-donor refugee costs 
 

 
Note: % Min. of interior data represents the average of spending through interior 
ministries or agencies responsible for migration as a share of total ODA, per 
country. Figures are based on the average for the countries in which such agencies 
were clearly identified. The share of in-donor refugee spending represents the 
average of ODA spent on in-donor refugee costs across the same sample of 
providers. 

Source: Authors’ own calculations using data from donors’ own reporting 
documents and the DAC 1 table  

Furthermore, a more expansive and integrated understanding of 
global development responds to demands from partners for world-
class expertise and knowledge. OGDs can leverage skills and 
experience that both improve and deepen interventions to degrees 
that are not possible if they are uniquely reliant on generalists without 
sectoral expertise. Odds are higher of finding a geoscientist or public 
health specialist in government departments with science-focused 
mandates, even as the tendency to outsource specialised technical 
skills in the public sector grows.  

Finally, sourcing knowledge and capacities from wherever it is held 
across government nudges line ministries towards global policy 
spaces, potentially bringing greater coordination between domestic 
and international agendas. Consider for example the ways the Covid-
19 pandemic has placed a spotlight of the role of domestic health 
agencies in global public health in arenas like vaccine procurement, 

 
13 Nevertheless, some donors like Luxembourg opt not to count in-donor refugee costs as ODA disbursements. 
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driving forward momentum in (but admittedly also weakening) 
equitable vaccine distribution in the poorest countries.  

Notwithstanding the benefits of engaging OGDs, care needs to be 
taken that bureaucratic pluralism does not descend into bureaucratic 
fragmentation. Departments need the capacity to implement 
programmes and generate real value, and both need active 
monitoring. For example, should we be concerned that Germany 
allocates climate-related ODA through eight line ministries beyond 
BMZ, its lead development ministry?14 Is the resulting fragmentation 
real, imagined or an inconsequential by-product of its autonomous 
federal structure? If widening the responsibility for ODA to other 
departments can potentially reduce efficiency and impact, an 
inventory of the realised benefits and costs of drawing in a wider 
range of actors can help assess net results.  

What's needed now 
Global challenges clearly demand donors put in a whole-of-
government effort. To reap the rewards of bureaucratic pluralism and 
avoid the costs of fragmentation, however, a donor should do three 
things.  

First, providers need a clear strategy for their OGD engagement. 
This would include assessing which department is best able to 
contribute to a given global challenge, outlining basic standards 
against which bureaucratic performance on development objectives 
will be judged, and reporting on realised costs and benefits. For 
example, Denmark maintains a clear division of labour between its 
foreign and climate ministries on climate-related development 
finance, with the former focusing on low-income countries and the 
latter on limiting future climate emissions in ODA-eligible emerging 
markets. The impact of Denmark’s climate spending for both 
ministries is tracked using clear performance indicators laid out as 
part of the ‘Guiding Principles’ for its climate envelope.  

Clarity on objectives and expectations on OGDs satisfies demands 
for public accountability and avoids ODA allocations being diverted to 
top up ministry budgets for non-development related activities. A 
strategy could also introduce a ceiling on ODA funding disbursed 
through OGDs to avoid excessive fragmentation, recognising that its 
level will need to adapt to the nature of line ministry engagement with 
ODA resources. For example, if a health ministry is merely acting as 
a conduit for investments into strongly performing multilateral 
institutions, this may be less problematic for cross-governmental 
coherence than if funding were being used for bilateral programmatic 

 
14 In 2019, this included the Federal Ministry for Environment, Nature, Conservation and Nuclear Safety (BMU), 
Federal Foreign Office (AA), Federal Ministry of Economic Affairs and Energy (BMWi) and the Federal Ministry 
of Education and Research (BMBF), Federal Ministry of Finance (BMF), Federal Ministry of Food and Agriculture 
(BMEL), Federal Ministry of Transport and Digital Infrastructure (BMVI), and the Federal Government 
Commissioner for Culture and the Media (BKGE). Other actors – including KfW and federal states also allocated 
climate-related development finance for Germany in 2019. Data sourced from the OECD’s Climate-Related 
Development Finance Dataset, ‘provider perspective’, for 2019.  

https://www.nao.org.uk/report/the-effectiveness-of-official-development-assistance-spending/
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investments where the risks of incoherence are heightened. An OGD 
strategy might also outline how donors should be engaging with 
blended finance institutions that often sit one step removed from core 
governmental institutions, including how they should be monitored 
and evaluated. 

Second, to maximise governmental efforts in tackling complex global 
challenges, strong departmental capacities must intersect with 
robust cross-governmental systems. Many OGDs have limited 
prior history working in aid policy and administration, and weak 
departmental capacities can jeopardise programme design and 
implementation. In the UK, for instance, the 2015 Aid Strategy 
increased pressure on DFID to support inexperienced OGDs in their 
aid management, including assessing ODA eligibility, complying with 
public accounting standards and managing development 
programmes. One might go so far as to say that the demise of DFID 
in 2020 may be attributable to perceptions of inefficiency and opacity 
deriving from weaknesses in departments other than DFID. Individual 
departmental competencies must sit within a web of 
intergovernmental systems that enables trust, information-sharing, 
joint human resource management and collective decision-making. 
Without this bedrock, engaging in complex international operational 
missions – as the recent evacuation efforts in Afghanistan by NATO 
members highlight – are destined to fall short. 

Finally, tackling global challenges needs donors to enable arm's 
length oversight and leadership by central agencies. Central 
offices of governments, like treasuries and cabinet offices, are ideal 
in such a role because of their independence from core bureaucratic 
operations and their overarching view of government policy and 
practice that can allow them to monitor delivery and whole-of-
government impact. They also have official mandates to arbitrate 
across units of asymmetric size and power and can push for greater 
cross-governmental coordination; better coherence in planning and 
budget allocations; and elevated departmental performance and 
ambition. Investing overall leadership in any single line department 
can ultimately be a source of bureaucratic conflict of interest. For 
example, in the UK the FCDO was put in charge of a cross-
governmental review of the 2021/2022 ODA budget allocation, even 
as it stood to disproportionately benefit from this agenda-setting 
position. Putting central agencies in this role allows for something 
closer to neutral arbitration in intergovernmental debates over ODA 
funding and policy, nourishing bureaucratic pluralism while avoiding 
the pitfalls of fragmentation.  

Global challenges point to a changing role for development 
bureaucracies. Independent bureaucratic action – whether by a 
development or foreign ministry – is no longer suited to tackling 
cross-cutting existential threats. A more horizontal understanding of 
international cooperation is gradually pushing collaboration among 

https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/development/blended-finance-evaluation_4c1fc76e-en;jsessionid=6PEx3yMMuv6uM2uaKpVyCxPe.ip-10-240-5-81
https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/development/blended-finance-evaluation_4c1fc76e-en;jsessionid=6PEx3yMMuv6uM2uaKpVyCxPe.ip-10-240-5-81
https://icai.independent.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/How-UK-aid-learns.pdf
https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmintdev/547/54706.htm#_idTextAnchor018
https://theline.substack.com/p/lauren-dobson-hughes-canada-is-no
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-statements/detail/2021-01-26/hcws735
https://questions-statements.parliament.uk/written-statements/detail/2021-01-26/hcws735
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bureaucratic counterparts and displacing the more hierarchical 
approaches of the past.  

At the same time, pluralism cannot justify policy incoherence or 
administrative duplication. While many countries have sought 
bureaucratic consolidation through the vehicles of formal mergers, 
this level of integration is not a necessary precondition for 
orchestrating pluralism. Indeed, mergers can become backdrops 
against which fragmentation and hierarchy can escalate. This is 
especially likely in the absence of a strong vision for development 
policy and the role that OGDs should play; where there are weak 
bureaucratic and intergovernmental systems; and where no central 
agency is impartially steering policy forward. Achieving a symphony 
of global goals ultimately requires donor governance systems to unite 
the melodies from individual players under the baton of a first-rate 
conductor.  
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Appendix 1 Data 
methodology, caveats and 
sources  

The dataset was compiled using data from donors’ own reporting 
documents including annual reports and open data portals, or from 
the OECD when other sources were unavailable. By using donors’ 
own documentation, we are able to capture a more detailed account 
of OGD usage across all DAC members than has previously been 
available. The dataset covers the years 2013−2018 and allows for 
time-series analysis of how OGD usage has changed; 2018 is the 
last year for which data was available across most countries at the 
time of writing.  

While the use of donors’ reporting documents allows for a detailed 
representation of OGD usage, differences in how donors report aid 
spending means this exercise is necessarily imperfect. A few 
caveats: 

• Fiscal vs. calendar year reporting: Across donors, domestic 
reporting is completed on both a fiscal and calendar basis. For the 
purpose of this exercise, data is compiled on the calendar year. 
For donors that report on a fiscal term, their data is coded against 
the year to which the bulk of the funding was attributable (i.e. for 
fiscal year 2017−2018, data is included under the year 2017). 
While this could mean that the share of actual OGD engagement 
per year is slightly different to that reported, especially if 
allocations were made in the fourth quarter of the fiscal calendar, 
this method offers the best approximation available in the 
absence of consistent reporting across donors.  

• Planned vs. actual expenditure: Donors also differ on how they 
report ODA by OGDs, reporting on either a planned or actual 
basis. Data is included from the donor source that offers the most 
granular information, regardless of whether it reports planned or 
actual expenditure. While spending plans could over- or 
underestimate spending through OGDs, in most cases differences 
between spending plans and actual expenditures are likely to be 
minimal. 

• Spending through ‘other ministries’ or ‘miscellaneous’ lines: 
In some cases, providers report spending through multiple 
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ministries that allocate a small amount of ODA through a single 
line called ‘other ministries’, ‘other public sector agencies’ or with 
the agency name listed as ‘miscellaneous’. In these cases, we 
count this line as one agency when determining the number of 
OGDs used for Figure 2; in most cases, these lines likely include 
spending from multiple actors, however without being able to 
count each ministry included, we err on the side of 
underestimating. 

• Treatment of ODA allocated through municipalities, regions 
or states: In some donors, a portion of the ODA budget is 
allocated by municipalities, regions or states. Seeing as we are 
primarily interested in ODA allocated through departments 
managed by the central or federal government, we do not count 
each separate municipality responsible for ODA as an OGD; 
doing so would show a much more fragmented donor landscape 
for many countries, yet such fragmentation is not at the central 
government level. For the purpose of this analysis, we exclude 
municipalities or regions used in aid allocation from our OGD 
calculations on the basis that such spending falls outside of 
central government actors. Such funds, however, remain included 
in the total ODA budget. 
 

Table 2 List of sources for OGD database 

Country Source 

Australia Australian Aid Budget Summary/Statements Documents (2013−14 to 2018−19).  
Austria Annual ODA Report (2013−2018). 
Belgium APD belge par canal (2013−2018). 
Canada Statistical Report on International Assistance (2013−2018). 
Czech Republic OECD Common Reporting Standard (CRS) and members’ use of the multilateral 

system microdata. 
 
Note: the Czech Republic also lists spending via OGDs in its annual Czech 
Development Cooperation Plan (2013−2018), however data reported to the 
OECD appears to include a more agencies. 

Denmark OECD CRS and members’ use of the multilateral system microdata. 
 
Note: Denmark reports data via its Open Aid Data Portal. However, data listed by 
organisation appears to refer to the channel of delivery rather than the agency 
responsible for programming ODA.  

Finland Data provided by Finnish government. 
France Data compiled from the OECD CRS and members’ use of the Multilateral system 

microdata. 
 
French reporting through the CRS notes separate lines for funding designated as 
‘interdepartmental’, ‘government’, ‘miscellaneous’, and ‘other ministries’ in 
addition to ministries identified by name. We count ‘miscellaneous’, 
‘government’ and ‘other ministries’ spending as three ‘agencies’ for the data in 
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Figure 2, as we cannot determine which actors are responsible for the spend and 
can only assume that the listing under separate lines indicates that the ODA is 
not attributable to ministries already identified in the reporting. Data on France’s 
development cooperation is also available from the annual ‘documents de 
politique transversal’, however data on spending by agency was clearer from CRS 
reporting.  

Germany ‘Source of Funds for Bilateral and Multilateral ODA’ tables available from BMZ 
website (2018). Data for prior years was provided by BMZ. 

Greece Data compiled from the OECD CRS and members’ use of the multilateral system 
microdata. 
 
We were informed by the Greek government that this was the most accurate and 
granular data available.  

Hungary OECD CRS and members’ use of the multilateral system microdata. 
 
Note: Hungary also publishes data via its International Development and 
International Humanitarian Report. However, spending by department only 
appeared available in its reporting between (2013−2015). 

Iceland Data provided by the Icelandic government (until 2017); 2018 data created from 
the OECD-DAC CRS and members’ use of the multilateral system datasets. 

Ireland Data provided by the Government of Ireland (2010−2017); 2018 data created 
from Irish Aid Annual Report (used for calculation in Figure 1, only). 

Italy Data compiled from various government budget planning documents entitled 
‘Aiuto pubblico allo sviluppo’ (2017-2019), the ‘International Development 
Cooperation three-year programming and policy planning document 2016-2018’, 
and ‘Relazione annuale sull'attuazione della politica di cooperazione allo 
sviluppo’ (2013-2015). 

Japan Japan's ODA Budget Reports (2013−2018) 
Luxembourg Luxembourg Annual Development Cooperation Reports (2013-2018) 
Netherlands Homogenous Group International Cooperation Reports (2013-2018) 
New Zealand Data provided by the NZ MFAT (until 2017); 2018 data on the share of ODA from 

OGDs sourced from the OECD’s CRS and Members’ use of the multilateral system 
microdata (used for calculation in Figure 1, only) 

Norway Data provided by NORAD; 2018 data from the OECD CRS and Members’ use of 
the multilateral system microdata  

Poland Annual Development Cooperation Plans (2013-2018) 
Portugal Data provided by the Government of Portugal for 2014–2017; 2018 data taken 

from report on Portuguese ODA called ‘A Ajuda Pública ao Desenvolvimento 
Portuguesa e Europeia’ and ECDPM’s Study on EU Member States Operations 
and Development Structures for Portugal. 

Slovakia Slovak Open Aid Database. 
Slovenia Report on International Development Cooperation. 
South Korea International Development Cooperation Implementation Plan (2013–2018). 
Spain Information System of Official Development Aid. 
Sweden Sweden's Open Aid Portal 
Switzerland Swiss Official Development Assistance Data 
United Kingdom UK Government Statistics on International Development (2013–2018) 

https://www.plataformaongd.pt/uploads/subcanais2/relatorio-apd-portuguesa-e-europeia-ppongd.pdf
https://www.plataformaongd.pt/uploads/subcanais2/relatorio-apd-portuguesa-e-europeia-ppongd.pdf
https://www.dev-practitioners.eu/media/event-documents/Portugal_Study_on_inclusiveness_Vol2_-_Country_fiches.pdf
https://www.dev-practitioners.eu/media/event-documents/Portugal_Study_on_inclusiveness_Vol2_-_Country_fiches.pdf
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United States OECD’s CRS and members’ use of the multilateral system microdata; data by 
agency is also available from the United States Agency for International 
Development’s (USAID) Foreign Aid Explorer including bulk downloads of US 
reporting to the OECD.  
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Appendix 2 List of main 
development actors, by 
donor 

Donor Main actors in development administration 

Australia Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade  

Austria Federal Ministry for Europe, Integration and Foreign Affairs; Austrian 
Development Agency; Federal Ministry of Finance 

Belgium FPS Foreign Affairs (DGD); Enabel 

Canada Global Affairs Canada 

Czech Republic Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Czech Development Agency  

Denmark Ministry of Foreign Affairs (DANIDA) 

Finland Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

France Ministry of Foreign Affairs; French Development Agency (AFD); Ministry of 
Economy and Finance 

Germany Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development (BMZ); 
German Society for International Cooperation (GIZ); KfW Development 
Bank 

Greece Ministry of Foreign Affairs (DG Hellenic Aid) 

Hungary Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade 

Iceland Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

Ireland Department of Foreign Affairs  

Italy Ministry of Foreign Affairs and International Cooperation; Ministry of 
Economy and Finance 

Japan Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Japanese International Cooperation Agency  

Luxembourg Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs; LuxDev 
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Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affairs (DGIS) 

NZ Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade 

Norway Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Norwegian Agency for Development 
Cooperation  

Poland Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Ministry of Finance (concessional lending) 

Portugal Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Camões  

Slovak Republic Ministry of Foreign and European Affairs; Ministry of Finance 

Slovenia Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Ministry of Finance 

South Korea Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Korean International Cooperation Agency; 
Ministry of Finance; KEXIM 

Spain Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Spanish Agency for International Development 
Cooperation 

Sweden Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Swedish International Development Agency 

Switzerland Swiss Agency for Development Cooperation; State Secretariat for 
Economic Affairs; Federal Department for Foreign Affairs 

United Kingdom Foreign, Commonwealth and Development Office 

United States United States Agency for International Development; State Department 
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