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Abstract 
 

Objective:To compare the ODA funding and evaluation policy system of 

United States, United Kingdom and Japan and to determine their trend of 

ODA for guiding a future direction to emerging donor countries.  

Method:The development funding trend of three countries and their new 

evaluation policy system were initially reviewed through each countries' 

relevant documents including international policy documents, budget 

statements, evaluation committee reports, annaul evaluation reports, OECD-

DAC online database and statistics and related academic literatures. 

Results:Comparing three major donor countries - United States, United 

Kingdom and Japan- represents that they move aid focus from economic 

development to social sectors development with various aid channels. 

Moreover, for maximizing the effectiveness of aid, those countries reformed 

the ODA policy, especially the evaluation policy, with setting up the 

independent evaluation department and external evaluation system.   

Conclusion:Following the lessons from the precedent of traditional donor 

countries over the half a century, emerging donor countries are necessarily  

apply the advanced ODA methods, increasing the volume of multilateral 

channel and focusing on social sector in Asia-Pacific region, to their future 

ODA activities. It helps to avert the gratuitous redundances of wasting money 

and time. Taking this advantage, emerging donor countries could perform a 

prominent develop in their new ODA world qua an aid donor, not as a 
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recipient anymore. Futhermore, emerging donor countries are necessarily 

concentrate their concern on the build up the independent evaluation 

department at the beginning stage of organized ODA system for increasing the 

effectiveness and transparancy of foreign aid. It might be created a synergy 

effect to further strengthen of ODA.  

 

Key Words : Official Development Assistance, Emerging donor countries, 
ODA funding, New ODA policy, Independent evaluation department 
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I. Introduction 
 

A. Background 

 

International development co-operation surged in the early 1960s and it has 

since continued to evolve. It becomes as one of the key factors in advancing 

global development in these days. Over 100 countries are adhered for developing 

the system of aid with trying to understand the rooted reasons for development aid 

activities. The world's continuous efforts with a lot of trial and error for improving 

the delivery of aid, we move a step closer to achieve the better lives for everyone.  

For redeeming the several shortages, which prevent aid from being as effective as 

desired, OECD DAC led the major forum under the name of the High Level 

Foraon Aid Effectiveness. Whenever it has held, more than 2,000 representatives 

of nations and oranizations are participated in because it became one of the most 

influential fora in the world. It was a continuation in a series that started in 

Rome(2003) and continues in Paris (2005), Accra (2008) and Busan (2011). 

Throughout the Busan HLF-4, global development leaders had chance to review 

the progress of improving the impact of development aid with making new 

commitments to further ensure that aid helps reduce poverty and supports 

progress in meeting Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). 

Nowadays, the world is to pay more attention on the potential power on ODA 

of economical emerging countries and its typical example could be South Korea.  

Similar to South Korea, there are several new emerging donors such as Brazil, 
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Russia, India and China and South Afria, called BRICS, and those are all the 

largest and fastest developing economies and newly industrialised countries. 

Unlike the traditional donors as United States, United Kingdom and Japan, most 

emerging donors have track records of providing aid for as long as have 

traditional donors (Jin et al., 2010). As concerns recipient need, one might suspect 

that emerging donors provide better targeted aid than the traditional and more 

advanced DAC members. Given their own experiences on what helped them 

develop, new donors may have better understandings of recipient needs, while 

recipients may be more inclined to take lessons from emerging donors than 

adhering to conditions attached to DAC aid (Dreher et al., 2010).  

From this assupmtion, a great effect is anticipated while emerging donors are 

expanding the volume of development aid as much as their economic growth. 

Furthermore, emerging donors are the relative newcomer who will focus on the 

ways to become the major donors. In order to prepare the emerging countries' 

effective counterplan on development aid, the trend of development aid in 

traditional donor countries must be analyzed.  

First, the flow of aid funds by aid channels, regions and sectors in major 

donors would be recognized. Second, traditional major donors' new aid systems 

along with their recent reformed ODA evaluation policy, will be the proper 

example to take overall look at the process of development of foreign aid system 

over last six decades.  
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B. Objective 

 

This study aims to analyze the two factors associated with development aid 

among major donors. This study is constructed as follows: 

 

1. To determine the trend of ODA (Official Development Assistance) funding 

system in three major donors - United States, United Kingdom and Japan. 

2. To compare the new ODA policy, especially the evaluation policy, in three 

countries' aid agencies associated with the process of development of foreign 

aid system. 

3. To recognize the relationship between the aid trend and evaluation policy 

through three major donors and find out the suggestion for emerging donors.  

 

C. Methodology 

 

The development funding trends of three countries and their new ODA policy, 

especially for evaluation, were initially reviewed through each countries' statistics 

on ODA into developing countries comes from the Development Assitance 

Commission (DAC) of the Orgnization for Economic Coordination and 

Development (OECD). This study has almost exclusively used the OECD DAC 

international Development Statistics (IDS) Online Database on aid and other 

resource flows which is the most comprehensive data available and which greatly 

enhnaces the possibility of useful comparative study. Furthermore, Using the each 

countries' relevant documents including OECD DAC Peer Review, Foreign Aid 
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Policy documents, Annual Budget Statements, Evaluation Committee Reports, 

Annual Evaluation Reports, countries' Official Published documents and related 

academic literatures.  
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II. Trend of Official Development Assistance (ODA) 

 

A. Concept of ODA 
 

Official Development Assistance (ODA) is called variable terms as 

International Development Assistance, Development Aid, Foreign Aid and so on. 

Among several terminologies, this paper uses international official word as ODA 

which is defined on the list of OECD DAC's Glossary of Key Terms that: 

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

 

Basically, ODA stands for the official helping to 'less developed countries' 

(LDCs) by 'more developed countries' (MDCs) in the form of capital, material 

goods, or personnel, for example emergency relief operations in order to improve 

the lives of those in the developing countries. There are three ways for ODA: 

bilateral aid, multilateral aid and voluntary aid. Bilateral aid is working between 

government of two countries under a partnership as a donor and a repicient. Funds 

from donor country can be used by private contractors, non-government 

organizations or many other local government departments. Multilateral aid is 

operated by international organizations such as the United Nations, the World 
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Bank, IMF, Asian Development Bank with government funds. Funds from 

voluntary aid are voluntarily donated by public and itcan be used independently 

through many voluntary agencies.  

 

B. Brief History of ODA 
 

Table 1. History of Development Aid in Global Communities from 1940s to 
1990s 

 Major Donors Main Focus of Aid Types of aid 

1940s UN System Reconstruction Program aid 

1950s United States, Soviet Union Community Development Projects aid, Food aid 

1960s 
Establishment of 

bilateral aid agencies 
Productive sector,Infrastucture 

Bilaterals : Technical assistance, 

Budget support 

1970s 
Expension of multilateral 

channels 

* Poverty reduction 

- Agriculture development 

- Basic Human needs  

(social sectors) 

Fall in food aid, Start of import 

support 

Set up evaluation units 

 

1980s Rise of NGOs from mid-1980s Macroeconomic reform Financial program aid, Debt relief 

1990s 

Eastern Europe & FSU become 

recipients; emergence of 

corresponding institutions 

Environment and gender 

Financial program aid & debt relief 

continue 

RBM (Result Based 

Management) 

 

Late 

1990s-

2000s 

Aid coodination from at local 

level as well as headquarter level 
Porverty and then governance Move toward sector support 

Source: Adopted for Journal of Multidisciplinary Evaluation, Number 5 (Ryoh, 2006)  

 

The main ideas of ODA have continuosly evolved during the last half a 

century. Aid money from donor to recipient is originated with the concept of 
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colonialism, the policy or practice of acquiring full or partial political control over 

another country, occupying it with settelers, and exploiting it economically 

(Oxford Dictionaries). Imperial powers as Great Britain and France between the 

late 16th to the early18th centuries exported and manufactured goods to colonised 

countries in return for imports of their raw materials. Later on, colonisers became 

to aid money to their colonial governments with the purpose of economic 

development, usually in the form of loans.  

 
OECD-DAC 

The Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) is an 

international economic organization which is founded in 1961, originated in 1948 

as the Organization for European Economic Co-operation (OEEC). It began with 

18 European countries, the United States, and Canada for dedicating to global 

development. Nowadays, it spans the globe to 34 member countries in the world. 

The function of OECD is that monitoring of events in member countries and rest 

of the world . They collect and analyze economic status and also recommand the 

environmental implications of economic and social development policy with peer 

review. While major countries got involved as a member of OECD according to 

the marcogrowth of global economy, the concept of "development" in the name of 

organization underlines the new dimension of internationa co-operation. As a 

result, the organization for official development assistance is founded in the name 

of Development Assistance Committee (DAC). It is originated from Development 

Assistance Group (DAG) in 1961. DAG is formed as a forum for consultations 



8 
 
 
 

among aid donors, the member countries of OECD, on assistnace to less-

developed countries (OECD, 1994). Currently, DAC has 27 members. They 

provide the DAC Guidelines and Reference Document for members, as well as for 

rest of countries, for helping the stage of formulation the national development 

co-operation policies. Also, they publish the Development Co-operation Report 

which are gathered each member countries' aid efforts, ODA statistics and policies. 

According to several regulations of DAC, the member countries submit to a 

regular Peer Review of their development co-operation which is undertaken by 

the DAC and OECD/DAC (OECD). Nowadays, DAC members contribute about 

80% of total ODA volume. DAC has developed into a crucial organization within 

the field of development assistance (Yu, 2008). 

From WWII to the mid 1970s, the world spent wretched time to achieve the 

industrial development and political democracy. Many international organizations 

were founded such as the United Nations and its family groups, World Bank and 

the International Monetary Fund (IMF) for attempting to set up a stable global 

economic system and to promote macroeconomic growth. In the post Cold War 

era, from the early 1990s, issues of poverty, inequality and social exclusion have 

become central issues to many of the key discussions of international relations and 

development aid. Most developed countries began to recognize that the problems 

of social sector have been directly linked to the world's security concerns (David 

Slater and Morag Bell, 2002). So, the flow of development aid more concentrated 

on social indicators such as health, education,income distribution, gender equality, 

and environmental conditions.  
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There are several global events by major donor countries' collaborative efforts 

for enhancing the ODA system. Their efforts are great enough to provide a full of 

motivation to each major donors. In 2000, the General Assembly of the United 

Nations released its Millennium Declaration and solidified support for the 

Millennium Development Goals(MDGs) endorsed by all 189 United Nations state. 

The MDGs focus the efforts of the world community on acheiving significant, 

measurable improvements in people's lives by the year 2015(United Nations, 

2002). It is composed of eight categories of outcomes and indicators which are 

ranging from halving extreme poverty rates to halting the spread of HIV/AIDS 

and providing universal primary education.  

   In addition, major donors as DAC members adopted the 0.7% target for ODA 

in 1970, which is affirmed in the declaration of the UN Financing for 

Development meeting in Mexico, 2002. It is therefore now shown in terms of 

ODA/GNI ratios. It refers to the contribution of developed countries to make 

concrete efforts up to the goal of contributing 0.7% of Gross National 

Imcome(GNI) toward ODA. At present, both MDGs and 0.7% target emerge to 

provide the main organizing principles for ODA.  

Total DAC aid is increased in nearly every year but ODA/GNI ratio has been 

decreased from the 1990s because of global financial crisis and euro zone turmoil 

which have led several governments to tighten their budgets which have affacted 

their ODA spending.The 2011 data shows that only five DAC member countries, 

Luxemburg, the Netherlands, Sweden, Norway and Denmark, have met the 0.7% 

of ODA/GNI target, while most donors still appear to be off-track to meet the 
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target by 2015 (Jump, 2012). Most DAC member countries saw negative growth 

from 2010 to 2011 (Table 2). However, each member countries have plans to put 

more effeort for achieving the target. As well the new DAC Chair put weight on 

the member countries' continuing efforts to increase the aid as soon as their 

budget circumstances allow that were made under macro-level agreements, 

particularly the MDGs (OECD-DAC, 2013). In addition, there are increased 

efforts by non-DAC donors of nearly USD 1 billion in 2012, corresponding to +35% 

over 2011 (OECD, 2013). It exceeded individual DAC country contributions. 

More activities with much wider group of providers includes private organizations, 

corportations, international and national NGOs will expand the volume of ODA 

and increase the importance of the role of ODA near future.  
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Table 2. DAC Countries' ODA/GNI ration from 1960-2011 

 
Source: OECD (2011). “Trends in development co-operation, 1960-2010”, Development Co-operation 
 Report 2011: 50thAnniversary Edition. 
 
 

  ODA/GNI ratio (percent) Net ODA (constant 2009 USD billion) 

 
1960-69 1970-79 1980-89 1990-99 2000-09 2011 1960-69 1970-79 1980-89 1990-99 2000-09 2011 

Australia 0.52 0.52 0.44 0.31 0.28 0.35 0.93 1.46 1.72 1.71 2.19 4.8 

Austria 0.09 0.18 0.25 0.19 0.36 0.27 0.09 0.27 0.57 0.53 1.26 1.11 

Belgium 0.54 0.53 0.50 0.36 0.47 0.53 0.82 1.20 1.44 1.28 2.10 2.80 

Canada 0.23 0.48 0.46 0.38 0.29 0.31 0.74 2.40 3.20 3.32 3.52 5.29 

Denmark 0.19 0.57 0.84 1.00 0.87 0.86 0.20 0.84 1.56 2.37 2.73 2.98 

Finland 0.05 0.16 0.45 0.44 0.41 0.52 0.03 0.15 0.57 0.69 0.91 1.41 

France 0.87 0.43 0.57 0.53 0.41 0.46 7.12 5.48 9.08 10.86 10.30 12.99 

Germany 0.40 0.37 0.43 0.32 0.33 0.4 4.29 5.61 8.40 8.96 10.56 14.53 

Greece - - - 0.15 0.18 0.11 - - - 0.30 0.51 0.33 

Ireland - 0.14 0.21 0.26 0.48 0.52 - 0.06 0.12 0.23 0.81 0.90 

Italy 0.16 0.11 0.31 0.23 0.19 0.19 0.99 1.19 4.28 4.17 3.93 4.24 

Japan 0.24 0.23 0.31 0.27 0.22 0.18 2.48 4.98 9.92 12.38 11.57 10.60 

Korea - - 0.02 0.03 0.07 0.12 - - 0.04 0.15 0.48 1.32 

Luxembourg - - 0.16 0.44 0.88 0.99 - - 0.03 0.12 0.33 0.41 

Netherlands 0.42 0.76 0.98 0.82 0.80 0.75 0.89 2.41 4.09 4.56 5.95 6.32 

New Zealand 0.19 0.34 0.27 0.25 0.26 0.28 0.07 0.17 0.16 0.17 0.25 0.43 

Norway 0.20 0.71 1.04 0.96 0.91 1 0.15 0.77 1.82 2.40 3.20 4.94 

Portugal - - 0.11 0.27 0.28 0.29 - - 0.09 0.42 0.58 0.67 

Spain - - 0.10 0.24 0.33 0.29 - - 0.67 2.23 4.21 4.26 

Sweden 0.22 0.74 0.87 0.86 0.92 1.02 0.27 1.34 1.99 2.23 3.44 5.61 

Switzerland 0.09 0.18 0.29 0.35 0.40 0.46 0.17 0.48 0.95 1.39 1.87 3.09 

United 

Kingdom 
0.48 0.43 0.33 0.28 0.40 0.56 3.92 4.40 4.19 4.41 8.36 13.73 

United States 0.50 0.25 0.22 0.13 0.16 0.2 18.84 13.51 15.36 13.24 21.69 30.75 

Total DAC 0.45 0.32 0.33 0.27 0.27 0.31 41.99 46.69 70.21 77.96 100.74 133.53 
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Emerging and developing economies are expected to continue driving global 

economic growth and trade flows in the next two decades. The OECD estimates 

that, by 2030, emerging and developing countries, which are non-Organization for 

OECD, will account for two-thrids of global GDP, compared with one-third in 

1990 (Greenhill and Prizzon, 2012). Most major emerging countries are in Asia 

region such as South Korea, China and India. They are mostly choosing a more 

concentrated, closer to home, and region-focused approach to development where 

programs are more easily controlloed and results are more observable and valued 

(Trolio, 2011). It could be anticipated that they will lead the development of 

neighboring countries in Asia, where overlapping with major donor countries' aid 

concentration region. 

 

Asia-Pacific Region 

The Asia-Pacific region is home to over half of the world's population and is 

the fastest growing in the world which has a remarkable transformation into a 

major engine of global economic growth and stability. The Asia-Pacific region 

presents enormous challenges to, and equally large opportunities for, fundamental 

donors interests. However, while much of Asia has recently experienced robust 

economoic growth, the region continues to struggle with extreme poverty, 

malnutrition, food insecurity, environmental degradation, fragile governance and 

trans-border threats. Those kinds of insecure and unstable circumstances in the 

Asia-Pacific region are increasingly affecting the health and safety of the people 

of Asia and the world. It happens not only limited in Asia but also occurred in 
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most developing countries in Africa, Latin America and Middle East region. So, 

the world of foreign aid is changing significantly that donor countries manifest 

themselves on the global scene (Marx and Soares, 2013). They are trying to create 

healthier, safer and more properous future for the people.  

United States is the largest aid funding country to Asia region among OECD 

DAC and then Japan, Germany, United Kingdom and Australia follow behind. 

Most countries are increasing their attention to Asia region steadily. Besides the 

reason of high vulnerability in Asia region, there is a sensitive political issue for 

increasing the volume of development aid in this area by several major donor 

countries. Since the September 11, 2001, terroris attacks in the United States, the 

world have cast foreign assistance as a tool in the global war on terrorism as 

national security strategy. Furthermore, increasing the substantial reconstruction 

programs in Afghanistan and Iraq bring out the huge aid funding flows to Asia 

region.  
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Figure 1. Net official development assistance over 50 years (1960-2011) 

Source: Nuffic.Global Policy Trends in Development Co-operation, 2012. 

 

 

C. Funding Trend 

 

The Reasons for the Chosen Three Donor Countries 

The reasons for chosen three donor countries, firstly, the U.S., U.K., and Japan 

are member countries of OECD-DAC as major top 3 donors of development 

bilateral aid for last several decades. According to the DAC member's net ODA in 

2011, the U.S. (USD 30,924 million) occupies the biggest portion of total volume 

in DAC and it has 0.2 percent of ODA/GNI ratio. Japan (USD 10,831 million) has 

almost similar ODA/GNI ratio with U.S. ranked as the 21st and the U.K. is 0.56 

as the 6th. The average ODA/GNI rate of the 23 ODA member countries is 0.31 

percent and it is not yet to approach the United Nation's recommanded ODA/GNI 
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0.7 percent target rate. Comparing three major countries indicates that regionally 

represent different geographic regions from North America, Western Europe to 

Asia and where have the most developed system of development aid. This study is 

contributed to the understanding of the trend in aid funding and major reformed 

ODA policy by the case of three different traditional donors for providing a proper 

guideline to emerging donors. It will help to predict and enhance the improvement 

of ODA system in emerging donors as being one of the rising stars who will 

deserve to achieve the foremost goal of the international communities, "better 

lives".  

 

Table 3. DAC Percent Change 2010 to 2011 

Country Percent Change Country Percent Change 

Australia 9.8 Korea 6.4 

Austria -14.0 Luxembourg -6.4 

Belgium -13.1 Netherlands -6.1 

Canada -2.4 New Zealand 9.4 

Denmark -4.0 Norway -8.4 

Finland -4.5 Portugal 2.7 

France -5.6 Spain -34.1 

Germany 2.6 Sweden 10.4 

Greece -22.1 Switzerland 12.9 

Ireland -2.1 United Kingdom -0.1 

Italy 35.7 United States -0.3 

Japan -8.9 Total DAC -2.3 
 
Source: OECD DAC Online Statstics Database.DAC Members' Net Official Development 

Assistance in 2011 
*This data is analyzed in real term which is taking account of both inflation and exchange rate 
movements. 
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(USD billion) 

 
Figure 2. DAC donor countries' bilateral aid to Asia (2009~2011) 

Source: OECD DAC Statistics online Database 
 

Table 4. Top 10 donors by share of aid to Asia 

(USD million, net bilateral disbursements) 

 2009 2010 2011 3-year average 
Asia as % of each donor's 

aid 

Korea 313 587 629 510 68 

Japan 2,555 3,417 2,432 2,802 55 

Australia 1,083 1,409 1,664 1,385 53 

United States 9,307 8,659 8,359 8,775 43 

Germany 2,294 2,598 2,962 2,618 41 

United Kingdom 2,162 2,080 2,147 2,123 39 

Switzerland 300 323 409 344 31 

Norway 564 683 661 636 31 

Finland 176 177 183 179 31 

Denmark 431 488 429 449 30 

Other DAC countries 4,338 4,321 3,650 4,103 20 

Total DAC countries 23,523 24,722 23,526 23,924 36 

Source: Development and at a glance, Statistics by Asia Region. OECD DAC, 2013. 
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a. United States  

The United States is the most porwerful engines of economic development in 

the world. For a long time, the United States, with its abundant economic strength, 

has been playing a significant balancing role in the world. As befitted to its power, 

the U.S. (USD 30.75 billion) occupies the biggest portion of the total net ODA 

volume (USD 133.91 billion) among DAC member countries as the world's 

largest bilateral donor. Nighteen U.S. government agencies funded foreign 

assistace activities. The five primary agencies are working for bilateral foreign 

assistances. The Department of State (DoS), the US equivanlent of a Ministry of 

Foreign Affiars, and United States Agency for International Development (USAID) 

are major actors in development and humanitarian relief. USAID has been the 

main agency for implementing US programmes in health, education, humanitarian 

relief, economic development, family planning and agriculture. 

 

 
Figure 3. FY 2011 U.S. Economic Assistance by Funding Agency 

Source: USAID Foreign Assistance Database 
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Figure 4. FY 2011 U.S. Economic Assistance by Region 

Source: OECD DAC. Online Statistics. Summary Chart by DAC members donor. 
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/USA.JPG 
* The "Non-Region Specific" group includes Canada and all global funding that could not be 
assinged to a specific benefiting country or region.  

 

The priority region of total U.S. aid is sub-Saharan Africa. There are 47 

countries with USAID's 23 missions in Africa region. U.S. development aid to 

Africa saw a major increase, especially in health-related programs (Dagne, 2011).   

 Second largest region of recieving economic assistance is in Asia which has 

37 countries. As mentioned in the beginning of this chapter, there is a definite 

cause for rising the volume of aid in Asia region over last 10 years. U.S. ODA is 

spending aid budget for not only humanitarian purpose but political reason which 

should be considered as a confounding factor. The U.S. has invested in 

implementing reconstruction projects for Iraq and Afgahnistan after the invasion; 

USD 48 billion has been spent in Iraq and more than USD 32 billion for 

Afghanistan (Reuters, 2009). The reconstruction of Iraq and Afghanistan have 

taken longer and cost more than initial estimates and U.S. created an office in 

2004 to organize the U.S. reconstruction efforts. It is an inevitable fact that 
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influences to the rapid increasing of the aid portion in Asia region.  

The U.S. has several other important roles in Asia region such as a preeminent 

trade and investment partner, security guarantor, and example of democracy and 

good governance. USAID works actively for achieving main five goals in order to 

develop the quality of life in this region : 1. addressing persistent hunger and 

malnutrition, 2. Tackling health challenges and monitoring disease outbreaks, 3. 

Harnessing the region’s growing scientific and technological prowess, 4. 

Sponsoring democratic transformations occurring throughout the region, and 5. 

Partnering closely with emerging Asian economies (USAID, 2013).  

 

Table 5. FY 2011 US’s Top ten Recipients of Gross ODA 

Country Spending Amount (USD million) 

Afghanistan 2,951 

Iraq 1,443 

Pakistan 1,237 

Congo, Dem. Rep. 1,053 

Haiti 864 

Ethiopia 791 

West Bank & Gaza Strip 673 

Kenya 342 

South Africa 547 

Tanzania 496 

Source: OECD-DAC; www.oecd.org/dac/stats 

 

The Congressional Budget Justification documents in 2010-2011 shows that 

the development assistance funding for Asia-Pacific region has slightly changes in 



20 
 
 
 

accordance with the policy of government. The United States' foremost priorities 

in the Asia-Pacific region are to protect vital national security interests and to 

promote regional stability and security. According to the States Department's 

Bureau of East Asian and Pacific Affairs, President Obama has asked Congress to 

approve USD 1.2 billion to support diplomatic and aid operations in countries in 

East Asia and the Pacific in fiscal year 2014, 7 percent more than the amount 

requested for fiscal year 2012. The funds would expand aid to the region - from 

USD 715 million in FY 2012 to USD 768.3 million for FY 2014 for regional 

security cooperation, democracy programs, development in the lower Mekong 

River region, and lessening the environmental and health effects of unexploded 

ordnance by principled American leadership (IIP Digital, 2013). 

 

Table 6. East Asia and Pacific Regional Overview of Program Area in ODA 
from 2009-2012 

 
FY 2009 FY 2010 FY 2011 

FY 2012 

(estimate) 

Total ($ in thousands) 762,101 805,553 742,869 694,181 

Peace and Security 13.4 %  15.5 % 12.7 % 14.5 % 

Governing Justly and 

Democractically 
11.7 % 13.5 % 11.2 % 10.9 % 

Investing in People 49.7 % 41.1 % 41.7 % 44.8 % 

Economic Growth 21.3 % 24.3 % 29.7 % 26.1 % 

Humanitarian Assitance 3.6 % 5.6 % 4.7 % 3.7 % 

Source: Department of State.Congressional Budget Justification, (2009, 2010, 2011). 

 

Investing in People Objective occupies the largest portion of total foreign 
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assistance program in Asia-Pacific Region. The key recipients of funding for this 

sector include Cambodia, Indonesia, the Philippines, Vietnam, and the Regional 

Development Mission for Asia. Most are continuously struggling for the 

infectious diseases and access to quality maternal, child health, and family 

planning services as pose serious regional challenges. The U.S. will steadily focus 

on these areas with health care, water and sanitation and education reform, which 

are essential factors to affect to the people's better life. There are several special 

programs by U.S. government to fit in circumstance in each case of each country - 

Global Health Initiative (GHI), President's Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief 

HIV/AIDS Program, USAID/Timer-Leste's Health Program, and so on.  

Moreover, the trend of U.S. assistance funding is gradually changing to 

greater use of multilateral mechanisms (Figure 5). Traditionally, the largest 

portion of U.S. assistance has been in the form of bilateral aid. However, in order 

to leverage U.S. foreign assistance, the 2012 budget recommends that 10.2 

percent of the total aid budget be in the form of multilateral aid which is 

significantly higher than in 2010, 6.3 percent. Nowadays, the U.S. government 

and multilateral organizations such as World Bank, United Nations, and World 

Trade Organization implement roughly 3 out of each 4 dollars (77 percent) of 

total U.S. economic assistance (USAID, 2012).  

By this change, U.S. also encourages multilateral engagement and strengthens 

the relationship with the region through participation in key partnerships, 

including the Asia Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum and the 

Association of Southeast Asian Nations Regional Forum (ARF), the Association 
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of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), the East Asia Summit (EAS), and the 

Lower Mekong Initiative (LMI).  

 

 
Figure 5. U.S. Multilateral Assistance, FY 2001-FY 2012 

Source: Connie Veillette. The Future of U.S. Aid Reform: Rhetoric, Reality, and 
Recommendations 

 
 
b. The United Kingdom* 

In 2011, the U.K. was the second largest OECD DAC donor. The U.K. spent 

USD 13.74 million which occupies over 10% of total net ODA of DAC member 

countries (USD 134 billion). Figure 6 shows the trend of U.K. ODA over the past 

five decades. Total amount ODA was almost flat until 2000 but it increased 

dramatically soon. Likewise, as a proportion of GNI, ODA spending was falling 

until the late 1990s and it jumped up between 2000 and 2010 with almost doubled. 

The UK will steadily increase the ODA spending in order to reach the target of 

0.7%. The UK's ODA was equal to 0.56% of its GNI. The government has 

                                                   
*£1 = USD 1.64 (2011.01.01 / 2012.01.01) 
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committed to increasing ODA spending to meet the target of 0.7% of GNI by 

2013 and they are on track to achieve this target.  

 

 

Figure 6. UK ODA, 1960 to 2013 
Source:Institute for Fiscal Studies. Chapter 7: UK Development aid, 2012. 

 

The majority of ODA spending of the UK is channelled through Department 

for International Development (DFID). DFID has spent the vast majority of the 

UK aid budget since the department’s creation in 1997. It spent over 89.5% of UK 

aid budget in 2011. It leads the UK's work to end extreme poverty.DFID employs 

over 2,750 staff in globally and this number will be increasing continuously, 

especially in strategic cadres such as fragile states and state building, evaluation 

and results, and less staff in administrative and corporate work (UK Mid-term 

Review, 2013). The rest of UK aid budget is carried out through a variety of other 

government departments such as the Department of Energy and Climate Change 

(DECC), CDC Group (the state's development finance institution) and Foreign 
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and Commonwealth Office (FCO).   

 

Table 7. UK aid allocation by DFID and Non-DFID 

£ millions DFID Non-DFID Total UK 

2011 ODA 
7,722 906 8,629 

89.5% 10.5% 100% 

2012 ODA 
7,537 1,083 8,620 

87.4% 12.6% 100% 
Source: DFID. Annual Report and Accounts 2012-13. 

 

The UK is trying to spend their annual budget with a strong focus on 

maximizing impact and effectiveness. The UK allocated aid budget USD 8.02 

billion to its bilateral program and USD 5.72 billion to multilateral organizations 

in 2011. Also, over half of DFID's total program (55%) was bilateral assistance 

and 42% was multilateral assistance. The trend of increasing the portion in 

bilateral aid is keep continuing from 2007 to 2012. According to the Bilateral and 

Multilateral Aid Reviews (BAR and MAR respectively), the UK has tried to focus 

its aid on fewer countries for getting the most cost-efficient ways aid with the 

greatest impact. In 2011, the BAR set out plans to focus bilateral aid in 27 priority 

countries. Countries received the greatest amount of DFID bilateral aid is Ethiopia 

in 2011/12, followed by India and Bangladesh. In total, the top twenty recipients 

of DFID's bilateral aid accounted for 87% of total DFID bilateral aid that could be 

allocated to a country. 
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Figure 7. DFID bilateral spending by region, 2010-11 
Source: DFID. Statistics on International Development 2007/08 - 2011/12. 

 

Mostly, DFID has control over the country, sector and/or theme that the funds 

will be spent on. Because of this reason, the largest share of bilateral aid could 

deliver through a multilateral agency, for example, where a DFID country office 

transfer money to a multilateral organization for a particular piece of work in that 

county, and it has increased in recent years. DFID also spent through multilateral 

organizations to step towards achieving value for money. It is channelled through 

the European Commission (EC), is the largest recipient, the World Bank, UN, 

Global Fund, and Regional development banks. Multilateral assistance is not 

possible to directly track the funding to the country or sector level as bilateral 

assistance. However, throughout the MAR, the UK is keep reviewing multilateral 

organizations and its performance regularly and they also plan to channel more 

money through the best rated organizations, allowing the UK public to transform 

the lives of hundreds of millions of people (UK aid, 2011). 
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(£ millions) 

 
Figure 8. Flow of ODA from DFID to developing countries, 2012 

Source: DFID. Statistics on International Development, 2013. 

 

According to DFID bilateral program by region in 2007/08 - 2011/12, Asia 

region is the second largest recipient area covers South Asia (Bangladesh, India, 

Afghanistan, Pakistan, Nepal), and Burma, Vietnam and Central Asia. In 2013/14, 

the total regional budget of DFID is £240.93 million and Asia region has £14.39 

million. Comparing the bilateral budget allocation to Asia and Pacific region 

between last five years (Table 8), DFID is increasing the amounted spending to 

region gradually as much as increasing the total bilateral program budget. Pacific 

region is not a main focused ODA area but budget allocation for this region is also 

steadily increasing. Most ODA of this region is in Fiji, Papua New Guinea, 

Solomon Islands and Oceania region and is carried out by not DFID but Foreign 

& Commonwealth Office. Asia-Pacific region is very venerable with many 

complex economic, political, social and environmental problems. Main focusing 
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on Asia region is cross border issues - regional integration, climate change, human 

trafficking - and on hunger and maternal health problems (DFID, 2012). 

Furthermore, DFID is also spending lots of aid budget to Afghanistan 

reconstruction project under the international relationship and political reason as 

the United States. So, DFID's recent highest budget allocation toward Asia region  

countries includes Afghanistan as well.  

 
Table 8. DFID Bilateral Expenditure by Region 2006/07-2010/11 

(£ thousands) 

Year Total Bilateral Program Asia Pacific 

2006/07 2,778,516 899,721 2,022 

2007/08 2,957,909 930,577 1,788 

2008/09 3,283,996 1,087,760 2,790 

2009/10 3,958,263 1,089,144 2,142 

2010/11 4,248,018 1,093,443 2,638 

Source: DFID. Statistics on International Development, 2013. 

Table 9. Total Bilateral ODA by DFID in Asia Region (2012) 

Asia Region Countries 
DFID amounted 

spending 
Asia Region Countries 

DFID amounted 

spending  

Afghanistan 181,375 Malaysia 0 

Bangladesh 189,513 Mongolia 477 

Bhutan - Philippines 0 

Myanmar 28,889 Thailand 0 

India 203,762 Vietnam 47,158 

Maldives - Far East Asia, Regional - 

Nepal 66,680 Total Far East Asia 69,313 

Pakistan 170,797 Kazakhstan 0 

Sri Lanka 1,040 Kyrgyz Republic 3,157 

Total South Asia 842,424 Tajikistan 8,532 
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Cambodia 13,761 Turkmenistan 0 

China -747 Uzbekistan 0 

East Timor - Central Asia, Regional - 

Indonesia 7,745 
Total Central Asian 

Republic 
11,689 

Korea, Dem. Rep. 0 Asia, Regional 13,654 

Laos 919 Total Asia 1,080,344 

Source: DFID. Statistics on International Development, 2013  

 

Over 3/4 of Asia regional program is occupied by the sectors of wealth 

creation(41.1%) and maternal and child health (38.3%) (DFID, 2013). For 

promoting the improvement of regional trade, investment and connectivity by 

working with multilateral organizations helps region's economic activities. 

Finance provided to the World Bank to prepare 3 regional power and trade 

facilitation programs, and to the International Finance Corporation to improve the 

cross border investment environment. Moreover, DFID is focusing on the health 

improvement, particularly among women and children in Asia region. Throughout 

the related programs with many consortiums of NGOs help to implement a 

maternal and health program by reducing recourse to unsafe abortion and 

improving access to contraception. Also, DFID puts effort to strengthen climate 

information and improve talks on water resources (DFID, 2013).  

 

c. Japan† 

In 2011, Japan's net ODA amounted to USD 10.6 billion. Historically, Japan 

                                                   
†¥100 = USD 0.96 (2012.01.01 / 2013.01.01) 
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became the world's top aid donor of ODA in 1989, surpassing the United States, 

which until that time had held the top position. Japan then remained the leader 

among the DAC countries, maintaining its top rank for eight years from 1993 to 

2000 (JICA, 2012). However, the country's contribution became to fall down 

gradually, except in 2005. In 2011, Japan experienced the devastating earthquake-

tsunami which claimed around 20,000 lives and that period was one of the Japan's 

darkest moments. Japan has overcome the difficulties through rebuilding its 

economy and rejoining the global community of nations and through its ODA. 

 

 

Figure 9. Trend in Major DAC Countries' ODA (Net Disbursement) 
Source: JICA. JICA annual report, 2012. 

 

The ODA/GNI ratio in 2011 is 0.18 which reduced from 0.2% in previous year. 

This is well below the DAC average of 0.31% and even from the 0.7% UN target. 

However, there are several points to be duly considered such as economic 

difficulties, compounded by the devastations from natural disasters. Japanese 

government spent almost 19% of total annual budget for total ODA in 2009 and 
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2010. It was dropped dramatically to 2% in 2011 and remained on that. Even 

though we expect that Japan's ODA spending levels could not to rise significantly 

within few years, Japan is still positioned in one of the most contributed donors 

among OECD DAC member countries.  

 
Table 10. Japan's ODA Budget from 2009 to 2012 

Category 2009 2010 2011 2012 

ODA Budget amount(JP¥ billion) 

Grants 8,747 8,649 828.2 810.0 

Loans 8,299 9,018 957.3 891.6 

Total 17,047 17,667 1,785.6 1,701.6 

Total annual Budget for Japan(JP¥ billion) 

 88,548.0 92,299.2 92,411.6 
90,333.

9 

Percentage of ODA 

budget 
19.3% 19.1% 1.9% 1.9% 

 
Source: MOFA. Japan's Official Development Assistance White Paper, 2010 / 2012. 

Ministry of Finance Japan.Highlights of the Budget for FY 2009-2013. 
 

Recently, the Japanese government has undertaken the reform to improve the 

quality of its ODA. Overseas Economic Cooperation Operations (OECOs), a part 

of JBIC providing Japanese ODA loans and the grant aid dispersed by the Foreign 

Ministry has been merged with the cooperation agency into on organization, "New 

JICA" (JICA, 2008). Though the organizational reformation, Japan's development 

assistance has become linked under a single organization, which better enables 

JICA to provide effective and efficient assistance. JICA is Japan's principal of 

ODA. JICA has become one of the largest bilateral development organizations in 
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the world working with more than 150 countries.  

Likewise with other major donors, Japan’s ODA consists of bilateral aid and 

multilateral aid. Bilateral aid can be divided to three categories: grants aid, finance 

and investment and technical cooperation. Multilateral aid refers to financing and 

financial contributions to international organizations as Loan aid ("yen loans"). 

Japan's ODA has preferred bilateral (80 percent of total ODA) rather than 

multilateral aid (20 percent of total ODA). Since ‘rebirth’ of JICA in 2008, it has 

become one of the largest bilateral development organizations in the world with 

more than 90 overseas offices, projects in more than 150 countries. It has an 

annual budget of over, roughly, USD 18 billion in 2012. Approximately 60 

percent is distributed in bilateral yen loan aid, 12 percent in technical cooperation 

and 6.8 percent in aid grants, with the rest distributed through multilateral 

contributions and other projects. 

 

Table 11. Distribution by type of JICA program in FY 2010-11 

(JP¥ billion) 
 FY 2010 FY 2011 

Fiscal year Total budget 1,663.3 1,582.8 

Technical Cooperation 168.8 188.9 

Loan Aid 538.9 949.0 

Grant Aid 102.4 107.6 

Source: JICA. JICA annual report 2012, 2013 IEEJ S&L Symposium. 

 

The priority aid sector of major countries, which compared in this study, is on 
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the social infrastructure & services in commonly. Otherwise, Japan's distribution 

of bilateral ODA by sector is occupied through economic infrastructure &services 

(41.48%) as the largest part and then social infrastructure&services (24.5%) and 

production sectors (9.26%) followed behind. Japanese corporations have some 

advantages in the aid of economic infrastructure aid, chiefly transportation, water 

works, and power generation (Hiromi and Kiyoshi, 2012) through its historical 

experiences as WWII. Interesting thing is that Japan's grants for health aid, 

including training programs under technical cooperation, has only 1.5~2.5 percent 

of overall ODA spending for the past few years. One of the reasons for this is that 

Japanese government prefers to have got greater impact from aid as "hardware" 

development with their enough development aid funds but actual health outcomes 

are difficult to evaluate its impact of assistance. Lately, the trend of ODA policy is 

shifting to software aid from hardware aid and the Japanese government has 

begun to find possibilities of collaboration with NGOs, private sectors, and 

government institutions. By this changing trend, it could expect the positive 

impacts on international cooperation as well (Sachiko, 2013).   

Asia is key region to contribute to the growth of the world economy as "a 

center of growth open to the world". Japanese government is mainly focused on 

supporting Asian countries to promptly respond to the financial crisis, strengthen 

growth potential and expand domestic demand (MOFA, 2009). Historically, in the 

early 1970s Asian countries accounted for about 80 percent of its bilateral aid and 

about 65 percent in the 1980s (David, 2011). Over 55% of Japan's bilateral ODA 

is focused on Asia region (including South and Central Asia) and it remains as 
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significant top recipient region in 2008-10 (Figure 10). Japan has contributed to 

the remarkable economic growth in Asia by implementing economic cooperation 

that combines ODA with trade and investment, including the improvement of 

infrastructure, development of systems and human resources, promotion of trade, 

and revitalization of private investment. Through the continued attention to Asia 

region represents that Japanese aid tends to support middle-income countries. The 

reason of it could be easy to guess that much of its aid is directed towards 

infrastructure assistance which tends to be a priority for bigger economies.  

However, in recent, Japan is significantly increasing its aid to low income 

countries, especially the LDCs as Africa region and Latin Americas. Moreover, 

Japanese government announced that Japan's ODA budget will increase in near 

future for making its aid more efficient and to maximize development results 

(JICA, 2013) and it affects to expand the aid portion of Asia region significantly. 

Recently, South Korea and China have become increasingly important emerging 

aid donors who are focusing on Asian countries region as their core aid area. 

Japan, which maintained the high rank of aid donor among DAC countries in last 

several decades, is faced with the challenge of both working with these countries 

and competing with them.  
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Figure 10. Trends in Japan's Bilateral ODA by Region 

Source: MOFA. Japan’s Official Development AssistanceWhite Paper, 2011. 

 

Table 12. Japan's Top ten recipients of gross ODA 
      (USD billion) 

1995-96 2011-12 

1 Indonesia Indonesia 1.505 

2 China India 1.466 

3 Thailand Vietnam 1.266 

4 Philippines China 1.096 

5 India Philippines 0.686 

6 Pakistan Turkey 0.570 

7 Bangladesh Afghanistan 0.541 

8 South Korea Sri Lanka 0.358 

9 Sri Lanka Pakistan 0.209 

 10 Mexico Peru 0.197 

Source:David M. Potter 2012.Japan's Official Development Assistance. 

 OECDStatistics Online DB, Japanese ODA data. 
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Analyzing Results 

During last six decades history of ODA in three countries, there are several 

transformations in the way of aid by channels, regions, sectors and donors. By aid 

channels, recently, the share of aid delivered by multilateral organizations has 

grown streadily. There are several reasons to increase the engagement with 

multilateral agencies. The increasing the requirement of scrutiny on ODA is 

possibly count on the one of the common reasons. Also, multilateral aid has 

political neutrality and legitimacy, a broader technical base than individual 

bilateral donors and economies of scale. By aid region, major ODAflows have 

been directed to Sub-Saharan Africa and Asia region. As much as big influential 

of three countries, OECD-DAC, from 2005 to 2010, also have seen a slightly 

increase in aid to Sub-Saharan Africa where traditionally the largest beneficiary of 

ODA. Also aid to South and Central Asia increased radically. This is mainly due 

to the planned increases in multilateral outflows in Asia region, where the top four 

absolute increases in aid volume (bangladesh, India, Vietnam and Pakistan) are 

expected. Also, interconnected political relation is an ineludible, and must be 

removed, reason to increase the focus on Asia region. By aid sector, three 

countries are preferred to carry out infrastructure and productive sectors aid 

related to achieve a short-term effect from the economic growth. Pressure to meet 

the MDG targets, most of which are related to the social sector, could be one of 

the factors to force the donors to focus more on it. Therefore, recognizing the 

importance of a long-term effect for human being is rising as a new trend of ODA.  
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III. New ODA Evaluation Policy 

 

Over a half-century, individual countries and international agencies have given 

aid to third world countries to improve economic development, yet poverty still 

persists in many recipient countries. As above sector mentioned, the volume of 

ODA in the world is expanding dramatically along with the global economic 

growth in the long-term view. It will last increase its activities for achieving the 

ODA/GNI UN Target 0.7% which most OECD-DAC member countries yet to 

reach it. Moreover, paying attention to the appearance of several new donor 

countries such as Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa becomes a special 

issue on international communities. Their most notable progress of ODA activities 

have grown in recent years, some dramatically. Actually, most of emerging donors 

are long-standing providers of development aid, commenced their ODA programs 

around early the 1960s and many of them a good deal of experience. Emerging 

donors currently spend USD 10~15 billion of aid per year, or 7~10 percent of 

global official aid. Even total aid from emerging donors is forecast to double in 

the next five years (Laurence 2012). 

Most recipient countries receive the development aid from more than 40 

bilateral agencies and over 600 aid projects or programs processing by major 

donors. However, it gives a huge administrative burden to recipient governments 

and several redundant projects were occurred with the weakened of regulatory 

function between donors and recipients. Those problems lead to less effective 
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works. International community is encountered these problems and more than 100 

countries are gathered together on the Paris High Level Forum on Aid 

Effectiveness in 2005 for developing the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness. 

The Paris Declaration makes clear the ultimate purpose of the campaign to reform 

aid. It lays out a practical, action-oriented roadmap to improve the quality aid and 

its impact on development by the responsibility of developed and developing 

countries for delivering and managing aid in terms of five principles (OECD, 

2013). The five principles are: i) ownership, ii) alignment, iii) harmonization, iv) 

managing for results and v) mutual accountability.  

For achieving the five principles for aid effectiveness, several factors should 

have considered. First, donors must clarify their development aid activities with 

how aid is delivered and what the money is spent on to the public, as taxpayers, 

and media. That is, as much as expanding the volume of development aid by 

donor, the transparency in both aid budget and its impact become the most 

significant factors for progressing the activities more efficaciously. Second, donor 

agencies must engage in policy dialogue if they channel funds through budget 

support, to ensure that their money is well-spent (Jones, 2011). This means that a 

proper policy is necessarily enacted. By appropriate policy which suggests the 

right direction to donors helps to lead the meaning of development aid from the 

charity to the human duty with its power of sustainability and widespread changes.  

Over the past 20 years, there has been a series of major changes in 

ODAindustry as much as expandingthe volume of aid and rising the importance 

of the relationship between donors and recipients. In 2011, the Fourth High-Level 
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Forum on Aid Effectiveness was held in Busan, South Korea, for reviewing the 

progress on implementing principles of Paris Declaration. It highlighted five 

principles based on the 50 years field experiences and researches - local 

ownership, a focus on results, partnerships, transparency and shared responsibility. 

On the basis of its common principles, the foreign aid in international community 

today is much focused on the evaluation policy along with the demand of greater 

transparency in the step of decision-making and disclosure of information from 

development stakeholders. In addition, the public and taxpayers increasingly 

demand credible and impartial assessment of the result of public spending on aid 

with quality evidences. Reflections of tendency, many major donor countries are 

beginning to focus on the reformation of ODA policy for better aid. Among 

several sectors' policy in ODA, most of major donors announced New Evaluation 

Policyin recent years. More complexes aid channels emerged - bilateral, 

multilaterals, private sectors and civil society partners - with more increasing the 

volume of development aid. Moreover, the aid system is becoming more 

organized with new actors and new rules. It requires a clear line of sight on 

whether these channels are delivering the intended results or not, and impact 

evaluation provides one way of determining this (DFID, 2013). This means that 

evaluation is necessarily required for achieving the maximum impact from its 

development assistance. Thus, the main purposes of evaluation are: (i) to improve 

future aid policy, programs and projects through feedback of lessons learned; (ii) 

to provide a basis for accountability, including the provision of information to the 

public (OECD, 2010). Also, an evaluation should provide information that is 
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credible and useful, enabling the incorporation of lessons learned into the decision 

making process of both recipients and donors (OECD, 2002) 

 

A. Brief History of Evaluation  

 

From '40s to '70s, development aid was focused on the worldwide economic 

reconstruction such as setting up infrastructures, transportations and electricity 

facilities by several main countries and agencies such as United States, Soviet 

Union, France, Germany, Japan, UN agencies, World Bank and so on. This period 

was the beginning stage of focusing on evaluation methods even the general 

attention was on short and medium-term aspects of process (design and 

implementation) (Sasaki, 2006). In 1959, UNESCO published a manual, 

Evaluating Development Projects(Hayes, 1959), indicated the importance of 

analyzing and measuring the actual effectiveness of social development projects 

with adequate techniques according to a variety of field situations. Then, the time 

was faced the "boom stage" of the establishment of evaluation units in 1970s, the 

era when the main focus of aid was changed to social sectors. Furthermore, the 

volume of ODA net flows grew steadily with increasing of the role of multilateral 

aid channel from the early 1970s to the late 1980s(Sagati, 2005). In 1990s, there 

has been an increasing stress not only on outputs but on impact and the effect of 

development assistance (Conlin and Stirrat, 2008). This new conceptualization of 

evaluation was strongly raised by the DAC Five Evaluation Criteria. It was 

approved by the OECD-DAC Working Party on Aid Evaluation, the PCM (Project 
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Cycle Management) system and the RBM (Result Based Management). It became 

widely used as a management tool among major aid donors for helping field 

workers to carry out projects more efficiently and measuring the effectiveness and 

the actual impact of aid.  

In order to increase the effectiveness of aid activities and to improve the aid 

results, the Network on Development Evaluation, a subsidiary body of the OECD 

Development Assistance Committee (DAC), is operating as uniquely positioned 

within the international communities for bringing together the evaluation 

managers and specialists from donor countries and agencies. There are currently 

40 participating evaluation units of member agencies.  

 

B. Evaluation Units of DAC Bilateral Countries 

 

Each of DAC members has their own independent evaluation departments 

with theirown ways of financing and reporting system. A report from OECD in 

2010 provides an overview of the general state of affairs in development 

evaluation and it contains each countries' profile. It represents that most members 

have systematical evaluation units which are well established and defined. All 

evaluation units are institutional and behavioral independence.    

The evaluation should be undertaken by evaluators who are not related to the 

development intervention for maximazing the transperency. Evaluation must 

contribute to improve the accountability and to achieve the better development 

results. For improving these factors and providing a proper feedback to each 
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evaluation departments in DAC members, the Development Assistance 

Committee (DAC) Network on Development Evaluation is established. It is 

consisting of 23 bilateral donors and 7 multilateral development banks. They work 

to foster learning about how development works and to support accountability 

needs through robust, independent evaluation of ODA activities. Members of 

DAC Network on Development Evaluation comply with the principles of DAC 

five evaluation criteria to their own evaluations as the main frame. It is an 

essential in guiding development aid supported by aid agencies which includes 

Relevance, Effectiveness, Efficiency, Impact and Substantiality. Mostly, the five 

criteria are implemented to international development agencies as very important 

aid interventions from single projects or programs to large scale sectors or whole 

country programs. The DAC criteria seem to assume that the evaluation should be 

conducted to determine whether the program met the aid intervention goals in 

order to determine its success (Chianca, 2008). Nevertheless, DAC criteria are not 

a mandatory principle to be applied in all and every cases of development aid. 

Other criteria could be added depending on the varying objectives of evaluation.  
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Table 13. DAC Countries' Evaluation Department‡ 

DAC country Agency Evaluation Department Reporting to 
Australia AusAID ODE Director-General of AusAID 
Austria ADA Evaluation Unit Managing Director 

Belgium - SEO Belgian Paliament via Minister of 
Development Co-operation 

Canada CIDA SPPB President of CIDA  
(=Chair of the Evaluation Committee) 

Denmark Danida Danida Evaluation Department Minister through the State  
Secretaru for Development Policy 

Finland - EVA-11 Under-Secretary of State for Development 
Policy and Co-operation 

France AFD EVA Board of French Development Agency 
Germany GIZ BMZ-E Directorate General 

Greece - - - 
Ireland Irish Aid Evaluation and Audit Section Director General of Irish Aid 

Italy - Monitoring and Initiatives Assessment 
Unit Director-General 

Japan JICA Evaluation Department ODA Evaluation and Public Relation Devision

Korea KOICA Evaluation Office President of KOICA 

Luxembourg LuxDev Evaluation and Capitalisation Director General of of LuxDev 
Netherlands - IOB Paliament 

New Zealand NZAID Evaluation Unit Director of the Strategy,  
Advisory and Evaluatio Group 

Norway Norad Evaluation Department Secretary General of the Ministry  
of Foreign Affairs 

Portugal IPAD GAAI President of IPAD 

Spain AECID Department of Programming and Quality 
of Aid State Secretariat for International Co-operation

Sweden SIDA UTV Director-General of SIDA 
Switzerland SDC SECO Head of SECO 

United Kingdom DFID EvD Direcotor-General for Coporate Performance 

United States USAID Central Evaluation Office Director of Management Policy, Budget and 
Performance 

Source: OECD. Evaluation in Development Agencies. Better Aid, 2010 

* Rearrangement of each Evaluation systems in DevelopmentAgenciesby author 

 

                                                   
‡ Agency: AusAID (Australian Government Development of Forieng Affairs and Trade), ADA(Austrian Development 
Agency), CIDA(Canada  International Development Agency), Danida(Danish Internaitonal Development Agency), GIZ 
(Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit), AFD(French Development Agency), LuxDev (Luxembourg 
Development Agency), NZAID(New Zealand's International Aid and Development Programme), IPAD(Institue for 
Development Support), AECID(Spanish Co-operation Agency), SDC(Swiss Agency for Development and Co-operation),  
 
Evaluation Department: ODE (Office of Development Effectiveness), SEO(Special Evaluation Office), SPPB(Evaluation 
Directorate,Strategic Policy and Performance Branch), EVA-11(Evaluation of Development Co-operation), EVA(Evaluation 
and Knowledge Development Unit),  
BMZ-E(Evaluation of Development Cooperation and Audit Division), IOB(Policy and Operations Evaluation Department), 
GAAI(Internal Audit and Evaluation Office), UTV(Department for Evlauation of Sida), SECO(Division of Evaluation and 
Cotrolling), EvD(DFID Evaluation Department), ICAI ( Independent Commission for Aid Impact),  
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C. New Evaluation Policy and its System by Three Countries 

 

Following section will analyze the evaluation system and its reformed policy 

of three major countries, the U.S., U.K., and Japan.  

 

a. United States 

Since the establishment of USAID in 1961, the United States foreign 

assistance activities underwent several major transformations. With the 

establishment of USAID, the U.S.'s international aid became foreign policy under 

a law, "Foreign Assistance Act" and they focused on programs supporting 

technical assistance and capital projects for economic development. In the 1970s, 

U.S. development assistance moved to stress a basic human needs approach, such 

as health, education, food and nutrition, family planning and human resources 

development. In the 1980s, U.S. foreign assistance emphasized to stabilize 

currencies and financial systems in developing countries.  

In the 1990s, USAID's top priority became sustainable development to 

improve the quality of the people's lives. USAID programs help to establish 

functioning democracies with open, market-oriented economic systems and 

responsive social safety nets (USAID, 2013). In similar period, US Congress 

enacted an act for the new evaluation tool as a program evaluation model, as 

Government Performance and Results Act (GPRA). Since 1996, it has become 

widespread at projects and program level in USAID as used a "Results 

Framework" (RF) model a means of monitoring programs and initiatives. It 
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emphasizes a focusing on the outcomes, rather than the process or mere 

completion of activities (Owens, 2011).  

In the 2000s, after the September 11 terrorist attacks in the United States, the 

U.S. began to highlight the war on terrorism as the top foreign assistance priority. 

The reconstruction programs in Afghanistan and Iraq are also parts of the 

emphasis on using foreign aid to combat terrorism (Tarnoff and Nowels, 2005).  

In the last five years, there have been two huge reforms. The convergence 

between the State Department and USAID in 2006 and the strengthen USAID's 

mandate and its capacities in 2010. In 2011, USAID has initiated large scale 

reform agenda under the USAID Forward to create new approach to development 

aid by working directly through local systems and by embracing new partnerships 

to improve sustainable results. It also contains the USAID will strengthen the 

agency's ability by deliver more impactful results with identifying and scaling up 

innovative, game-changing solutions to challenge development aid problems 

(USGLC, 2013).  

This reform has formed the foundation of a new model for development aid. It 

has focused on seven key reform areas: budget management, policy capacity, 

implementation and procurement reform, monitoring and evaluation, innovation, 

science and technology, and talent management. The USAID Reform has a regular 

strategic exercise every four years and its first Progress Report is published in 

2013. Moreover, under the general reformation in foreign development assistance 

by Obama’s administration, USAID put out a number of new policy statements to 

provide strategies for each of its core areas of focus. Among several new policies, 
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USAID is strongly emphasizing the importance of evaluation on development aid 

and they published the new evaluation policy, Evaluation Policy: Learning from 

Experience in 2011 (CGD, 2013).  

 

US's Evaluation System and its Special Committee 

Early the 1970s, the Central Evaluation Office was established in USAID. 

Later on, it evolved its functions and set up new evaluation department as the 

Center for Development Information and Evaluation (CDIE) in 1983 (USAID, 

1998). It undertakes evaluation studies and provides support to the rest of the 

agency. Over 90,000 agency documents with impact evaluations, sectoral studies 

and reports for more than 9,000 USAID development activities funded since 1976 

were covered by CDIE (OECD, 1998). While demonstrating the meta-evaluation 

and rising of performance monitoring planning of USAID's evaluation practices in 

the 90s, the USAID's commitment to evaluation declined sharply because both 

new evaluation tools were used by mandatory requirement which made serious 

attention to evaluation process.  

Between 2006 and 2009, a central evaluation function was still weakened and 

CDIE was abolished. Then, since 2009, USAID has been rebuilding its evaluation 

system across the agency. USAID's new central evaluation office is re-established 

in 2010 under the Bureau for Policy Planning and Learning (PPL). It is supported 

by the Evaluation Interest Group and Agency Policy Co-ordinating Committee. 

Collected draft evaluations are reported to the Program Office and reviewed by in-

house technical peer review. USAID has efforts to share findings from evaluation 
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as widely as possible which increasing the transparency of aid activities. So, the 

final evaluation reports are submitted within three months of completion to the 

Development Experience Clearinghouse. It is available to the public online in a 

fully searchable form (USAID, 2011). In the first two years of the USAID 

Evaluation Policy, in 2011 and 2012, 365 evaluations have been completed and 

submitted to the DEC.  

 

 
Figure 11. USAID's Evaluation Reporting System 

 
Source: OECD. Evaluation in Development Agencies, 2010. 
      Richard Blue, Cynthia Clapp-Wincek, and Holly Benner. Beyond Success Stories: 

Monitoring & Evaluation for Foreign Assistance Results, 2009. 
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 USAID emphasizes their new evaluation priorities such as strengthen 

evaluation capacity, implement a new program of more rigorous impact 

evaluations, work with development partners on collaborative evaluations, 

participate in evaluation organizations and Forum and provide intellectual 

leadership (Britan, 2008). Also, it requires a performance evaluation conducted by 

independent third parties for every major USAID project. USAID will increasing 

the role of direct hire external consultants for designing and implementing 

evaluations up to 15% of operational level evaluation work over the next five 

years (OECD, 2010) which represents how USAID considers the importance of 

transparency and effectiveness on evaluation process.  

 

b. United Kingdom 

The UK’s organized development aid system has begun by the Department of 

Technical Cooperation in 1961. During that period, after World War II, UK put a 

premium on the role of foreign aid through the success of the Marshall Plan and 

the mitigated relationship between the UK and its colonies (Barder, 2005). From 

this start, the aid system of UK was evolved along with the change of government 

between Labor and Conservatives. Nowadays, the official development aid 

agency of UK is the Department for International Development (DFID) which is 

established in 1997 for leading the end extreme poverty through economic 

growth.DFID is a full-fledged ministerial department in charge of development, 

supported by 2 agencies and public bodies: Commonwealth Scholarship, 

Commission in the UK and the Independent Commission for Aid Impact (ICAI). 
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According to the UK’s White Paper in 2000, it announced that DFID would 

develop capacity to analyze a broad range of policies affecting development. It 

also emphasized a new way of working with other UK government departments, 

other donors and development agencies, developing countries, and with the 

private and voluntary sectors. Furthermore, the UK government enacted the 

International Development Act 2002 and it stipulated its purpose of development 

aid as poverty reduction and it lasts the current governing legislation. After the 

terrorist attack in September 11, 2011, U.K. also increased its focus on the 

security from weak and fragile states (30% of UK ODA) (OECD, 2012). However, 

under the International Development Act 2002, DFID has limitation to operate for 

development assistance in the U.K. or global security. This constraint brought out 

the new aid strategy which allows DFID to pay attention to regional conflict and 

its insecurity and to countries that were pivotal to regional security (CGDEV, 

2005). Thus, the foreign aid policy of U.K. is evolved by flexible in responding to 

the circumstances which U.K. is confronted with.     

Scoping on the DFID's Business Plan for 2012-15, it indicates the DFID's 

recent priority areas in development aid. These priorities are : i) Honour 

international commitments, ii) make more effective by improving transparency in 

aid, iii) boost wealth creation, iv) strengthen governance and security in fragile 

and conflict-affected countries, v) lead international action to improve the lives of 

girls and women, and vi) combat climate change (UK Parliament, 2012). For 

supporting the priority works efficiently, DFID published a new International 

Development Evaluation Policy in 2013. It succeeds DFID's 2009 evaluation 
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policy and reflects the transformation in the breadth and depth of evaluation over 

the past four years and the system of evaluation in UK assistance also has 

changed radically over the past two years(DFID, 2013).  

 

UK's Evaluation System and its Special Committee 

Independent evaluations of major policies and programs, including country 

programs in UK aids are evaluated by DFID's central Evaluation Department 

(EVD). Same as other evaluation unit in development agencies, EVD carries out 

the several key functions for improving the evaluation. It sets DFID's evaluation 

standards to manage independent evaluations of DFID and to support to other 

DFID departments and key partners for helping them build evaluation capacity. 

Most evaluations are done by external experts, working closely with DFID staff. 

Recently, the internal evaluation department is separated into two and then 

subordinated under the Research and Evidence Division (RED) and a new watch-

dog institution, the ICAI, (discussed further below) respectively. A small team in 

RED is supervising the evaluations carried out at country-level. 

Furthermore, for strengthening the independence and impact of evaluation 

function in DFID further, DFID established an external committee, called The 

Independent Advisory Committee for Development Impact (IACDI) in 2008. The 

committee is composed of former development economists and evaluators with 

experiences in impact evaluation (Rynn, 2009). It provides strategic oversight of 

the evaluation function according to the purpose of each evaluation in DFID. The 

Chair of IACDI prepared an annual report to the Secretary of State.It also has 
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annual meeting with DFID's Head of Evaluation for advising and approving 

EVD's forward work plan. IACDI was created with three central aims: to 

strengthen the independence of evaluations of development impact carried out for 

DFID; to improve the quality of assessment made; and to seek to ensure that 

lessons from evaluations are learned to use to inform policy (Peretz, 2010).  

IACDI was well operated for three years with a full of effort for achieving their 

central aims.  

 

 
Figure 12. Organization Chart for Research and Evidence Division 

Source: DFID. Research and Evidence Division(RED), 2013. 

 

In 2011, a radical change in the system of UK's aid architecture occurred with 

adopting a new model which set new standards for independence as "value for 

money" and it affected to the evaluation system as well. The replaced new body of 
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external evaluation, Independent Commission for Aid Impact (ICAI) has been 

established with a mission as "to provide greater independent scrutiny of UK aid 

spending, thereby maximizing its value for money and impact". ICAI is totally 

independent body responsible for scrutiny of all UK aid for better commissionand 

management of evaluations of DFID's programs, policies and partnerships. It 

operates as an Advisory Non Departmental Public Body sponsored by DFID for 

four years (12 May 2011- 11 May 2015). It has its own decision-making powers 

and publishes around 20 reports a year about on the effectiveness of UK aid 

programs which is directly reported to the International Development Select 

Committee (IDC) in Parliament.  

The structure of ICAI is shown in Figure 13. It is composed of a Chief 

Commissioner and three other commissioners with a small Secretariat and their 

supported contractors. The Chief Commissioner is appointed by Secretary of State 

for International Development (SoS), either for commissioners, and has 

responsible for the day to day operation, management and outputs of the ICAI and 

for ensuring ICAI's efficient and effective use of public funds. The Chief 

Commissioner and the board of commissioners are appointed for one fixed term 

of four years and a transition period where necessary. The contractor appointed to 

work with ICAI will be KPMG in partnership with Agulhas Applied Knowledge, 

the Centre for Evaluation of Global Action (CEGA) and the Swedish Institute for 

Public Administration (SIPU). Those are all special evaluation consultancies.  

ICAI provides a greater level of independent, external scrutiny than ever 

before of ODA managed across Government Departments (DFID, 2013). 
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Moreover, it helps to increase the number of specialist staff working on evaluation 

more than doubled and these experts are now located within the operational teams 

where they can make an actual improvement to program design and delivery.  

 

 
Figure 13. ICAI Structure 

Source:DFID. Framework Agreement between the Department for International Development 
(DFID) and the Independent Commission for Aid Impact (ICAI), 2011. 

 

Budget 

The budget for the ICAI will be agreed with the Secretary of State and 

financed by DFID as sponsoring department. DFID provides funding for the 

Commissioners and Secretariat and their associated costs. Funds is spent and 
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accounted for in line with DFID procedures. The secretariat and administrative 

support will be drawn from DFID's Evaluation Department. ICAI has been 

increased the allocation of budget from total DFID's annual budget. Total UK 

gross bilateral ODA in 2011 is £5,420 million and it is increased to £5,638 million 

in 2012. It means that the undertaking more work to follow up on DFID's 

response to ICAI's past recommendations and the development of methodologies 

for individual reviews to assess impact in greater depth. Table 16 shows that 

underspent the budget between first two years is due to several combination 

factors of ICAI being in start-up mode in 2011-13, after the launch in 2011. As 

ICAI will be settled well and become more predictable for program of work, it 

will be better able to forecast the expenditure more accurately soon.  

 

Table 14. Budget Allocation for Evaluation Works in DFID 

(£ million) 

 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 

 Budget Expenditure Budget Expenditure Budget Expenditure 

ICAI 3.44 2.12 3.26 2.91 4.26 - 

Total UK 

gross bilateral 

ODA 

5,415 (2010) 5,498(2011) 5,638 (2012) 

 

Source: DFID. Annual Report and Accounts 2012-13. 
      DFID. ICAI Annual Report to the House of Commons International Development  
      Committee 2012-13. 
 

ICAI is currently running a consultation to ask members of the public and 

stakeholders which countries and areas of UK overseas aid they would like ICAI 

to review. As part of the consultation process ICAI held a roundtable meeting with 
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26 NGOs, BOND which is the UK membership body for not-for-profit 

international development organizations, for hearing detailed feedback on NGO 

priority areas for ICAI. Feedback to the consultation plays a significant role in 

developing the ICAI's work plan for the next three years.  

The 2013 Annual Evaluation Report for DFID is the first such report since 

DFID evolved to the new evaluation policy in 2011. There are 131 accredited 

evaluation specialists and six is covering Asia region. During 2012-2013, 25 

evaluations were completed by DFID.  

 

c. Japan 

The official formation of JICA was in 1974. JICA quickly transformed to a 

growing aid agency, which operated in both the Technical Cooperation field and 

the Grant Aid form of finance. JICA announced to become an independent 

administrative agency in 2001. After becoming an independent agency, there were 

several JICA Reform Plans. First reform plan carried out the strengthening of 

three principles in 2004: (1) a field-oriented approach, (2) human security, and (3) 

effectiveness, efficiency, and speed. In 2005, JICA's second reform plan is review 

of JICA's training & dialogue program conducted in Japan and reorganization of 

domestic offices. However, the most significant reform of JICA's organizational 

structure toward the strengthening of the agency on Japan's ODA program was the 

introduction of the Administrative Reform Promotion Law of 2006 (Tsopanakis, 

2011).  
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This law suggested the unifying of ODA operation agencies. In addition, 

OECD DAC group (DAC Peer Review of Japan 2005) gives a recommendation to 

Japan for organizing much simpler and less bureaucratic Japanese ODA system, 

which makes "New JICA". Since the creation of New JICA in 2008, JICA made a 

principal reform and organizational rearrangement with composing 23-department 

structure (JICA, 2012). New JICA's main goal is Three S's as Scale up, Speed up 

and Spread out. It indicates the synergy effect to lead more effective and practical 

assistance. New JICA, as a combined aid agency between bilateral and 

multilateral aid, speeds up its aid process by simplifying the procedures of aid 

administration. In parallel to the assessment approaches of such agencies as DFID 

and USAID, New JICA dedicated large portions on scaling-up its evaluation 

operations and highlighted the importance of systematic monitoring, evaluation 

and feedback of projects and programs for more 'effective' and 'efficient' aid 

results (Tsopanakis, 2011).  

The new Evaluation Department launched at the same period of New JICA. 

The Advisory Committee on Evaluation whose mission is to ensure transparency 

and objectivity in project evaluations is for enhancing the evaluation system and 

improving the evaluation quality supports. Furthermore, there is a recent trend to 

improve evaluation as an important approach method to more effective and 

efficient use of ODA and high quality implementation of ODA, against the 

backdrop of international trends and domestic ODA reform (JICA, 2010).  

 

Japan's Evaluation System and its Special Committee 
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Japan's ODA evaluations are primarily implemented by MOFA and JICA. 

Both are distinguished their objectives of evaluation with their own different roles. 

MOFA implements policy and program-level evaluation while JICA is responsible 

for implementing individual projects. Both are collaborate by mutually sharing 

responsibilities.  

MOFA's ODA Evaluation Division was established in 2009 under the 

Minister's Secretariat. For maintaining the independency of evaluation system, 

MOFA conducts mainly third-party evaluation on ODA projects and programs. 

Third Party Evaluators selected by open competitive bidding. MOFA has been 

holding the ODA Evaluation Workshop every year since 2001, which consists of 

ministries, agencies and experts from around 25 countries of the region related to 

ODA and publishing its results as documents. Recently, MOFA hosted the Asia 

Pacific Development Evaluation Experts Meeting in 2012. Following the trend of 

evaluation capacity building in developing countries increases its importance 

among the international communities, MOFA has continuously effort for 

strengthening the evaluation capacity building, particularly in Asia-Pacific region.  

On the other hands, JICA has slight different evaluation system. JICA's 

Evaluation Department is establishedin 2008 with consist of two pillars such as 

the Advisory Committee on Evaluation and theProject Implementation 

Departments. The JICA Evaluation Department mostly conducts ex-post 

evaluations by external evaluators. In the case of exceed a certain amount of 

budget on ex-post evaluation; the Evaluation Department conducts third-party 

evaluation. There are five features of JICA's evaluation system: i) consistency 
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throughout the project's PDCA cycle, ii) Coherent methodologies and criteria for 

3 schemes of assistance, iii) cross-sectional and comprehensive evaluation at 

program-level evaluation, iv) ensuring objectivity and transparency and v) 

emphasize utilization of evaluation results. They publish an annual evaluation 

report that provide information on current evaluation activities, challenges and 

lessons learned from past experiences with summaries of evaluation results 

(OECD, 2010).  

The Evaluation Department is supported by the Advisory Committee on 

Evaluation. It comprises by external evaluators who are participated in 

international organization, academics, NGO, media and private groups for 

ensuring transparency and objectivity in project evaluation. It has met six times 

until 2012, with its members providing recommendation and advice on the 

evaluation system and method for further improvement.  

The evaluation reporting system is all connected between MOFA and JICA. 

The JICA Evaluation Department reports evaluations to MOFA's Expert Meeting 

on ODA Evaluation, which is under the ODA Evaluation and Public Relations 

Division. Then, it has collected to the Director -General of the International Co-

operation Bureau.   

According to the OECD DAC's peer review, MOFA requests a budget for 

Evaluation Department to the Ministry of Finance every year based on their work 

programs. MOFA's Evaluation Division spends USD 2.4 million, which 0.035% 

of total ODA budget. About its 97% budget is dedicated to ODA evaluation 

studies and 3% for ODA evaluation studies by partner countries. JICA spends 
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budget for evaluation as USD 10.8million, which 0.96% of its total ODA budget.  

 

Figure 14. Japan’s ODA Evaluation Mechanism 
Source: MOFA. Annual ODA Evaluation 2013. 

 

Analyzing Results 

Establishing the evaluation system in aid ageny is another new trend of ODA. 

This study found that both united aid system as DFID and JICA and subdivided 

aid system as USAID have their own internal and external evaluation departments. 

Depending on the volume of aid in projects and programs, in fact, the evaluator is 

decided in whether internal or external. All evaluators should not related to their 

own evalated activity. Establishing the independent evaluation department, which 

has its own deicision making power and operational ability, might be the ultimate 

goal on ODA evaluation system. Evaluation specialists from international 

organizations, academics and private sectors ensure the transparency and the 

objectivity of aid activities' evaluation process. Setting it up with the system of 
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external evaluations is the cornerstone of independence on ODA. Likewise with 

three traditional donors, each emerging donors has their own national 

development strategies. In contemplating the own socioeconomic situations of 

each country, the formation of evaluation department on ODA system contributes 

to carry out the better aid in emerging donor countries with a synergy effect in 

further strengthen of their ODA.  

 

 
Figure 15. Ideal Evaluation Structure in Aid Agency 

* It is a proposed model by author with analyzing three major donor countries' evaluation system.   
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V. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 
 

 
Discussion 

The recent ODA is interested on an interconnected cooperation among the 

global societies for realizing the better aid. However, concurretly, there are severe 

economic bipolarization while the world economy developed over past 50 years. 

This phenomenon brought out the numerous insoluable situations in developing 

countries itselves such as extreme poverty, unstable infrastructure, socio- political 

and international security, inadequate health care services, and so on. Therefore, 

the role of ODA plays at present is not only a charitable work anymore. It 

becomes one of the three principal factors of donor's foreign policy, along with 

defense and diplomacy.  

This study has demonstrated that there is a close correlation between the trend 

of ODA funding and the reformation of evaluation policy. The representative 

ODA implementing agencies in United States, United Kingdom and Japan were 

reviewed. The analysis of the ODA trend in major three donor countries indicates 

that ODA system is sustainable evolving with more efficient methods as much as 

increasing the importance of its role in global community.Based on preliminary 

results from this comparative analysis, a literature review was done to identify 

best practices (if any) and to propose further study topics. 

Aid focused areas and sectors arechanged from the investment for economic 

developmentwhere less developed countries to the improvement of aid outcomes 

aboutthe people who live there, including healthcare, education, migration, 
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environmental issues, security, disaster management and IT technology. Moreover, 

new various aid channels in major donor countries influence to expand the volume 

of ODA and to make better relations between donor agencies and partner 

governments.  

For increasing the credibility of these factors, several confounding factors are 

necessarily excluded in the further study. The unification of either the form (loan 

or grant aid) or the purpose (technical cooperation or humanitarian relief) of aid 

help to anaylze more accurate results. Additionally, certain sensitive issues such as 

political relations should be excluded from ODA decision to pursue the originated 

definition of ODA. Likewise the example of U.S. in this study, political relations 

and international situations arestill influential factors to most major donor 

countries while they are deciding or spending ODA budget. 

This study also signifies that major three donors are already recognized the 

importance of the role of evaluation system on ODA and they are taking action 

with rearrangement of evaluation sturctures and it policies in recent. Major 

reformed evaluation policies are formed under the common aim as "Aid 

Effectiveness". It urges that the strengthening of the evaluation system on ODA to 

more well-organized and to more improve its transparency. 

Collecting each nations’ evaluated results is a virtually impossibility for the 

individual research. Because of this limitation, this study researches the common 

changes in ODA policy of each nations broadly and all three reviewed countries 

represent the varying flow of ODA evaluation policy since the Paris Declaration. 

It is well enough to prove the emphasizing the importance of ODA evaluation 
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system but further study with numerial and statistical approach is possibly 

researched to prove the inextricable connection between the ODA funding and the 

emphasized the role of evaluation system as much as ODA system develops.  

Throughout the analyzing the structure of three major countries, I 

recommanded the ideal ODA evaluation system which combined the best 

structural models from each of three countries. It might be the useful information 

for several emerging donor countries which do not establish the ODA evaluation 

system yet. This research described herein is mainly a fact finding study. More in-

depth studies are necessary to propose more concrete conclusions and 

recommendations for improving the future ODA system in emerging donor 

countries.  

 

Conclusion 

This study is an effort to bring together the best available general data on the 

the involvement of three major donor countries' foreign aid on developing 

countries by two factors such as funding trend and new evaluation policy. These 

figures are supposed to act as a basis for further research; however, a number of 

clear trends can be identified from the beginning.  

First, it is clear that there is an ODA trend from the high concentration on the 

development of economic and infrastructure to social sectors which gurantee the 

people's basic human rights. Following the lessons from the precedent of 

traditional donor countries over the half a century, emerging donor countries are 

necessarily apply the advanced ODA methods, increasing the volume of 
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multilateral channel and focusing on social sector in Asia-Pacific region, to their 

future ODA activities. It helps to avert the gratuitous redundances of wasting 

money and time. Taking this advantage, emerging donor countries could perform 

a prominent develop in their new ODA world qua an aid donor, not as a recipient 

anymore. 

Second, there is a policy trend of enhancing the ODA evaluation system in 

each major donors' aid agencies. The data shows clearly that as volumes of ODA 

increase various of aid methods advance and concentrated investment on 

evaluation policy increase. These are interesting given the facts as an useful 

guideline for emerging donors who will follow in the footsteps of traditional 

donors' development in ODA. It can therefore be concluded that ODA is improved 

consistantly for performing the better aid. A future conclusion therefore is that 

rising stars on ODA, as emerging donors, should apply the traditional donors' 

advanced ODA methods to their future aid activities and prepare the organized 

ODA evaluation system in each of their aid agency for increasing the 

effectiveness and transparency of foreign aid.  
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국문요약 

미국, 영국, 일본의 국제개발협력정책 비교연구: 자금 

공급과 평가시스템 추세를 중심으로 

 
본 연구는 OECD-DAC 가입국 중 대표적인 3개 공여국인 미국, 영국, 

일본의 대표적 원조기관인 USAID, DFID, JICA의 국제개발협력정책을  
"자금공급"과 "평가시스템"의 추세를 중심으로 비교 분석하였다. 

공적개발원조(ODA)는 선진국이 자본, 재화 그리고 재난에 대한 
긴급구호 등의 형태로 개발도상국가에게 공식적 도움을 주는 것을 

일컫는다. 1940년대를 시작으로 반 세기가 넘는 시간 동안 많은 
공여국들은 개도국의 경제적 성장과 발전을 위해 자국의 예산 일부분을 

공적개발원조에 투자하였고, OECD 개발 원조 위원회의 창립과 함께 
지속적이고 체계적인 개발원조 시스템을 이행하기 위한 여러가지 

방법을 논의, 개발하며 발전에 힘쓰고 있다.  
본 연구에서 대표적 3개 공여국의 자금공급은 크게 세 부분인, 

원조채널, 원조지역, 원조분야로 나누어 비교분석하였다. 분석 결과, 
3개국의 공적개발원조는 장기적 관점에서 꾸준히 증가하고 있으며 

원조방식이 대부분 양 국가간에 이루어졌던 양자원조에서 국제기관 
또한 기구와 함께 진행하는 다자원조의 증가를 나타내고 있다. 

뿐만 아니라, 개도국의 경제적 발전을 위한 사회 기반시설 확보에  

집중되던 투자가 개도국 국민들의 양질의 삶을 위한 사회적 영역으로의 

뚜렷한 확대를 보이고 있다. 이와 같은 흐름은 세 나라 모두 아시아 
지역에 집중되고 있으며 이는 대부분의 신흥 공여원조국들의 지역적 

분포와도 겹치는 중요한 부분임을 나타내었다. 
공적개발원조평가시스템은 평가시스템 개혁정책과 독립적 평가부서 

및 외부평가 시스템 구축을 비교 분석하였다. 최근 들어, 세 나라 모두 
원조 사업의 투명성과 효율성을 높이기 위한 구체적인 개혁 정책을 

발표하였고, 원조사업의 객관적 평가를 위한 독립적 평가부서와 외부 
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평가 시스템을 구축하여 이행하고 있는 추세이다.  

본 연구는 실증 분석방법을 활용하였고, 공식적인 통계자료는 
OECD가 제공하는 각 공여국의 예산 규모 및 관련자료를 활용하였으며, 

각 국가의 원조기관이 발행한 공식 자료들을 이용하였다. 본 연구의 
궁극적인 목적은 선진 공여국의 원조 자금 운영형태와 평가 시스템 

구축형태를 비교 분석하여 신흥 공여국들의 공적개발원조 방향성과 

발전에 대한 이론적 논리적 기반을 제시하고자 한다.  
 

핵심어: 공적개발원조, 신흥공여원조국, 자급공급, 아시아, 평가시스템, 독립적 

 외부평가기관 


