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SUMMARY

The present study deals with one of the most saamf current discussions in the

international academic community concerning foreayd and the purposes that motivate
donor countries to give aid to developing countrise paper studies patterns of foreign aid
allocation of selected European donors, namelyderathe UK, Italy and Spain, to African

countries represented by Algeria, Kenya, Morocarde® and Uganda. This issue has been
studied before from different standpoints, butitifeience of energy resource endowments in
African countries on donors’ aid decisions regagdiareign aid has not attracted adequate

attention in academic literature recently.

The hypothesis of the present paper suggests tiiaaA recipient countries with energy
resources get more bilateral aid from the selededopean donors, because European
countries are interested in diversification of themergy supply and might favour them with
bigger aid commitments. This assumption was madeommection to the Strategic Energy
Review made by the European Commission in 2007eetlo the security of energy in the
EU. The main suggestion of this document was thatHuropean Union needed an urgent
action to diversify energy supplies from unstaldgions (Russia and the Middle East) to
Central Asia and Africa. It has been assumed thatstatement, as well as the recent events
related to energy issues (for instance, gas cis2606 and 2008 in Europe), could motivate
the Member States to focus on African oil and gaslpcing countries as on energy suppliers
for their economies. Among the incentives thereukhde mentioned growing prices for
fossil fuels in the period between 2002 and 200@wmg demand for energy resources, as
well as a forecasted decrease of oil and gas weddrves. By applying empirical research
methods, various objectives underlying aid allawatare integrated in the single hybrid
model which unites both developmental and non-agreental goals. However, this paper is
not an exhaustive consideration of all possibleppses or every aspect influencing donors’

aid allocation decisions.

The final evaluation of data is made basing on gnaups of charts. The first group includes
24 radar charts, six charts for each donor. Thigrtctype is chosen, because it allows
displaying not directly comparable categories. $aeond group includes line charts to trace
the trend over time. This group consists of fowartd) each of them displaying tendencies in
annual ODA commitments from one selected donootw bf the selected recipients over the
nine-year period between 2000 and 2008.



Collected for the selected countries for 2000-2868 analysed according to the principle of
Just Plain Data Analysis for compilation and préseon of numerical evidence from

multiple data sources to support and illustrateuargnts about politics and public issues.
References are made to both primary and secondarges. Primary literature provides data
on major economic, political and social data, oidl @as resources and production in African
countries. The World Bank, the OECD, the CIA andridlineral Statistics databases are
utilized to achieve these data. Secondary liteeattneates a framework for the present

research, justifying the research question of tyeep

This paper does not discuss, or touches upon oalgimally, the achievements and success
of foreign aid. The history of aid giving gives gra background for the recent tendencies.
The scope of this paper does not include multiddteinannels of foreign aid, which gradually
become preferential for some donors. It does natyaa all possible determinants of aid-

giving patters and considers only limited numbereaipient African countries.

Keywords: Foreign Aid, European Donors, African Remts, Motivations of Donors,

Energy Resources



OZET

AVRUPA DONORLER iNiN YARDIM DA GITMA SEBEPLER i: AFRIKA'DAK i
YARDIM ALAN ULKELER 1IN ENERJI KAYNAKLARININ ROLU

Uluslararasi akademik cevrede canli tamalara yol acan en guncel konulardan biri, Glkeleri
uluslararasi kalkinma yardimi etmelerini motive redktorler ve amaclardir. Bu c¢ghada,
Fransajngiltere,italya veispanya gibi dondr ilkeler, Cezayir, Kenya, Fas,adue Uganda
gibi Ulkelere iki-tarafli kalkinma yardiminin giam prensipleri argiriimaktadir. Bu sorun
farkli baks acilarindan incelenmi ancak enerji kaynaklarinin dondr olan ulkelerardym
dagitimi hakkinda verilen kararlara etkileri akademiliteratiirde yeterince alaka

uyandirmangtir.

Bu dagrultuda mevcut cagmanin hipotezi, enerji kaynaklarina sahip olan lriilkelerine
Avrupa dondrleri tarafindan daha cok yardim verKtedir, cinki Avrupa ulkelerinin enerji
sevkiyatini c¢gitlendirmek amaciyla daha c¢ok yardim taahhit edesék konusu Afrika
ulkelerine ilgi gostermeleri ihtimali yuksektirisbu tahmin, 2007 yilinda Avrupa
Komisyon'un tarafindan hazirlanan ve AB Ulkelerineeerji givenlgi ile ilgili Stratejik
Enerji Raporu’'na (Strategic Energy Review) dayakararitilmektedir. Bu raporun temel
Onerilerinden birine gore, AB Uulkeleri enerji sey&ilarini cgitlendirme ve guvengini
sglama amaclyla Rusya ve Orta gdogibi istikrarsiz bolgelerinin yerine, Orta Asy& v
Afrika bolgelerine odaklanmalari gerekmektedir. 8alismada yurutilen tahmine gére, bu
rapor ve son zamanlarda enerji alaninda elolaylar (6rngin Avrupa’da 2006 ve 2008 gaz
krizleri) AB ulkelerinin petrol ve gaz uUreten Afakiilkelerine odaklanmalarina neden olabilir.
Sebeplerin arasinda 2003-2007 déneminde fosil lgakitn artan fiyatlari, buylyen enerjiye
yonelik talep, dngorulen petrol ve gaz rezerv miktanin azalmasi gibi nedenler de yer
almaktadirlar. Dondrlerin yardim gaumi ile ilgili alinan kararlarinda bircok amaglar
olmasindan dolayi, enerji faktorininsidda kalkinmaya yonelik olan ve olmayarsitie
diger faktorler birlgik hibrid modelinde yer almaktadirlar. Fakat buigakh dondrlerin
yardim dg&timi ile ilgili kararlarini etkileyen butin muhte faktorlerin - ayrintili

irdelenmesini icermemektedir.

Son veri dgerlendirilmesi iki ¢git grafige dayanarak yapilmaktadir. Birinci grafik grubuy he

dondr ulkesi igin 6 grafik olmak Uzere, 24 radaafgyi iceriyor. Bu grafik ¢eidinin secilme



sebebi, birbirleriyle direkt kadastirilmasi uygunsuz olan verilerin gorsatiglebilmesidir.
Enerji kaynaklarina sahip olan ve olmayan, yardilan alilke gruplar ayri grafiklerde
sunulmaktadirikinci grafik grubu, yardim datimi ile ilgili egilimi izlemek amaciyla cizgi
grafiklerini icermektedir.ikinci grup dort grafikten okur. Her cizgi grafii bir donor
tarafindan 2000—2008 yillari arasinda dort tandmsegyardim alan tlkeye, iki tarafli taahhit
edilmis yillik resmi kalkinma yardiminda ki#imleri gostermektedir.i

Bu calsmada uygulanan ag@rma yontemleri ampiriktir. Secilmitlkeler icin iki tarafli
kalkinma yardim miktarlari hakkinda 2000-2008 egrilust Plain Data Analysis prensibi
uygulanarak analiz edilmektedirisbu prensip politk ve sosyal konularda kanitlari
desteklemek ve orneklemek amaciyla, ¢coklu veri kilarindan elde edilmisayisal delilin
derlemek ve gostermek icin uygulanmaktadir. @ahnin amaci, dort donér ulkesi, she
yardim alan tlke ve 2000-2008 vyillari icin toplamg verilerin grafiksel sunumu ve
analizidir. Referans kaynaklari olarak birincil Nencil literattr kaynaklari kullaniimaktadir.
Birincil kaynaklar genel ekonomik, siyasal ve sdsyexileri, Afrika tlkelerinde petrol ve gaz
kaynaklarinin miktari ve dretimi ile ilgili bilgiyisaliyorlar. Dinya Bankasi, Ekonomik
Kalkinma velsbirligi Orgutii, ABD Merkeziistihbarat Tekilati (CIA) ve Diinya Maden
Istatistikleri (World Mineral Statistics) gibi kumglarin veri tabanlari kullaniimaktadir.
Ikincil kaynaklar §bu argtirma icin gerceve okturuyor ve arglirma konusunun énemini

acikhyor.

Bu calsma, resmi kalkinma yardiminin gaausi ve verimlilgi analizini kapsamamaktadir.
Kalkinma yardiminin tarihi, analizin arka plani rala bulunmaktadir. Ayrica, ¢camanin
kapsaminda ¢ok tarafli yardimin analizi yer almatak.

Anahtar kelimeler: Kalkinma Yardimi, AB DonoérlerKalkinma Yardimi Alan Afrika

Ulkeleri, Donoér Amaglari, Yakit Kaynaklari



1. Introduction

“Foreign aid might be defined as a transfer from
poor people in rich countries to rich people in
poor countries”

Douglas Casey

“If you control the oil you control the country;
if you control food, you control the population”

Henry Kissinger

Foreign aid industry is a big business. Total glodificial aid flows from the Northern
countries to the South exceed $150 billion annualiyout one-third of total aid goes to
Africa (de Haan, 2009, p. 1). Foreign aid was fanstinstrument of the Cold War diplomacy,
but later it became a permanent element in relatimtween the states. Nowadays foreign aid
reflects an established norm that the rich countsigould help poor states improve the well-

being of their peoples.

Why reach countries provide aid to pour ones? Whativates donors? Is aid altruistic or
donor-profit oriented? Is it a good or evil? Hownake it more effective? Do we really need
aid as a tool? All these questions are parts akatguzzle called foreign aid. The notion of
‘foreign aid’ has been developed over years, andhso purposes which guided donor
governments in their decisions, attitudes towaids alocation principles, etc. The debates

about foreign aid issues are still lively and conérsies are intense nowadays as before.

One of the most significant current discussionsualboreign aid deals with purposes which
motivate donor countries to provide aid. All puresgan be divided into developmental and
non-developmental. A more detailed classificatiortludes diplomatic, developmental,
humanitarian relief and commercial purposes. Eatitaegory can be divided into a big
number of donors’ aims which they theoretically toyachieve using foreign aid as a tool.
However, there is no single classification of d@&\gourposes widely acknowledged in

academic literature.

Basing on recent findings in academic literatugarding purposes of aid-giving, the research
guestion of the present paper is about factorswimtuence donors’ decisions on allocation
and volumes of foreign aid. The main objective o research is to find out whether fossil



fuels endowment in a recipient country attracts entoreign bilateral aid from donors
interested in these resources. In other wordsi/libe claimed that the more natural resources
a particular recipient country has, the more faread it gets from certain donors. This
assumption is based on statements made by the éarr@pommission in the Strategic Energy
Review in 2008 related to the security of energyhie EU (European Commission, 2008, p.
3). One of the main suggestions of this documeat that the EU needed an urgent action to
diversify energy supplies from unstable regionsg IRussia and the Middle East, to Central
Asia and Africa. It has been assumed that thiestant, as well as the recent events related to
energy issues, namely gas crises in 2006 and 20@iiope, could motivate the Member
States to focus on African oil and gas producingintees as more reliable or more
controllable energy suppliers for their economisong the other incentives, there should
be mentioned growing prices for fossil fuels in feriod 2002-2007, growing demand for
energy resources, as well as a forecasted dedreagwld reserves of oil and gas (Youngs,
2009, p. 13). Subject to the above mentioned eyemisrgy supply has become an urgent
concern within the European foreign policy delibieras. Demand for energy security has
been reflected recently in a number of new initedi since 2000. However, the rejection of
many proposals regarding the necessity cooperataargy issues at the European level and
less attention to the foreign policy dimension®érgy security by the Member States could
be an indicator that the European countries woikd to tackle energy security issues
separately from each other on the bilateral leW¥élus, changes in aid relations between
European donors and oil and gas producing courttnesretically could indicate interest of
donors in access to energy resources in aid retipauntries.

A considerable amount of literature has been phétison questioning the purposes of aid-
giving. In this diversity, several trends suggestihfferent theoretical angles can be singled
out. The realistic approach suggests that the pyimparpose of aid is to serve as “a tool of
hard-headed diplomacy” (Lancaster, 2007, p. 3). Tan idea of Marxist mainstream
emphasises an exploitative purpose of aid-givingclvis justified by the practice of tying of
aid and securing access to raw materials imporidooyprs. Liberal tradition sees foreign aid
as a tool to address global problems ensuing fraerdependence and globalisation. Finally,
constructivist theories interpret foreign aid asgenerally accepted norm that wealthy
countries should support needy states with theadihuman betterment.

The debate on donors’ motivation behind the foreagph was started in the 1970s, when

McKinlay and Little established the terms ‘donoteirest’ and ‘recipient-need’ in relation to



the US aid giving (McKinlay & Little, 1976, p. 240)n recent years, there has been an
increasing amount of literature on purposes ofifpraid (Riddel, 2008; Alesina & Dollar,
1998; McGillivray, 2005; Nath & Sohbee, 2007; Betdmy, 2005; Schraeder, Hook, &
Taylor, 1998). The analysis of academic literatiorehe question allowed distinguishing of
the main factors determining aid allocation. Intespof numerous studies about factors
influencing foreign aid-giving, there is still worto be done on importance of natural
resources, in particular oil in gas, in the recaidtgiving patterns of the major European
donors. The recent studies established that thevendnt of raw materials in aid targeted
countries is considered by China in its aid pot@Africa. This donor supports its diplomatic
policy to the region and the foreign direct andtfahio investments of its companies going to
Africa with the help of foreign aid. It is acknowliged that Chinese aid is concentrated in
countries which have oil fields (Lum, Fischer, Gantgranger, & Leland, 2009, p. 10).
However, no research has been found that survéyedote of energy resources endowment
in recipient countries and its influence on Euraopedonors’ decisions concerning aid
allocation. Considering the recent importance oérgy security issues in the EU, some
changes could theoretically be seen in bilaterdl @olicies towards Africa of the major

European donors in the last decade.

The issue considered in the present paper has elaomigortance. First, it inquires into
concerns that foreign aid has been influenced ntmychon-development purposes of donors.
Second, it brings up the question whether oil aa&lrgsources motivate donors to allocate aid
according to non-development patterns. In this ecotian, the results achieved have linkage
to the Millennium Development Goals (MDG). The pedvinfluence of energy resources
endowments on donors’ aid allocation decisions @duing into question the probability to

attain the goals stated by the world communityhyear 2015.

This paper focuses on aid flows from Europe to &sfriThe research includes four European
donors. Two of them are leading European donors lewve long aid-giving history — the UK
and France. Italy and Spain have shorter historgid{giving and are at the bottom in the
ranking list of seven major European aid donors dbnors were selected according to their
annual net ODA, historically determined aid-givipgactices, bilateral share of ODA and

energy dependency.

As for African recipient countries, the first fagtaccording to which the selection was made,
is population. The population of Algeria, Morocé@enya and Sudan is roughly estimated at

the same level (30-40 million inhabitants). The legion of significant variations of this



parameter allows adequate analysis of aid inflowvgdhiese countries and is approved in
academic literature. Among the other factors, tleeegeographical location (North or sub-
Saharan Africa), presence of oil and gas resouraiesence or limited reserves of other

resources, former colonial status and income level.

The hypothesis of the present paper suggestsuhder given conditions, African recipient
countries with energy resources get more bilatai@glfrom the selected European donors,
because European countries are interested in digat®n of their energy supply and might
favour them with bigger ODA commitments. In thisnoection, the following questions will

be considered in the paper:

* How do the volumes and principles of aid allocatitanged over time?

* What goals do the donors pursue by providing ailft@can countries?

* What inner factors related to the recipient co@stgan be considered by donors when
making decision on aid allocation?

« What is the significance of African oil and gas awxes for the selected EU
countries?

* Is it possible to see any changes in volumes objgean aid volumes and in aid
allocation patterns to the selected African coestover the past decade that could be
explained by growing importance of oil and gas veses in these countries?

* s it possible to eliminate or proof the diminishetportance of other aid determinants

for decisions on aid allocation made by the Europanors?

Requests for these questions provide the frameworthe research question and will help to
find out whether foreign aid allocation patternse adetermined by energy security

considerations of single European countries.

The research methods employed in this paper ap&rieal. Bilateral aid data for the selected
countries are analysed according to the principldust Plain Data Analysis, suggested by
Klass for compilation and presentation of numerealdence from multiple data sources to
support and illustrate arguments about politics pallic issues (Klass, 2008). The present
research is aimed at graphical presentation of datacted for four aid donor states, five aid
recipient countries and for years 2000, 2004 ari820

Basing on the framework provided by these questitmes final evaluation of data will be
made basing on two groups of charts. The first grogludes twenty four radar charts - six

charts for each donor. The choice of this charetyp justified by its adaptability for



displaying not directly comparable categories. Heeond group includes line charts to
display trend over time. This group consists ofrfoharts, each of them displaying tendencies
in annual net ODA commitments from one selectedodaa four of the selected recipients

over the period of nine years (2000-2008).

References are made to both primary and secondargtlire sources. Primary literature
provides data on major economic, political and alodata, oil and gas resources and
production in African countries. The World Banket®ECD, the CIO and World Mineral
Statistics databases are utilized to collect tluzga. Secondary literature sources establish a
framework for the present research and justifyrdsearch question of the paper. Empirical
research is based on the method of comparativgsasaupplemented by the elements of the
graphical analysis. Since it has been acknowledgedcademic literature that there is a
number of possible determinants which can influeshm®ors’ aid giving pattern, an attempt is
made to establish correlations between changeslactted determinants and changes in
volumes of aid flows during the examined periodislinot expected that all the examined
donors will follow the same pattern. However, thei# be made an attempt to examine the
level of importance of African energy sources feparate European donors with different

patterns of aid-giving.

This paper does not discuss, or it touches uponmarginally, the achievements and success
of foreign aid, generally, and of European fore@ga to Africa, particularly. The history of

aid giving will give only a background for the retéendencies. The scope of this paper does
not include multilateral channels of foreign aidiethbecome in some cases preferential for
certain donors, because bilateral aid still dong@iganh the aid industry and gives a better

understanding of donors’ motivations in politicahse.

Limitation is also applied to the number of deteramts having potential influence on
volumes and allocation of foreign aid. Only tenighles suggested by secondary literature
sources will be considered in this paper. Amongrntheemocracy, ODA commitments,
political stability, aggregate governance, incoraeel, control of corruption, oil and gas,
colonial ties, trade openness and UN voting. Tlopsof the paper does not allow examining
all the possible determinants suggested by studid#ferent years. However, variables most

frequently used in literature are taken into coasation.

While a variety of terms similar to ‘foreign aidate been suggested, in this paper two of
them are used. Terms ‘foreign aid’ and ‘developnessistance’ are applied in cases when

more general reference of the notion is requireémmg flows which qualify as Official



Development Assistance (ODA) or Official Aid (OAince the paper examined the volumes
of aid commitments, the term ‘ODA commitments’ &d in the main part of the research as
a “firm obligation, expressed in writing and back®dthe necessary funds, undertaken by an
official donor to provide specified assistance torexipient country or a multilateral
organisation” (OECD, 2010a).

This paper is divided into four main parts. Thetfipart deals with the theoretical framework
and methodology applied. It gives a brief overvieisthow foreign aid has been developed
over time and describes the main theoretical ages to the issue of aid. The last
subchapter of this part gives information aboutghaciples, according to which donor and

recipient countries, as well as the time periodengelected.

The second part deals with patterns of aid givingciiced by the selected donors. Here, a
short analysis of bilateral relations between daanwat recipient countries is made. The next
part focuses on analysis of collected data orgdnizea new way in order to elicit the real

motivations of donors behind aid allocation witte thpecial focus on energy factor. In this
chapter, data graphically represented in radart€haranalysed according to the deductive
method. The same chapter contains comparison gjiailg practices and their changes over
time, based on the linear charts which demons#igteommitments to two groups of African

states. The findings are compared to those of pusvstudies and then summed up in the

conclusion. The last section contains tables anagtgh



2. Theoretical framework and methodology

2.1 Historical premises of foreign aid giving

Hans Morgenthau, one of the leading academicsersthdy of international politics in 90
century, considered aid being among “the real iatioms which the modern age has
introduced in the practice of foreign policy” (Mamthau, 1962, p. 301). Aid is an integral
part of relations between states nowadays. It peebed to be given by prosperous developed
countries to the needy developing states. Howetwer,a relatively recent invention. Except
for disaster relief programmes in the™and the beginning of the 2@enturies, the regular
giving of public resources from one state to anothéh the aim to reduce poverty and
promote economic development, welfare and humaterpeént in aid-receiving countries
was not known. However, France and the UK provisiadll amounts of aid to their colonies
in Africa, thus establishing foundation of the tmlas which took place, after the
independence of the colonies had been proclaimed.tlie majority of studies suggest
considering the end of the World War Il as thetstgrpoint when the notion of foreign aid

began to evolve.

The last six decades of aid-giving can be dividet iseveral periods. Whitfield suggests
considering five artificially neat time-periods lkdson: 1) the impacts of developments in
global geo-strategic, economic, ideological anditipal systems, 2) the changing policies
promoted by donors, and 3) the individual and ctife responses of an aid-receiving
countries to these conditions (Whitfield, 2009, 4h). Each period is characterised by
international trends and regional events which ga#ld emphasized more and more the
development purpose of aid. Besides the above oresdi factors, according to which the
dividing into periods was made, each period exadhibelow includes information on the

balance of multilateral and bilateral aid, tendeadn volumes of aid worldwide, as well as
development of the principle of conditionality. Whithis periodisation provides good

overview of the main aid issues and their evolvingr time, one should remember implied
simplifications. This historic framework is an inmemnt premise to understand why aid has
been given and why each donor has their own puspadiferent from other donors and

differing over time. Another objective of this chapis to justify why an energy factor has

been chosen for analysis in the present paper.

The first period covers the years after the WorldrW. This was the time of the colonial

world-order collapse, when a set of newly indepahdend extremely poor states emerged.



The international context was determined by thedG&Br contradiction. In this connection,
foreign aid was often considered as an instrumetiteoCold War diplomacy and leverage to
secure sphere of influence used by the former callggowers. Both former colonies and
colonial powers had their interests in keepingoircé their political, social and economic ties.
The newly politically independent states were ruedo guarantee even their administrative
existence without external support, because capg#ahnology and expertise necessary to
keep economy running were not developed. So, aigl seen as a new tool for easing
financial constraints on poor countries, which wbukéad to the stabilisation of newly
independent economies, stimulation of economic grpwnd reducing poverty (Lancaster,
2007, p. 14). On the other hand, Whitfield stated tnaintaining ties with former colonies
was advantageous for industrialized powers, singearanteed their access to raw materials
(Whitfield, 2009, p. 47). So, it is admitted by etdrs that raw materials and, in particular,
energy resources attracted special attention dirdteaid donors.

As for the Cold War influence, aid giving was mygsilietermined by concerns of
contradicting powers to widen their spheres ofuefice among the aid recipients. The
sources of support included the Soviet bloc, maiilal agencies and Western bilateral aid
agencies. In the Cold War confrontation, the Weaespawers were preoccupied with attempts
to prevent left-wing governments from coming to powand to help local elites resist Soviet
pressure. The aid use as a leverage in the Coldwaargood defined by Senator Joseph
McCarty: “In one area of the world the plan wasfight international communism with
economic aid; in another area it was to fight inéional communism with military aid; and
in the third area [Asia] it was to turn everythiager to the Communists” (Westad, 2005, p.
26). On the contrary, the USSR aimed at accessvalbases and airports in aid recipient
countries, but was insufficiently active in supragtformer colonial economies which needed
external markets for cash crops (Whitfield, 200% ).

During the second half of the 1950s and the 19EQsppean countries continued to expand
their bilateral aid programmes and established &t agencies. Besides the above mentioned
participation in aid-giving activities by Francedathe UK, the German government began to
provide technical assistance to the countries itmppGerman goods, in order that they could
use them properly. Norway, Sweden, and Denmark rbégagive moderate amounts of
assistance in the 1960s. Thus, by the end of tB@sl3he majority of developed countries
have established initial institutional frameworkcessary for managing their foreign aid

programmes and became active aid providers. Tha® amother aid related tendency in



developed countries. As early as the 1950s, sewdaproviding governments started to
involve non-governmental organisations (NGO) inevelopment work. Theretofore, NGOs
activities embraced mainly fund assistance to peegio suffered from wars and natural
disasters. When development concerns of the gowartsmof developed states became more
prominent, the old and newly established NGOs beganparticipate in long-term
development in the poorest countries (LancastdY/20. 37). There were about four hundred
NGOs devoted to development purposes in OECD cegntr 1989 (Desai, 2002, p. 495).

As for the sector orientation of aid-giving in thoeriod, the assistance was mainly provided
in such areas as agriculture, support for infrestme and training assistance for re-
establishing a new central administration (Whitfje2009, p. 51). Gradually, donors began to
impose certain conditions on aid. However, theyensot subject to any sanctions until the
1980s (Whitfield, 2009, p. 50).

The second period between 1970 and 1990 was chasad by increased volumes of aid
flows, more prominent focus on development purpoaad broader use of multilateral aid
agencies. The support activities were directed ed¢timg the basic human needs of the poor
directly (Lancaster, 2007, p. 14). The establisiiddrnational economic context revealed
high dependence of former colonies on Western nsrlead, on the other hand, the crisis
emanating from the Vietnam War and the establistimokthe Organisation of the Petroleum
Exporting Countries (OPEC) showed the potentialéree dependence’ of industrialised
countries on developing ones. This assumption fimsa growing dependence of industrial
producers on markets in developing countries wisiilh had significant purchasing power,
considerable energy and mineral resources for flobah economy, and the threat to
international community arising from acquiring res weapon (Whitfield, 2009, p. 53). The
indicated period was characterised by several sweithin donor countries and on the global
scale which significantly improved adherence to tlevelopment purpose of foreign aid.
First, the tensions between the Cold War compstiare eased by the middle of the 1970s.
With a diminishing of fears of the previous decaahich had promoted allocation of foreign
aid for diplomatic purposes, other purposes gaibiggier priority in aid-giving practices
(Lancaster, 2007, p. 35). Second, the oil crisisclviensued due to an oil embargo imposed
by OPEC members against governments giving suppdstael at the beginning of 1973, and
economic crisis caused by increase of oil priceally led to debt and balance of payments
crises in the 1980s. Consequently, many developmgtries were forced to appeal to the

governments of developed countries for additiondlaand debt relief. Third, a world food
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crisis and famine in the 1970s which severely mificed underdeveloped regions, in
particular African countries, caused overall ri$eid levels as response to famines. The aid
growth however continued after the food crisis #atér turned into different development

projects in sub-Saharan Africa (Lancaster, 20036p.

Thus, from the beginning of 1970s to the end of0E9®e developmental component of aid
became significantly more prominent. A number aférég caused an increase in aid volumes
worldwide and directed aid flows to the neediestntoes. Growing importance of NGOs’
activities and rise of multilateral aid manifestad increasing priority of developmental
purpose of aid. In spite of that, bilateral aid agmed, and still is, the main way to support
countries in need. According to Browne, bilaterdl lzas always been a “vector of influence”
implying a mix of motivations differing from postlonial concerns to political and
commercial considerations (Browne, 2006, p. 21)e Buthor argues that only short-term
relief assistance could be subject to true altruisawever, even humanitarian aid has been
often influenced by politics. In all other casesng non-developmental motives could always

be found behind aid initiatives of donors.

At the end of the Cold War, a new tendency in didng took shape indicating the third
period of aid relationships. In the 1990s, forega suffered a legitimacy crisis, because an
urge for strategic advantage - the main reasomdmiors to give aid — lost its significance.
When tensions between the main opponents wereaatkely African countries had to accept
the new order, in which they became strategicatBlavant. Whitfield calls the new order “a
monopoly diplomacy” applied by donors to aid reeigi countries which had no alternative
supporter driven by strategic considerations (Vi#idf 2009, p. 64). As a result, defence and
diplomatic relevance of aid for some donors lesdegering way to some ‘new’ purposes,
such as supporting economic and political changeemoting democracy, addressing
international challenges, and post-conflict rehttibn. These aid motivations were not new

in the literal sense of the word; however, theygyetater prominence in this period of time.

In the same period more attention was paid to ption in recipient countries as one of the
greatest obstacles to economic growth. As a rethdtsharp conditionality and reforming of
the state machinery were among the key prioritidereign aid, though they were not new by
then (Whitfield, 2009, p. 67). Importantly, whileesng promotion of a concrete political
model unacceptable, the World Bank focused on ggmeernance, bilateral donors were
promoting democracy directly. However, both apphescincluded civil service reform, anti-
corruption and judiciary reform (Whitfield, 2009, ¢8).
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Considering the same period in the framework of Bueopean aid provided to the ACP
recipient countries, the main changes resulted fileenrevision of the Lomé Conventions of
1989 and 1995 involved additional tying of Europead to the structural adjustment
programmes of the World Bank. It was a significahtatnge, because initially the Lomé
Convention claimed that the recipients’ own objessiand priorities should had been pursued
in full sovereignty (Whitfield, 2009, p. 69).

In terms of amounts, the decade after the 1990scharscterized by the rise of aid volumes
in the first part of the decade to the highest llexeer, followed by a rapid decline. In
particular, volumes of aid flow to sub-Saharan édrdeclined by one-third between 1994 and
2000 (Lancaster, 2007, p. 44). Aid cuts togetheth vetricter conditionality and greater
surveillance by donors worsened the recipientdestd dependence and weakened African

state structures and their position in aid negotiat

The contemporary period of aid relationships ingisanew tendencies which took place at the
beginning of the 21 century. There are a number of events and treémaissingle out this
period. First of all, the US and the EU promiseddise their aid significantly. In particular,
the EU Member States agreed to raise their aid,389% of GNP in 2006, which meant
additional $7 billion by 2006 (Lancaster, 2007, 58). As a result, the total aid flows
worldwide increased by $10 billion in 2003 in comipan to the previous years, because
donors began to meet their commitments. Secondntjer donors aimed at reorganisation
of their aid agencies in order to promote the dmwelent constituent of their aid. Third, the
terrorist attack on the US in 2001 stimulated aditamhal growth in volumes of aid to poor
countries, because it was associated with inegqemliand poverty issues in the world.
Although the majority of terrorists did not represéhe poorest societies and grew up in the
Western countries in well-to-do families, the coctimn between terrorism and poverty was
widely discussed especially in the European medi@ndaster, 2007, p. 59). Another
connection was seen between the terrorism andlifyagf states, since such states could
theoretically house terrorist organisations. THosgign aid for development was seen as a
potential mechanism to prevent conflicts, spreateobrism and state failure. This idea was
reflected in the speech of James D. WolfensohnPtiesident of the World Bank on Fighting
Terrorism and Poverty, who argued that foreign \aas the major tool for eradication of
poverty, which was the central ingredient among rhig of factors that lead to conflict,

promotion of inclusion and social justice (Wolfehap2001). So, foreign aid was considered
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as a new tool of foreign policy which aimed at aa#l and international security. For most
donors, aid is a means to diplomatic purposesan&nd in itself.

The forth issue, which is usually not included,mriuded only indirectly, into the academic
debates on foreign aid, is energy. The problem rddrgy dependence of some donors,
especially in the EU, became particularly prominenthe last decade. An urge to diversify
energy supply came to the agenda of the Europeann@aities after two energy crises
which took place in 2006 and 2008. Both of theneréd disputes over natural gas, prices and
debts between Ukrainian oil and gas compalaftogazand the Russiaazprom These
disagreements grew into transnational politicaless which inflamed debates on energy
security issues in the European Union. Howeversdhtensions were just indicators of
growing energy dependence of the EU Member Statesstable regions and concerns about
limited hydrocarbon resources in the world. Sirtas widely acknowledged in the literature
that foreign aid is subject to a mix of motives grhidetermine donors’ decisions on aid
allocation, it is suggested in the present papat alailability of energy sources in recipient
countries may be another motivation underlying a@shdecisions on aid allocation. Further

justification of this assumption will be made iretfollowing chapters.

2.2 Theoretic framework to the question of incenties for aid-giving

2.2.1 Trends in academic literature related to forign aid

A considerable amount of literature has been phétison questioning the purposes of aid-
giving. In this diversity, several trends suggestthfferent theoretical angles can be singled
out. Numerous studies have attempted to explain raidtions between states through
‘realistic lenses’. The realistic approach sugg#sis the primary purpose of aid is to serve as
“a tool of hard-headed diplomacy” (Lancaster, 20073). This suggestion is justified by the
fact that the states are responsible for theizeamts. This environment presupposes race for
power, strengthening security, and, more generalyivival of states. Prevention of
communism or terrorism dissemination through primgdaid is an example of using aid for
security purposes of donors. One of the first is@xposing this idea belongs to George
Liska (1960) — a realistic scholar who defined fgneaid as an instrument of political powers,
which would remain as such for some time (as ditdcancaster, 2007, p. 3). The debate was
continued by Lloyd Black, who stated that "foreigid cannot be divorced from foreign
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policy and the national interest” (Black, 1968). émg the more recent studies on realist
understanding of foreign aid, a study of Stevert\Wok deserves attention. The author shows
how foreign policies of different countries haveebanfluenced by national interest and its
variations among countries, and how the evaluaifrfgreign policies may reveal interests of
states (Hook, 1995). The ideas of early scholan® wapported by later studies with formal
modelling techniques. The comparison of aid volupresided by donors and characteristics
of recipient countries, e.g. per capita income bitateral trade with a donor, gave support to
the idea that bilateral aid flows are driven by al@ selfish interests (Lancaster, 2007, p. 3).

The results of these studies are examined moreubbty in the following subchapters.

The realist ideas are criticised by idealists aad-ilealists. The latter emphasise the great
importance of humanitarian need being central measaderlying almost all foreign aid
programmes. Scholars representing idealist treedogtimistic about the effectiveness of
foreign aid for reduction of poverty and promotioh human betterment in general and
economic development in particular (Schraeder, H&oKaylor, 1998, p. 298).

Scholars adhering to the Marxist ideas have angibet of view on foreign aid. The main
idea of this mainstream emphasises an exploitafiuepose of aid-giving, which is
determined mainly by economic interests of donatest This opinion is justified by the
practice to tie aid and by securing access to ratenals by donors (Lancaster, 2007, p. 3).
In particular, neo-Marxists argue that foreign amhintains the exploitative North-South
relations that extend disparities between donodsranipient countries (Schraeder, Hook, &
Taylor, 1998, p. 299).

Another trend in understanding foreign aid is depetl by the followers of the liberal

tradition in international relations. Foreign aid their understanding is a tool to address
global problems ensuing from interdependence aadagjsation (Lancaster, 2007, p. 4). In
other words, it is considered that every singlentguhas to take into account interests of
other countries and that an egoistic approachhiglaly inappropriate way to pursue foreign
policy nowadays. In the final analysis, politicaldaeconomic stability in one country can be

damaged by problems in another state, regardlegsagfraphic proximity.

Finally, constructivism - one of the newest tremdgternational relations studies — interprets
foreign aid as a generally accepted norm that Wwealbuntries should support needy states
aiming at human betterment. Here, humanitarian @wnis seen as the leading motive of aid-

giving. This trend is mostly applicable to Nordmuntries (Lancaster, 2007, p. 4).
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The brief summary of assumptions suggested by achokpresenting different academic
trends in international relations gives framewaskthe hypothesis suggested in the present
paper. This diversity of opinions on aid motivasosuggests that aid-giving decisions are
most likely influenced by a set of motivations, b@ltruistic and selfish, development and
non-development, donor-interest and recipient-ndeghortantly, it is emphasised in the
recent literature that the motivations of donoftedigreatly. So, the examination of aggregate
motives for all donors can be unreasonable. Dohax® different priorities in their foreign
policies and, logically, they pursue different pogps through aid-giving. The necessity to
analyse aid motivations for each donor separatehcknowledged by a number of scholars.
Thus, Schraeder et al. analyse motivations behhgh@icies of France, Japan, Sweden and
the United States separately (Schraeder, Hook, §¥loF,al1998). Berthelemy distinguishes
three clusters of donors according to their behaaio parameters: the altruistic cluster
including Austria, Denmark, Ireland and some otBeandinavian countries; the moderately
egoistic cluster which unites Belgium, Finland a@G&rmany; and the egoistic cluster
including France, ltaly and the United Kingdom (Betemy, 2005, pp. 18-19). Similarly,
Alesina and Dollar find significant differences Wween donors’ patterns of aid giving
(Alesina & Dollar, 1998).

Since the key contributions in academic literatame made by academics in donor countries,
aid has been analysed mostly from the donors’ pointiew, focusing on the preferable
strategies to secure their policy preferences (iéhd{ 2009, p. 27). However, in recent years,
there has been an increasing amount of literatdraitang the complexity of aid. For
instance, Whitfield suggests that aid should besicmmed as a negotiation process between
aid donors and recipients, thus acknowledging cemgharacter of the notion (Whitfield,
2009, p. 27). Carol Lancaster emphasised the nigcdéssconsider the impact of donors’
domestic politics as an important element of faneagd and their influence on aid allocation
practices (Lancaster, 2007). McGillivray argued thitateral aid allocations are much more
complex than donors usually say. Donors’ aid densiare based on economic, socio-
economic and demographic characteristics, on the leand; on donors’ self-interests
including commercial, diplomatic, political anda&gic objectives, on the other hand; and on
recipients’ ability to manage foreign aid in the shefficient way (McGillivray, 2005, p.
1005). In other words, there is a tendency to a®athe scope of factors reflecting donors’
interests, and domestic factors or factors chaniastg recipient countries, for example, their
level of democratisation or income level. Sinceisitimpossible to consider all factors

influencing donors’ aid decisions suggested in anad literature, a limited number of factors
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are usually taken into account. Selection dependshat aspect of aid giving is examined. In
general terms, there are two groups of “donor-e@#rand “recipient-need” factors. It is
suggested that both groups should be includedairsiagle hybrid model “to avoid biases due
to omitted variables” (Berthelemy, 2005, p. 3).

The selection of factors for the analysis in thespnt paper is made taking into consideration
the complex nature of foreign aid and the way \deis have been sampled in the previous
academic papers. The next subchapter gives aniewenf the main motivations that were

established relevant in the previous literature @ntroversy about it, as well as juxtaposition

of official purposes claimed and concealed objestiv

2.2.2 Purposes of foreign aid and principles of altation

As it has been stated in the previous chaptersatims of foreign aid have changed and
developed over four periods, each of them haviegwn peculiarities determined by some
events on the global and local scale. The evolutibaims led to the greater prominence of
development component in aid giving. Today, offieians of foreign aid are reflected in the
Millennium Declaration 2000 which was a milestoneinternational cooperation inspiring
development efforts. Having agreed on the MillemnmiDevelopment Goals, the international
community has committed itself to the extendedovisif development by promoting human
development required for sustaining social and eooa progress worldwide. The MDGs set
out below are considered as framework for evalnatibdevelopment progress and are to be
achieved by 2015:

» Halve the proportion of people whose income is thas $1 per day and those living

with insufficient food;
* Achieve universal primary education;
» Eliminate gender disparities at all levels of ediorg
* Reduce child mortality by two-thirds and maternalrtality by three quarters;
e Halt and reverse the spread of HIV/AIDS, malariad ather diseases;
* Ensure environmental sustainability and reversdase of environmental resources;

» Halve the proportion of people without sustainadieess to safe drinking water;
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* Achieve by 2020 a significant improvement in thee$ of slum dwellers;

* Develop a global partnership for development (@dfid_ist of MDG Indicators,
2008).

There are some doubts in academic literature coimgerthe realisation of these goals,
especially in relation to sub-Saharan Africa (Lateg 2007; McGillivray, 2005).
Nevertheless, these goals are mentioned in thegfoeed programmes of almost every donor
country. The above mentioned goals can be reckasepurely altruistic. In other words,
donors provide aid without deriving any benefitcept for a long-term peace and stability in
the world, as well as absence of external threa ttonor country. However, it would be

naive to think that these goals are the only fadtost motivate donors’ aid activities.

Apart from donor’s unwillingness to provide aid priccording to development needs of the
recipients, there are other obstacles that mayehiagd allocation. Even if aid is aimed
entirely at development and human betterment, tamfion of a donor to allocate money to a
particular country does not guarantee that thesesfuwill be used to reach development
goals. That is why modern studies suggest consiglerot only donor motivations, but also

recipient goals, and how recipients usually marsade&oming from donors.

Conditional aid-giving is one of the modern toolsieh help control recipient governments.
The issue of conditionality imposition on aid gigims closely related to the juxtaposition
‘donor-interest/recipient-need’. According to Isopnd Mattesini, “the choice between
conditional and unconditional aid is a crucial aamgence of the motivations of the donor”
(Isopi & Mattesini, 2010, p. 7)The authors suggest that more altruistic donor aibid
unconditional aid giving, while a less altruistiorabr will tend to unconditional aid mediating
its own strategic and economic reasons. Importaafyopposed to the project of international
financial organisations, individual bilateral prcie are still not subject to conditionality
(Isopi & Mattesini, 2010, p. 5). An econometric bysés made by Isopi and Mavrotas brought
evidence that aid is still distributed by donorstheut taking into consideration the
assessment of previous results (Isopi & Mavrot€d)92 An assessment of individual
European donors made by Hoebink and Stokke reveébaédn most cases donors distribute
aid both without assessing previous performance @mdhe other hand, without an adequate
control of whether recipients have accomplished riguired tasks (Stokke & Hoebink,
2005). Thus, cooperation projects and policiesrahEe and Italy are obviously not based on

evaluating activities related to previous projectse same tendency is relevant for Spain.
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Easterly and Pfutze argued that the only condiiimposed by donors on recipients is
purchasing of goods and services provided by tm®idon other words tying of aid (Easterly
& Pfutze, 2008). However, if developmental goals esnsidered, Isopi and Mattesini suggest
that the only type of conditionality that can bgwsed on a recipient in bilateral aid giving is
in most cases conditionality on performance. Thasesnent is based on the fact that a single
bilateral donor is often not able to demand insbtwal reforms or macroeconomic policies in
a recipient country (Isopi & Mattesini, 2010, p. &ontrariwise, donors may demand certain
conditions to be created by a recipient governrbefdre aid is allocated. In this case, donors
orient themselves according to existing level ovegoance in recipient countries. This
principle also falls under the category of condiibty. Since there are evidences that in
bilateral aid relations donors cannot impose caoukt on recipients regarding future
developments, it is logically to assume that a nadtr@iistic donor will pay more attention to
governance indicators of recipient countries befaid is allocated. Thus, this condition
corresponds to another determinant of bilateral ODA

There is an extensive literature about the deteanigof bilateral foreign aid. The debate on
the motivations behind foreign aid was startechan1970s, when McKinlay and Little (1976)

established the terms ‘donor-interest’ and ‘recipigeed’ in relation to the US aid giving.

They posited five possible categories for donoesest motivation, including: 1) (US)

overseas economic interests, 2) (US) security estsy 3) power political interests, 4)
development and performance interests, and 5)igadlistability and democracy interests
(McKinlay & Little, 1976, p. 240). It is obvioushat the development issues had limited
importance in the early aid policies of donors.

Though some significant changes took place in foreaid practices over the last forty

decades, the modern scholars continue to dividerm@tants of foreign aid into several

groups according to their purposes, which meanstiigadevelopment purpose is still a part
of a mix of existing aid determinants. For instariReldel (2008) divides all aid purposes into
change two main groups: developmental and non-dpuetntal. The latter includes political,

strategic and commercial interests of donors. Tuteax lays stress that non-developmental
purposes of aid should not be underestimated. Hiear that a recent emphasis on
development purposes reflected in the MDGs can ekl giving an impression that

development is the only purpose of foreign aid niaya (Riddel, 2008, p. 96).

Lancaster identifies diplomatic, development, humaaian relief and commercial purposes of

aid. According to Lancaster (2007), aid’s purposes the broad goals than donors’
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governments try to achieve. Purposes should be/asthitaking into consideration not only

official statements of donors about aid purposes,diso the decisions they make on the
amount, use and country allocation (Lancaster, 200%3). In other words, the pattern of aid-
giving of a particular donor reveals its initiatentions. Thus, diplomatic purposes involve
international political goals, international setyriand management of relationships between
governments and sometimes are used to cover aktgp relationships between the states.
Diplomatic component of aid exists in almost alatgral relations between a donor and a
recipient. Almost every donor government uses ai@risure high-level access to recipient
government officials (Lancaster, 2007, p. 13). @a@bpreferences of donors also take place
in the group of diplomatic purposes (de Haan, 2p09,7).

Support of economic and social progress and remtucif poverty in recipient countries are
development purposes. These purposes have a longeipient-need basis. Humanitarian
relief aid — usually the least politicised — is tigpe of aid provided in the case of disasters
when the local government lacks resources to nheetneeds of the victims. An additional set
of purposes, which has got special importance enldkt two decades, includes promotion of
economic and social transitions in the former d@ti@ountries, promotion of democracy,
addressing global issues (the range from enviroteh@noblems to transmission of diseases)
and mitigating of conflicts (Lancaster, 2007, p).IBhus, there is no single classification on

aid motivations widely admitted in academic literat

A variety of multivariate econometric, formal andngparative studies account for
significance of various determinants of aid by nseaf an analysis of a set of variables
integrated in one model (Berthelemy, 2005). Theultesare rarely similar, because the
authors use different sets of variables in theidet® and naturally come to different or non-
identical conclusions. However, considering resoftsa number of studies on foreign aid
allocation, it is possible to establish the moshownly used variables and draw conclusions

on significance of suggested factors influencirdyadiocation decisions of donors.

In an econometric study on bilateral aid allocatidlesina and Dollar (1998) relate the flows
of aid to the variables of trade openness, demgciaal liberties, UN friendship (votes as a
measure of alliance effect), colonial status, fgmedirect investment, income per capita and
population, thus integrating donors’ political astdategic considerations and economic need
and policy performance of the recipients. The agtfiod evidences that foreign aid is mostly
dictated by political and strategic consideratiohslonors. Meanwhile, economic needs and

policy performance (institutional development, option, inefficiency and bureaucratic
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failures) of aid recipients have limited role iml anotivation of donors. On the other hand, the
study showed that democratized states receivetdaath immediately afterwards (Alesina &

Dollar, 1998, p. 2). Together with uncovering diéfleces in behaviour of donors, the authors
found out that colonial past and political alliascgere the main determinants of aid at the
time of research. In addition, significant diffeces in behaviour of different donors were

uncovered.

Admitting that bilateral aid allocations are moremplex that donors themselves say,
McGillivray (2005) lays emphasis on commercial, Idipatic, political and strategic
objectives or self-interests of donors, howevergsdmot deny influence of recipient
development need (McGillivray, 2005, p. 1008}l the variables used in his model can be
divided into two groups: those representing donorisrest and recipient-specific ones. The
author uses such variables as population, incomecg@ta, multilateral ODA policy and
policy-time interaction, arms transfers, as wellD#sC investment and DAC exports. Using
an econometric method to analyse bilateral aidcation to four African countries based on
predetermined, fixed pool of total funds, McGilkyr finds evidences that the amounts of aid
received by Egypt, Morocco, and Tanzania were @nfbed greatly by their policy regimes.
For Kenya, aid receipts are negatively correlatath vits policy regime. Additionally,
recipients with high strategic priority for donowountries received more foreign aid
(McGillivray, 2005, p. 1014).

In a more recent paper on aid motivation and ddyeraviour, Nath and Sobhee (2007)
integrate four objectives underlying aid allocatiaramely recipient growth, donor trade
interest, international income inequality and dorearction to fungibility, thereby suggesting
a model of supply side of foreign aid allocatiomsiering donors’ motivation and recourse
capability, and recipient performance (Nath & Sah007, p. 2). The general conclusion is
that trade interest creates incentives for aid, fandibility normally restrains it. It has been
also established that donors’ reaction to fundipilfin aid terms) coexists with other
motivations. In the pair ‘trade interest - interaaal income distribution’, the former has been
proved to be more influential in aid allocation.eTauthors acknowledge the complexness of
issues discussed and indicate the illustrativeraandl their work (Nath & Sohbee, 2007, p.
10).

1 Fungibility occurs when given aid is spent to pinejects that donors do not intend to support liNaSohbee,
2007, p. 6).
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In his empirical assessment of the motivationsieklaid, Berthelemy (2005) emphasises that
behaviour of each donor ensues from a combinatiosed-interest goals and altruistic
development objectives of donors. In this connectibhe author, similarly to McGillivray
(2005), introduces a set of variables which reprebeth the recipient’s need and the donor’s
interest in a single hybrid model (Berthelemy, 2005 3). The geopolitical purpose is
represented by variables for former colonial tied some other particular variables which are
not applicable to the hypothesis examined in thesgmt paper. As opposed to Alesina and
Dollar (2002), the author refuses to introduce aakde for the UN voting as a measure of
political alliance between donor and recipient, sase political alliance can be not only a
determinant of aid allocation, but also a resuhlisTassumption is questionable, because
stronger political alliance ensuing from aid allbeas of the previous years can become a
determinant of aid allocation for the following yeaAs for commercial interests of donors,
the author suggests a variable for the sum ofdvdhiexports and imports between the donor
and the recipient country, expressed as a percemathe donor's GDP (Berthelemy, 2005,
p. 10).

Development purposes are introduced in two categothose, aimed at poverty alleviation
and implying aid allocation to the neediest cowstriand those, considering aid efficiency
determined by economic policies and by the gover@aof the recipient. Berthelemy
introduces an indicator of income per capita in theipient country to measure the first
category. The policies are measured by the real @oWth. For governance, the author
chooses indicators of civil liberties, politicaleédoms and occurrence of conflicts
(Berthelemy, 2005, pp. 11-12). As opposed to Alrsand Weder (2002), Berthelemy does
not consider a corruption index as an indicatogmfernance, because the data on corruption
is not available for a large number of donors exeaiin his work. The overall result is that
the donors have significant differences in theihdaour. The author defines three donor
clusters: altruistic, moderately egoistic and egmig\ccording to this classification, three of
four donors examined in the present paper belonietdatter (except for Spain which did not
find its place in the classification) (Berthelen2@05, p. 17). Concerning motivations behind
aid allocation, political and trade linkages areirfd to be highly influential in donors’
decisions. However, the least egoistic countried {ne case in the present paper) appear to
be concerned about the neediest recipients, asasaibnsider better governance indicators
and higher growth (Berthelemy, 2005, p. 20).
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The study conducted by Schraeder et al. (1998) rzajty analyses the motivations behind
the aid policies of France, Japan, Sweden and tied)States towards the African continent
and tests for a variety of aid determinants dutireg1980s. By means of an inductive method,
the authors identify empirically grounded linkadpetween the foreign policy interests of the
donors and their behaviour in relation to aid atemn (Schraeder, Hook, & Taylor, 1998, p.
296). They introduce two sets of purposes: (1) mitagan need, strategic importance and
economic potential of the recipient — traditionallsed in empirical literature; and (2) cultural
similarity, ideological stance and region. Humarn#a need is measured in the study by the
average life expectancy in the recipient countng the daily caloric intake of the population.
Strategic purposes of the donor are operationaligethe following measures: maintenance
of a security alliance between the donor and togient, military spending as a percentage
of the GNP of the recipient, and percentage ofréogpient country’s population that forms
part of the military (Schraeder, Hook, & Taylor,9B9 p. 304). Donor’s economic interests
are measured by GNP per capita in recipient casmtind the level of trade with the donor,
expressed by recipient's imports from the donoraagercentage of total imports. Under
cultural similarity, the authors understand coloniges or their absence. Concerning
ideological stance, the typology of Young (1982amplied: self-proclaimed Marxist regimes,
self-proclaimed socialist regimes, and capitalsgimes (Young, 1982). Finally, region,
recognised as an important factor to understandingnternational interactions between
Northern donors and African recipients, is représeipy grouping of African countries into
five clusters: North Africa, East Africa, SoutheXkfrica, Central Africa, and West Africa. It is
assumed that this grouping might help to estaldighilar relations between the recipients
belonging to one of these groups and the donoms.r@$ults revealed that foreign policies of
examined donors were complex and varied, beingienited by different combinations of
foreign policy interests in the 1980s. Yet, anuadttic nature of foreign aid is again rejected
by the results of the study (Schraeder, Hook, &lday 998, p. 319)

One of the newest studies to the question of metbehind aid allocation conducted by Clist
(2009) is focused on seven bilateral donors ovevemty-five year period. Here, the author
examines four possible determinants of foreign aamely poverty, policy, proximity and

population. The following variables are appliedtie study: GDP per capita, population,
Freedom Index (constitutes of civil liberties andlifical rights), political terror scale,

religion, exports from a donor to a recipient aghare of total exports of that donor, colony,
language, corruption index and distance of a renipfrom the donor. The most significant

finding is that over the last 25 years policy sewvisy has not been the major factor that
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influenced donors’ aid allocation decisions (CI&209, p. 11). Regarding poverty sensitivity,
it has been found that there are three identifigotaips of donors: the UK, for instance,
belongs to the group of high poverty sensitivitg; far France, poverty is not among the
decisive factors influencing aid allocation deansio However, proximity (variables for

colonies and language) is significant both for th€ and France. In relation to donors’ trade
interests as a determinant of aid allocation, @adls in question the finding of Berthelemy
that all donors can be divided into two groupsfiseland altruistic (Berthelemy, 2005, p. 17).
He argues that it is difficult to establish direetation of aid to exports promotion, because
some donors can theoretically aim at increase adetrwith a recipient in a long-term

perspective (Clist, 2009, p. 12). In addition, tnethor reaffirms the significance of non-

development factors in his study.

As it is evident from the overview of the literaguio the question of motivations behind aid-
giving, there is a variety of factors which inflienaid allocation decision of donors. Since
there is no strict classification of donor motieais, two general groups of them are singled
out in the present paper: development and non-dpmednt. The group of development
motivations is aimed at reduction of poverty inipegnt countries, economic and social
progress, human betterment and humanitarian rédlref.group of non-development purposes
embodies purposes for unilateral benefits of dgrsrsh as strategic partnership, ensuring of
national and international security, promotion andr's economic interests, security of
energy supplies and addressing of global issuesh Baup of motivations will be expressed

by a number of variables, the selection of which e justified in the following chapters.

2.3 Data and methodology

2.3.1 Selection of European donor countries, Afran recipient countries and

a period of time

Selection of both aid-giving European donors artraceiving African countries has been

made taking into consideration countries with ddfg characteristics. In relation to donor
countries, there were considered such factorsgsfisance of volumes of aid allocated in

comparison to other European countries and bilatdrare of total aid, energy dependence
and historically determined aid-giving practicescluding influence of colonial past (see

Table 2).
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All the countries have colonial ties to some of th@mined African countries, except for
Italy. France and the UK are the leading donorsragitbe selected countries and among the
main EU countries, while Spain and Italy are plaaedhe bottom of the list of the biggest
European donors in 2008. As for the percentageNf dreign aid volumes of Spain and the
UK have the best indices. These countries are lteest to the repeated commitment of the
world's governments to commit 0,7% of rich-courstri&NP to ODA (OECD, 2010c). In
comparison to them, Italy is very far from achieyithe goal of 0,7%. This indicates its weak
devotion to the international development target.te other hand, bilateral share of Italian
ODA is very small that could mean development degon of Italian foreign aid. In the
sample of donors, Spain is the leader in termsilatdsal ODA with only 30% of aid going
through multilateral channels. Regarding energyeddpncy, the sample includes two highly
energy-dependent countries (Italy and Spain), ondemately dependent state (France) and
one insignificantly dependent country (the UK). $hthe sample of donor countries can be
described as diverse from different aspects.

As for aid-receiving countries, the scope of fagtigrbroader. The paper looks at five African
countries, two of them representing North Africéhess being Sub-Saharan countries (see
Table 1). The uniting factor for the selected remp countries is the size of population. The
number of inhabitants in the recipient countriesesafrom 30 million to 40 million. This
limitation is justified by some previous findings;cording to which small countries receive
more assistance per capita then large countriegh@emy, 2005, p. 7; Alesina & Dollar,
1998, p. 8). This is explained by administrativetespwhich influence per capita aid granted
and are not proportionate to the amount of aid. @&kausion of significant variations of this

parameter allows adequate analysis of aid inflathése countries.

Availability of oil and gas resources in aid-redgety countries is another factor, according to
which the choice was made. Among the selected desnttwo of them are oil and gas
producers (Algeria and Morocco), one of them igraportant oil producer (Sudan) and the
last two have no fossil fuels resources (Kenya dgdnda). It is also important that these
countries have no or very limited reserves of otimémerals (e.g. brilliants), besides gold,
which still remains insignificant in Uganda and kar(World Factbook of CIA, 2008). In the

selected group, Algeria is the biggest resourcedrolvith significant production and proved
reserves of oil and gas, followed by Morocco and&wu The former colonial status of aid-

receiving countries is also considered. Thus, tlofegelected African countries were in the



24

sphere of influence of the UK, Algeria is a fornteench colony and Morocco was policed
jointly by France and Spain.

According to DAC list of ODA recipients issued blget OECD and used by donors for
reporting on aid flows, the selected recipient ¢oas belong to three of four low income
groups determined on the ground of GNI per capitlex as reported by the World Bank.
Thus, selected group comprises two least developadtries (Sudan and Uganda), one low
income country (Kenya) and two lower middle incosmuntries (Morocco and Algeria)
(OECD, DAC list of ODA recipients, 2007). As formtct situation in recipient countries,
Sudan is the most prominent example of inner confli

Thus, the sampling has been made regarding valiagots's in order to trace recent tendencies
in aid allocation by European donors which havéediint history of aid-giving and practices
of aid allocation. Following the suggestion of Mdi@ray (2005) that research should focus
more on individual donors, instead of aggregata dat foreign aid, this approach will help
further explain some of the behaviour and differatibcative priorities among donors
(McGillivray, 2005, p. 1016).

2.3.2 Definition of variables

The research proposed in this paper implies seledt variables. The number of variables is
limited by the scope of this paper. Basing onrdeent findings in academic literature, it is
considered that aid allocation is influenced byfeddnt combinations of foreign policy
interests in each case of donor-recipient relatiomgolving both self-interest purposes of
donors and more altruistic development-oriente@adbjes. In order to explain aid allocation
principles in an unbiased way, the variables o$¢hivo categories are included in the present
study. Table 3 in the Appendix contains definitiong aid variables, their character
(development, non-development) and the sourcesaf @s well as explains the principle of

normalisation for each variable.

The academic debate related to aid variable isesdrated on the option of choice between
net ODA disbursements and net ODA commitments. Tieer is defined as “a firm

obligation expressed in writing”; while the disbemsent means “a record of actual
international transfer of financial resources” (AEQ010). Since the main objective of the
present paper is to reveal objectives behind bdhtaid flows to explain the behaviour of
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bilateral donors in political sense, we choose emimitments instead disbursements,
because this variable explains better donors’ dewson aid allocation in political sense.
Some studies reject aid commitments variable. Retance, according to Canavire et al.
(2005), disbursements reflect the actual resowarester from a donor to a recipient more
accurately than commitments (Canavire, Nunnenkarhgele, & Triveno, 2005, p. 4). An
opposed opinion has McGillivray (2005) who arguest tsince commitments are primarily
determined by a donor country and do not implygaton of a recipient’s lack of willingness
or administrative capacity to accept aid, ODA comnmeints are a justified choice, especially
when donor’s interests are under examination (Ma@ly, 2005, p. 1010). This view is
supported by Berthelemy (2005) who states that dorftave more control on the
commitments compared to disbursements (Berthele20@5, p. 5), and by some other
scholars (Isopi & Mavrotas, 2006, p. 5; Thiele, Nenkamp, & Dreher, 2007, p. 3;
Neumayer, 2003).

The income level variable is introduced to checlethbr donors are oriented by the poverty
level in recipient countries in their aid allocation dagons. Though this variable is usually
expressed by the GDP per capita in recipient cas(Alesina & Dollar, 1998, p.6; Canavire
et al., 2005, p. 5), we use a simplified indicdtmr poverty, because of a limited number of
examined recipients in the present paper and setsction of recipients has been made
according to the level of income. We apply the @isrecipient countries used by donors to
report on aid allocation which consists of four s, three of them being considered in the
present paper. The group of the Least Developedhies is represented by Sudan and
Uganda; Kenya is one of the Low Income Countriest Algeria and Morocco are reckoned
among the Lower Middle Income Countries. Thus,rdapients under examination represent
the bottom three groups of the classification, atiog to which the importance of poverty

factor in aid allocations can be measured.

The next two variables reflect strategic and pwzditinon-development objectives. The first
variable for the former colonial status is a triah&l indicator of the donors’ strategic
interests. Similarly to Clist (2009), we sugges tralue ‘1’ for recipients which are former
colonies of the selected donors, and ‘0’ in theesaghen there were no colonial relationships.
Morocco gets the value ‘0,5’ for Spain and Frarsiege this country was policed jointly by
France and Spain. The second variable for the Ulhgas chosen basing on the findings of

Alesina and Dollar who argue that some distinglibhaoting blocs can be found in the UN
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(Alesina & Dollar, 1998, p. 8). Thus, it is assuntkdt UN votes may be strongly correlated

with important strategic interests in some cases.

In relation to governance, we introduce severailabdes, as well as an aggregate evaluation
of governance. First, the democracy variable i®perational indicator derived from coding
of the competitiveness of political participatiothe openness and competitiveness on
executive recruitment and constraints on the aetutive, which takes the value from ‘1’ to
‘10’, where ‘10’ is the best value. This indicats suggested by the Polity IV Project
(Marshall & Jaggers, 2009). It seems to be moreprehensive than, for example, the
variable introduced by Berthelemy, which includesleations of the civil liberty and
political freedom only (Berthelemy, 2005, pp. 12:14

Second, the variable for control of corruption méreduced in the papers of Clist (2009),
Neumayer (2003), Alesina and Weder (2002). Thiscatdr is taken from the World Bank
Worldwide Governance Indicators 1996-2008 (Kaufmakraay, & Mastruzzi, 2009). As
opposed to Berthelemy (2005), we can apply thigcatdr in our study, because time series
on corruption is needed for the limited number eding and recipients. It is measured from ‘1’

to ‘100, the latter being the best value.

Third, the same source was used for political Stglvariable. Political stability and absence
of violence measures the perceptions of the likelth that the government will be
destabilized or overthrown by unconstitutional aent means, including domestic violence

and terrorism (Kaufmann, Kraay, & Mastruzzi, 2009).

Finally, though some variables determining goveceadmave been included in the analysis, it
seems to be reasonable to include a general gowarnadex, because it would cover wider
range of issues. Canavire et al. (2005) uses C@@@éuntry Policy and Institutional
Assessment) classification worked out by the Iragomal Development Association (IDA)
(Canavire, Nunnenkamp, Thiele, & Triveno, 2005, ). This classification is based,
however, only on the IDA eligible countries and slo®t include Algeria and Morocco —
countries considered in the present paper. Iniaddithere is a problem with data availability
for all the years analysed here. Therefore, we logéed for the Ibrahim Index developed by
The Mo lbrahim Foundation which provides a compnsinee ranking of African countries
according to governance quality. This index repmesevarious indicators which can be
roughly grouped under four major titles: safety anté of law, participation and human
rights, human development and sustainable econopgortunity ( Ibrahim Index of African

Governance, 2009).
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Concerning economic interests of donors, we intcedan indicator of bilateral trade as
proposed by Berthelemy and Tichit (2004), and Baetimy (2005). It is measured by the sum
of bilateral imports and exports between a donararecipient, expressed by a percentage of
the donor's GDP (Berthelemy, 2005, p. 10). The wWalions are made basing on several
sources. The data on donors’ GDP has been retrieeaedthe primary World Bank database
for development data from officially recognizedemational sources (World Bank, 2010)
(see Table 4). Imports and exports values are téian the United Nations Commodity
Trade Statistics Database (UN Comtrade, 2010). Jima of imports and exports were
summed and the percentage of donor's GDP calcu(atsl Table 5). Thus, the significance
of bilateral trade relations donors and recipieats be assessed.

Finally, the variable of oil/gas availability is @lged in a simplified way. The data on
production and proved resources of oil and gaglected African countries is retrieved from
the official site of the US Energy Information Admstration (U.S. Energy Information
Administration, 2009). Because of the great diffiees in energy resources availability in
African countries, a rough normalisation principks been applied. As a result, within a scale
of five values, Algeria gets the maximum value,dese it is the biggest producer of both oil
and gas and has the most significant proved reseKenya and Uganda are non-producers
and non-holders, so they get the zero value. SaddrnMorocco get ‘3’ and ‘2’ respectively
and according to approximate comparison of theiergn resources. Importantly, these
indices have not changed over the last decade,ingetirat there were no large discoveries of

energy deposits or sharp increases in productes Tables 6-8).

2.3.3 Data processing

The research method employed in this paper is érapiBilateral aid data for the selected
countries in the period 2000-2008 are analysedrdoup to the principle of thdust Plain
Data Analysis suggested by Klass for compilation and presemtadf numerical evidence
from multiple data sources to support and illust@tguments about politics and public issues
(Klass, 2008). The present research is aimed gihgral presentation and comparative
analysis of data collected for four donor states fecipient states and for the years 2000,
2004 and 2008.

The data are organised in two groups of charts.fifsiegroup includes 24 radar charts, six

charts for each donor. This chart type was chasecause it allows displaying directly non-
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comparable categories. Donors’ relations with rnecip countries possessing some energy
resources (Algeria, Morocco and Sudan) are displagparately from those without energy

resources (Kenya and Uganda). Thus, there are thdze charts showing variables for aid

relations of each of four donors with countrieshwahergy resources (hereinafter e-countries)
for the year 2000, 2004 and 2008, and three rdaatshowing variables for aid relations of

each donor with countries without energy resoutgesountries) for each of the selected

years (see Tables 9-12).

Each radar chart has ten axes for each variabtesied in previous section. All the variables
are organised according to their development or-dexelopment nature. Thus, the right
semicircle of each graph contains non-developmantbles, namely oil and gas variable,
colonial ties, trade and the UN voting; the leftngarcle includes development variables,
such as democracy variable, political stabilitygr@gate governance, income level and
control of corruption. The ODA commitments variab& placed in front of the oil/gas
variable in order to better track the correlati@tveen them.

In order to adapt categories which differ greatiytheir values to the representation in radar
charts, the normalisation method has been applied.upper parts of tables 6-8 contain data
on various variables taken from different sourddse values are very different: for instance,
while the colonial ties variable can be measuredvaljes ‘1’ and ‘0’, political stability
variable has values from ‘1,4’ to ‘36,1, not to mtien the data on oil production and
reserves. Since there are ten axes in a radar,ggaph variable has to be adopted for its axis
subject to indices of all other recipient countrigss assumed that each axis is divided into
five parts. Here, ‘5’ is the maximum index. For ewae, regarding the variable of control of
corruption in Table 6, the index of Morocco is aximaum among the group of recipient
countries. Morocco gets the value ‘5’ on the cdrmifacorruption axis. If Moroccan control of
corruption equals the point ‘5’ on the axis, indicef other recipient countries will be
disposed between the maximum of ‘5’ and the minimeimO’. Thus, Algerian value of
control of corruption gets 2,35 point of the af&nyan index for control of corruption will
be placed at 1,13 on the chart, etc. This prindgkgpplied for each year separately. The only
exception is made for the democracy variable, mxdhere is a great surge in Kenyan
democracy level between 2000 and 2004 from ‘28toTo make this change more evident, it
has been decided to admit Kenyan index for thigabée in 2004 as the maximum value for

all years.
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The second group includes linear charts which displends over time. This group consists
of four charts, each of them displaying tendenaresnnual ODA commitments of each
selected donor to four recipients over the peribdioe years (2000 - 2008). Recipients are
divided into two groups, where Algeria and Sudasresent countries with significant energy
resources (Morocco is excluded due to insignifiaaserves of energy resources) and Kenya
and Uganda are examples of countries without engrgguction. The ODA commitments in
current US$ are summed for every two countriesaichegroup. Four linear charts are based
on information from tables 6 to 8 and demonstrate general ODA commitment trend in

examined recipient countries for each donor (segeAgdix).
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3. European aid donors and African recipients — pattens of relationships

The selection of both aid-giving and aid-receivicwuntries was made in such a way that
divergent aid-giving practices could be tracedelation to the most different aid recipients in
Africa. The paper looks at aid flows to the seldcfdrican countries form four European
donors — France, ltaly, Spain and the United Kimgd@he selection is justified by several
factors: the size of bilateral flows to developicmuntries in comparison to other European
donors, dependence on oil and gas imports, bilasbere of ODA and historically emerged
aid-giving practices. Basing on given academiadiigre, we try to find out whether donors
are generally motivated by non-developmental puwepos their recent aid allocation
decisions. Particularly, influence of energy resesravailability in recipient countries will be

examined.

This chapter is intended to give information orfediént aspects of bilateral relations between
the donors and the recipients, so that the resiiltise analysis in the present paper could be
compared to existing information on bilateral relas, donors’ interests in particular
recipients and priorities in partnerships. Thusyiit be focused mostly on non-developmental

interests of donors — trade, political cooperatgaturity issues and spheres of collaboration.

3.1 France

France is one of the most generous aid donorseinvtirld. The volumes of aid grew up from
$ 2828,8 million in 2000 to $ 6461,27 million in@&) while bilateral share reached 63% in
2007 and insignificantly decreased to 59% in 200&CD, 2009). Such a high level of
bilateral aid in comparison with means given thtotige multilateral channels may indicate
the priority of donor’'s economic and strategic rests, or more generally non-development

motivations, in aid allocation decisions.

Though, more than 90% of French bilateral aid wased in 2007 which indicates a less
egoistic character of aid-giving, the numerous papenfirm that French aid is directed for
the most part to its political allies and formetaroes. These factors remain leading in aid
decisions taken by French officials, and such fac&s recipient need and good governance
remain insignificant (Akramov, 2006, p. 48; Cladg92, p. 7; Canavire et al., 2005, p. 6).
The most recent findings in academic literatureeadvthat France is the most prominent

example of a donor which foreign policy goals ati#t thhe most important motives for aid
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giving (Alesina and Dollar 2000; Burnside and Doll2000; Neumayer 2003). Since,
according to recent academic researches, coloastl @f a recipient is an important factor
influencing French aid giving decisions, it candgected that French aid given to Algeria
and Morocco is considerably bigger than that giteeSudan, Kenya or Uganda, regardless of
other developmental factors considered in theseme paper; another probability is

that the influence of these factors is minor in panson to non-development ones.

Another issue concerning French foreign aid in gane geographic proximity to the African
continent. Apart from the support flar francophoniga greater French-speaking community),
French aid policy is theoretically directed to soNm@th African countries in order to stop or
scale down migration. About two-thirds of AfricamsEurope come from Algeria, Morocco
and Tunisia. Sub-Saharan diaspora is steadily gupwoo. The majority live in France (e.g.
274 538 sub-Saharan migrants stayed in France(06,20llowed by the UK with 249 720
people) (IOM 2005: 26). In particular, about two llmnh Algerians live in France
(Migdalovitz, Algeria: Current Issues, 2009, p. 9o, France is interested in creation of
conditions to be able to control migration from tAdrican region. Since Algeria and
Morocco are the closest countries which serve dsarsfer point for migrants going to
Europe, this motive may be the case for some atbeor countries being a terminal point for
migrants. These issues will be discussed in thal foart of the paper in consideration of
common foreign relations between France and fivamemed recipients and the results

achieved in the present research.

The modern history of bilateral relations betweean€e and Algeria started in March 2003,
when the first visit by a French president was msidee Algeria’s independence in 1962.
This visit was marked by signing of the Algiers Reation, which initiated a new partnership
between countries in such subjects as deepenipglitical dialogue, economic partnership,
economic, technical and scientific cooperation @tcance Diplomatie, 2008). But bilateral
relations between the countries remain complex,tijnd®ecause of the colonisation past.
Algerian authorities continue to demand an apolfmyythe colonisation crimes, which are
constantly rejected by the French part. France sidais on bilateral business and trade ties,
and reinforcement of civilian nuclear energy coagien, as well as tries to involve Algeria

into the EU Union for the Mediterranean (Migdalayiflgeria: Current Issues, 2009, p. 5).

For Algeria, France is among the key trade partiaer006, France was the fourth major
importer of Algerian goods and commodities with th&al value of $ 4,3 billion, and the

biggest importer of goods to Algeria with $ 4,3libit (African Development Bank, 2009,
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p.112). Importantly, France depends on energy itspor more than 50% (Europe's Energy
Portal, 2008). Thus, Algeria, being on the thitdce among the biggest gas exporters to the
EU-27 in 2006 with 18% of all supply, is obviouslg important energy supplier for France.
Indeed, about 25% of all gas was exported to th€@European countries, with France,
Germany, ltaly and the UK being the main importefecording to the US Energy
Information Administration, France is the leadimgporter of about 256 billion cubic feet of
Algerian liquefied natural gas (LNG) in 2008, falled by Spain (152,67 billion cubic feet)
and Italy (54,91 billion cubic feet) (U.S. Energydrmation Administration, 2009). Thus, the

importance of Algerian energy resources for Fraa@vident.

France traditionally has had good relations withréco in spite of its colonisation in the

past. France remains the largest trading partnktoobcco, accounting for 22% of Morocco’s

foreign trade, or € 6,2 billion in 2007 (France Dipatie, 2008). Since Morocco does not
export its hydrocarbon resources (the reservegute small), there are no trade relations in
this sector. However, strategic partnership betwaeo states is incontestable: France
officially supports Morocco’s proposal for the amtony of the West Saharan region and the
UN efforts to resolve the dispute in this regiomg dlocks initiatives related to the case which

are rejected by Morocco (Migdalovitz, Morocco: Gnt Issues, 2010, p. 7).

Cooperation between Sudan and France is quite madesl spheres. Though Sudan is
France’s second-leading partner in East Africa,hwirench companies operating in
hydroelectric, oil, cement, mining, and agricultsectors, the overall trade volumes are quite
moderate. Political efforts of France are direcé&dconflict resolution in Darfur (France

Diplomatie, 2008).

The level of cooperation with Kenya and Uganda iemauite low both in political and

economic terms. Both African countries are modesdd partners for France, because they
have limited number of commodities or raw materialawake interest of France. Importance
of their strategic position for France is also déulb because in comparison to, for instance,
Algeria and Morocco, they are not France’s neiglnba@und are not of big interest for France

in terms of strategic of security consideration.

So, France has stronger bilateral relations witighimuring countries both in economic,
diplomatic and strategic sense. Despite worse pypg#uation on sub-Saharan countries, the
main ODA commitments are made to the neighbouromwntries which represent the well-off
group of recipient countries in the sample. Itxpected that a more thorough examination of

variables can present a more accurate patterndefiging and reveal which motivations
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dominate in French aid in the balance of develograed non-development ones in each case
of five selected recipient countries.

3.2 UK

Recent British foreign policy towards Africa coule described as a damage limitation
exercise. This principle dominated in the periograthe Cold War and got more prominent
after 2001 in the framework of fight against globatrorism. In this connection Clapham
(1996) states that Africa was seen as “a sourd¢eoable rather than opportunity” (Clapham,
1996, p. 88). Though, some changes can be seefiigralostatements concerning British
policy towards Africa. In practice, African contimehas never been a priority for British
authorities, except for some countries in certanqgas of time. First of all, British policy
splits Africa into two parts: North Africa and s@aharan Africa. In sub-Saharan Africa, the
UK was particularly concerned about South Africenka, Zimbabwe and Uganda (Williams,
2004, p. 43). As for North Africa, special attemtizvas paid to Algeria as one of priority
exporters of gas to the UK (Foreign and Commonwe@lffice, 2003, p. 18). A good
indicator of British interests in Africa is distibion of British FDI on the continent. Among
the frontrunners, there are Botswana, Ghana, MomprapNamibia, Tunisia and Uganda.
Analysis of British FDI in Africa indicates that tumal resources have been among the main

motives for the attraction of FDI in most casesl({ifs, 2004, p. 54).

As concerns foreign aid, its history started wigrablonisation of British colonies similarly
to France. It was explicitly clear that apart frtime sense of responsibility, encouragement of
trade between the UK and its former colonies wpsaity. Since Marshal Plan and Truman
Doctrine, allocation of aid for political purpose&s legitimized and was apprehended as a
matter of course. It reflected three main objedtivenaintenance of strategic alliances,
creation of trade benefits for donors and safegngrdf global stability through economic
growth and development (Barratt, 2008, pp. 17-I8pugh these motives still exist in aid
decisions of almost every donors, perhaps excepthf® North European countries, recent
foreign aid assessments have shown tangible chamdgrgish aid practices, which formally
abandoned its commercial interests in aid alloocatdecisions and issued legislation,
according to which aid must be used “solely foralepment and welfare purposes” (Riddel,
2008, p. 97). Moreover, it has been stated thaertttan 90% of bilateral aid must be given to

the poorest countries. Indeed, recent surveysthiat the UK can be considered in a small
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group of almost entirely altruistic donors. In thantext, Barrat sites the list of British current
specific priorities in foreign policy published biye British Foreign & Commonwealth Office
(FCO), including eight points, namely struggle agaiglobal terrorism and proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, protection of the titnfillegal migration, drug trafficking
etc., maintenance of an international system basdte rule of law, strengthening of the EU,
promotion of the UK economic interests, sustainaaeelopment based on democracy, good
governance and human rights, security of the UK glothal energy supplies, security and
good governance of the UK’s overseas territoriesdign and Commonwealth Office, 2003,
p. 30). Importantly, a reservation was made thatotfder of these priorities did not reflect the
importance of goals (Barratt, 2008, p. 76). Thus oan assume that national energy security
stil may be one of the leading priorities nowadawys British foreign policy, with

development assistance being part of it.

It must be remembered that the UK is one of thetleaergy dependent countries in the EU.
It ranks 28" in 2008 with 21,3% of energy dependency on imp(Etsrope's Energy Portal,
2008). At the moment, Algeria is not on the listhadjor oil and gas suppliers for Britain. But
in consideration of the FCO statement in 2003 comicg importance of Algeria as a future
gas supplier, one can assume that at presentrBrstaiot interested in diversification of gas
and oil suppliers. Energy requirements of this darmuntry are covered by more proximate
partners, for instance Norway. Owing to lack ofrggemports from Algeria, trade relations
between the countries are insignificant in compariso the other European states which
import oil and gas from Algeria (see Table 5). Batle relations between the UK and Algeria
continue to strengthen. Thus, the UK exports toeAlg increased by 100% in the last five
years. British FDI in Algeria are also significao the European scale. Investments have
been made basically in oil and gas sector, in wBidgtish companies are traditionally strong.
The countries enjoy full diplomatic relations. Thepresentatives of the countries meet
annually in the framework of a political dialoguetlwveen two countries in order to discuss
political, economic, educational, cultural and intgional issues (Foreign and
Commonwealth Office, 2010).

As it is stated on the official page of the Foreignd Commonwealth Office, relations
between Morocco and the UK are good, getting a imepetus in the 221 century (Foreign
and Commonwealth Office, 2010). There are a nunob@ommon interests between them,
which are discussed within the UK-Morocco ‘MinisétrDialogue Forum’. Morocco is

considered as a strategic partner in solving trablpms related to illegal migration and
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counter-terrorism. Importantly, there are no bilateaid relations between the UK and
Morocco. Economic relations between two countriegetbp steadily. Thus, in the past ten
years the volumes of bilateral trade have tripRutish Embassy in Rabat, 2010).

The UK has full diplomatic relations with Sudan.ceet relations are mainly focused on the
conflict in the region of Darfur. Bilateral trade modest, however, Britain’s export to Sudan
doubled every four years since 2000 (UN Comtra@&p® Recently, the UK government has
stated that the new important priority of Britistrdign policy is to promote UK trade and
investment abroad. The message recently sent toStidanese government about the
strengthening of bilateral commercial relationssighject to severe criticism. Britain is
accused of cooperation with the government ledhieyRresident Omar al-Bashir and others
who are wanted by the International Criminal Cdartwaging wars of aggression (Porteous,
2010). The UK is blamed for pursuing commerciaérasts to the prejudice of international
endeavours to promote justice and protect humdristigon the other hand, Britain is one of
the major bilateral donors for Sudan accountingnieaurly one third of aid provided by DAC
EU Members to the country in 2008 (OECD Online bate , 2010).

Britain is Kenya’'s leading trading partner in th&,Eaccounting for 28,5% of all Kenyan
trade. This is one of the most industrialised coastin Africa. However, manufacturing
makes up to only 14% of GDP. The UK is the leaddf@ in Kenya. It provides for the half
of all FDI in industrial sector (Library of Congses Federal Research Division, 2007). The
UK is also a leading aid donor for Kenya: it contedt about one fifth of all aid provided by
DAC EU Members to the country in 2007 (OECD Onlip&tabase , 2010). Kenya and Sudan
are good examples of aid conditioning applied byaBr. In the 1990s, the UK applied this
principle in its bilateral relations with Africaroantries and demonstrated its commitments to

democracy by cuts in aid to Sudan and Kenya in 1991

The UK has a strong bilateral relationship with bda The partnership built in various
sectors, in particular in trade: Britain is amonggldda’s top import sources, as well as among
leading investors (Foreign and Commonwealth Off&,0). As mentioned above, Uganda is
an example of continuity of the UK’s interests lie tregion. However, Britain has not always
adhered to this principle. Thus, sanctions wereogegd mainly on weaker states, while
friends or important partners, such as for examlpdgeria — Britain’s second largest exporter
market in Africa in the 1990s, were not subjectitese measures, because Britain had very
strong oil and commercial interests in this courfitjilliams, 2004, p. 57). In this context,

democracy concerns remain secondary.
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3.3 ltaly

As it has been mentioned above, Italy is one oésdlie most important EU donors in terms
of financial resources, but it ranks five with $48million. It is also one of the most generous
contributors to the common development budget ef Earopean Community. Taking into
consideration lItaly’s relatively small role in tB#J)’s development policy, Carbone comes to
the conclusion that the main reasons for thisesidlv priority of development cooperation in
the national debate, and that the preferenceseofyjtivernment concerning foreign aid are
quite unclear (Carbone, 2008, pp. 191, 200). Glemsig Italian foreign aid, one should not
be misled by the numbers reflecting the charadtéaban aid giving. If only bilateral aid is
considered, about 92 percent of it was tied in 200dwever, it should be remembered that
the greatest part of Italian aid is provided thiougultilateral channels. Despite that, some
suggestions were made recently to extend untyingilaferal aid beyond LDCs. However,

this discussion aroused discontent among busimessrg{Carbone, 2008, p. 198).

A question may arise, why foreign aid in Italy isostly delivered through multilateral
channels and why at the same time relatively siiddkeral aid flows are highly tied. A
substantial foreign aid program in Italy was crdately in the 1980s. This was necessary to
justify Italy’s membership in the Group of Sevemréign aid was also aimed at effective
trade policy to support Italian enterprises to emtew markets. This strategy was first
formulated by the minister of foreign affairs Giadle Michelis (Carbone, 2008, p. 206). The
enthusiasm about foreign aid faded quite fast fiemayears. In particular, bilateral aid flows
from Italy decreased drastically from 67,5 peraant988 to 48,6 in 2003; multilateral flows
increased accordingly (OECD, 2010).

Italy regards Algeria as a key partner in the N@frican region in the key issues including
energy sector, defence fields and combating temaorAlgeria is a leading supplier of natural
gas to ltaly, which is energy-dependent on imp#ots36,8% (imports divided by gross
consumption) and is on the fifth place, accordiogthis indicator, among the European
countries. Italy is also the most energy dependeunntry in the sample of donors selected for
the present analysis (Europe's Energy Portal, 20@8)as requirements are coved to 35% by
Algerian gas imports (Ministry of Foreign Affaird daly, 2010). Italy has also significant
business presence in Algeria. Both countries aeraested and involved in a number of big
infrastructure projects. Economic indicators shdvergy bilateral partnership between two
countries. According to African Economic Outlootgly was the second biggest importer of
Algerian goods (mostly hydrocarbons) for the tatb$ 9 billion after the US ($ 14 billion),
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and followed by Spain ($ 5,5 billion) and France4($ billion) (African Development Bank,
2009, p. 112) On the other hand, Italy is the sddomporter of commaodities in Algeria with $
1,9 billion, after France ($ 4,9 billion). So, §and Algeria have bilateral importance in trade

for each other.

Morocco is strategically important for Italy in tleentext of developing dialogue with the
North African countries. The common goals of thatpership include creating an area of
security in the Mediterranean region, fight agaiestorism, drug and human trafficking, as
well as control of migration. As for economic rétais, Italy is third among suppliers in 2009
and fourth among purchasers of Moroccan commodlitiesnly related to fish, agricultural
and textiles sectors (Ministry of Foreign AffairEltaly, 2010). Italy stresses the willingness
of Morocco to diversify their economic relationsntioated by France and Spain, and intends
to strengthen bilateral relations with Morocco. $hthough Morocco cannot be regarded as
an important economic partner, in strategic termmsemains highly attractive for ltaly,
especially when Moroccan priorities in foreign telas are taken into account.

Sudan is not on the list of countries which ar¢hie focus of Italian foreign policy. At least,
the official site of the Italian Ministry of ForaigAffairs does not provide any information on
bilateral relations with this country (Ministry &foreign Affairs of Italy, 2010). The site of
the Embassy of Italy in Khartoum does not inform @conomic cooperation with this
country. However, it is officially stated that padal cooperation is predominated by efforts
on conflict prevention and fight against terrorisAs a result, Italy is involved in a peace
process in Sudan. Development cooperation programohdtaly are focused on health,
education and infrastructure development (Embat#gly in Khartoum, 2010).

Bilateral relations of Italy and Kenya are quitespioe, but the political dialogue is lead
mostly at the European Union level. Its contexiudes struggle against corruption and for
transparency in the public administration, as veslincrease of civil society values and
abidance of freedoms (Embassy of Italy in Naor@6il0). Though, Kenya has no or very
little importance for Italy in terms of trade, & seen as a more or less stable country in the
region, which can be a strategic partner for It&gr instance, Italy and Kenya have been
involved in the peace process in Sudan, wheredtter Iplayed a mediating role. Similarly to
Kenya, Uganda is not an important trade partnettédy due to the weakness of its economy
and over reliance on exports of agricultural ormpsr and, on the other hand, weak

development of private sector. However, Italiarthatities emphasize positive relations
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between the countries, pointing out Uganda’s caotrs support to the Italian candidatures to
the international organisations (Embassy of Italiampala, 2010).

3.4 Spain

Spanish foreign policy has seen a number of tramsfbons in the last two decades.
Currently, Spanish policy towards Africa can beatié®d as liberal, flexible and pragmatic.
In spite of the fact that Spain had African colenia the past, these ties are of minor
importance for Spain in comparison to France. Toai$ of foreign policy is made mainly on
North Africa, especially on Morocco which is the imaource of immigrants in Spain.
Recently, Spain has started to develop bilatefatioms with countries in Sub-Saharan Africa
through maintaining large aid programmes. The sludréilateral aid in Spanish ODA
reached 70% in 2008 and decreased to 65% in 20Qshrtantly, about 67% of ODA goes to
middle-income countries, which brings into quest®panish altruism in foreign aid-giving.
Only one third of Spanish aid is allocated to ti@ds and approximately one fourth goes to
low-income countries (UN, 2010). Thus, it is obwsdhat though Spain declares commitment

towards the MDGs, Spanish aid does not reach desntihere aid is most needed.

Spain traditionally has strong relations with thadWireb countries. In particular, Algeria is
one of Spain’s major energy partners. For Spairrggnwas always the main basis for
dialogue with Algeria. Both countries currently fi@pate in a number of projects related to
energy, infrastructure, construction, environment gpharmaceuticals (Jeffreys, 2010, p.
190). One of the recent big projects Medgaz- the Mediterranean first deepwater gas
pipeline between Algeria and Spain. The sharehsldethis project are the Algerian state oil
and gas compangonatrach three Spanish companies aG&z de FranceThis energy

project is especially important for Spain, becaiisis one of the most energy dependent
countries in the EU. It was placed seventh amoed=idi Member States in 2008 with energy
dependence of more than 80% (see Table 2). Spandsof the leading trade partners of
Algeria. Almost all imports from Algeria are reldtéo gas and oil. The volumes of trade
(both imports and exports) tripled between 2004 2008 (UN Comtrade, 2010). In 2008,
Spain was the main importer of Algerian commoditirethe EU to the total value of $ 9 503

million (see Table 5).

The main factor determining Spanish foreign policythe Mediterranean has always been

security. Its national interest in regional stdapilhas always had priority over the prospect of
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conquering markets (Gillespie, 2005, p. 210). lis ttonnection, Morocco is still the key
partner of Spain in the region, despite of occadidensions in relations between the
countries. The most prominent example of tensionkilateral relations between Spain and
Morocco is a recent conflict in 2001-2002 over gwvereignty of an uninhabited rocky
island. However, diplomatic hostilities had noteatied bilateral trade and investment projects
(Gillespie, 2005, p. 210). Morocco and Spain ar@vactrade partners. In 2008, export
volumes to Morocco reached nearly $ 5,5 billionjlevimports amounted to more than $ 4
billion (UN Comtrade, 2010). The volume of tradegrup significantly in the last decade.
There are a number of issues leading to small-dealons between the countries, namely
illegal immigration, drug trafficking and disputabout rights of Spanish fishermen to fish in
Moroccan waters — disputes based on geographicirpitgx (Magone, 2004, p. 223).
Importantly, Spain regularly accuses Morocco inuctnce of Moroccan authorities
regarding these issues, especially drug traffickBig, Algeria and Morocco are in the centre
of Spanish foreign policy towards the African coetit.

Spanish authorities acknowledge challenging sibmaith modern sub-Saharan Africa. In this
connection, Spanish aid policy is concentrated lanissues of poverty, conflict resolution
and prevention, as well as promotion of democraayan rights and good governance (The
Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation of Spai2010). In bilateral terms, such
countries as South Africa, Equatorial Guinea, NaaikAngola, Nigeria, Mozambique,
Ethiopia, Senegal and Kenya are considered as mesinaf high priority. Promotion of
bilateral trade is seen as another priority intr@hato the sub-Saharan region. Indeed, even in
comparison to other European countries, the voluohéslateral trade between sub-Saharan
countries and Spain remain insignificant. For ins& while the UK exported and imported
commodities to Kenya to the amount of about $ 35ifliom and $ 547 million
correspondingly in 2008, Spain’s trade indicatoesavalmost five times smaller in terms of
exports to Kenya, and ten times smaller in termisngiorts, let alone such countries as Sudan
and Uganda which are not viewed as principle gsiocbuntries by Spain (UN Comtrade,
2010).

Spanish policy in Sudan is oriented mainly on nemanhce of stability in Darfur region. The
donor country is involved in a number of humandariprojects and makes regular
contributions to multilateral organisations devotechumanitarian efforts in the region. For
instance, Spain contributed about € 10 millionhe tegion in 2007. The same year, Spain

joined the Common Humanitarian Fund with an initahtribution of € 6,5 million (Sudan
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Tribune, 2007). Reopening of the Embassy in Khantau 2007 after almost fifteen years of
absence of Spanish direct representation in theitgpwas a sign of Spanish renewed

attention to the sub-Saharan region, in particd@a&udan.

Despite quite moderate trade turnover with Kenypai® makes investments in some
particular sectors. Special attention is paid tadwpotential of Kenya. This country is the
fifth in the world and first on the African contineregarding its wind power generation
capability, and attracts investments in this fildm many ‘green’ investors, with Spain
being among them. In 2010, Spain invested abou® $tllion in the largest wind power
project in Kenya (Buttell, 2010). A year before ttha bilateral financial cooperation
agreement between two countries was signed. Amongey sectors stated in the agreement
are water, renewable energy, electricity, transpdrastructure, information technologies and

solid waste management.

As far as Uganda is concerned, Spain has diplomaatons with this country, but the
Honorary Consulate of Spain in Kampala is undefjuhsdiction of the Embassy of Spain in
Nairobi. It should be noted that precise informatom bilateral relations between Spain and
Uganda lacks. One of the few found official docutsgarovides information on Spanish
participation in the context of the relationshipgwmthe Government of Uganda, the European
Union Countries and the Countries represented indg. According to it, Spain is for the
most part involved in humanitarian projects, repfiedgrammes, and acts mostly through
international agencies and organisations (Euro@anission, 2008b, p. 20) Trade relations
of Spain with Uganda are highly insignificant (Sesble 5). This can indicate that Spain is
not interested in the country in a strategic omecoic sense, and that development

endeavours can be leading in Spanish policy towdgisda.
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4. Research and analysis of data

This chapter focuses on analysis of data organizead new way in order to elicit the real
motivations of donors behind aid allocation. Firkir the analysis of radar charts, the
deductive method is applied. Second, analysisefli charts is intended to reveal trends over
time for each donor in respect of two separate ggoaf recipients: those with energy

resources and those without them (see Chapter R&ta8Bprocessing).

According to graphic presentation of data in raclaarts, it is obvious that the donors have
different relations with the selected recipienise(3ables 9-12). Data on aid allocations also
change over years for almost all donors. Howewenesstable trends can be noticed. First, an
observation of factors characterising recipientntoas will be made. In most cases, graphs
representing countries with oil and gas resourappdr three charts for each donor) are more
‘loaded’ than those representing recipients witheoergy sources (lower three charts),
meaning that maximum values for variables prewastilthis point, some trends are obvious.
First, an indicator of aggregate governance fontoes with energy resources (e-countries) is
roughly identical for countries without energy resmes (n-countries). This statement is true
for each year. The only exception is Sudan withreggte governance indicator two times
less than in other countries. Sudan is clearlydettof the group of e-countries at almost all
points, except for energy resources. Second, Kaéagathe highest indicator of democracy,
especially in 2004 and 2008. It is the biggest @afar democracy variable among all
recipients in all years. Importantly, e-countrieés guite indistinctive in point of democracy
level. Even Algeria has a value more than two titees than that of Kenya in 2004 and 2008.
Third, Morocco is an indisputable leader in all igeim terms of political stability. There is a
tendency of bettering of political stability in Adga and Uganda. In case of Kenya, this
indicator is quite stable. Morocco has also the belicator of control of corruption among
all examined recipients. In 2008, Algerian contblcorruption improved in comparison to
previous years and other countries. Corruptionceirs for n-countries also indicate a
tendency of gradual improvement over time. Finalig income level variable which has not
changed over time shows that two of the e-counsniedetter off in comparison to the others.
Sudan is an exception from the rule, since it iarabterized as a least developed country
similarly to Uganda. Thus, we can see a numbeiopfptiances between recipient countries
in groups, as well as prominent distinctions in socases (e.g. Sudan). It is necessary to
remember that governance indicators of n-countmiesalmost similar to those of e-countries,

and in some cases are even higher (e.g. Kenyawratadi of democracy). The biggest
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difference between these groups can be seen inaitods of control of corruption and the
income level. If only Morocco is considered in tir@up of e-countries, then n-countries also
lack of political stability. But this index is ndtomogeneously high in e-countries. There,
Sudan is a great exception with the lowest politability in the sample, which is caused by

domestic conflicts.

4.1 Radar charts

4.1.1 France

The next step is to examine aid allocation patteofisseparate donors taking into
consideration recipients’ peculiarities. Resultingm the radar charts, it is clear that France
does not provide aid to n-countries, as well asotaflict-prone Sudan. So, what distinguishes
countries enjoying big French aid commitments apahtries receiving nothing? First of all,
France has strong colonial ties with Algeria and®tco — countries which get great amounts
of French aid commitments. Thus, colonial histoggras to be the main motivation behind
French bilateral aid that agrees with the recamdifigs in academic literature. Importantly,
though Morocco was policed jointly by France an@iSpn the past, French aid to Morocco
IS even more significant in comparison to Spani€n the other hand, French aid
commitments to Algeria has not been stable oversyaad especially small in 2008, while
Morocco has always received the maximum of aid ajribe examined recipient countries in
all years. Surely, France is attracted by stronigipal stability in the country. Very likely
this can also be explained by the highest levegmfernance in the sample of recipient
countries. Good governance in Morocco is indicdteth by aggregate index and by separate

indicators for political stability and control obruption.

When looking at the right semicircle of the radame can see that Algeria is an important
trade partner of France possessing a significame sif energy. Moreover, about 95% of all
imports from Algeria to France have been mineralduoils and distillation products (UN
Comtrade, 2010). Bilateral trade relations betwkemmocco and France are not so strong,
especially in 2004 and 2008, but still significeamtcomparison to n-countries and Sudan. In
addition, oil and gas reserves in Morocco are motich that in Algeria. In spite of that,
France’s ODA commitments to Morocco are signifibabigger than those to Algeria. Thus,

in relation to its former colonies, France seemsbé& motivated by more development
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objectives than economic or energy interests. Qfsm this assumption requires more careful
examination of French political, economic and athtions with all its colonies. But the

present sample supports this assumption, espeavaliyn a more or less equal income level
per capita in these recipient countries is considl€éboth represent the group of lower middle

income countries — the ‘richest’ countries in tkamined sample).

In comparison to Algeria and Morocco, Sudan’s goaace indicators, as well as indicators
of trade with France tent to zero. Despite beirgast developed country, non-democratic,
highly corrupted, politically unstable Sudan reesivrifing amounts of French aid. In this
case, Sudan’s oil resources are undoubtedly ohteoast for France. However, together with
oil and gas factor unimportance, France seems yonpaattention to Sudan’s humanitarian

problems at least on the bilateral level.

Though France committed very modest amounts ot@i8udan, as well as to Kenya and
Uganda which have no energy resources availabée]atter two are quite different from
Sudan in terms of governance. The most promineitife of Kenya is the highest level of
democracy among the examined countries in 2004 20@8. Clearly, the level of
democratisation is not a leading factor determirfingnch aid allocation. UN voting results
seem to be also of minor importance for Franceab&e Uganda and Kenya had always
stable indices of high voting coincidence with FEr@aron the major issues, as opposed to
Morocco, which voting coincidence with France imgrd only in 2008. A certain void in the
right semicircle draws attention to the radar chartthe bottom row. In view of insignificant
aid commitments made by France to Kenya and Ugardeh represent countries with the
smallest income per capita, it can be assumedtiratdevelopment motivations are prior for
France in aid allocation decisions regarding suban countries which have no colonial ties
and weak trade relations with France. However, rot@ar results can be achieved in the case
when former French colonies in North Africa and -Sdharan Africa are compared to the
countries without strong historical ties to Franmtéhese two regions. Thus, one cannot assert
that oil energy resources play decisive role imEheaid allocation decisions, because oil rich
Sudan receives incomparably less aid than AlgeridMorocco. At the same time, a more
resource-rich Algeria receives less aid commitmémas Morocco. On the other hand, these
two North African countries with medium level ofcome per capita receive significant aid
commitments from France than remote sub-Saharanties, regardless of their energy

resource endowment. Here, an orientation of Fremdhtowards former colonies becomes
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apparent. So, non-development orientation of Fremidhis hardly open to question under
given conditions and coincides the findings of was studies.

4.1.2 UK

The UK’'s ODA commitments are quite the opposit¢hitmse of France. A superficial analysis
of data on British aid commitments shows that @s bheen committed mostly to the countries
which get no aid from France. It can be seen thatliK’s commitments to Sudan were the
largest in 2004 and 2008; significant amounts dfvaere committed to Kenya and Uganda,
the letter being a leader in aid receiving in 2000comparison to other countries in the
sample. It is important to pay attention to colbties of Britain with the recipient countries.
In the sample, all former British colonies haverbsabject to significant aid commitments.
On the contrary, Algeria and Morocco which have aodonial ties with the UK received
almost no aid from this donor. This tendency can dsen in all years examined.
Unfortunately, it is impossible to assert that codd ties still significantly influence aid
allocation decisions of Britain, because by coiroick British former colonies represent the
neediest countries in the considered sample. StstBiaid is aimed at the least developed

countries.

When focusing on British former colonies gettingrsficant amounts of British aid, it is
obvious that in 2000 the UK’s aid commitments ta@&u were almost equal to zero. Just in
four years, Britain committed more aid to Sudamtt@any other country in the sample. At
the same time, aid commitments to Uganda were eetlinc2004 and 2008, so that British aid
commitment to this country in 2008 was three tirsemller than in 2000. These growing aid
commitments to Sudan can be explained by a worgenmimanitarian situation in Darfur
region in Sudan in 2004 - political stability demsed between 2004 and 2008 at that. On the
contrary, Uganda’s political stability index inceea in the same time period. Thus, it can be
assumed that British aid is not much influencedpbijtical stability in a recipient country,
meaning that a recipient country might be unstalrid subject to conflicts, but still will
receive aid from Britain. On the other hand, Bhtigid is aimed to a country which is
theoretically unable to manage it in a proper wagcause Sudanese index for control of
corruption tends to zero. So, among the countrieglwget aid from the UK, the least
politically stable and highly corrupted one gets thaximum of aid commitments. Currently,

no exports of fossil fuels are made to the UK. Trhde turnover is also quite modest. But the
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fact that Britain’'s export to Sudan doubled eveourfyears since 2000 and the recent
statements of British government about strengtlgeninbilateral commercial relations with
Sudan suggest that Britain might have views on Badaa partner in the future. The question
arises why it is so. Here, it is important to mentithat in 2003, new oil fields were
discovered in Sudan which led to a steady incraas@roduction. Conditions for oil
extraction significantly improved in 2005 after t@®mprehensive Peace Agreement was
signed (University of California, 2009, p.4). Pddgi Britain has aimed at improvement of
bilateral relations with a country which will prdidg be reliable partner in energy issues in

the future.

As concerns other factors influencing the UK’s damm on aid commitments, control of
corruption, aggregate governance and democracy seehave no stable importance for
Britain. First, sample countries with worse contadl corruption receive more aid (e.qg.
Uganda in comparison to Kenya and Sudan in 2008)o1®l, better aggregate governance
does not favour bigger sums of British aid commitiseas in the case of Kenya and Uganda
with higher level of governance in comparison tad&uin 2004 and 2008. Third, more
democratic Kenya receives less aid commitments kbss democratic Uganda in 2000 and
2004, and Sudan in 2004 and 2008. The sample ipieat countries does not clarify whether
British aid is oriented towards more needy coustie towards former colonies, because
Algeria and Morocco which do not receive Britisld @ommitments have the better income
per capita index than the other examined aid reoipi So, it is impossible to assert that
Britain commits aid mostly to its former coloniégcause the same countries are the neediest
in the sample. So, probably, Britain is motivated the income level in these countries.
Clearly, present trade relations between the UKthedecipients seem to have no influence
on aid commitments, as well as the UN voting indgative to ODA commitments does not
suggest any regularity. In these donor-recipiematians, energy factor turns out to be
unimportant, because the major commitments wereemadn-countries. However, Sudan
remains an exception: being highly unstable and democratic state, it receives great
amounts of aid commitments from the UK. Thoughuefice of Sudanese oil resources on
British aid decisions remains questionable, themestatements by British governments, as
well as a new oil-field discovery suggest that ungigen conditions the hypothesis stated in
the present paper turns to be true, but with aipoothat it is correct only among the former
British colonies, or in a group of countries whikcludes former colonies of other European

states (Morocco and Algeria).
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4.1.3 ltaly

Interestingly, the aid commitment pattern of Italgincides with that of the UK. Aid
commitments to the sample countries are similahtse of the UK in the sense of priority.
Thus, Italy committed the biggest amounts of aid¢g@nda in 2000 and to Sudan in 2004 and
2008. Tendency of Italian aid commitments to Keagd Uganda resemble that of the UK in
all years, except for 2000 when there was a vemitdid amount of aid committed by Italy to
Kenya. Regarding e-countries, Italy committed modasounts of aid to Algeria and
Morocco in all years, in contrast to the UK, whiald commitments to these two lower

middle income countries were almost equal to zero.

As for historical relations between Italy and theamined aid recipients, it should be
mentioned that the first significant differenceaslack of colonial ties between Italy and
African countries in the sample. Thus, clearlyyitalas not motivated by preservation of
bilateral relations based on colonial history whemmitting the biggest amounts of aid to
Sudan, Kenya and Uganda. ltaly has the most siogmfitrade relations with Algeria and
Morocco, but, as opposed to Britain, Italian trad#éh Algeria has been always stronger than
with Morocco. Importantly, Italian imports from Adgia reached $1,53 billion in 2008, $1,33
billion of which were imports of mineral fuels amwd distillation products. (UN Comtrade,

2010). Strikingly, Italy imported commodities teeteum of about $8,5 billion from Algeria in

2009; mineral fuels imports made up to $8,3 billairthat (see Table 5). In spite of that, aid
commitments to these countries remain insignificatien compared to the more needy

countries examined.

In comparison to other donors, Italy has betterarhand export turnover with Sudan. For
instance, Italy exported to Sudan goods and comtimedd the sum of $378 million in 2008,
as against French exports to the amount of $190omilor the UK’s $262 million. While
France imported $39 million from Sudan in 2008 dhe UK — only $10 million, ltalian
imports totalled almost $30 million in 2008 (in 200 $25 million, in 2000 - $40 million).
Importantly, Italian imports from Sudan includedpiont of oil products, which were however
not regular (in 2007 - $13,5 million; in 2002 - $4dllion; in 2000 - $13,2 million), while
France and Britain did not import oil from Sudarthie examined time period (UN Comtrade,
2010).

In conclusion, it can be said that though Italiattgrn of aid commitments resembles that of

Britain, Italy is not so strict in its prioritiesSince 2004, all the countries in the sample
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received ODA commitments from Italy. Importantlyora LDCs received more aid than
lower middle income countries. Geographic proxinfggtor does not have any influence on
Italian aid commitment decisions. So, Italian aéhee to the MDG seems to be proved.
However, Sudan is still an exception from the r@enilarly to British pattern, Italy commits
maximum of aid in comparison to other countriegareless of Sudan’s low governance
indicators. Importantly, Italy is the only donorumdry from the sample which imported oil
products from Sudan. Whereas lItaly is the mostg@ndependent country in the sample of
donors, there is a possibility that its interesbirdanese oil resources matters when a decision

on bilateral aid allocations is made by Italianhawities.

4.1.4 Spain

As opposed to Italy, Spanish aid-giving patterreneisles French one. The most significant
similarity in terms of aid can be traced in aid e¢omments to Morocco, which received the
biggest amounts of aid commitments in all yearsmerad. Spanish commitments to this
country equalled $ 59 million in 2000, almost dabin 2004 and came up to $ 124 million
in 2008. Having quite strong trade relations wigfaf®, Morocco still has no leading position
in this regard, as opposed to Algeria. However ,ifigort and export turnovers with Spain, as
well as its gas resources does not contributeggebiamounts of Spanish aid commitments to
Algeria. Though Spanish imports from Algeria arenpoised mostly from oil products ($ 9,2
billion of $ 9,5 billion of total imports), Spaniskiid commitments to Algeria are lower than
those to all the other examined countries, regasdtd its energy resources. However, as far
back as in 2004, Algeria was the second most imaporeceiver of bilateral aid commitments
for Spain. While Morocco received almost $ 110 imil] Algeria got $ 31 million, which was
four times more than aid commitments to Uganda wta® and thirteen times more than
commitments to Kenya. Surely, the explanation ofyworocco is the biggest recipient
country of Spanish aid commitments can be foundeagraphic proximity with Morocco.
Stable and prosperous Morocco can prevent and @pphg contribute to fight against illegal
migration or drug trafficking. Theoretically, Algar being like Morocco a neighbouring
country for Spain, would receive more aid committsefnom Spain, if Spain had energy
considerations with respect to Algeria. But Span®DA commitments to Algeria have
notably shrank in 2008 while Morocco received maximaid commitments from Spain in all

examined years.
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Spanish aid commitments to sub-Saharan countriadugtly increased in the examined
period. Thus, commitments to Sudan grew 350 timmes1f2000 to 2008 (OECD, 2010).
Commitments to Kenya increased nine times. As altresub-Saharan countries examined in
the paper received roughly the same aid commitmientd008 (See Tables 6-8). But in
general, aid commitments to sub-Saharan coungiegained quite modest in 2008, especially
in comparison with North African countries, despiteat fact that these countries are

acknowledged as the neediest countries.

Thus, Spanish aid commitment pattern reveals aeteydto provide more aid to the
neighbouring countries. Importantly, Sub-Saharamt@es observed increase in aid amounts
committed by Spain during the whole period, but Sippanish aid pattern does not follow the
principle of development orientation, because tH2Ck receive incomparably less aid
commitments than the lower middle income countiég fact that Morocco the only country
in the sample which has colonial ties with Spaianmot be regarded as an indicator of
Spanish preferences for former colonies, becauseaitsingle case which does not allow of

making any conclusions.

4.2 Linear charts

Another perspective of aid given by the Europeaunntiies to some African recipients is
introduced by means of linear charts which candumd in the Appendix, Table 13.1 - 13.4.
This graphical representation of data displays @¢aengs in annual ODA commitments over
the period 2000-2008 made by each selected dorfoutaecipients, namely Algeria, Sudan,
Kenya and Uganda. In the charts, blue line standsafigregate aid commitments of one
donor to two energy producing countries — Algema &ganda. Morocco is excluded from
the sample, because its energy resources are talb @mparing to other energy producing
countries. Another reason for exclusion is a neebtlalance comparison groups in order to
make it fare. Red lines mean commitments to coesitwithout energy resources. The chart
displays the sum of ODA commitments to two e-caestrand two n-countries, so that

increases and decreases of aid commitments caadsgltover a nine-year period.

The comparison of four charts reveals big diffeemnan changes of ODA commitments
volumes among four donors. Thus, only Britain cottedi more aid to n-countries in all years

except for the year 2005 and 2008. The red linetter charts is placed under the blue one,
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meaning smaller aid commitments to n-countriesaddition, both lines show rapid decrease
after 2007 in the charts describing Spanish anddfraid giving. Similar to radar charts, the
aid commitment patterns of these countries matstgpgposed to Italy and Britain which aid

commitments differ.

First of all, British commitments to n-countriegahk considerably during the financial crisis
in 2008 (see Table 13.2). So the red line indicatommitments to n-countries fell down
below the blue one which remained stable since 200 is explained by continuously high
commitments to Sudan, in contrast to almost dodblerease in aid commitments to Kenya
and Uganda after their maximum in 2006. Thus, isecaf the UK, financial crisis has
affected mostly n-countries, while aid commitmemnds e-countries remained stable. In
addition, it is evident from this chart that Britdbegan to increase its aid commitments to e-
countries since 2003. Its increase concurs withdieeovery of the new oil fields in Sudan in
the same year, and thus, it supports an assumistadnBritain may have views on energy
resources in Sudan, or at least questions non-of@veint character of British aid.

In the case of France, it is obvious that the art®woh aid commitments are motivated by
non-development purposes. Interestingly, from 2@002002 both groups of countries
received stably low aid commitments from Francewkleer, since 2002, commitments to e-
countries increased significantly and reached tim@iximum in 2005. Even if France allocates
additional resources for bilateral aid purposesséhfunds are committed to the first group of
countries. And, on the other hand, when aid fumddimited, commitments to n-countries are
cut down first. When numbers in Table 13.1 are erathcloser, it becomes clear that e-
countries in the sample receive so big commitménta France because of huge amounts of
aid intended for Algeria — a former colony and eerd strategic and trade partner of France in

the region.

Spanish aid-giving pattern matches French gredtple 13.4). It is interesting, how Spanish
priorities in the group of e-countries graduallyved from Algeria to Sudan. While Sudan
received only marginal aid commitments in 2000, 2008, Sudan gets as much aid
commitments as Algeria in 2000, and vice versac&rommitments to both countries were
significant in 2006 and 2007, peak values are ofeskfor these years, followed by a sharp
decline in 2008.

Finally, Italy is an exception from the rule, besapin spite of the crisis, it did not cut down

commitments in 2008 (Table 13.3). Thus, an incréasalues can be seen on the chart for
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both lines. Under given conditions, aid commitmentboth groups are found to be similar.
There is an insignificant discrepancy between agggeeamounts of Italian aid commitments.
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CONCLUSION

This paper has sought to explain the role of eneegpurces in recipient countries as a
motivating factor in donors’ aid allocation decisso The research considered four EU
donors, namely France, the UK, Italy and Spain, farerecipient countries, such as Algeria,
Kenya, Morocco, Sudan and Uganda. The purpose efcthrent study was to find out
whether fossil fuels endowment in a recipient copattracts more foreign bilateral aid from

some donors.

These findings suggest that, in general, it isi@iff to answer the question with confidence
whether African oil and gas resources have infledndonors’ decisions on aid allocation.
There is a mix of factors which are of greateresslimportance for each concrete donor. But
under given conditions, some trends were found khicicated possible orientation of
donors towards energy resources in their aid-dilmeadecisions in some cases, and non-
development orientation of their aid in other ca3dse questions set in the introduction have
been answered during the research. It has beerd fthat volumes and principles of aid
allocation by every donor considerably changed t¢ivee. There is no single classification of
donors’ goals which they pursue through aid-giviHgwever, all purposes can be divided
into two groups: developmental and non-developnmiemiamore detailed classification
includes diplomatic, developmental, humanitariaiefeand commercial purposes. Securing
of energy resources through bilateral aid allocatould be considered as a commercial or

strategic purpose.

The findings regarding France present a suppomrivigence of the assertion that its aid
policy is motivated by non-development purposese Pheference given by France to its
former colonies, namely Morocco and Algeria, areafithe question. It is supported by both
types of charts and indicates the priority of désmeconomic and strategic interests. Possibly,
energy resources play some role in French aid id@sisbut since among the countries which
get significant amounts of aid commitments Algesaon the second place after Morocco
which has no significant energy resources availatile factor of maintenance of good
relations with former colonies and the issue ofalegnd illegal migration become more
prominent. It is possible that France pays attentio political stability and control of
corruption indicators when decision on aid allamatwithin the group of its former colonies
is to be made. Thus, French aid benefits mostiyneighbouring countries of the Northern

Africa, rather than poorer sub-Saharan countribss finding corresponds with the statements
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of Akramov (2006), Clark (1992), Canavire & Nunnankp (2005) etc. concerning France’s
disregard for governance indicators in recipienintdes and the leading role of foreign
policy goals in its aid-giving practice. Thus, Ftanis not oriented by energy resources in

recipient countries in its aid allocation decisions

As for the UK, ex facte, the biggest amounts ofaits are committed to the LDC countries.
Since LDC countries have different characteristitsseems that an income per capita
indicator is the only indicator, according to whiBhitish aid is committed. However, the
neediest countries are former colonies of Brithinaddition, the biggest volumes of aid are
committed to oil-holding Sudan — a highly unstabled non-democratic state. A special
attention is attracted to the period of a rapidease in aid volumes committed to Sudan. In
the same period of time, several new oil fieldsendiscovered in Sudan which led to a steady
increase in oil production. Together with the rdcetatements made by the British
government, this coincidence and volumes of aidmdted to Sudan suggest that the UK

considers Sudan as a possible future partner irmygmeEsues.

In case of ltaly, there are no extreme peculiaiiie aid allocation practices. The LDC
countries receive big amounts of aid; lower middieome countries get proportionally
smaller commitments. Among the LDG countries inolgdKenya, Italy committed the
biggest amounts of aid to Sudan since 2004. Onother hand, every four year growing
amounts of aid were committed to Kenya and UgaAdaa result, the aggregate volumes of
aid provided by lItaly to e-countries and n-courstrédmost match. Though ltaly is the most
energy dependent country in the sample of donam&ed in the present paper, it is unlikely
that Italy is guided by energy considerations mfilhst place. The pattern of Italian aid-giving
implies domination of poverty consideration. On titleer hand, it should be remembered that
the significant volume of aid is allocated throughultilateral channels that supports

development orientation of Italian aid.

Finally, Spain is more oriented by geographic pmagy or probably by colonial ties in its aid
allocation decisions. Thus, the biggest commitmemtse made to Morocco in all years.
Possibly, the main goal of aid commitments to Momdes to establish a ‘buffer zone’ to
prevent illegal migration and drug trafficking. Turgh Spain is strongly dependent on foreign
oil and gas suppliers, the energy factor does @einsto be the leading one in aid allocation
decisions made by Spain, because Algeria, beingna@r gas-holder in Africa, received
insignificant aid commitments from Spain in all y@aSpanish ODA commitments to Algeria

have notably shrunk in 2008, in spite of growingparts of energy resources from Algeria.
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Though Spanish aid commitments to sub-Saharan wgesingradually increased in the
examined period, the amounts of aid to Uganda, Kemyd Sudan are still incomparably

smaller than those of the North African states.

So, under given conditions, the selected donord paire attention to the following inner
characteristics of the recipient countries: colbties, trade relations, income level and in
some cases control of corruption. The question alemergy factor demands additional

examination.

The results of this research support the idea thatlern aid relations are still highly
influenced by donors’ non-development purposes. ddrgiven conditions, Italy has been
found to be the only more or less development tegkilonor among the selected EU states.
However, the share of aid provided by Italy bilatlyris very small in comparison to the
other donors. This may indicate a reluctance tofassgn aid as a tool in foreign relations
with African countries. All other donors appearb® led by strategic, political of economic
considerations. As regards energy resources, witl@drsample of donors only Britain seems
to be interested in maintenance of better relatioitis the Sudanese authorities and provides
bilaterally huge amounts of aid to this conflicbpe, but oil-rich country. Thus, a future

study investigating British aid-giving pattern wddde very interesting.

In this area of study much research remains todme.dFurther investigations could be done
for each donor separately, taking into considenatimre recipient countries in Africa. Thus,
a wider range of recipient countries could helgind more regularity in aid-giving patterns
and to achieve more reliable results about the oblenergy resources in aid allocation
patterns. Since the issues about energy securdydarersification of oil and gas supply
remain central in the policy of the EU nowadaystHer investigations are needed to estimate
the place of energy factor within the set of dosopurposes in aid allocation. In this
connection, alternative methods can be appliedurthér study could also analyse patterns of
aid allocation of the EU donors and those of Agjkobal players which try to secure Africa’s
oil by offering integrated packages of aid.

Finally, a number of important limitations needb considered. First, the current study was
unable to analyse all these variables becauseedédlected method of analysis. Second, the
number of recipient countries was limited to fiugedo the limitations set by the scope of this
paper. Third, the study did not evaluate the effeaess of aid in achieving development

goals.
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Table 1: Selection of recipient African countries
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: : : Other Former
Country Population Region Oil/Gas Income®
y P 9 resources  colony of
Algeria oil and aas Almost no France Lower middle
Morocco Africa ! g other France + Spain income
Kenva Population mineral Low income
y 30-40 million . resources
Sudan Sah_aran oil (except UK Least developed
Uganda Africa gold) country
Sources:
1 U.S. Energy Information Administration, 2009
20ECD, DAC list of ODA recipients, 2007
Table 2: Selection of European donors
. . Ener
Count Colonial Net ODA % of GNI Bilateral de endggnce
Yy past (million $)* share' p(%)2
France yes 10 908 0,39% 59% 51,4
Italy no 4861 0,20% 38% 86,8
Spain yes 6 867 0,43% 70% 81,4
UK yes 11 500 0,43% 64% 21,3
Sources:

1 OECD - Aid Statistics, Donor Aid Charts, 2008:
http://www.oecd.org/countrylist/0,2578,en 2649 344¥783495 1 1 1 1,00.html

2 Europe's Energy Portal, 2008
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Goal

Variable

Definition

Source

Development goals

Bilateral ODA
commitments

Democracy

Bilateral ODA commitment as a firm obligation exgsed in writing given
to a specific recipient by a donor in one year.

The operational indicator of democracy is derivednf coding of the
competitiveness of political participation, the opess and competitivene

DAC Statistics
database, Table 3a
(OECD, 2010b)
Marshall et al. (2009)
POLITY IV projects,
s@olitical Regime

of executive recruitment and constraints on thefchkecutive, and takesCharacteristics and

the value from 0 to 10, where 10 is the best vafube indicator.

Transitions, 1800-
2007

Political
stability

Aggregate
governance

Political stability and absence of violence meastthe perceptions of theyyorid Bank (2010)

likelihood that the government will be destabilized overthrown by
unconstitutional or violent means, including donwesviolence and
terrorism. It indicates rank of a country amongtladl countries in the worl
from 1 to 100, where 100 is the best value.

An lbrahim Index for African governance with randgem 1 to 100
suggested for each year.

Governance Matters,
Governance
d|ndicators, 1996-2008

MO Ibrahim
Foundation (2009)

Income level

Control of
corruption

This variable is based on the list of recipient rdoies used by donors to

report on aid allocation. It consists of four greughe Least Developed(_)ECD (2007), DAC
Countries get the value 1, the Low Income Countigtsthe value 2, and theist of ODA

Lower Middle Income Countries get the value 3. Tbherth group is not
applicable in the present paper. The indices ameesfr 2000, 2004 an
2008.

Control of corruption measures the extent to wigiahlic power is
exercised for private gain, including petty andngréorms of corruption, as
well as “capture” of the state by elites and peviatterests. It indicates rank
of a country among all the countries in the worlthi 1 to 100, where 100
is the best value.

recipients for 2000,
42004 and 2008

World Bank (2010),
Governance Matters,
Governance
Indicators, 1996-2008

Non-development goals

Former colonial
status

UN voting

Former colonies of France, the UK or Spain get vhlkie 1. Recipien
countries without colonial past related to the eixemth donors get “zero”
Morocco gets the value 0,5 for France and for Spsiimce it was unde
Franco-Spanish control.

Percentage of voting coincidence between donors ranigbients on the
major issues in the UN voting.

+ Index of Colonies

_and Dependencies at:

¢ http://www.worldstat
esmen.org/

Voting Practices in
the UN (Reports to
Congress 2000-2008)

Trade openness

Oil/gas
availability

This variable demonstrates the level of trade imiahips between a don
and a recipient. It is expressed through the surbilateral imports ang
exports in percentage of the donor's GDP (princigeggested by
Berthelemy (2005).

This variable reflects the availability of oil amghs resources in African
recipient countries. It includes both oil and gasrent production volumes

and proved reserves. Since the difference betweenord is quite
prominent, we apply the scale of five values, whéilgeria gets the

Own calculations
based on the
www.comtrade.com

U.S. Energy
Information

maximum value, because it is the biggest produtéoth oil and gas and Administration

has the most significant proved reserves. Kenya dgdnda are non
producers and non-holders, so they get the zergev&udan and Morocc
get 3 and 2 respectively.

_(2009)
(0]




Table 4: GDP current US$, billion

Country 2000 2004 2008
France 1327,96 2061,32 2856,56
UK 1477,58 2198,08 2674,05
Italy 1097,34 1727,75 2303,07
Spain 580,67 1044,25 1604,23
Source: World Bank
Table 5: Trade relations
France | Year Export, Import, Sum il U ogerﬁggss
billion$ | billion$ export | 100% % ’
2008 8,108 7,082 15,19 6,789 1519| 0,531758479
Algeria 2004 5,258 3,574 8,832 3,403 883,2| 0,428463315
2000 2,656 2,311 4,967 2,225 496,7|  0,37403235
2008 6,26 4,227 10,487 0,105| 1048,7| 0,367119892
Morocco | 2004 3,444 3,202 6,646 0,085 664,6| 0,322414763
2000 2,739 2,318 5,057 0,116 505,7| 0,380809663
2008 0,229 0,112 0,341 - 34,1 0,0119397
Kenya 2004 0,113 0,104 0,217 - 21,7 0,0105272
2000 0,107 0,067 0,174 - 17,4 0,0131028
2008 0,19 0,039 0,229 0 22,9| 0,008016635
Sudan 2004 0,094 0,024/ 0,118 0 11,8| 0,005724487
2000 0,065 0,031 0,096 0 9,6 0,007229133
2008 0,088 0,085 0,173 - 17,3| 0,006056235
Uganda 2004 0,034 0,04 0,074 - 74| 0,003589933
2000 0,032 0,016 0,048 - 48| 0,003614567
. Trade
Export, | Import, o] Sum
UK vear (IERS liong  SUm export  100% = °PENeSS
2008 0,493 1,5413 | 2,0343 | 1,522 203,43 0,076075616
Algeria | 2004 0,306 0,579 0,885 0,546 88,5 0,040262411
2000 0,158 0,663 0,821 0,651 82,1 0,055563827
2008 0,357 0,547 0,904 -/ 90,4 0,033806399
Kenya | 2004 0,342 0,338 0,68 - 68 0,03093609
2000 0,25 0,287 0,537 -| 537 0,03634321
2008 0,891 0,752 1,643 0 164,3 0,061442381
Morocco | 2004 0,625 0,876 1,501 0,031 150,1 0,068286869
2000 0,618 0,658 1,276 0 127,6 0,086357422
2008 0,262 0,01 0,272 0 27,2 0,010171837
Sudan | 2004 0,167 0,027 0,194 0 19,4 0,008825884
2000 0,088 0,01 0,098 0 9,8 0,006632467
2008 0,091 0,018 0,109 - 10,9 0,004076214
Uganda | 2004 0,066 0,018 0,084 - 8,4 0,003821517
2000 0,057 0,015 0,072 - 7,2 0,004872833
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Italy | Year Export, Import, Sum il St op-)rerﬁﬂgss
billion$ | billion$ export = 100% % ’
2008 4,395 1,536/ 5,931 1,337 593,1 0,26
Algeria 2004 1,533 1,866 3,399 1,764 339,9| 0,196729851
2000 0,791 1,443 2,234 1,337 223,4| 0,20358321

2009 8,418 8,32
2008 0,298 0,075 0,373 - 37,3| 0,016195773
Kenya | 2004 0,116 0,06 0,176 - 17,6 0,010186659
2000 0,064 0,042| 0,106 - 10,6 0,009659723
2008 2,464 0,89| 3,354 0,016 335,4 0,1456317
Morocco, 2004 1,1519 0,576 11,7279 0,004| 172,79/ 0,100008682
2000 0,6514 0,511 1,1624 0,087| 116,24/ 0,105928883
2008 0,379 0,029| 0,408 0,013 40,8| 0,017715484
Sudan | 2004 0,143 0,025| 0,168 0,042 16,8 0,009723629
2000 0,041 0,04 0,081 0,013 8,1 0,007381486
2008 0,066/ 0,0759| 0,1419 - 14,19| 0,017715484
Uganda | 2004 0,018/ 0,0172| 0,0352 - 3,52| 0,002037332
2000 0,012| 0,0255| 0,0375 - 3,75| 0,003417355
Spain | Year Export, Import, Sum il St op-)rerﬁﬂgss
billion$ | billion$ export = 100% % ’
2008 3,1917 9,503 12,6947  9,2137 1269,47  0,79132668
Algeria | 2004 1,0299|  3,5997| 4,6296| 3,478l 462,96/ 0,443342112
2000 0,5096 2,813 3,3226, 2,7625 332,26 0,572201078
2008 0,0689| 0,0546| 0,1235 - 12,35 0,007698397
Kenya | 2004 0,0457| 0,0286| 0,0743 - 7,43 0,007115154
2000 0,0214| 0,0115| 0,0329 - 3,29 0,005665869
2008 54062 4,1713| 9,5775 0,017| 957,75/ 0,597015391
Morocco, 2004 2,7193 2,342 5,0613 0,001| 506,13| 0,484682787
2000 1,2601| 0,8876 2,1477 0,015| 214,77| 0,369865845
2008 0,0332 0,006 0,0392 0 3,92| 0,00244354
Sudan | 2004 0,0221 0,002 0,0241 0 2,41 0,002307876
2000 0,0153|  0,0048| 0,0201 0 2,01| 0,003461519
2008 0,015 0,046 0,061 - 6,1 0,003802447
Uganda | 2004 0,0083 0,0257| 0,034 - 3,4 0,003255925
2000 0,004/ 0,0292| 0,0332 - 3,32 0,005717533

Source: UN Comtrade (2010)
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Table 6: Compilation of data, 2000
n > Gas )
— (= Y— . ()
S> | 8 5 8| 95| 2 L o] (Gross natural T £
2E | B2 | = S|SB | 25| 57T gas) =
53 | 3E c E5| 228|383 S5
o o SRS o E|SE| o8| = 3>
x O g g 2log|&» Production | Reserves| Production | Reserves| < S
Algeria 30,5 France 1 27,2 5,8 3| 1483,03 9,2 5,757 159,7 52,4
Kenya 31,2 UK 2 13,1 14,9 0 0 0 0 52,3
Morocco 28,4 Fr+Spain O 57,8 36,1 3 4,024 0,002 0 0,049 52,8
Sudan 34,9 UK 0 17,5 1,4 186,985 0,262 0 3 33
Uganda 24,4 UK 0 10,2 10,1 1 0 0 0 0 49,2
= Net bilateral aid commitments U] i | i TorEr:
oy from DAC donors, current . Og PO Trade openness, %
ac issues, % of coincidences
S 3 US$
x© UK Italy France | Spain | UK | ltaly | France | Spain UK Italy France Spain
Algeria 0 3,69 57,3 16,87 | 36 | 36 45 45 0,055 0,203 0,37 0,572
Kenya 73,11 2,84 3,97 2,56 45 | 45 36 36 0,036 | 0,0096 0,013 0,0056
Morocco 0,23 18,39 | 163,28 | 59,21 36 36 27 45 0,086 0,105 0,38 0,36
Sudan 5,74 5,39 6,45 0,04 36 | 36 45 45 0,0066 | 0,0073 | 0,0072 | 0,0034
217,1
Uganda 8 83,03 7,58 0,64 45 | 45 45 45 0,0048| 0,0034 | 0,0036 | 0,0057
Normalisation of data:
= .
2 Ranking
Recipient | © Colonial Democrac Control of ! Political | Income ! according ! Aggregate
Country a ties y corruption stability level tooiland | governance
g gas
. FR=5,
Algeria others=0 0,62 2,35 0,8 5 5 4,96
Kenya | O UK=S, 1,25 1,13 2,06 33 0 4,95
2 others=0 ' ' ' ’ '
oy FR=2,5
Q. 1y
Morocco g SP=25 0 5 5 5 2 5
Sudan z UK:S’_ 0 1,51 0,19 1,6 3 3,12
others=0
UK=5,
Uganda others=0 0 0,88 1,39 1,6 0 4,65
Net bilateral aid . .
Recipient commitments from DAC igslrljgs?t”;/g gfnclg?ﬁggggées Trade openness, %,
Country donors, current US$ ’
UK Italy | France! Spain | UK | Italy ! France! Spain UK Italy France Spain
Algeria 0 0,221 1,75 1,42 4 5 5 3,19 5 4,86 5
Kenya 1,68 1 0,17 0,12 0,21 5 5 4 4 2,09 0,23 0 0,048
Morocco 0 11 5 5 4 4 3 5 5 2,58 5 3,23
Sudan 0,13 ! 0,32 0,19 0 4 4 5 5 0,38 0,179 0,09 0,029
Uganda 5 5 0,23 0,05 5 5 5 5 0,27 0,083 0,04 0,049




Table 7: Compilation of data, 2004
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— c Q y— [}
E > S 3 < 55 |5 mle oil Gas (Gross natural g o
st | 85| 53 |8. B3 £55°¢ gas) 5 <
g3 |BE| 8= |E7| E2|s8 g8 32
x O g ) 3 S S |a v Production | Reserves| Production | Reserves| < &
Algeria 32,3 France 3 33 8,7 3 1,966.525| 11,314 6,078 160 53,6
Kenya | 34,6 UK 8 209 | 173 2 0 0 0 0 53,4
Morocco 29,8 | Fr+ Spain 0 55,8/ 32,7 31 3.446 0,002 2 0,043 56,8
Sudan | 378 UK 63 | 48| 1| 344843 | 0,563 0 3 333
Uganda | 277 UK 26,7 | 91 0 0 0 0 49,8
o Net bilateral aid commitments UN voting on important RN T (A
%eCIPltem from DAC donors, current US$ | issues, % of coincidences P ’
oun
£ UK Italy France Spain UK | Italy | France | Spain UK Italy France | Spain
Algeria 0,02 2,79 234,5 31,02 40 50 50 50 0,040 | 0,196 0,428 0,443
Kenya 56,19 5,29 61,67 2,37 70 80 80 80 0,030 | 0,010 0,010 0,007
Morocco 0,13 4,58 376,38 109,79 30 40 40 40 0,068 0,100 0,322 0,484
Sudan 116,57 | 13,91 15,33 7,87 40 50 50 50 0,008 | 0,009 0,005 0,002
Uganda | 107,64 | 11,57 4,26 6,63 70 80 80 80 0,003 | 0,002 0,003 0,003
Normalisation of data:
5
Recipien | = : i, Ranking
| c_:u Cotl_onlal Democracy Controt! of Ptoltl;[_l;_:tal Ir|100rr|1e according 1o oil Aggregate
Country | 2 ies corruption | stability eve and gas governance
a
. FR=5,
Algeria others=0 1,87 2,95 1,33 5 5 4,71
UK=5,
Kenya B others=0 5 1,87 2,64 3,3 0 4.7
S
o FR=2)5,
Morocco g SP=25 0 5 5 5 2 5
z =
Sudan UK=5, 0 0,58 0,73 16 3 2,9
others=0
UK=5,
Uganda others=0 0 2,39 1,37 1,6 0 4,38
Net bilateral aid commitments . .
UN voting on important i
Recipient | from DAC donors, current . o s Trade openness, %,
issues, % of coincidences
Country UsSs$
UK Italy | France! Spain UK Italy | France{ Spain | UK Italy France Spain
Algeria 0 1 3,11 1,41 2,85 | 31 3,1 31 1294! 5 5 4,57
Kenya 2,41 1,9 0,81 0,1 5 5 5 5 2,2 1 0,225 0 0,07
Morocco 0 1,64 5 5 2,14 2,5 2,5 2,5 5 2,55 3,76 5
Sudan 5 5 0,2 0,35 2,85 3,1 3,1 3,1 0,58 1 0,229 0,058 0,02
Uganda | 461! 4,15 0,05 0,3 5 5 5 5 0,221 0,05 0,035 0,03




65

Table 8: Compilation of data, 2008

D > G ()
32 |24 = cl2s|gzlg 5 oil (Gross natural gas) | & @
2E |89 B AEEEEEE e S
S 3 a & S E|lc2|es|l 22 50
CCII:) O o © © So|aw|~ Production Reserves | Production Reserves 2 8
o O n|loo <5
Algeria 34,3 France 3 406 134 3 2173,666 12,27 6999,433 | 161,74 58,6
Kenya | 385 UK 7| 135 12 2 0 0 0 0 53,7
Morocco | 312 | Fr+Spain 0| 48,8 2972 3] 4,052 0,001 1,48323 0,058 57,8
Sudan | 41,3 UK 0 2.4 1,9 1 467,01 5 0 3 33,4
Uganda | 31,6 UK 1] 232 187 1 0 0 0 0 53,6
. Net bilateral aid commitments from UN voting on important 9
RCGCIIOIEFIt DAC donors, current US$ issues, % of coincidences TGS @EMNEES, 4
ountr
Y UK Italy France | Spain | UK | ltaly | France | Spain UK Italy France | Spain
Algeria 2,11 6,92 142,96 5,49 23 23 23 23 0,076 | 0,258 | 0,532 | 0,791
Kenya 95,19 | 28,23 | 20,89 15,12 | 38 38 38 38 0,034 | 0,016 | 0,011 | 0,008
Morocco 6,68 5,98 | 1178,06| 124,67 | 38 38 38 38 0,061 0,146 0,367 0,5
Sudan 119,16 | 33,57 | 14,24 14,01 | 23 23 23 23 0,010 | 0,018 | 0,008 | 0,002
Uganda 65,66 | 14,32 6,9 12,47 | 30 30 30 30 0,004 | 0,018 | 0,006 | 0,004
Normalisation of data:
=
2 . - Ranking
Canent | S ol pomocracy | Sontalor | Folesl | income | seconingto | O0TOete
yig P y oilandgas | 9
o
Algeria o't:hlf;sio 1,87 4,15 2,3 5 5 5
UK=5, 4,37 1,38 2 3,3 0 4,58
Kenya © | others=0
o —
= ,
Sudan < oltJhKe:rzzo 0 0,24 0,3 1,6 3 2,84
Uganda oLtJhKe:rgzo 0,62 2,37 32 1,6 0 4,57
o Net bilateral aid commitments UN voting on important issues, Trade openness. %
Recipient | from DAC donors, current US$ % of coincidences P 7o
Country
UK Italy ! France! Spain ! UK Italy France | Spain ! UK Italy France | Spain
Algeria | 0,08 ! 1,03 | 06 | 022 ! 3 3 3 3 5 5 5 5
Kenya 3,99 4,2 0,08 0,6 5 5 5 5 2,2 0,3 0 0,05
Morocco | 0,28 | 0,89 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 2,8 3,4 3,77
Sudan 5 5 0,06 0,56 3 3 3 3 0,65 0,34 0,07 0,001
Uganda 2,7 2,13 0,02 0,5 3,94 3,94 3,94 3,94 : 0,26 0,34 0,05 0,002




Table 9: France and countries with oil/gas resairce
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2000
Democracy

Bt

ODA
commitments

Political //

UN voting

ODA
commitments

Political

2004
Democracy

UN voting

commitments

Political

stability

2008

Democracy

ODA

-+ Algeria
= Morocco
--Sudan

stability stability Teade
Aggregate Aggregate Aggregate |4 _
governance Colonial governance Colonial governance Colonial
ties ties ties
Income level Oil/Gas Income level Oil/Gas Income level Oil/Gas
Control of corruption Control of corruption Control of corruption
France and countries without oil/gas resources
2000 2004 2008
Democracy Democracy
ooy gy it OD{\ UN voti it OD{\ UN voti
commitments _— ., UN voting CRMMIRIENS . ot Neuna commitments - voting
Political Political /- Political /- e il
stability /~ X Trade stability /* \ Trade stability / \ Trade
Aggregate ; Aggregate | - ) Aggregate ] '
governance /" Colonial governance -/ Colonial governance Colonial
ties ties ties
Income level R, Qil/Gas Income level Qil/Gas Income level Qil/Gas

Control of corruption

Control of corruption

Control of corruption




Table 10: The UK and countries with oil/gas researc
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Income level o | Qi G

Control of corruption

S, | e OilfGas

Income level

Control of corruption

2000 2004 2008
Democrac Democrac Democrac
_ ODA il _ ODA g _ ODA ocreYuN,
commitments _—"",;| T~ UNvoting commitments UN voting commitments _—7" | voting
3 g - Algeria
‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘ = Morocco
Political Political POliti_(f:a| - Sudan
stability / A Trade stability ; : Trade stability ) Trade
Aggregate |& Aggregate Aggregate &
governance Colonial | governance Colonial | governance Colonial
ties ties ties
Incomelevel /. S Oil/Gas Income level Oil/Gas Income level Oil/Gas
Control of corruption Control of corruption Control of corruption
The UK and countries without oil/gas resources
2000 2004 2008
Demaocrac
_ ODA e Y _ _— Demcracy oDA DeT3§racy -
commitments e UNvoting commitments _—"", UN voting commitments _— UN voting
b o3 M o Kenya
Political /- Poliical //~ Political / ) (tlganda
stability /- -\ Trade stability /- “\ Trade stability /- \ Trade
: ; 7| openness -] openness
Aggregate | Aggregate |- _ Aggregate
governance \ Colonial governance \ Colonial governance Colonial
ties ties ties

Income level

- Oil/Gas
Control of corruption




Table 11:

Italy and countries with oil/gas

resosrce
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2000 2004 2008
ODA Dem?.(-:racy _oDA Demcracy | ODA Denjcracy
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5T UN voting
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Table 12: Spain and countries with oil/gas resairce
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2000

Democracy

~ ODA
commitments

UN voting

Political // .+ .us| Political
stability /.~ A\ Trade stability
Aggregate Aggregate |4
governance Colonial | governance
ties
Income level Oil/Gas Income level

Control of corruption

Commitments

2004

Democracy
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Spain and countries without oil/gas resources
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Income level Qil/Gas
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Table 13: Total aid commitments to selected coastover years

13.1 France: Total commitments to selected coustier years (current prices)
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2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Algeria 63470000 69750000 92700000 258720000 23ABDO 310550000 139360000 186830000 142960000
Sudan 434000( 1730000 5740000 9860000 15330000 0@B03 18470000 14960000 14240000
Sum 67810000/ 71480000/ 98440000, 268580000/ 249830000/ 333580000/ 157830000y 201790000 157200000
Kenya 37370000 30070000 38880000 43330000 616700004790000, 150220000 100680000 20890000
Uganda 814000(C 8310000 20350000 4080000 4260000 00600 4980000 24940000 6900000
Sum 45510000/ 38380000/ 59230000, 47410000/ 65930000/ 80890000 155200000, 125620000/ 27790000
400000000
300000000 /_\//\\
200000000 / )<¢-\\‘
100000000 W.//./ \
0
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
—o— Commitments to countries with energy resources
—=— Commitments to countries without energy resources
13.2 UK: Total commitments to selected countriesroxears (current prices)
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Algeria 0 220000 0 780000 20000 0 0 570000 2110000
Sudan 574000( 9940000 135000 33020000| 116570000 196460000/ 215550000 206170000/ 199160000
Sum 5740000/ 10160000/ 13500000/ 33800000/ 116590000 196460000 215550000 206740000 201270000
Kenya 73110000 61810000 564100 82990000/ 56190000/ 86600000 123240000/ 141780000, 95190000
Uganda | 217180000 99260000 83980( 104650000/ 107640000/ 55630000/ 214410000/ 167150000 65660000
Sum 290290000, 161070000/ 140390000/ 187640000/ 163830000| 142230000 337650000, 308930000, 160850000
400000000
200000000 \\/\;7474# . <
100000000 /
O & <& ®
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

—o— Commitments to countries with energy resources

—s— Commitments to countries without energy resources




13.3 ltaly: Total commitments to selected countries oxears (current prices)
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2000 2001 2007 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Algeria 3690000 8080000 29620000 8520000 2790000 10@&H0 7130000 2060000 6920000
Sudan 539000C 6540000 6320000 8190000| 1391000( 15490000 13250000 20560000 33867000
Sum 9080000, 14620000/ 35940000/ 16710000/ 16700000, 21000000, 20380000 22620000/ 40490000
Kenya 2840000 2860000 1560000 3260000 5290000 460007120000/ 10030000 28230000
Uganda 830300C 4820000 25890000 9810000 11570000 20002 5590000 10520000 14320000
Sum 11143000/ 7680000 27450000, 13070000/ 16860000, 7680000/ 12710000/ 20550000/ 42550000
50000000
40000000 /
30000000 //\\ J
20000000 k/// /\ .
10000000 L :\-/
0
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
—— Commitments to countries with energy resources
—a— Commitments to countries without energy resources
13.4 Spain: Total commitments to selected countries ggars (current prices)
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
Algeria 16870000 12090000 35000000 20190000  310200017190000 101890000 93570000 5490000
Sudan 40000 100000 10000 310000 7870000 9720000 6008 | 28360000 14010000
Sum 16910000/ 12190000/ 35010000/ 20500000/ 38890000, 26910000/ 115150000f 121930000, 19500000
Kenya 2560000 8550000 3790000 2410000 2370000 DO600 8190000, 45050000 15120000
Uganda 640000 1000000 6120000 13110000 6630000 02810 2740000 19710000 12470000
Sum 3200000/ 9550000 9910000/ 15520000/ 9000000/ 4270000/ 10930000, 64760000/ 27590000
140000000
120000000 /,4\
100000000 / \
80000000 / \
60000000 / A\\
40000000 /\/\/ /
B — s — v
0
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008
—o— Commitments to countries with energy resources
—a— Commitments to countries without energy resources

Source: OECD, 2010b
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