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Chapter 1
Introduction and background

In 2005, a study by the Humanitarian Policy Group (HPG),
entitled Diversity in Donorship: The Changing Landscape of
Official Humanitarian Aid, documented the growing diversity of
donors responding to humanitarian crises.* From as few as a
dozen government financiers just over a decade ago, it is now
commonplace to see 50 or 60 donor governments supporting
a humanitarian response. This increased engagement
reflects growing ambition on the part of a wide range of
governments to assist others in times of need. It also reflects
the fact that humanitarian action is not the preserve of the rich,
industrialised West, but a common pursuit amongst nations,
rich and poor. Diverse images — a Chinese envoy promoting
China’s humanitarian response to the protracted conflict in
Darfur, or Kuwaiti assistance to the American Red Cross to
support its annual responses to hurricanes, for instance — have
become less the exception, and more a reflection of modern
assistance patterns.

Through membership of the Development Assistance
Committee (DAC) of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation
and Development (OECD), Western governments have tended
to dominate public debates about the direction, purpose,
principles and methodology of relief. Diversity in Donorship
noted that countries with DAC membership do not, however,
represent the totality of aid, nor are the DAC’s members all
necessarily the most significant aid-givers. The report found
that non-DAC donors, such as Saudi Arabia, the United Arab
Emirates (UAE) and Kuwait, accounted for up to 12% of official
humanitarian financing in any given year between 1999 and
2004. It also found that resources were being concentrated in
a few specific countries, including Afghanistan, North Korea
and the occupied Palestinian territories, where these countries
have more significant policy influence than in other contexts.
The study also remarked upon the overwhelming preference
among these states for bilateral aid over multilateral routes,
particularly government-to-government assistance, as well as
through national operational agencies like Red Cross and Red
Crescent Societies. This preference for bilateral assistance is
seen as a means to increase the visibility of these countries’
contributions, as well as reflecting one of the principles of
non-DAC aid donorship, namely supporting the primary role
of the recipient state in the coordination and management
of international assistance. At the inter-governmental and
inter-agency level, the study found that organisations such
as the UN, the DAC and the European Union (EU) recognise
the contribution of these donors, and acknowledge the need
to broaden dialogue about international humanitarian action
to make it more geographically, politically and culturally
representative.

1 Adele Harmer and Lin Cotterrell, Diversity in Donorship: The Changing
Landscape of Official Humanitarian Aid, HPG Report 20 (London: ODI, 2005).

In late 2007, HPG embarked on the next phase of the study,
examining non-DAC donorship at the field level. The findings
from the 2005 report demonstrated that there was a large gap
in knowledge regarding the nature of non-DAC engagement in
response to specific crises. This included understanding how
non-DAC donors work with affected states, their implementing
partners and the rest of the international community, how
their engagement is coordinated and how decisions are
made regarding the nature of their support, and the means to
measure its impact.

The study examined three emergency responses: the
South Asian earthquake of 2005 and floods in June 2007 in
Balochistan and Sindh provinces; the response to the Israeli
offensive in Lebanon in 2006; and the ongoing response to
the protracted conflict in Darfur, Sudan. Specifically, each case
study examined how foreign policy and strategic interests
affected aid donorship, and how interventions were determined
and projects prioritised, including the extent to which funding
was given according to assessed need. The studies reviewed
non-DAC response planning with the affected state and partner
organisations, and the mechanisms through which aid was
channelled, both bilateral and multilateral, and the means of
disbursement. They considered whether and how non-DAC
donors participated in wider coordination efforts, and the extent
to which implementing partners were encouraged to be active
in field and sector coordination exercises, such as the cluster
approach. Finally, the case studies examined approaches to
measuring impact, including the impact of non-DAC donor
assistance within the wider humanitarian response, as well as
how activities were monitored and evaluated.

1.1 Key findings

The study found that non-DAC donors do not comprise a
homogenous group at the field level. They have diverse policy
approaches, and define humanitarian aid in diverse ways. That
said, some general trends emerge. Overall, and in contrast to
DAC donors, most non-DAC governments prefer to channel
humanitarian assistance through host-state mechanisms, and
do not necessarily differentiate between providing support to
the host state in response to a natural disaster and doing so
in response to conflict, even if the authorities are party to that
conflict. This reflects a general emphasis on ensuring that the
affected state has the primary role in managing the humanitarian
response on its territory. However, there are exceptions to this
rule, and in the case of Lebanon some non-DAC donors opted to
support non-state implementers at the local level.

Non-DAC donor contributions have steadily increased in
recent years. In 2008, there was a marked increase in non-DAC



humanitarian aid, to $1,181 million, from $391m the previous
year. Several important contributions from the Gulf States,
including a $500m allocation from Saudi Arabia to the World
Food Programme (WFP) food price crisis appeal, account for this
increase in total aid. Saudi Arabia, the UAE, Kuwait and Qatar
together accounted for 64% of overall non-DAC aid in the period
2000-2008. Despite the increase in total humanitarian aid,
non-DAC donors continue to provide only a small percentage
of reported humanitarian flows from official donors. As a
percentage, non-DAC contributions in 2008 accounted for 12%
of total official humanitarian aid. This comparatively minor
financial weight does not necessarily result in a lack of influence
over the course of the humanitarian response. In Darfur, for
example, where China (a non-DAC donor) has made a very small
financial contribution, its political influence, both bilaterally
and over actions taken by the international community in the
UN Security Council, has been considerable. In Lebanon, both
the political influence and, according to reported figures, the
financial weight of non-DAC donors was significant.

Non-DACdonors pridethemselveson speedy, timelyresponse,
often being the first on the ground with in-kind relief supplies
or technical assistance teams. Humanitarian allocations
from non-DAC governments could, however, be criticised
for being supply-driven — providing the affected state with
immediately available in-kind goods or technical assistance,
rather than offering support based on an assessment of
the needs of the affected population.? This is tempered by
a perception among some non-DAC donors that part of the
purpose of humanitarian aid is to demonstrate solidarity.
Non-DAC donors rely on recipient governments’ requests
and advice on humanitarian needs or on their own available
warehoused supplies, and are less likely to be involved in
supporting independent needs assessments. There is also a
broader understanding of humanitarian assistance than that
held by most DAC donor governments and international aid
agencies, with non-DAC governments labelling development
assistance, and in some cases economic investments, as
‘humanitarian’ if they are allocated during a time of crisis.
Non-DAC donors also place great importance on rapidly
shifting from emergency relief to transition, reconstruction
and development programmes.

Non-DAC relations with the rest of the international assistance
community (and the international community’s awareness
of the role non-DAC donors are playing) is generally limited.
There was little evidence that DAC donors and the rest of
the international community had much knowledge of non-
DAC contributions. In addition, non-DAC donors did not seek
to coordinate their support through formal coordination
mechanisms, either with non-DAC or DAC donors. This was
particularly evident in the sudden-onset cases, such as
the responses in Lebanon and Pakistan. In contrast, there

2 Of course, allocations from DAC states can also be supply-driven in many
respects, albeit the drivers of supply — presence of operational agencies on
the ground, international media focus, etc. — may not be the same.

was evidence of coordination efforts in Sudan, both among
non-DAC donors and between them and the international
community. In all cases, national Red Cross/Red Crescent
responses were more effectively coordinated through the
wider Red Cross movement.

Partly due to a strong adherence to bilateral partnership with
and support for the affected state in the allocation of non-DAC
support, monitoring and evaluation exercises are not a regular
feature of non-DAC donor approaches (unless the interventions
were led by the more technically oriented Red Cross or Red
Crescent national societies). Perhaps because of this, non-DAC
donors have had limited opportunities to learn and improve
response approaches over time. Overall, analysis of these
countries’ humanitarian response is inadequate compared to
the responses of Western states and organisations and the
UN. Despite often significant contributions to a crisis, non-DAC
donors are virtually invisible to international evaluations. This
is in contrast to a growing body of knowledge of these same
donors in development policy circles, and a greater investment
in research and development policy dialogue. Initiatives include
the UN Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) Development
Cooperation Forum, the European Commission’s EU-China—
Africa initiative on trilateral dialogue and cooperation and the
European Development Cooperation to 2020 project (EDC2020)
on New Actors in International Development.3

At the global level, however, there is increased emphasis
by DAC governments, the UN and some NGOs on the need
to engage with non-DAC donors. The drivers for this are
multiple. For the DAC donors, there is a convergence between
promoting Good Humanitarian Donorship (GHD) principles to
non-DAC donors and improving overall donor behaviour.# Both
DAC donors and the UN also recognise the growing political
influence non-DAC donors can have in some contexts, and the
urgent need to address the perception that the international
humanitarian system is dominated by the West. It is also
recognised that some non-DAC donors, such as those from the
Gulf, can have a significant impact in addressing strategic gaps
in humanitarian funding. Resulting efforts to engage non-DAC
donors range from fundraising strategies by the UN and NGOs
to the promotion of multilateral financing mechanisms such as
the Central Emergency Response Fund (CERF) and high-level
collaboration and dialogue initiatives. That said, there are no
formal fora for discussions between DAC and non-DAC donors
outside of ECOSOC and the UN General Assembly.

Afinal aspect of the findings is that, while financial comparisons
can be made at the global level between DAC and non-
DAC donors, and within the group of non-DAC donors, there
is considerable disparity between internationally recorded
contributions from non-DAC donors and those recorded at the
3 See www.un.org/ecosoc/newfunct/develop.shtml; www.brusselsbrifeings.
net; and www.edc2020.eu.

4 The GHD initiative seeks to improve and bring greater uniformity to donor

practices in financing and supporting humanitarian action. See www.good
humanitariandonorship.org for further details.




national level by affected states, reports from non-DAC donors
themselves and, at times, reports from recipient agencies.
Reasons for this discrepancy include the fact that non-DAC
reporting to OCHA’s Financial Tracking System (FTS) is ad
hoc, whereas country-level reporting systems can be more
comprehensive given the emphasis on bilateral channels, in
particular government-to-government transfers. In the case
of Pakistan, for example, nationally recorded allocations for
non-DAC donors were four times higher than those recorded
by FTS. The findings from this study suggest that real levels of
non-DAC allocations are not adequately reflected at the global
level (primarily due to substantial under-reporting), although
in some cases information at the country level is equally
sparse and/or inaccessible. This is particularly the case for the
response to the conflict in Darfur.

1.2 Methodology

The methodology for this study involved analysis of relevant
primary and secondary literature, collection and analysis of
financing data from online tracking systems, field missions to
three affected states to analyse non-DAC donor engagement
in crisis response and approximately 120 interviews with
officials from the UN, international organisations and donor
governments and the host state.

1.2.1 Case study selection
The field work involved examining responses to three crises:

e The South Asian earthquake of 8 October 2005 and floods
in June 2007 in Balochistan and Sindh provinces in Pakistan,
by Barnaby Willitts-King (Chapter 4 of this report).

e The crisis in Lebanon in 2006, by Roger Mac Ginty and
Christine Sylva Hamieh (Chapter 5).

e The ongoing response to the conflict in Darfur, by Jago
Salmon and Daniel Large (Chapter 6).

In all three case studies, a sizeable number and diverse range
of non-DAC donors contributed to the relief effort. The three
cases also offered different types of situation, to compare non-
DAC behaviour in complex emergency, natural disaster and
protracted crisis settings. Pakistan constituted a ‘classic’ large-
scale natural disaster, affecting millions of people and causing
widespread damage. There was a strong state-led response,
with an emphasis on the role of the military. Non-DAC donors
played a major role in responding to the earthquake, accounting
for almost half of the relief response, according to the Pakistani
government. The Lebanon crisis was classified as a sudden-
onset disaster; the humanitarian phase was very short-lived,
and most aid was provided for reconstruction purposes. This
enabled an examination of non-DAC reconstruction approaches
and capacities. In Lebanon, the non-DAC donors played a major
role in the response effort, both financially and policy-wise.
Setting Lebanon apart from the other two emergency contexts
was the presence of a very capable indigenous civil society and
other important non-state actors, such as Jihad al Bina, the

social and reconstruction arm of Hizbollah. The final study, in
Darfur, offered an opportunity to examine non-DAC engagement
in a protracted crisis, in which the affected state is a party to the
conflict. Overall, although the volumes of financing to Darfur
from the non-DAC community were comparatively low, at least
in terms of reported aid allocations, the case study highlights
the political and strategic influence non-DAC donors can bring
to bear.

1.2.2 Financial analysis

The financial analysis in this report is based on FTS, as well
as country-specific datasets. The FTS database, hosted by
OCHA, records donor contributions to humanitarian assistance,
including multilateral, bilateral and in-kind aid, as well as
contributions from the private sector. Contributions are reported
to OCHA by donor governments and recipient agencies, and
information is also collected by OCHA from other sources,
such as donor websites and pledging conferences. FTS divides
funding data into three categories: pledges, commitments
and contributions. Pledges are defined as a ‘non-binding
announcement of an intended contribution or allocation by
the donor’. Commitments refer to ‘the creation of a contractual
obligation regarding funding between the donor and appealing
agency’, and contributions are defined as ‘the payment or
transfer of funds or in-kind goods from the donor towards the
appealing agency, resulting from a commitment’ (OCHA, 2005).
The financial analysis for this report is therefore based on
commitments and contributions only.

Because it relies on voluntary reporting, FTS often
underestimates total humanitarian assistance, as some
contributions are not reported for a given year or emergency.
Non-DAC donors in particular are less likely to report to
FTS, either because they do not have incentives to do so,
or because they are unfamiliar with the mechanism. Under-
reporting may be particularly common among non-DAC donor
governments because spending is spread across different
ministries and budgets and consolidated reports are not
produced (whereas DAC donor governments are required to
produce centralised reports). The fact that non-DAC donors
channel a significant amount of aid bilaterally might also lead
to under-representation, as donors and recipient governments
frequently lack the incentive or capacity to report these funds.
FTS can also produce overestimates, when donors provide
inflated valuations of in-kind contributions.

For humanitarian assistance channelled outside Consolidated
Appeals, FTS allows donors and agencies reporting
contributions to define humanitarian activities and
contributions themselves. Humanitarian assistance may not
be captured by FTS where this aid constitutes an integral part
of other activities, such as reconstruction, security-related
work, loans to governments or spending on social assistance.
Some contributions to multilateral funds, such as the African
Development Bank, the IMF emergency fund and the OPEC
Fund, are also recognised by FTS as official contributions.
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When analysing expenditures in recipient countries, donors
unearmarked allocations to UN agencies and NGOs may also
not be counted if the agency fails to report to FTS the country
in which the contribution was spent.

Despite these caveats, FTS is the only global data source
available that allows for comparative analysis. It also has
the added benefit of being produced in real time, and allows
detailed disaggregation by aid type, channel and recipient
country. Although its weaknesses are acknowledged, it is still an
important tool to identify broad trends over time and between
donors.

Chapter3examinesallnon-DACaid flows, butfocuses particularly
on eight of the more significant financial contributors: Saudi
Arabia, Kuwait, the UAE, Qatar, Turkey, South Korea, India and
China. In addition to being among the top ten largest non-
DAC donors, the international visibility of these countries has
increased over the past decade, and some, in particular the
Gulf States, are exerting increasing influence in both financial
and policy terms. The majority of these donors were also
significant actors in the non-DAC responses examined in the
case studies. Other non-DAC donors, including South Africa,
some new EU states such as the Czech Republic, and Russia are
also discussed. The financial analysis undertaken in each of the
three case studies, in Chapters 4, 5 and 6, is reliant on FTS data
as well as domestic data sources.

The findings from the three case studies reveal significant
disparities between nationally recorded contributions from
non-DAC donors and those reported to the FTS. There are a
number of reasons for this. First, no existing dataset at the
country level reliably or fully captures flows of humanitarian
assistance, albeit these systems may register more of the
non-DAC contribution given the emphasis these donors place
on funding affected governments directly. Second, many non-
DAC donors do not declare aid contributions reliably or fully
to FTS. China, for example, only began reporting to OCHA in
2007 (and does not do so systematically), and Middle Eastern
assistance, including aid channelled through national Red

Crescent societies, is only sporadically reported to OCHA. In
comparison, Eastern European donors like Poland and the
Czech Republic are more consistent reporters, reflecting the
significant emphasis placed on publicly reporting allocations by
EU Member States and ECHO. As a result, these countries may
appear to be more significant donors than is in fact the case.

Other factors may also account for these discrepancies,
including different definitions of what constitutes emergency
expenditure, inconsistent reporting and valuing of in-kind
contributions, the inclusion of loans for reconstruction, which
are often for much larger amounts than relief spending,
differences in the way different databases list indirect
contributions and problems with data quality and updating.
In addition, public access to information on the quantities and
channels of aid delivery by non-DAC donors is often restricted
by both donor and recipient countries. China, for example,
still considers this issue a state secret. On the recipient side,
Sudan is very reluctant to provide such information.

1.3 Parameters and definitions

Like the 2005 publication, the term ‘non-DAC’ is used to
describe the donors examined in this report. Although
this disguises a diverse range of institutions, policies and
capacities within this group, terms like ‘new’ and ‘emerging’
do not reflect the long histories and established programmes
of aid donorship non-DAC governments have in many affected
states. While non-DAC donors represent an extremely diverse
group, they have in common the fact that they remain largely
(although not entirely) outside the OECD DAC and other key
fora where international humanitarian aid policy and practice
are discussed and debated.> However, it is recognised that
the term ‘non-DAC’ is not always utilised in the humanitarian
community, especially within the UN. Some UN agencies
and NGOs have made considerable efforts to remove the
distinctions between their more established donors and this
grouping, and refer to all donors as ‘partners’.

5 In November 2009, South Korea became the twenty-fourth member of the
OECD DAC.



Chapter 2
Lessons from the field

Adele Harmer

This chapter documents changes in the aid architecture and
aid policy of non-DAC donors at the global level, highlights
the key financing trends in relation to the broader policy
environment, and analyses the findings of the three case
studies — Pakistan, Lebanon and Darfur.

2.1 Trends in non-DAC humanitarian financing, aid
architecture and policy

In terms of overall financing, humanitarian aid contributions
from non-DAC donors appear to be growing and diversifying.
As Martin highlights in Chapter 3, 2008 saw a new high of
$1,181m in non-DAC humanitarian assistance, much of it
accounted for by allocations from the Gulf States. Saudi
Arabia reported the largest contributions to FTS over the whole
period, and in 2008 ranked as the third-largest donor overall,
behind the United States and the European Commission. Even
if Saudi Arabia’s contributions are excluded, the upward trend
remains.

There are two anticipated policy effects from this growth in the
aid budgets of non-DAC donors. The first is the need to create
institutions to manage increasing and increasingly diverse
bilateral aid flows. The second effect is that, in this scaling-up
process, multilateral organisations might begin to play a more
important role (OECD, 2009). The 2005 study documented a
highly fragmented aid architecture among non-DAC donors,
whereby a multitude of departments often controlled small
amounts of ‘ODA’ expenditure, including departments of
the interior, customs, health, industry, trade, commerce and
information and communications, as well as defence and
the military. This highly diffuse decision-making structure
affected the coordination, efficiency and accountability of
assistance, and made it more difficult to trace and assess
trends in aid flows. There is, however, a discernible recent
trend towards centralising coordination and decision-making
in aid policy and allocations. A number of non-DAC donors
have established, or are considering establishing, dedicated,
specialist agencies in charge of aid allocations, including
China, Brazil, the Czech Republic and Turkey. This is a positive
step, in that it increases the likelihood that responsibilities
for financial reporting will be centralised and therefore more
easily and more rigorously undertaken. There are, however,
also challenges for humanitarian policy; in particular, while
aid programmes are becoming more centralised, humanitarian
policy often remains attached to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs
(as indeed it does in many DAC governments), and allocations
often reflect historical, strategic and commercial relations
rather than a clear analysis of need.

The other policy effect, namely shifting towards greater
support to the multilateral system, is less discernible. The
balance between bilateral and multilateral funding is still
heavily skewed towards the former. This is primarily a matter
of principle. Government-to-government assistance is a
reflection of non-DAC donors’ view of the state as the primary
actor in coordinating and managing external assistance, and
of aid-giving as a mutually beneficial relationship. The ten
largest non-DAC donors channelled an average of 38% of their
humanitarian assistance directly to the recipient government
in the period 2000-2008. This compares to 2.5% for the top
ten DAC donors. For Russia the figure was 65%, for Qatar
64%, for India 57% and for Saudi Arabia 51%. That said,
there is now greater dialogue with and acknowledgement of
the role multilateral agencies play in humanitarian response,
particularly at the global level.

The 2005 report found that non-DAC donors made only limited
reference to the role and purpose of humanitarian assistance.
With the exception of a handful of non-DAC donors, this remains
the case. For the most part, non-DAC donors define the types of
emergency assistance they seek to provide, but not necessarily
the parameters and purposes of that aid. Encouraged by the EU,
policy development has however advanced within the Eastern
European countries, and in countries such as Turkey, which is
working towards DAC membership, and is thus attempting to
reflect DAC norms.

The field studies found that most non-DAC humanitarian aid
was not governed by formal aid policy frameworks. Overall,
there is a greater emphasis on the provision of assistance as
a reflection of ‘solidarity’ and ‘partnership’ with the affected
state. The distinctions between development and humanitarian
aid are also not as clearly drawn in terms of the purpose of aid
or the way it should be channelled. Non-DAC donors emphasise
the relationship between emergency aid, rehabilitation and
development, and see ‘emergency’ measures as a step towards
long-term development. This is in contrast to the principles and
definition of humanitarian action used by DAC donors under
the GHD, which identifies a very narrow set of activities as
humanitarian (saving lives, relieving suffering and providing
protection) (GHD, 2003). This is not to suggest, however, that
DAC donors maintain a narrow approach to their humanitarian
allocations. There are many examples of humanitarian aid being
instrumentalised by broader political or security objectives.®

6 For example, the US Department of Defense provides substantial
humanitarian assistance in conflict contexts such as Afghanistan and Iraq,
primarily to support strategic objectives such as ‘winning hearts and minds’
rather than on the basis of assessed needs.



At the inter-governmental level, non-DAC donors highlight a
commitment to the ‘Guiding Principles’ developed in UN General
Assembly Resolution 46/182 of 1991. In particular, paragraphs
3 and 4 call for respect for ‘the sovereignty, territorial integrity
and national unity of States’; humanitarian assistance ‘should
be provided with the consent of the affected country’, and ‘the
affected State has the primary role in the initiation, organization,
coordination, and implementation of humanitarian assistance
within its territory’. In contrast, DAC donors stress those
elements of Resolution 46/182 that relate to the humanitarian
principles of impartiality, neutrality and independence, and
highlight the need to ensure ‘safe and unhindered access’ (HPG
interviews, 2008 and 2009).

There have been few opportunities for DAC and non-DAC
donors to discuss these definitional issues outside of UN fora.
The GHD remains a small, primarily Western-based initiative,
and few efforts have been made to widen dialogue, with the
exception of the accession states of Eastern Europe. Arguably,
for DAC donors there is a growing convergence between
promoting GHD principles to non-DAC donors and improving
overall donor behaviour, and this has resulted in some quiet
efforts on the part of some DAC donors to initiate a policy
dialogue with a range of non-DAC and affected state countries,
as well as with the G77.7

2.1.1 Regional developments

In the Middle East there has been significant growth in non-
DAC humanitarian aid, particularly from the Gulf States. As
Martin documents in Chapter 3, four of the top ten non-
DAC humanitarian donors are Gulf States: Saudi Arabia,
the UAE, Kuwait and Qatar. Together, they account for 60%
of overall non-DAC aid in the period 2000-2008. In 2008,
Saudi Arabia ranked as the third-largest donor overall, after
the US and ECHO. This was due partly to a significant
contribution to WFP’s food crisis appeal. Aid recipients are
also diversifying, and support for the multilateral system is
growing, including efforts to secure a greater say in Western-
dominated discussions of humanitarian aid. In addition to
the Gulf States, some new donors have emerged in the
region. Over the last decade, Turkey has become an active
donor country; although contributions remain comparatively
small, the growing diversification of Turkey’s aid programme
to areas beyond its region and its engagement in aid policy
fora both suggest growing ambition. The Turkish government
has established the Turkish International Cooperation and
Development Agency (TIKA) to centralise development
cooperation responsibilities.8 Turkey was the first non-DAC
country to host an OCHA Donor Support Group meeting, in

7 A number of donor governments launched a Geneva-based dialogue with
affected states in 2008 on issues of shared interest, including support to
IDP communities and the role regional organisations play in facilitating
access and response efforts, but it is unclear if the initiative will be an
annual event, or if it will be taken forward in other contexts.

8 With the establishment of TIKA, Turkey’s reported ODA nearly doubled,
to $601m, partly reflecting wider coverage following the transfer of
administrative responsibility for data collection to the new agency.

Istanbul in 2006. In addition, the government has taken an
active role in other humanitarian fora, particularly regarding
disaster risk reduction. As Willitts-King documents, Turkey
is a particularly keen respondent to natural disasters given
its own experiences. The country was the largest non-DAC
contributor to the Pakistan earthquake response and to the
Iranian earthquake response in 2003. Turkey’s motives for
increasing its aid-giving include strengthening its case for
EU membership, as well as foreign policy and strategic aims,
including military and trade cooperation with Pakistan.

In the EU, the European Commission has been an
important facilitator of dialogue and awareness-raising on
the responsibilities of these new donors. In particular, the
Commission promotes policy articulation and the adoption
of GHD, of which the Czech Republic and Poland were early
implementers, as well as the separation of budget lines
between development and humanitarian aid, an area which
the Czech Republic has made a policy priority. The European
Commission (in the Consensus and elsewhere9) also promotes
humanitarian aid financing rather than in-kind aid, and
proportionate funding via NGOs, the UN and the Red Cross/
Red Crescent (HPG interviews, 2008). Overall, while Eastern
European donor funding is still very small, some member states
have moved ahead of the rest, in particular the Czech Republic,
Poland and Estonia. The Czech Republic established the Czech
Development Agency (CDA) in 2007, to be responsible for
supporting implementation of Czech development cooperation.
Like the Gulf States, some Eastern European countries are
also moving away from so-called ‘neighbourhood’ assistance.
In 2006, for example, 66% of the Czech Republic’s aid was
channelled to Afghanistan and Lebanon. For Estonia, major
recipients included countries as far away as the Democratic
Republic of Congo (DRC) and Indonesia.

In Asia, China has perhaps received the greatest attention as
an aid donor, particularly around its aid to Africa. Much of this
attention has focused on the relationship between China’s
trade and development activities. There are a number of
policy priorities for China’s aid programme. First, officials are
seeking to clarify how China situates itself within the global
aid community, and in relation to Western governments,
which on the whole have negative perceptions of Chinese
aid. This requires dialogue, not only with recipient states but
also with civil society. Second, and in common with other
non-DAC donors, Chinese aid officials are keen to examine
how the aid architecture is configured, in particular the
possibility of establishing a sole agency to be responsible for
China’s international aid allocations. This involves bringing
together responsibilities in the Ministry of Commerce and the
Ministry of Foreign Affairs under a specialised agency. Lastly,
China is looking at developing a better-articulated aid policy
framework and a better empirical picture of its aid allocations.
The country is reluctant to give up the long-established
principles of sovereignty and non-intervention that underpin

9 European Consensus on Humanitarian Aid, 18 December 2007.



its aid giving, but as Salmon and Large document in Chapter 6,
these principles are becoming increasing difficult to maintain
as China becomes a more active international political and
commercial actor and a supplier of aid and peacekeeping
forces in contested environments. The other significant
influencing factor in Chinese thinking is the aid competition
with Taiwan, whose so-called ‘cheque-book diplomacy’ has
induced Beijing to develop an extended programme in support
of ‘friendly’ countries which recognise its ‘One China’ policy,
which regards Taiwan as an integral part of China. As a result,
over 120 countries receive aid from China each year. These are
all long-term challenges for China’s aid programme, and are
unlikely to be addressed in the near future.

2.2 The politics of engagement

As the 2005 study explained, a range of political, economic,
strategic and religious factors underpin aid-giving among non-
DAC countries, just as they do for their DAC counterparts. For
many, aid donorship reflects wider political and ideological
interests or concerns. The three case studies, Pakistan,
Lebanon and Sudan, are no exception.

The response to the Pakistan earthquake was perhaps
the most clear-cut of the three. In all, 58 non-DAC donors
responded to the disaster. As Willitts-King shows, half of the
non-DAC commitments were for $100,000 or less, suggesting
that even a symbolic contribution was important. Close to
half of the non-DAC donors were Islamic countries, reflecting
the fact that religion remains a powerful motivator amongst
Islamic states (Harmer and Cotterrell, 2005). Strategic
alliances also played a part.

The Lebanon response was much more politicised. As argued
by Mac Ginty and Hamieh, Lebanon became the site of
a development and reconstruction ‘proxy war’ by donor
governments. The political motivations of donors were
reflected in the timing, sectoral prioritisation and methods of
aid disbursement. Saudi Arabia (and the United States) used
assistance as a means to bolster the government and counter
the increasing influence in the region of Hizbollah and Iran.
These donors each pledged assistance to the government
worth hundreds of millions of dollars. Iran, by contrast,
used its resources to support non-governmental (and at
times anti- or alternative-governmental) actors, and stressed
the importance of standing up for ‘the disenfranchised’.
The Iranian intervention in Lebanon worked directly with
beneficiaries, rather than operating through official channels.
As a result of these factors, southern Lebanon became
an arena for competing regional influence among a range
of entities, including the Lebanese government, regional
bodies, Hizbollah-affiliated organisations, Iran, Arab states
and Western donor governments, as well as the UN and NGOs.
Historical, geographical and cultural ties also meant that non-
DAC donors were well-placed to respond to the needs of the
Lebanese. Kuwait’s assistance to Lebanon, for example, dates

back to 1966, with the founding of the Kuwait Fund for Arab
Economic Development (KFAED). Many Western donors, by
contrast, were supporting Lebanon for the very first time.

The case of Darfur highlights that non-DAC aid giving is
becoming a more complex endeavour than it was a decade
ago. Driven by the imperative to respect sovereignty,
territorial integrity and non-interference in other states’
domestic affairs, non-DAC donors have primarily supported
the Sudanese government’s efforts to respond to the crisis
in Darfur, both in terms of assistance and with political
backing, bilaterally and internationally. China, for example,
has steadfastly supported Sudan’s sovereignty and has
opposed non-consensual intervention in the form of a
peacekeeping force. India too offered political support to
Khartoum, maintaining that Darfur was an internal problem
for the Sudanese government to resolve. Non-DAC donors
have also been reluctant to participate in what they perceive
to be a Western-dominated relief effort. As Salmon and
Large document, OCHA-recorded non-DAC funding between
2003 and 2007 amounted to 2% of total humanitarian aid
contributions to Sudan during that period. In 2003 and
2004, the only non-DAC countries that reported pledges to
the crises in Darfur and Chad were Kuwait and Saudi Arabia,
making up 2.5% of the total. This compares to over 55% for
the US and the European Commission combined.

In some contexts, particularly in Darfur, non-DAC donors have
had to juggle the pressuresto respond to the impacts of conflict
with a continuing commitment to uphold historical principles
rooted in the Non-Aligned Movement (NAM), principles
which remain the bedrock of their international position
on humanitarian issues, particularly regarding respect for
sovereignty and territorial integrity.’° There has however been
a shiftin language and emphasis on the part of some non-DAC
donors, reflecting a recognition of their growing commitment
to providing aid to needy populations. For some governments,
and also the African Union, this has led to the dual recognition
of the conflicting principles of ‘non-intervention’ in the internal
politics of another state and ‘non-indifference’ when it comes
to civilians in dire need of protection and assistance (Williams,
2007).

2.3 Aiding the affected state

For non-DAC donors, aid is a regular component of bilateral
diplomacy, and as such channelling aid directly to affected
states remains the most important approach for non-DAC
assistance. As Martin highlights in Chapter 3, the ten largest
non-DAC donors channelled an average of 38% of their
humanitarian assistance directly to the recipient government

10 The principles of the NAM — in particular respect for sovereignty and
territorial integrity — remain important today, and inform criticism of Western
governments’ adoption of ‘humanitarian intervention’ as a way of furthering
broader political ambitions. The roots of the NAM have also informed the
wider pursuit of South-South (or East—East) cooperation, which has been
(and remains) a key leitmotif of non-DAC aid.



in the period 2000-2008. In some cases, the proportion was
over 50%.

This pattern is clear in both natural disasters and conflict
contexts, and stands in important contrast to the trend among
DAC donors, whose support to affected states tends to be very
different. Non-DAC donors for the most part maintain that the
state should play a central role in coordinating and directing
the humanitarian response effort. DAC donors are more wary
of this approach, particularly in conflict contexts, and state a
preference for funding international partners such as the UN
and international NGOs (Harmer and Basuray, 2009). Some DAC
donors also cite administrative difficulties in providing direct
support.™® The non-DAC preference for bilateral contributions
also represents a desire to maximise the visibility and impact
of aid, and the fact that delivery options are limited. Technical
expertise in international aid management and the apparatus to
mobilise international humanitarian assistance are both lacking.
This is in contrast to an often impressive ability to mobilise
domestic humanitarian action, as demonstrated by the Chinese
government’s response to the Sichuan earthquake in 2008.

Arguably, the tendency of non-DAC donors to provide funds
through the affected state, at least in natural disaster responses
where the government has the capability and means to manage
the response effort, has the effect of supporting and building
domestic capacity, rather than circumventing it. This approach
has also proved important in allowing non-DAC donors to
successfully negotiate access. In the response to Cyclone Nargis
in Myanmar in 2008, for example, the Association of South-
East Asian Nations (ASEAN)’s long-standing policies of ‘non-
interference’ and ‘constructive engagement’ with the authorities
in Myanmar made it an acceptable interlocutor, and the
Association was the driving force behind the overall intervention,
especially in its early phases (Creac’h and Fan, 2008). In
Pakistan, as Willitts-King demonstrates, bilateral government-
to-government assistance was key. FTS reports that 66% of non-
DAC contributions were channelled to the government, primarily
through the Ministry of Finance or the President’s Relief Fund.
This compares to 21% for all donors in the earthquake response.
In the case of Darfur, and in direct contrast to DAC donors,
non-DAC governments worked actively through and with the
Sudanese authorities. As Salmon and Large note, ‘rather than
holding the state as primarily accountable for conflict in Darfur,
like the US or EU ... non-DAC donors have tended to uphold the
supremacy of state sovereignty and non-intervention (unless
sanctioned by the UN Charter)’.

In the case of Lebanon, many non-DAC governments worked
outside the government. Many dealt directly with munici-

11 There is evidence that some DAC donors have made funding available
through budget support for recovery. For example, in Pakistan the UK’s
Department for International Development (DFID) provided 50% of its
funding directly to the Earthquake Rehabilitation and Reconstruction
Authority (ERRA) as part of its commitment to un-earmarked sector budget
support. This was the first time DFID had used sector budget support to
fund a post-disaster reconstruction programme (Harvey, 2009).

palities, thus bypassing central government, or they established
and used national reconstruction vehicles, such as the Iranian
Contributory Organisation for Reconstructing Lebanon (ICORL)
or KFAED. The Iranians were probably the most autonomous of
the non-DAC donors through their use of the ICORL and their
funding of Jihad al Bina. The Kuwaiti experience is noteworthy in
that, in early 2007, it replaced its initial bilateral disbursement
route and began directly engaging with municipalities and
other ‘frontline’ service providers. It is thought that the change
in strategy (away from direct contact with the government)
reflected dissatisfaction with government disbursement
mechanisms. Qatar had a dual strategy of direct funding for the
government for housing compensation, whilst dealing directly
with municipalities for reconstruction projects. Interviews
undertaken by Mac Ginty and Hamieh suggest that this desire
for independence reflected a fear of corruption, distrust of the
government and frustration at government inefficiency. The
case of Lebanon demonstrates that state-based assistance is
not always the preference (or an obligation) for these donors,
especially when effective alternative indigenous or international
channels are available.

2.3.1 Other bilateral channels: the Red Cross and Red
Crescent Societies

After the affected state, national Red Cross and Red Crescent
Societies constitute the second most important channels for
non-DAC donors. This preference can partly be explained by
the fact that Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies are seen as
trusted partners through their role as an auxiliary to the public
authorities (Harmer and Cotterrell, 2005). This is particularly so
for the Gulf States, where the lines between official and private
contributions to the national societies are blurred. As illustrated
by Martin in Chapter 3, in 2004 more than 70% of total UAE
humanitarian aid to the occupied Palestinian territories was
channelled through its national Red Crescent Society.

The national societies rely on the Red Cross/Crescent network
to increase access and are often the earliest responders to a
crisis. In Lebanon, the Lebanese Red Cross, for example, was
one of the first to respond. Early assistance also came from the
ICRC and the Turkish and Gulf States Red Crescent Societies.
In Pakistan, over 20 National Societies were operating at the
height of the response.*® The P