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Abstract

Czechia has been an ODA donor since the mid-1990s and its ODA was too
fragmented in the past. However, no research study has been published so far to
address the issue of ODA dispersion in the portfolio of Czech bilateral develop-
ment projects. The paper aimed to assess dispersion of Czech ODA allocated to
priority partner countries with the use of bilateral projects between 2011 and
2019, and to show whether any progress towards lower ODA dispersion has been
made since 2011. To meet the aim, concentration measures standardly applied for
the analysis of ODA dispersion were used. The findings showed that ODA was
dispersed especially in recipient countries that received higher ODA volumes, and
that the progress towards more concentrated ODA has been made since 2017.
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Introduction

The official development assistance (ODA) is considered one of the most
important external resources of finance that can promote socio-economic develop-
ment in less developed countries, listed as ODA recipients. Relationship between
ODA allocations and economic growth or socio-economic development is a fre-
quent research topic. However, it is hard to find any consensus on the intensity
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of this relationship (Sachs, 2012; 2005; Mallik, 2008; Easterly, 2007; Dalgaard
et al., 2004; Collier and Dollar, 2002). On the other hand, a general consensus
exists on the relationship between ODA effectiveness related to the ODA out-
comes and preconditions for this effectiveness recognized in recipient as well as
donor countries. Dispersion of ODA is one of the issues commonly addressed in
relation to the ODA effectiveness, and this issue is examined in various circum-
stances and in the context of different recipient and donor countries.

Czechia, as a member of the Development Assistance Committee of the Orga-
nisation of Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD-DAC) belongs
to ODA donor countries. Its foreign development cooperation was launched in
the mid-1990s and it complies with the international commitments concerning
the volume of ODA and its main objectives. Priorities of Czech development co-
operation are defined in the Act on Development Cooperation and Humanitarian
Aid and by regularly launched strategies. Between years 2011 and 2019, Czechia
disbursed 128 572 050 USD on bilateral development projects in priority partner
countries, and realized there more than 800 disbursements related to these projects
(Czech Development Agency, 2011 — 2019). Despite the OECD-DAC member-
ship, Czechia spent on ODA (bilateral as well as multilateral) on average 0.12%
of its GNI between years 2011 and 2019 (OECD, 2021), and stayed far behind
the international and EU commitments concerning the volume of ODA (defined
at the level of 0.70%, resp. 0.33%).

In 2016, the OECD-DAC recommended Czechia to reduce the number of
priority partner countries and themes of development cooperation in order to
decrease the ODA dispersion, as dispersion of Czech ODA and its consequences
were highlighted by the OECD-DAC several times (OECD, 2016). The Czech
Development Cooperation Strategy adopted for the years 2018 — 2030 introduced
reduced number of priority countries and themes (Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
2017). However, the reduced number of priorities cannot be simply considered
a progress towards less dispersed ODA. Therefore, research, which findings are
presented here, wanted to address the issue of ODA dispersion in such details
that enable to identify any progress towards less dispersed ODA and to formu-
late political recommendations. The aim of this research was to assess dispersion
of Czech ODA disbursements allocated to priority countries with the use of bi-
lateral development projects between years 2011 and 2019, and to show whether
any progress towards lower ODA dispersion has been made since the year 2011.
To meet the aim, methods standardly applied for the assessment of ODA disper-
sion were used to process the data. ODA disbursements were described first with
the tools of descriptive statistics. Dispersion of ODA disbursements between
priority partner countries and within these countries was assessed with the use of
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Theil Index that is a standard measure of concentration. However, its standard
formulation was updated according to Flggstad and Hagen (2017). Dispersion of
ODA between bilateral projects realized in priority partner countries was assessed
with the use of Herfindahl Index. The relationship between dispersion of ODA
and its volumes was measured with the use of Pearson Correlation Coefficient.

Presentation of the research is structured as follows: 1. the most important
consequences concerning the development cooperation of Czechia and disper-
sion of ODA are introduced; 2. methodology applied for the assessment of ODA
dispersion is explained; 3. main results and findings are interpreted, summarized
and discussed; 4. political recommendations are formulated.

1. Theoretical Background for Analysis

Patterns of Czech foreign development cooperation have been reviewed and
discussed in several research studies published in past ten years. Particular re-
search attention was given to the volumes of ODA flows (Krylova et al., 2012;
Majerovd, 2013; Horky, 2011) or to their territorial allocation in the context of
other external economic relations (Harmécek et al., 2017). Topic of ODA frag-
mentation was addressed partly by Syrovétka and Krylovéd (2012) who associat-
ed their recommendations with the decrease of ODA dispersion. They calculated
the aid component of the Commitment to Development Index and concluded that
Czechia would have need to increase aid quantity as well as quality, including
lower ODA dispersion, to improve the score. However, dispersion of ODA dis-
bursements allocated with the use of bilateral development projects has not been
assessed yet, although ODA dispersion is a topic addressed in the context of
other ODA donor countries.

Most recent studies dealing with ODA dispersion revealed that ODA disper-
sion at least persisted or even worsen when ODA of some OECD-DAC donors
was assessed, see the findings of Steinwand and Reinsberg (2020) for the period
of years 1990 — 2013; Bickenbach et al. (2019) for the period of years 1995 —
2015; Flggstad and Hagen (2017) for the period of years 1998 — 2013; Carrcelli
(2018) for the period of years 1990 — 2010; Kilby (2011) for the period of years
1973 — 2008. Flggstad and Hagen (2017) indicated that ODA dispersion grew
globally as the number of donors and recipients grew, and ODA was delivered
by many actors with quite similar shares. Bickenbach et al. (2019) highlighted
that ODA concentration declined for most OECD-DAC donors they assessed.
Steinwand and Reinsberg (2020) argued with continuing dispersion of bilateral
ODA, particularly due to growing number of bilateral development projects and
their decreasing average sizes.
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1.1. Priorities of Czech Development Cooperation

Czechia introduced its official foreign development policy in the mid-1990s.
The first strategic concept of development cooperation was launched for the
period of years 2002 — 2007. Poverty reduction in less developed regions through
the economic and social development was stated as the framing objective of
development cooperation (Ministry of Foreign Affairs, 2001). The Act on Devel-
opment Cooperation and Humanitarian Aid, adopted in the year 2010, defined
foreign development cooperation as the set of activities financed from the na-
tional budget contributing to the eradication of poverty in the context of sustain-
able development, to economic and social development, to environmental protec-
tion, and to the promotion of democracy, human rights and good governance in
developing countries (Czechia, 2010). The Act specified powers and responsibi-
lities in the foreign development policy and its financing as well. The Ministry of
Foreign Affairs (MoFA) became the main authority responsible for the formula-
tion of strategic priorities. The Act constituted the Czech Development Agency
(CZDA) that became an administrative state unit responsible for the identification,
formulation and monitoring of bilateral projects realized in partner countries
(CZDA, 2021).

The second Development Cooperation Strategy was adopted for the period of
years 2010 — 2017, following the recommendations introduced by the OECD-
DAC peer review in 2007. The Strategy introduced the intention to channel de-
velopment assistance into two groups of countries: 1. programme countries —
Afghanistan, Bosnia and Hercegovina, Ethiopia, Moldova and Mongolia; 2. pro-
ject countries — Georgia, Cambodia, Kosovo, Palestinian Autonomous Territories
and Serbia (MoFA, 2010, 2021a). ODA was allocated according to five thematic
priorities — environment, agriculture, social development, economic development,
promotion of democracy, human rights and social transformation (MoFA, 2010).
The Strategy confirmed that fragmentation had diminished aid effectiveness, and
declared that fragmentation of Czech ODA had been substantially reduced by
reduced number of priority countries.

In 2016, Czech development policy was peer-reviewed by the OECD-DAC
for the second time, and this peer review made 16 recommendations, where the
recommendation nr. 2.2 was formulated as follows: fo continue to increase the
quality and impact of its aid, the Czech Republic should focus on fewer partner
countries or territories and themes (OECD, 2016, p. 16). Recommendation nr.
3.2 was focused on bilateral development cooperation as well, and called for the
increase of bilateral ODA. The OECD-DAC peer review affected formulation of
the next Development Cooperation Strategy that was adopted for the period of
years 2018 — 2030. It introduced a renewed list of priority partner countries. For
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the period of years 2018 — 2023, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Cambodia, Ethiopia,
Georgia, Moldova and Zambia were included among them (MoFA, 2017; 2021b).
Thematic priorities were reformulated to reflect the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development, as follows: good democratic governance, sustainable management
of natural resources, economic transformation and growth, agriculture and rural
development, inclusive social development (MoFA, 2017).

1.2. Dispersion of ODA

Impact of ODA on economic growth and development is one of the common-
ly discussed research topics. Research studies confirmed that some preconditions
for ODA effectiveness (connected with the positive impacts of ODA in recipient
countries) have to be met on the side of recipient countries as well as on the side
of donor countries. If the preconditions for ODA effectiveness are discussed
form the perspective of recipient countries, then good governance, good policies
and good overall environment are emphasized (Sachs et al., 2004; Collier and
Dollar, 2002). If the preconditions for the ODA effectiveness are considered
from perspective of donor countries, then attention is given particularly to ODA
fragmentation and proliferation that are generally recognized as phenomena hav-
ing a negative impact on aid effectiveness.

Terms fragmentation and proliferation are commonly used to show trends
and main patterns of ODA flows. In general, term fragmentation is associated
with ODA coming in too many small slices from too many donors (OECD, 2009),
or with large numbers of donors with smaller shares on the projects’ market
(Knack and Rahman, 2004). Term proliferation is associated with large numbers
of donors and projects (Kimura et al., 2007), or with donor countries allocating
their ODA budgets among a large portfolio of recipient countries (Acharya et al.,
2004). Therefore, both terms refer to dispersion of ODA across entities, which
can be defined as projects, thematic sectors or countries (Hagen, 2015). In this
meaning, the term dispersion is seen as the opposite to the term concentration.

Scholars connected dispersion of ODA especially with: (a) rising admini-
strative costs (Gehring et al., 2017; OECD, 2009; Knack and Rahman, 2004);
(b) administration capacities overburdening (Gehring et al., 2017), resp. over-
whelming (Kimura et al., 2007); (c) existence of marginal or non-significant aid
relations and duplicities (Bickenbach et al., 2017); (d) corruption (Djankov et al.,
2009); (e) non or even negative impact on economic growth (Annen and
Kosempel, 2009); as they can affect the outcomes of development assistance.
Stronger ODA concentration and coordination of donor activities are then re-
garded as the means that can eliminate these negative phenomena affecting the
ODA effectiveness (Bickenbach et al., 2017).
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The Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness launched in 2005 is a key interna-
tional document focused on the improvement of aid quality. According to the
Paris Declaration, donor countries would intensify effort to provide and use
development assistance in ways rationalising the often-excessive fragmentation
of donor activities at the country and sectoral levels by the year 2010 (OECD,
2005, p. 2.). The call for the reduction of ODA dispersion was repeated in the
Accra Agenda for Action adopted in 2008. When OECD evaluated the progress
in the implementation of the Paris Declaration, it found out that aid fragmenta-
tion had been worsening and the fragmentation could be an important barrier for
effective development cooperation (OECD, 2012, p. 67). The issue of persisted
ODA fragmentation after the adoption of Paris Declaration was addressed by
some recent research studies, for instance by Gehring et al. (2017), Bickenbach
et al. (2017), Hagen (2015), Nunnenkamp et al. (2013), Steinwand and Reinsberg
(2020).

Level of ODA dispersion is standardly measured with the use of concentra-
tion indices, particularly Herfindahl (or Hirschman-Herfindahl) Index (HI, resp.
HHI) and Theil Index (TI) are the most common ones. Scholars usually apply the
former one to measure ODA fragmentation (Ohler, 2017; Gehring et al., 2017,
Djankov et al., 2009; Annen and Kosempel, 2009; Acharya et al., 2006; Knack
and Rahman, 2004) and the latter one to measure ODA proliferation (Hagen,
2015; Nunnenkamp et al., 2013; Acharya et al., 2006). Concentration indices
enable to identify an existence of one or a few large donors, or they indicate the
level of ODA dispersion when no dominant donors or recipients exist (Ghering
et al., 2017). TI offers in its essence the possibility to be additively decomposed
into two parts to analyse dispersion in more details (Acharya et al., 2006; Hagen,
2015; Bickenbach et al., 2017; Flggstad and Hagen, 2017).

2. Formulation of Research Problem and Methods

Current Czech Development Cooperation Strategy introduced assessment that
Czechia accepted relevantly the OECD-DAC recommendations and reduced
number territorial and thematic priorities of development cooperation, which
reduced dispersion of Czech ODA. The acceptation of recommendations was
declared by the OECD-DAC mid-term review in June 2019 as well. Progress
towards lower ODA dispersion was in both cases declared with regard to the
reduced number of priority partner countries and thematic priorities. However,
no research study discussing the issue of dispersion of Czech bilateral ODA has
been published yet, although this issue is an actual and interesting research topic
in the context of OECD-DAC peer reviews. Therefore, the aim of the research,
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which results are presented here, was to assess dispersion of Czech ODA dis-
bursements allocated to priority partner countries with the use of bilateral devel-
opment projects between years 2011 and 2019, and to show whether any pro-
gress towards lower ODA dispersion has been made since the year 2011. Re-
search objective was framed with two research questions (RQ), formulated as
follows:

* RQI: Has Czechia made a progress towards lower dispersion of ODA dis-
bursements allocated with the use of bilateral projects since the year 2011?

* RQ2: Has Czechia contributed to the global ODA dispersion through too
dispersed ODA allocations in priority partner countries?

Different data sources offer different views on Czech ODA flows. Presented
research dealt with annual disbursements allocated with the use of bilateral de-
velopment projects implemented, realised and monitored under the responsibility
of the Czech Development Agency (CZDA) in priority partner countries, as they
were under the direct control of Czechia and corresponded to its territorial and
sectoral priorities. Volumes of ODA disbursements are presented in the annual
reports of CZDA, but in details necessary for the analysis of ODA dispersion,
data have been available since 2011. Reports assign every disbursement to
a theme/sector and a recipient country, and to a contractor of a project as well.
However, a title of the project, its time schedule and a form of financing are not
specified. Therefore, in presented research, ODA disbursements are considered
separately on annual basis. To make the results and findings more understanda-
ble, data are presented in USD, when the volumes of ODA were transferred
to USD with the use of the exchange rate set by the Czech National Bank on
1 January 2021 (1 USD = 21.40 CZK).

Dispersion of ODA between priority partner countries and within these coun-
tries was assessed with the use of Theil Index. Standard 71 defined by Cadot et al.
(2011) for the analysis of export dispersion was updated, when the export flows
were replaced with the ODA disbursements. Cadot et al. (2011) decomposed 77
to between-subgroups component (TI°) and within-subgroups component (TI").
When the ODA dispersion was considered, it was meaningful to recognize dis-
persion between recipient countries (assessed with 7I”) and dispersion between
thematic sectors recognized within recipient countries (assessed with T1").

Theil Index was calculated in one year as follows:

1 Sx X M x X
TIT=—>» Z*In| =+ |=)» Z*In| N+ 1
N nZ::‘ X ( )_cj nZ::‘ X ( X j )
which can be additively decomposed to TI” and TI", it means

TI® +T11V =TI (2)
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where
N —means total number of potential recipient countries,
X —the total volume of ODA allocated to N potential recipient countries,
x, — ODA allocated to a recipient country n,

=|

. .. . X
—is the average ODA allocated to recipient countries, calculated as ﬁ s

S - total number of potential sectors for ODA allocation in recipient countries,
x,s — ODA allocated to a sector s in a recipient country 7.

Equations (3) and (4) correspond to the 77 decomposition made by Flggstad
and Hagen (2017). According to Flggstad and Hagen (2017), 71 was calculated
with the use of N and S defined as the numbers of potential recipient countries
(N) or thematic sectors (S). This adjustment allows to solve the double-zero
problem. Although shares of countries (sectors) with no recorded ODA equalled
zero, they decreased the dispersion as ODA was more concentrated when it was
delivered only to some potential countries (sectors). In general, values of 71
ranges from 0. The value of 0 means absolute equality in ODA distribution and
thus the highest dispersion, because ODA is allocated to all entities in the same
proportion of total ODA flows, and this proportion equals 1/N, resp. 1/S. The
maximum value of 77 is limited with [n(N), resp. In(S). Maximum value of 77 is
reached if ODA is perfectly concentrated. Here, numbers of potential priority
partner countries (N) and thematic priorities/sectors (S) were defined according
to the Czech development cooperation strategies. The numbers of priority part-
ner countries accounted for 10 between years 2011 and 2017, and for 9 between
years 2018 and 2019. Between years 2011 and 2018, ODA disbursements were
classified to 13 thematic sectors. In 2019, a new classification was introduced,
and number of sectors was reduced to 7.

Dispersion of Czech ODA between bilateral projects in priority countries was
assessed with the use of Herfindahl Index (HI) because no specification of the
potential number of projects existed. Assessment dealt with the actual numbers
of projects (P).

Standard HI defined by Cadot et al. (2011) for the analysis of export disper-
sion was updated, when the export flows were replaced with the ODA disburse-
ments. Herfindahl Index was calculated for ODA disbursements allocated to
bilateral projects in one recipient country » in one year as follows:
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where

P — means actual number of bilateral projects used to allocated ODA disbursements
in a recipient country n,
X, — ODA disbursements allocated to a project p in a recipient country 7.

Herfindahl Index ranges from O to 1, when a higher value indicated that ODA
disbursements were allocated to fewer projects and thus lower ODA dispersion
was measured (Gehring et al., 2017; Kannan and Rahman, 2004).

The relationship between volumes of ODA disbursements and their disper-
sion between projects in recipient countries, and the strength of this relationship
was assessed with the use of Pearson Correlation Coefficient, calculated in the
form of Pearson Product-Moment Correlation (PCC) defined for one year as
follows:

1
D=1 =T, -~ F)
PCC=- (6)
J& =9, -5

where
I — means number of countries with non-zero volume of ODA disbursements,
x; —means total volume of ODA disbursed to a recipient country i,
x — the mean volume of ODA disbursements allocated to recipient countries /,
y —means value of HI founded for a recipient country i,

y —the mean value of HI founded for recipient countries /.

Pearson Correlation Coefficient assesses the linear relationship/correlation
between two sets of data, and its values ranges from —1 to 1. Values close to 1,
resp. —1, indicate strong relationship between x and y, either positive or negative.
Here, PCC assessed the relationship between volumes of ODA disbursements (x)
and values of HI (y).

3. Main Results and Findings

With respect to formulated aim, assessment of ODA dispersion was divided
into two parts: the first part was focused on dispersion between and within recip-
ient countries, while the second part dealt with dispersion from the perspective
of bilateral projects realized in recipient countries.
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3.1. Dispersion of ODA between and within Priority Partner Countries

Between years 2011 and 2019, Czechia disbursed 128 572 050 USD with the
use of bilateral projects realized under the responsibility of CZDA in priority
countries, and realized 836 disbursements related to these projects. The OECD-
DAC recommended Czechia in the peer review launched in 2016 to increase
bilateral ODA, and bilateral projects offered the direct possibility for such in-
crease. However, volumes of the ODA disbursements have declined since 2015,
after strong increase between years 2014 and 2015 (see Figure 1). The sharp
decline was identified especially between years 2017 and 2018, when bilateral
ODA disbursements declined by 2.6 mil. USD or by 17.35%.

Figure 1
Volumes of ODA Allocated with the Use of Bilateral Projects (in USD)
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Source: CZDA (2011 - 2019), own data processing

Volumes of Czech ODA disbursements varied between priority countries and
thematic priorities. Table 1 reveals that the highest volumes of ODA were allo-
cated to Moldova, Ethiopia, Bosnia and Hercegovina. In 2018, Bosnia and Her-
cegovina received nearly 1/3 of total volume of ODA disbursements, compara-
bly with Ethiopia and Moldova in 2019. The highest standard deviation was
identified for Mongolia, which indicated significant changes in ODA disburse-
ments allocated there. In 2011, Mongolia accounted for 24.55% of total volume
of ODA disbursements, but its share declined year-over-year and reached only
5.24% in 2017. Since 2018, Mongolia has not been included in the list of priority
partner countries (see details in Appendix 1).

Results presented in Table 2 indicated that the sector called Water supplies
and sanitation received the highest volumes of Czech ODA between years 2011
and 2019. The second highest ODA was assigned to the development coopera-
tion in Agriculture. The gaps between the mean values of shares of these two
sectors and shares calculated for other sectors were very wide. The highest stan-
dard deviation was identified for the priority sector Public/state administration
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and civil society as the shares of this sector on total volumes of ODA started to
increase in 2016, and reached the highest value in 2018 (15.46%). Table 2 does
not reflect thematic distribution of ODA in 2019, as a new classification was
applied. See details for the year 2019 and other years in Appendix 1.

Table 1
Territorial Distribution of ODA (years 2011 —2019)
. Shares on total volumes
Volume of ODA | Notincluded among | = 4 ODA disbursements (%)
Country disbursements (USD) priority partner -
countries (years) | Mean | Max | Min |, . ..
value | value | value

Afghanistan 5822 962 2018, 2019 5.64| 897| 1.39 227
Bosnia and Hercegovina 22341716 17.46 | 26.73 | 11.71 4.15
Cambodia 6668 791 521 | 862 | 324 1.72
Ethiopia 24 876 243 19.60 | 27.49 | 14.89 4.72
Georgia 12270 076 9.56 | 14.42 | 473 3.12
Kosovo 4277 891 2019 362 | 484 | 1.46 1.14
Moldova 28 297 410 22.02 | 27.83 | 18.67 322
Mongolia 14 233 230 2019 12.34|24.55 | 0.87 7.60
Palestine 1685 269 2018, 2019 1.52 3.96| 0.00 1.71
Serbia 6463 241 2019 5.56|11.06| 0.87 3.67
Zambia 1635221 2011 -2017 649 | 834 | 4.64 2.62

Source: CZDA (2011 — 2019), own data processing.

Table 2
Sectoral Distribution of ODA (years 2011 — 2018)
Shares of total volumes of ODA
Volume of ODA disbursements (%)
Sectors/Thematic priorities disbursements -
(USD) Mean |- Max Min Deviation
value | value | value

Agriculture, forestry, fishing 24998 473 21.50 | 28.75 | 16.20 393
Disaster prevention and preparedness 870291 0.68 1.82 0.00 0.81
Education 10 095 267 8.87 | 11.22 | 5.36 1.82
Energy, production and distribution 13 623 347 11.66 | 14.98 8.02 2.89
Environmental protection 3331297 2.84 | 441 0.74 1.31
Health care 10 063 731 8.81 | 16.58 | 5.57 3.39
Humanitarian and food aid 93 458 0.09 0.69 0.00 0.25
Industry, mineral mining, construction 342 522 0.27 1.30 0.00 0.51
Other social infrastructure and services 12 195 187 10.42 | 13.50 7.07 2.66
Population policies, Reproductive health care 385 894 0.31 145 | 0.00 0.59
Public/State administration and civil society 7636112 6.63 | 15.46 0.72 5.31
Trade and other services 2612500 2.37 | 10.11 0.00 3.51
Water supplies and sanitation 29 408 730 25.54 | 32.80 | 17.40 4.39

Source: CZDA (2011 - 2019), own data processing.

Above presented results indicated possible dispersion of Czech ODA, but
they did not show anything about the dispersion between and within countries,
when they are considered simultaneously. To consider them, components of 77
(TI? and TI"), defined by Equations (3) and (4), were used. See values of 77 in
Figure 2 and Appendix 1.
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Low values of T/” indicated that ODA was more dispersed from the perspec-
tive of its distribution between recipient countries, while higher values of 71"
indicated more concentrated ODA from the perspective of its distribution among
thematic sectors recognized within these countries. Values of TI° declined be-
tween years 2011 and 2016 (from 0.3667 to 0.2066), which can be assessed as
increasing dispersion of ODA. Relatively low values of TI” can be interpreted as
more equal ODA distribution between recipient countries. Values of TI® started
to increase in 2017, and indicated thus progress towards lower ODA dispersion.
The maximum value of 7I® was reached in 2019 (0.5520). Values of TI® were
increased especially by countries, which x,, was higher than x.

Figure 2
ODA Dispersion Between and within Recipient Countries — TI Components
2
1,5
X .—o——.—-—o—o—o/'/\
O’Z "---o——-o-—-o-—-.___..——""""—_-.
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- ® —-TIB —o—TIW

Source: CZDA (2011 - 2019), own data processing.

Figure 3
Contributions of Recipient Countries to the Final TI" Values
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Source: CZDA (2011 — 2019), own data processing.

Values of TI" were quite high during the period of years 2011 — 2019. They
declined in 2019, when the new thematic ODA classification was applied. Re-
sults showed that ODA was more equally distributed between reduced number of
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sectors. Values of TI" were affected by levels of ODA dispersion between the-
matic sectors in recipient countries, and their shares on total volumes of ODA.
Recipient countries with higher values of their 71" (countries with more themati-
cally concentrated ODA) and higher shares on total volumes of ODA affected
the final values of TI" more significantly than other countries. Contributions of
Bosnia and Hercegovina, Ethiopia, Moldova and Mongolia were the most signif-
icant ones (especially in the first years of the given period). First three countries
defined about 50% of the final TI" values between years 2011 and 2017, and in
2018 and 2019 even about 70% of TI" values. See values of TI" in Figure 3 and
in Appendix 1.

3.2. Dispersion of ODA Disbursements Allocated to Bilateral Projects

Bilateral projects examined here were implemented under the responsibility
of CZDA. They were realized by private and public contractors in relation to
public proposals announced by the CZDA. Every public proposal specified eli-
gible contractors, and territorial and sectoral targeting of the projects as well.
Therefore, targeting of the projects was under the direct control of CZDA.

Results presented in Table 3 and Appendix 2 revealed that average annual
volumes of ODA allocated to recipient countries varied. Moldova, Ethiopia,
Bosnia and Hercegovina received the highest average volumes (see Table 3).
Dispersion of ODA between projects was assessed with the use of Herfindahl
Index. Its values were affected with the volumes of ODA disbursements and with
their numbers (see Table 4). As dispersion was assessed on annual basis, one
ODA disbursement was considered a separate project regardless the existence of
multiyear projects.

Table 3
Volumes of ODA Allocated to Recipient Countries (years 2011 — 2019)

Volumes of ODA disbursements (USD)

Countr Not included in priority -

y partner countries (years) Mean Max Min Deviation

volume volume volume

Afghanistan 2018, 2019 831852 | 1200155 186916 318 825
Bosnia and Hercegovina 2482413 | 3319658 | 1566737 562978
Cambodia 740977 | 1113585 413 154 230 354
Ethiopia 2764027 | 3550103 | 2004 100 526 755
Georgia 1363342 | 1862134 635948 435 480
Kosovo 2019 534736 726 542 181 215 198 131
Moldova 3144157 | 3711163 | 2343461 527556
Mongolia 2019 1779 154 | 3303 882 108 031 | 1039474
Palestine 2018, 2019 240753 629 504 0 281 020
Serbia 2019 807905 | 1519037 72158 521588
Zambia 2011 -2017 817611 | 1036161 599 061 309 076

Source: CZDA (2011 - 2019), own data processing.
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Results presented in Table 4 showed that the numbers of ODA disbursements
varied significantly, which indicated that ODA should have been allocated to
some recipient countries with the use of too many small disbursements. In general,
projects of small size are considered to have only limited impact on development
in recipient countries, and small projects can contribute to global ODA dispersion.
Therefore, the first results presented in Tables 3 and 4 indicated that Czechia
probably contributed to the ODA dispersion recognized at the global level.

Table 4

Numbers of ODA Disbursements Allocated to Recipient Countries
(years 2011 —2019)

257 2

T £ S R

g > - | | e <+ n e =~ | ® | & 5 £

S = — — — - — —_ — - - 2D

Country S8 s | 2| 2 ) ) ) = | =] =2 = 2

S = F S|l |8 | 8| 8|l & &|a|la& g &5

=0 = = 2

- © £ Z =%

S 8 &2

Z 23 °

Afghanistan 2018, 2019 1 5 5 8 3 3 3 - - 28
Bosnia and Hercegovina 6 | 12 13 16 17 16 18 | 28 8 134
Cambodia 4 3 6 6 5 5 7 5 5 46
Ethiopia 12 | 12 15 14 17 15 16 | 16 | 13 130
Moldova 14 [ 15| 23| 20| 29 | 26 | 28 | 16 | 12 183
Mongolia 2019 11 | 14 15 5 7 6 4 2 - 64
Georgia 7114 12 15| 24 | 20 19 | 20 8 139
Kosovo 2019 4 6 8 5 5 5 5 2 - 40
Palestine 2018, 2019 0 0 0 5 4 3 2 - - 14
Serbia 2019 7 7 5 9 12 5 1 1 - 47
Zambia 2011 -2017 | — - - - - - - 7 4 11
Number of disbursements 66 | 88 [ 102 | 103 | 123 | 104 | 103 | 97 | 50 836

Source: CZDA (2011 - 2019), own data processing.

Values of HI presented in Figure 4 confirmed that lower ODA dispersion, or
higher values of HI, were reached in recipient countries with lower volumes of
ODA and with lower number of ODA disbursements. These findings revealed
that higher volumes of ODA were associated with their higher dispersion, it
means with higher numbers of disbursements. This relationship was found for
Moldova, Ethiopia, Georgia, Bosnia and Hercegovina (see the values of HI in
Appendix 2).

The strength of the relationship between the volumes of ODA and their dis-
persion between individual projects (values of HI) was assessed with the use of
PCC defined by Equation (6). Values of PCC indicated strong, or even very
strong, negative relationship between these variables (see Table 5). The highest
value of PCC was reached in 2019, which resulted from very high volumes of
ODA allocated to Ethiopia and Moldavia (75, resp. 76 mil. USD) and higher
numbers of ODA disbursements (13, resp. 12).
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Figure 4
ODA Dispersion between Projects Realized in Recipient Countries — Values of HI
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Afghanistan Bosnia and Cambodia Ethiopia ~ Moldova Mongolia  Georgia Kosovo Palestine Serbia Zambia
Hercegovina

Source: CZDA (2011 —2019), own data processing.

Table 5
Relationship between Volumes of ODA Disbursements and HI — Values Of PCC
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

—0.6426 | -0.7648 | -0.5902 | -0.6444 | -0.7750 | -0.8012 | -0.7303 | -0.8185 | -0.8757

Source: CZDA (2011 - 2019), own data processing.

Presented results corresponded to the expectations about the contribution of
Czechia to the global ODA dispersion. Presented findings indicated that higher
volumes of ODA disbursements were related to lower values of HI and thus to
more dispersed ODA. These disturbing findings opened space for the formula-
tion of political recommendations, as well as for further research focused on the
effectiveness of Czech bilateral development cooperation.

Summary and Conclusions

Dispersion of ODA is generally regarded as a factor having a negative impact
on ODA effectiveness, and thus as a factor affecting the impact of ODA on de-
velopment in recipient countries. Research, which results were presented above,
was the first one that assessed the dispersion of Czech ODA allocated to priority
partner countries with the use of bilateral development projects. Research dealt
with ODA disbursements realized between years 2011 and 2019 under the re-
sponsibility of Czech Development Agency. The research wanted to answer
following research questions: RQ1: Has Czechia made a progress towards lower
dispersion of ODA allocated with the use of bilateral projects since the year
2011?; RQ2: Has Czechia contributed to the global ODA dispersion through too
dispersed ODA allocations in priority partner countries?
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The research applied standard methods used for the assessment of ODA dis-
persion. Data were taken from the annual reports of the Czech Development
Agency and covered the period between years 2011 and 2019. The research was
divided into two parts, first was focused on RQ/, and the second on RQ?2. In the
first part, an attention was given to the dispersion of specified Czech ODA between
and within recipient countries. The components of Theil Index were calculated. It
was founded that values of 77" were higher than the values of TI° during the
whole period. Values of TI” even declined between years 2011 and 2016 (from
0.3667 to 0.2066), which can be assessed as the increasing ODA dispersion.
However, values of TI? started to increase in 2017, which indicated progress to-
wards lower ODA dispersion. The maximum value of 7TI” was reached in 2019
(0.5520) because of reduced number of priority partner countries. Values of 77"
were affected by ODA dispersion between thematic priorities in recipient countries
and their shares on total ODA volumes. The highest value of 71" was reached in
2018 (1.6105). Higher values of 71" indicated that ODA was more concentrated
in recipient countries with higher shares on total volumes of ODA. These find-
ings confirmed that Czechia made progress towards lower ODA dispersion.

The second part of research wanted to show whether Czechia contributed
between years 2011 and 2019 to the global ODA dispersion. To answer the RQ2,
dispersion of ODA disbursements allocated with the use of bilateral projects was
assessed from the perspective of recipient countries with the use of Herfindahl
Index. Values of HI and their relationship with the volumes of ODA disburse-
ments revealed that countries receiving higher volumes of Czech ODA received
more dispersed ODA. It means that increasing ODA allocations were accompa-
nied with their higher dispersion. The most dispersed ODA was identified for
Bosnia and Hercegovina, Ethiopia, Moldova and Georgia. However, the first
three countries had the most concentrated ODA within sectors (according to the
values of T1"). These findings were disturbing, because they indicated that the
possible positive impact of Czech ODA was decreased by its higher dispersion
between bilateral development projects realized within the same sector in recipi-
ent countries. These findings confirmed that Czechia probably contributed be-
tween years 2011 and 2019 to the global ODA dispersion.

Findings of the research were partly limited with the focus of the analysis that
dealt only with the bilateral ODA allocated to priority partner countries. However,
Czechia allocated bilateral ODA also to other ODA recipient countries and allo-
cated ODA through the channel of multilateral institutions as well. However,
bilateral ODA disbursements were chosen for the analysis as their targeting was
under the direct control of the Czech Development Agency and they should have
corresponded to Czech territorial and thematic priorities. Despite this fact, findings
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presented above confirmed that Czechia accepted the OECD-DAC recommenda-
tion and reduced its ODA dispersion, when ODA distributed with the use of bilat-
eral development projects was assessed. However, ODA was allocated to recipient
countries with the use of too many small disbursements, which could have nega-
tive impact on effectiveness of Czech ODA, and thus it could limit its positive
impact on development in recipient countries. According to presented results,
Czechia should maintain lowered number of territorial and thematic priorities.
However, the Czech Development Agency should launch a new system of grants
and tenders to realize fewer numbers of bilateral projects of larger size as such pro-
jects could increase the positive impact of Czech ODA in priority partner countries.
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Appendix 1

Shares of Recipient Countries on Total ODA Volumes

Country 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019 OD/}JS;;“‘“"
Afghanistan 139 556| 6.65| 897| 6.03| 5.88| 497 | - - 5822962
Bosnia and Hercegovina | 17.35 | 13.79 | 17.01 | 11.71 | 19.27 | 16.33 | 17.92 | 26.73 | 17.01 22341716
Cambodia 387 3.24| 595| 5.66| 4.67| 507 | 6.52| 333| 8.62 6 668 791
Ethiopia 14.89 | 14.92 | 17.94 | 18.86 | 16.57 | 17.20 | 21.95 | 26.55 | 27.49 | 24 876 243
Georgia 473 7.58| 7.39| 7.29|10.64| 9.79|10.99 | 13.26 | 14.42 12270 076
Kosovo 350 451 | 398 242| 399 431 | 484 146| - 4277891
Moldova 18.67 | 21.04 | 19.24 | 25.35 | 21.16 | 21.36 | 24.70 | 18.87 | 27.83 | 28297410
Mongolia 24.55(19.31|15.58 | 13.33 | 895|10.86| 524 | 0.87| - 14 233 230
Palestine 0.00| 0.00| 0.00| 1.52| 3.67| 396| 1.52| 0.00| - 1 685 269
Serbia 11.06 | 10.04 | 6.25| 489 | 5.05| 524| 1.35| 058| - 6463 241
Zambia - - - - - - - 8.34| 4.64 1635221
Source: CZDA (2011 —2019), own data processing.

Shares of Thematic Sectors on Total ODA Volumes

Thematic priority 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 OD"I‘J‘S"]’)'“'“"
Agriculture, forestry, fishing | 18.14 | 16.20 | 18.87 | 21.74 | 24.49 | 21.76 | 28.75 | 22.02 | 24 998 473
Disaster prevention

and preparedness 0.00( 124| 0.00| 0.00| 1.82| L1.74| 0.64| 0.00 870291
Education 10.15| 9.51| 11.22| 896| 536 7.35| 8.67| 9.76| 10095267
Energy, production

and distribution 1453 | 1443 | 1225 | 8.02| 1498 | 11.64| 809 | 937| 13623347
Environmental protection 395| 286| 146| 4.08| 221 441| 3.05| 0.74| 3331297
Health care 721 557| 9.03| 1658 | 9.14| 696| 699 | 898| 10063731
Humanitarian and food aid 0.69| 0.00[ 0.00| 0.00| 0.00{ 0.00[ 0.00]| 0.00 93458
Industry, mineral mining,

construction 0.00| 0.00 0.00| 0.86| 1.30| 0.04| 0.00| 0.00 342522
Other social infrastructure

and services 7.07| 9.06| 13.43| 8.01| 11.54 | 12.71| 13.50 | 8.04 | 12195187
Population policies,

reproductive health 0.00( 0.00| 0.00| 1.05| 145| 0.00| 0.00| 0.00 385 894
Public administration

and civil society 0.72| 428 | 3.03| 2.80| 451| 9.38| 1290 | 1546| 7636112
Trade and other services 10.11| 4.06| 3.12| 166| 0.00| 0.00| 0.00| 0.00| 2612500
Water supplies and sanitation | 27.43 | 32.80 | 27.59 | 26.26 | 23.20 | 24.02 | 17.40 | 25.62 | 29 408 730
Thematic priority 2019

Agriculture, forestry 22.40

Education 9.02

Energy 10.34

Health 34.96

Social sphere 10.87

State administration

and civil society 12.41

Source: CZDA (2011 — 2019), own data processing.

Values of TI Components

Year 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019
T 0.3667 | 0.2620 | 0.2439 | 0.2779 | 0.2282 | 0.2066 | 0.3522 | 0.4737 | 0.5520
gy 1.1599 | 1.2146 | 1.1886 | 1.2269 | 1.2239 | 1.1941 | 1.3664 | 1.6106 | 0.8739

Source: Annual reports of CZDA (2011 —2019), own data processing.
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Values TI" for Recipient Countries

Country 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Afghanistan 0.0356 | 0.0873 | 0.1018 | 0.0991 |0.0919 | 0.0713 | 0.0967 | O 0
Bosnia and Hercegovina | 0.1941 | 0.16 0.1892 | 0.1379 |0.2498 | 0.1895 | 0.2286 | 0.3519 |0.1732
Cambodia 0.0618 | 0.0478 | 0.0713 | 0.0669 | 0.0717 |0.078 |0.1139 | 0.0624 | 0.1129
Ethiopia 0.1808 | 0.1759 | 0.2166 | 0.2295 | 0.2113 | 0.2196 | 0.3128 | 0.392 |0.2749
Georgia 0.0029 |0.0962 | 0.0677 | 0.0869 |0.0951 |0.083 |0.1009 |0.1629 | 0.0809
Kosovo 0.0637 | 0.0864 | 0.0686 |0.0458 | 0.0765 |0.0829 | 0.1018 |0.0328 |0
Moldova 0.2683 | 0.2611 | 0.1951 | 0.3129 |0.2386 | 0.2623 | 0.2953 | 0.2394 | 0.2156
Mongolia 0.2155 | 0.1719 | 0.1907 | 0.1665 | 0.1135 | 0.1305 | 0.0817 | 0.0187 |0
Palestine 0 0 0 0.0249 |0.0543 | 0.0756 | 0.0359 |0 0
Serbia 0.1372 | 0.128 | 0.0876 | 0.0566 |0.0753 | 0.0769 | 0.0347 | 0.0149 |0
Zambia 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.1366 | 0.0164
Source: CZDA (2011 - 2019), own data processing.

Appendix 2

Volumes of ODA Allocated to Recipient Countries (in USD)

Country 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Afghanistan 186916 841 121| 887 850(1 200 1551 025591| 933923 747 406 - -
Bosnia and

Hercegovina |2 335 017|2 086 260[2 271 743|1 566 737|3 278 883[2 594 123|2 693 010|3 319 658|2 196 284
Cambodia 520928 490 654| 794 393| 757 464 793925 804 696 979991 413 154|1 113 585
Ethiopia 2004 100|2 257 716|2 395 201{2 523 3022 818 413|2 731 628|3 298 133|3 297 645|3 550 103
Georgia 635948[1 146 729| 986 647| 9755221 811 0651 554 054|1 651 074] 1 646 903|1 862 134
Kosovo 470447) 681752 531941 323915 678386 683693 726542| 181215 0
Moldova 2512 189|3 183 115(2 569 714{3 391 805|3 600 259|3 391 630[3 711 163|2 343 461|3 594 073
Mongolia 3303 882(2 921 103|2 080 567|1 783 113|1 523 562| 1 725 258| 787 712| 108 031 -
Palestine 0] 0 0] 203 543] 624506 629504/ 227716 - -
Serbia 1488 782|1519037| 834760] 654142 859 144 832426 202791 72158 -
Zambia - - - - - - - 1036 161] 599 061
Source: CZDA (2011 —2019), own data processing.

Values of HI

Country 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | 2019
Afghanistan 1.0000 | 0.2037 | 0.2094 | 0.1566 | 0.3691 | 0.3650 | 0.4296 - -
Bosnia and Hercegovina | 0.2175 | 0.2187 | 0.1442 | 0.1690 | 0.1728 | 0.1291 | 0.0910 | 0.1866 | 0.2149
Cambodia 0.3618 | 0.3379 | 0.1972 | 0.2288 | 0.2389 | 0.2388 | 0.2282 | 0.4149 | 0.2699
Ethiopia 0.0900 | 0.1211 |0.0915 | 0.0913 | 0.0935 | 0.0794 | 0.0994 | 0.0894 |0.1140
Moldova 0.1114 | 0.0931 | 0.0775 | 0.1224 | 0.0602 | 0.0645 | 0.0935 | 0.1183 | 0.1404
Mongolia 0.1309 | 0.0994 | 0.1302 | 0.2294 | 0.2247 | 0.2575 | 0.4112 | 0.7521 -
Georgia 0.1922 | 0.1168 |0.1042 | 0.1180 |0.0740 | 0.1008 | 0.1084 | 0.1598 | 0.1571
Kosovo 0.3242 | 0.2534 | 0.2300 |0.2394 | 0.4573 | 0.2453 | 0.2055 | 0.8241 -
Palestine 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 |0.2109 | 0.3023 | 0.4915 | 0.7059 - -
Serbia 0.2522 | 0.1670 | 0.3564 | 0.1876 | 0.3256 | 0.3417 | 1.0000 | 1.0000 -
Zambia - - - - - - - 0.2299 | 0.4085

Source: CZDA (2011 - 2019), own data processing.




