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Abstract

This thesis discusses Slovak Republic’s relationship with developing countries. Slovakia
as a new member of donor community lacks studies evaluating the development assis-
tance and the overall approach of Slovak Republic to developing world. Therefore the
aim of this thesis was to provide the assessment of Slovak efforts to help developing na-
tions by using the Commitment to Development Index. According to results obtained
from the Index computations, the Slovak Republic ranks 21st from the overall number of
23 countries. The score of 3.9 is the worst one in comparison with all European Union’s
member states included in the Index. In two components, security and technology,
Slovakia ranks the last, while in two others, trade and environment, scores above the
average.
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Abstrakt

Táto práca pojednáva o vzťahu Slovenskej republiky k rozvojovým krajinám. Sloven-
sko, ako nový člen komunity donorov, nedisponuje dostatkom štúdií hodnotiacich rozvo-
jovú pomoc a celkový prístup Slovenskej republiky k rozvojovému svetu. Cieľom tejto
práce je preto poskytnúť zhodnotenie úsilia Slovenska v oblasti poskytovania rozvojovej
pomoci, prostredníctvom výpočtu indexu “the Commitment to Development Index”.
Vzhľadom k dosiahnutým výsledkom sa Slovenská republika umiestnila na 21. mieste
z celkového počtu 23 hodnotených krajín. Počet bodov 3.9 je najhorším výsledkom
v porovnaní s ostatnými členskými krajinami Európskej únie zahrnutými do indexu.
V jeho dvoch komponentoch, Security (Bezpečnosť) a Technology (Technológie), sa
Slovensko umiestnilo na poslednom mieste, kým v častich Trade (Obchod) a Environ-
ment (Životné prostredie) dosiahlo skóre nad priemerom všetkých hodnotených krajín.

Keywords rozvojová pomoc, hodnotenie politík donorskej
krajiny, the Commitment to Development Index
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1 Introduction

Famine, poverty, wars, race or religious riots, diseases, high infant mortality, children
soldiers, no home, no access to education... For people from developing countries these
words mean everyday reality they have to face.

Almost 1.4 billion of people living at the poverty line of $1.25 a day or even below,
around 15 million of refugees all over the world of whom 80% are women and children,
one death of child every twenty seconds caused by poor sanitation, or no access to clean
water for one out of six people, these are only some of serious problems that affect most
of poor developing countries, as they lack financial resources, skills and experience, as
well as sufficiently developed infrastructures.1

As it could be observed from the aid history and evolution review, from pre-Marshall
period until current days, the perceiving of aid policy as the main and for many people
the only efficient tool aimed at helping poor developing nations has hardly changed.
However, the attention should be also paid to other factors and policies that could de-
termine and influence the development in poor parts of the world, support or constrain
their economic growth, as well as reduce or contribute to hunger and poverty.

The need of increasing volume of aid provided, its coordination, as well as commitments
of rich world to reduce hunger, poverty and inequality, secure peace and stability, or
to promote sustainable growth and development in poor countries, these are the main
points of discussion at many international conferences and meetings held by developed
nations.

According to Birdsall et al. (2005), wealthy countries should also take into consideration
other measures that could be far more useful or beneficial such as financing development-
friendly technologies, allowing poor nations to take more responsibility for their own
economic policy, or opening the labour markets as well. Regarding aid policy, and
mainly its financial form, to be the only tool contributing to growth and development
is considered to be a very narrow point of view.

However, the effects of other policies than the aid one are in many cases rather dis-
putable. Offering studying opportunities for students or academics could appear to be
positive when considering gained skills and knowledge, but it can be negative when
the people stay in the host country and do not return home. This problem of losing

1Data on poverty level comes from the UN Millennium Development Goals Report (2010), number
of refugees from the UN Refugee Agency website, and data on clean water and sanitation from the
UN Water website.
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skilled workers is called “brain drain”. Trade is considered to be the main driver of
economic growth but strict trade policies of rich nations such as high tariffs imposed
on important imports from poor countries (mainly on agricultural products that are
a typical source of developing countries’ income as the high-skilled workers are not so
essential in this type of sector), could serve as significant impediments of their growth
and development. Creating trading opportunities and opening the markets of rich de-
veloped world by removing its trade barriers are often the subject of deliberations of
different negotiations rounds. These factors are only a few of many other that could
affect the process of development, or efforts to build prosperity.

The evaluation methods of wealth nations’ approaches to developing countries are usu-
ally aimed only at aid policy, so they lack the complex character, but there is a large
scale of many other factors that could influence significantly welfare and development
in poor parts of the world positively or even negatively. Composite indices are one of
the instruments that combine the wide range of information and factors from different
areas and aggregate them usually into one number. Although they are often a subject
of criticism because of their controversial character, and considered to be “ideological
statements” rather than optimal unbiased indicators, their complexity and ability to
measure multidimensional phenomena such as development are the reasons why they
are gaining even more popularity (Booysen, 2002). One of such indices is the Commit-
ment to Development Index (CDI), the initiative of the Center for Global Development,
that ranks the governments of selected rich countries in their effort to help developing
ones via seven different areas: aid, trade, investment, migration, environment, security,
and the last one, technology.

As there are hardly any studies evaluating the overall performance of Slovak Republic
in the sphere of development assistance and its approach to developing world in gen-
eral, the author of this work has therefore decided to aim at assessing Slovak actions
and policies in their effort to contribute to human welfare and development in poor
developing countries using the already mentioned Commitment to Development Index.

The work is devided into three main chapters. The first part, which elaborates the issue
related to aid definition as well as its evolution, is followed by the short description
of the approach of Slovak Republic to development assistance and its development
strategy. The last chapter is dedicated to the Commitment to Development Index, its
methodology, computation techniques and modifications needed for the Slovak version
of index. At the end, the results for Slovak Republic are assessed.
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2 Defining Aid

Helping and providing assisstance have quite a long history, but how much has the
meaning of a term aid changed since then? Many ancient cultures connected aid with
scepticism and suspicion, the famous tale about “Trojan Horse” - the “gift” that helped
Greek soldiers to trick and defeat the city of Troy, can serve as an example. They
pretended leaving, but in fact they hid inside the wooden statue of horse and in the
night when nobody expected it the Greek army destroyed the city (Riddell, 2007).

Actually it is not an easy task to define exactly what is meant by “foreign aid” and
“development aid” and there are still a lot of questions and debates about it. Foreign aid
can be considered as a kind of gift-giving too, but a problem arises how to differentiate
between different types of gifts, the same complication applies to the term aid. One
African tribe in Zimbabwe, the Shona, distingushes “a free gift (handwa), a generous gift
(gomborero) and a gift given to predispose the receiver in the giver´s favour (tsinzo)”
(Riddell, 2007).

In the following part the author of this work will therefore pay attention to the issue of
the definition of aid and try to distinguish these terms. She will continue with a short
description of aid evolution, from pre-Marshall period to the present days, and point
out some mistakes connected with the beginning of the the modern era.

2.1 Aid definition

Nowadays, development aid is one of the key elements of international relations and
foreign policy of developed nations and generates a significant part of the developing
countries’ revenues, but there are still a lot of disputes and questions regarding its
definition.

What constitutes aid? Who can be the one who decides about what can and cannot
be considered as a development aid or what criteria have to be met? “Who is to judge
whether a particular form or type of aid is intended to contribute to development?”
(Riddell, 2007)

With defining development aid arises some confusion. Firstly, in most aid definitions
foreign and development aid are used as synonyms, but in fact the development aid is
only a part of foreign aid - overall aid that covers all types of aid from all resources
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(Riddell, 2007). Regarding its aim, foreign aid can be divided into humanitarian and
already mentioned development aid.

Humanitarian aid is usualy short-term and is provided in response to extraordinary
occurences such as natural disasters, wars, or different humanitarian crises, which can-
not be foreseen. It is not conditioned by meeting certain criteria except for the will
of the beneficiary country to accept it. The most important factors are fast adoption
of decision and right time of realization. Not only nations but also non-governmental
and multinational organizations are interested in providing humanitarian aid (Rusnák
et al., 2002).

Development aid, on the other hand, has long-term and systematic character and takes
into consideration political, economic and social intentions of both the donor and the
recipient country. They often make agreements about conditions, principles and criteria
connected with providing the assistance (Rusnák et al., 2002).

Many times there is even a direct connection between both types of aid when the
humanitarian aid is followed by the already mentioned second type. As a reaction to so
many wars and conflicts that developing and developed countries alike have experienced
by now, the special separate aid category arose, called “post-war reconstruction”, that
tries to overcome the period between humanitarian and development aid (Rusnák et
al., 2002).

Since bothe development aid (DA) and official development assistance (ODA), are used
interchangeably, even more confusion is caused. While development aid, according to
Riddell’s (2007) definition based on the purpose of giving it, is “that part of foreign aid
whose purpose is to contribute to human welfare and development in poor countries”,
ODA covers “that part of overall aid provided by donor goverments to poor countries”.
ODA definition is a result of long-term efforts of the Development Assistance Committee
of the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development 2 which sought to
develop an appropriate definition of this part of aid. They have never tried to define
aid in general. (Riddel, 2007) This DAC definition has been continuously adjusted since
the first “1969 edition” until contemporary version which is valid since 1972.

2DAC OECD was founded in 1960 in order to “... promote development co-operation and other
policies so as to contribute to sustainable development, including pro-poor economic growth, poverty
reduction, improvement of living standards in developing countries, and to a future in which no country
will depend on aid” (OECD, 2010a)
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The DAC ODA definition:

“Those flows to countries and territories on the DAC List of ODA Recipients 3and to
multilateral development institutions which are:

1. provided by official agencies, including state and local governments, or by their
executive agencies; and

2. each transaction of which:

(a) is administered with the promotion of the economic development and welfare
of developing countries as its main objective; and

(b) is concessional in character and conveys a grant element of at least 25 per
cent (calculated at a rate of discount of 10 per cent).”

How could aid transfers be treated if they were provided not only to contribute to
development and welfare, but also to achieve some political, strategic, or commercial
interests? The DAC tried to solve this problem by considering transfer as development
aid only if its main objective is to promote development and welfare. But there arises
another question about who should decide what a primary aim of the assistance provided
is and who should adopt such a decision.

Current aid definitions are mostly donor-driven, donors decide not only about the
amount and form of given aid, they are also the ones who create its definition. Riddell
(2007) discusses an interesting situation: “if the definition of what constituted aid was
based on its reaching the recipient, or - more substantially - on whether the recipient
had the freedom to choose how it might be used, then data on levels of development
aid would look radically different”. He supports his assertion with OECD/DAC data,

3“The DAC List of ODA Recipients shows all countries and territories eligible to receive official
development assistance (ODA). These consist of all low and middle income countries, except G8
members, EU members, and countries with a firm date for entry into the EU “ (History of DAC Lists
of aid recipient countries, 2011).
It is revised every three years. The List was primarily devided into two sections:
Part I which includes aid to “traditional” developing countries and called ODA; and
Part II - aid aimed at other, more developed and eastern European countries, usually countries in a

process of transformation, this type of aid was called OA (Official Aid)
In 2005 Part II of the List was cancelled.
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when in 2002/03 only less than third of total ODA, which reached 60 bn USD, got to
government budgets of recipient countries.

One of the most usual way, how aid could also be devided, is according to the form of
its realization when we distinguish between its bilateral and multilateral form. While
bilateral aid is type of direct aid provided by donor governments and their official
aid agencies to recipient country, multilateral aid is an aid mediated by international
organizations that are active in the field of providing development aid to recipients
(Rusnák et al., 2002).

Regarding the subject of provided development aid we differentiate three aid categories:
material aid, which consists of goods or technology deliveries, the technical one that
provides skill trainings and help in the area of education or various studies or expert’s
reports, and the last one, financial aid, that covers different funds, concessional loans,
or debt relief for deeply indebted developing countries (Rusnák et al., 2002).

2.2 Aid Evolution...

Many people consider the end of the 1940s, the period of Marshall Plan and Europe
reconstruction, as the beginning of the modern era of aid-giving. But in fact, the origins
of aid-providing went back long before these years. The first efforts can be observed in
the colonial times when the governments of colonial powers adopted laws in favour of
their colonies, such as British Colonial Act from 1929 which was “An Act to authorise
the making of advances for aiding and developing agriculture and industry in certain
colonies and territories ... “ (Colonial Development Act, 1929).

However, it was voluntary agencies not rich governments of developed nations that
rendered the main amount of assistance to poor countries in need. These agencies were
usually represented by churches or church-based associations and their activities were
financed mostly by private donations. They provided health, food, water and education
services, built hospitals and schools (Riddell, 2007).

The history of modern development aid was shaped as well during the World War
II, when the system of multinational financial institutions, Brettonwood institutions,
such as the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD-WB) or
the International Monetary Fund (IMF), was establish. They were supposed to create
institutional framework for development and financial stability for countries with free
markets. On the other hand, another key organization that plays a really important
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role in the “world of providing development aid” even today, the United Nations and its
institutions, was established as a reaction of constituent members on post-war situation
and as their effort to cooperate in order to prevent the occurence of another conflict
(Rusnák et al., 2002).

To help war-torn European countries to overcome this period of insecurity and devasta-
tion was the main aim of the European Recovery Programme (ERP) known as Marshall
Plan launched in 1948. It was US aid programme offered to European countries and
was based on the principle of cooperation and common development strategy of both
donor and recipient. The amount spent on ERP was about 13 bn USD, what is “equiv-
alent to over 85 bn USD at current prices, an amount of ODA only surpassed for the
first time very recently, in the year 2005” (Riddell, 2007). This aid was perceived as an
effort of the USA to prevent the spread of communism. That was a period of political
conflict and economic competition between two ideological powers, between capitalism
and communism, between the Western (represented mostly by USA) and Eastern World
(Soviet Union) - the period of Cold War. After the programme finished, the interest
of donor countries began to concentrated on Africa, Asia and Latin America - to de-
veloping countries. The biggest boom of development aid was at that time, the time
of bipolar division of world when both Powers used the development aid as a political
mean to support ideological regimes in countries of the Third World (Rusnák et al.,
2002).

The period after the World War II was characterized by overall economic growth. In
the developed countries it was caused partly because of the expansion of US economy.
Rapid economic modernisation and building of industries on the one side, but growing
debt on the other side, were typical for poor developing countries of those years (Rusnák
et al., 2002).

From the end of the 1950s till the end of the 1960s the official aid levels and even growth
rates of economies of developing countries were rising. But by the 1970s not only did
the ODA expansion slow down and drop from something more than 5.5 percent of
GNI at the beginning of 1960s to 0.33 percent, but what’s more, large donors reduced
their contributions too. Many attempts were done to wake the interest in aid and
development again. One of the first was led by Robert McNamara, the President of
the World Bank, who set up the first commission on international development with
the former Canadian Prime Minister Lester Pearson in the lead. The report of Pearson
Commission challenged the developed countries to reach the target of 0.7 percent of
GNI by year 1975 (Pearson, 1969). This commitment has been repeated since then in
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many international agreements over the years. The amount of aid at the level of 0.33
percent of GNI has become relatively stable since 1970 (Riddell, 2007).

In the 1990s many countries of the former Council for Mutual Economic Assistance
went through the process of transformation which changed their position from donors
to recipients. This fact is used as one of the possible explanations of the fall in aid-giving
in these years. Riddell (2007) stated the end of Cold War or large fiscal deficits of main
donors as other reasons for the decrease in ODA. In addition, the end of the ideological
and political division of the world, the end of Cold War, for some symbolized by the
fall of Berlin Wall in 1989, was connected with pessimism that the aid had no place in
this “post-war” situation. A lot of debates and international conferences took place and
discussed the role of aid in the field of development and poverty reduction and devoted
to a particular development issue, such as education or children. This decade of aid
pessimism and substantial fall in aid-giving is known as the syndrom of “aid fatigue”.

In September 2000, at the beginning of the new century, the UN convened the Mil-
lenium Development Summit where the key document for aid future, the Millennium
Declaration, was adopted. The Declaration contains the commitment of all nations,
not only lenders, but also aid recipients, to help achieve certain goals, such as to reduce
the extreme poverty, to halve the amount of people with income lower than one dollar
a day, and others, with a deadline of 2015, which are known as Millennium Develop-
ment Goals (MDGs). MDGs, summarized in Table1, are “the world’s time-bound and
quantified targets for addressing extreme poverty ... and exclusion-while promoting
gender equality, education, and environmental sustainability. They are also basic hu-
man rights-the rights of each person on the planet to health, education, shelter, and
security” (UN Millennium Project, 2006)

Table 1: The Millennium Development Goals

Goal 1: Eradicate extreme hunger and poverty
Goal 2: Achieve universal primary education
Goal 3: Promote gender equality and empower women
Goal 4: Reduce child mortality
Goal 5: Improve maternal health
Goal 6: Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases
Goal 7: Ensure environmental stability
Goal 8: Develop a global partnership for development

Source: UN Millennium Project (2006)
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In 2002, the UN International Conference on Financing for Development in Monterrey,
Mexico, adopted the Consensus on aid financing where the developed industrialized
countries reaffirmed the target of 0.7 percent of GNI as ODA. This level of ODA should
contribute to achievement of MDGs. As of the year 2005, 16 DAC countries4 have met
or agreed to meet this level by 2015. European Union made commitments to increase
amount of development aid from 0.56 percent, the newer member countries only 0.17
percent, by 2010 to 0.7 percent by the end of 2015 set by the UN. (RCICD.org , 2011)

After the Global Financial crises in 2007 a question about the ability of donor countries
to maintain the commitments and continue in increasing the amount of development
aid arose. According to OECD DAC and European Commission data (Figure 1), net
ODA volumes have been rising since the year 2004. In 2007 there was a decrease in the
level of net ODA as the result of the end of high debt relief and small increase in other
official development assisstance. (European Commission, 2011)

4DAC countries: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany,
Greece, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Korea, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal,
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, United States, and European Union Institutions.

9



3 The Slovak Republic’s approach to development as-
sistance

Development assistance is an important and inseparable part of Slovak foreign policy,
although the history of Slovak Republic as an individual state “in the world of devel-
opment assistance” is not very long. Slovakia has experienced being both aid recipient
as well as aid donor and during the period of transformation even being both simulta-
neously. The character of aid has changed too, from ideologically motivated provided
before 1989 within Czechoslovakia but only to countries with the same political regime,
to aid aiming at reducing poverty, hunger, supporting principles of democracy, and
strengthening of stability and good governance in poor developing countries.

After the Velvet revolution in 1989 followed by the end of communism and splitting
of Czechoslovakia into two independent states, Slovak net donor position changed into
the primarily recipient-oriented one and Slovakia was given aid targeted to countries
in the process of transformation. In the period before 2003, the Slovak Republic (SR)
contributed only to multilateral organizations and did not provide bilateral aid. This ap-
proach is also supported by international experience that countries in transition should
pay more attention to providing assistance through multilateral organizations, because
their system of development assistance as well as monitoring and control mechanism are
not sufficiently developed to prevent them from unproductive use of financial resources.
Another important issue is to differentiate between humanitarian and development aid
(Rusnák et al., 2002). The period between 1999 and 2002 was marked by efforts of
Slovakia to achieve its lost donor position.

Slovakia has become a part of international community of countries supporting the
developing ones after its accession to the Organization for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD), the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), the European
Union (EU) or to other Euro-Atlantic structures. In 2000 SR made also a commitment
to achieve the Millennium Development Goals of the United Nations (MDGs).

Since 2003, the Slovak government has begun providing aid also in its bilateral form,
which is considered to be a tool of foreign policy of each state. The priorities of Slo-
vak bilateral development assistance were assessed in a document “the Medium-Term
Concept for Official Development Assistance (ODA) for 2003-2008”5 elaborated by the
Ministry of Foreign Affair of Slovak Republic (MFA SR), which defined strategic goals,
priorities, partners, and principles of Slovak development assistance and served as a

5Strednodobá stratégia oficiálnej rozvojovej pomoci Slovenskej republiky na roky 2003 - 2008
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Table 2: ODA SR since 2006

Year In absolute values % ODA/GNI
in thousands SKK in € million

2006 1 638 118 - 0.103
2007 1 652 386 54.8 0.093
2008 1 970 000 65.4 0.102
2009 54.0 0.086
2010 55.6 0.085

starting point for other documents such as the Yearly National Programs of official
development aid, bilateral agreements with developing countries, or even for budgets.

According to this strategy the following sectoral priorities based on the comparative
advantages of Slovak Republic were defined:(MFA SR: Slovak Aid, 2011)

1. building democratic institutions and market environment

2. infrastructure (including social infrastructure)

3. rural landscaping, environmental protection, agriculture, food security and utili-
sation of mineral resources

Becoming a member state of the European Union in 2004, new responsibilities, such as
mandatory contribution to EU budget used for financing the activities connected with
development assistance, have arisen. Slovakia has also engaged to increase the amount
of development aid to 0.17 % of Gross National Income (GNI) by 2010 and to achieve
the target of 0.33 % of GNI by the end of 2015. According to MFA SR report, Slovak
Republic did not success in realization of 0.17 % target. However, in years 2006 and
2008 the level of ODA per GNI exceeded the level of 0.1 %.

An important turning point in the system of Slovak development assistance was year
2007, when the process of creation of its institutional and legal framework was completed
(MFA SR: Slovak Aid, 2011). At the beginning of 2007 the MFA SR established the
Slovak Agency for International Development Cooperation (SAMRS) that has respon-
sibilities for monitoring development projects and administering grant opportunities
(Donor profile of Slovakia, 2011). In February 2008 the Act No. 617/2007 Coll., which
defines official development assistance (ODA) as “activities and measures designed to
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promote sustainable development in developing countries financed from public funds
of the Slovak Republic, used in accordance with the DAC-OECD rules on official de-
velopment assistance for the provision of bilateral, trilateral, and multilateral official
development assistance and humanitarian aid”, came into force (MFA SR: Slovak Aid,
2011). After graduation from the World Bank operations Slovakia has finally become
a net donor.

In 2009 the Slovak government approved “the Medium-Term Strategy for Official De-
velopment Assistance for 2009-2013”6 which concentrates mainly on priorities such as
strengthening of stability, contributing to reducing hunger and poverty, as well as pro-
viding sustainable development in developing countries, through providing more effec-
tive and better-targeted development and humanitarian aid. Slovakia has also engaged
to strengthen coherence of development policy with security, human rights, migration,
and the other ones. Following the comparative advantages gained from transition pe-
riod, improving monitoring and evaluation techniques, or paying more attention to
environmental and gender equality issues, are other goals defined more properly in
National programs of ODA for years 2010 and 2011.

At the end of 2010, the OECD Development Assistance Committee (DAC) conducted
the Special Peer Review Process as requested by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
SR in order to evaluate the system of Slovak Development Assistance and make some
recommendations how it could be improved. The review was based on the Medium-
Term Strategy for years 2009-2013 (MVRO, 2011b).

The DAC recommends SR to pay more attention to using its comparative advantage
that arises from Slovak experience from transformation and good knowledge of the
Eastern Europe when providing assistance. To avoid project proliferation, not only
the number of projects, but also of sector priorities, should be reduced and specified
more accurately. Poor evaluation and monitoring mechanisms, on one hand, as well
as insufficiently defined purpose and priorities of Slovak development co-operation, on
the other one, could serve as constraints to aid effectivity and productivity, hence,
according to DAC review, improvements in this area are also needed . As one half
of Slovak bilateral ODA is provided by Non-governmental Organizations (NGOs), the
OECD/DAC considers the partnership of Slovak government with NGOs to be beneficial
for both sides and aid system as well (MVRO, 2011b).

As there are hardly any studies evaluating the overall performance of Slovak Repub-
lic in the sphere of development assistance and its approach to developing world in

6Strednodobá stratégia oficiálnej rozvojovej pomoci Slovenskej republiky na roky 2009 - 2013
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general, the author of this work has therefore decided to aim at assessing of Slovak
actions and policies in their effort to contribute to human welfare and development in
poor developing countries and at the extent at which Slovakia is using its comparative
advantage.

The assessment will be based on the computation of the Commitment to Develop-
ment Index (CDI) that rates the governments of rich countries, on how much they are
helping the poor ones, in the seven policy areas: aid, trade, investment, migration,
environment, security, and technology. The Index is initiative of the Center for Global
Development (CGD) and was originally constructed for DAC member states, less Lux-
emburg. The methodology, computation techniques and its modifications needed for
the Slovak version of the Index will be described in the next chapter.

As the Slovak Republic is a small country with short donor history and limited finan-
cial resources which can be used for purposes of development aid, the methods based
primarily on the quantitative measures and concentrated only on the aid policy would
not be very suitable for Slovak conditions . The CDI is a complex tool for evaluation
of country’s approach to developing nations and its scores are adjusted to size, so also
a small country could place better than a rich one. The Index takes into consideration
not only the quantity, but also quality of aid provided.

According to Medium-Term Strategy, one of the main priorities of SR is environmental
protection; hence higher score in the environment component could be expected. In-
terconnection of the trade policy with other EU member states could also positively
affect Slovak position and achieving a score similar to other member countries’ could
be more than probable. Although Slovakia makes an effort to follow its comparative
advantage what can be observed in the amount of aid provided to Western Balkans7

(the largest part of ODA SR), low aid volumes and insufficiently developed mechanism
and purposes of Slovak assistance create significant constraints to aid effectivity, so the
score on aid policy will be rather low. The other Index areas are mentioned more or
less marginally, so it could be expected that their scores would reflect this fact.

7 Data on amount of ODA provided by Slovak Republic to Western Balkans (Maizels, 2009).
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4 The Commitment to Development Index

Rising trend in creating indices which aggregate large amount of data and variables into
a single or few numbers indicates its growing popularity not only among researchers and
academics, but also among policy advocate (Roodman 2006). Bandura (2005) states
that the major part of composite indices- around 80% came to existence in the period
from 1991 to 2005 and in 2008 their number increased to almost 180 (Bandura, 2008).

Composite indices have multidimensional character, they combine “a number of indica-
tors into one composite” (Booysen, 2002). They are elaborated by public and private
institutions as well as individual scholars. Regarding individual methodology these in-
dices rank and assess countries and their performance according to various economic,
social, political or environmental measures (Bandura, 2008). They are considered to be
a useful tool for measuring socio-economic phenomena, such as poverty, development
or inequality, as there are many factors, not only one, which influence these featureses
significantly (parafraza).

One of the most popular composite indices is the Human Development Index of United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP) or Transparency International’s Corruption
Perception Index (Roodman, 2006).

In the first part of this chaper the methodology as well as main idea of the Commitment
to Development Index will be introduced. It will be followed by Index computations
for Slovak Republic, in order to evaluate Slovak policies and its contribution to human
welfare and development in poor countries. The necessary adjustments and deviations
from original methodology will be described as well. At the end the overall results
achieved by Slovak Republic will be assessed.

4.1 Designing the Commitment to Development Index

“The challenge in designing the CDI, ..., was to do something that is analytically im-
possible in a way that is analytically credible” (Roodman, 2006).

The Commitment to Development Index (the CDI or the Index) is an initiative of
the Center for Global Development (the CGD)8, based in Washington, DC, which

8The Center for Global Development is an independent think tank that works to reduce global
poverty and inequality through research and active engagement with the policy community.
(Roodman, 2006)
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was created in cooperation with Foreign Policy magazine. Its main purpose is to rate
and rank governments of 22 rich nations (the Development Assisstance Committee
members9 less Luxembourg) in seven policy areas in their effort to help and support
poorer developing countries. There are many policies, not only the aid one (that is most
discussed in connection with providing of assistance), which can affect and facilitate
development. The Index therefore assesses countries in these areas: aid (quantity as a
share of income and quality), trade, investment, migration, environment, security and
technology. Each policy is covered in one component.

The CDI has been revised and updated annually since its first edition in 2003 that in-
volved only six components: aid, trade, investment, migration, environment and peace-
keeping. In the following one there were already made some modifications: another
component, technology, was added and the peacekeeping was adjusted and renamed
“security”. Within each component, a certain amount of points is given to every coun-
try as a result of its “policies and actions that support poor nations in their efforts to
build prosperity, good government, and security” (CGD, 2011a). Finally, all compo-
nents are averaged to get the overall score. To allow normative comparisons, scores
are adjusted for size in order to avoid such a situation that Denmark, whose economy
is 25 times smaller than Japan’s, would be expected to give the same amount of aid
(Roodman, 2010a).

The CDI publications are organized in the form of a pyramid, from the most detailed
technical papers and the public spreadsheets that cover most of index computations,
to the simplest and most accessible one, such as Foreign Policy article and a postcard.
All mentioned resources, except for Foreign Policy’s article, which is posted on its web
site, can be found also on the CDI website (Roodman, 2006).

The process of building and running an effective index is not an easy task and what
is more, some “tricky issues” arise, such as making decisions about the relative weight
of various components or trade-off between complexity and realism. As well as many
other composite indices, even the CDI has been a subject of criticism and debates over
the years. And so the index team has been confronted with many designing problems
and challenges (Roodman, 2006):

1. Lack of theoretical model
Since there is no common methodology or theory explaining what impact the al-

9DAC members: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, france, Germany,
Greece, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, South Ko-
rea, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, United States
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ready mentioned policies (included in the CDI) have on the different countries or
which one is the most important, their evaluation depends mostly on the perceiv-
ing of world by every individual. The simple averaging of scores of seven index
components is considered not to be theoretically underlied.

2. Scaling and weighting
The main principle on how to scale and weight the individual indicators of the
CDI is based on transparency and effort to avoid being biased. To get the overall
score, the individual components are weighted equaly, which is often criticised,
and the weights of indicators within each component are given by index designers.
This point will be discussed in detail/more properly in the technical part of the
index.

3. The “black box problem”
Another problem that the index creators have to face up is trade-off between
precision and transparency. According to the CDI group, there are two possible
ways how to eliminate or limit this problem: “to keep the top-level structure of
the index simple” or “to make available to the reader plain-language summaries
of what the components reward and penalize, as well as country reports that
summarize the sources of each nation´s performance” (Roodman, 2006).

4. Comparability over time
From the first edition of the CDI there have been done some revisions (method-
ological changes made as a reaction on the index criticism) and subsequent back-
calculations in order to enable the inter-temporal comparisons.

5. Data availability
Because of limited budget, the CDI data come primarily from standard sources
such as the World Bank (WB) or the Organization for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD) and as the additional information from other sources
are expensive; there arise a need to find other financial resources, usually in
form of financial contributions of some international organizations or governments.
The components on aid and trade are more “sophisticated” as the others (i.e.
migration) as a result of availability of better (more qualitative) data .

6. Sensitivity analysis
The CDI designers made only sensitivity analysis of the overall results because
on the one hand, it would be expensive, and on the other, they consider the
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sensitivity analysis to be substantial and useful only for indices in research, not
in communication (what is the case of the CDI), context.

4.2 Technical Background

“To be approximately right is better than to be precisely wrong.”
(Robert Picciotto, 2003)

The following technical description of the CDI is based on Roodman (2006) and Rood-
man (2010). Because some index areas have to face up problem with lack of theory and
evidence, the Index designers have decided to use the linear approach when combining
the individual indicators. These linear combinations consist of two steps: standardiz-
ing and weighting of each variable. While the seven components are weighted equally,
which has often been a subject of criticism; the weights of indicators within compo-
nents are based on the choice of index team. The standardized system should satisfy
the following conditions:

1. Standardized score should fall within 0-10 scale.

2. Zero should map to zero when considering components that measure “goods” (aid,
investment, migration, security, technology), and to 10 for “bad” ones (environ-
ment, trade).

3. The standardized scores should have the same average for each component, at
least in some base year.

4. The standard deviation of standardized scores should be the same for each com-
ponent.

As a result of required constraint- the linear standardization, there are only two degrees
of freedom per component (slope and intercept), so 14 for all of them. And as only the
first condition imposes 294 inequalities these four properties could be satisfy only by
chance.
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Scaling

Because of low probability of the fact that all mentioned conditions would be met
at once, the index designers have to decide which ones matter the most. Currently,
condition 2 and condition 3, which replaced condition 1 from the first edition, have
been chosen. Majority of indicators are standardized in such a way that firstly, they
are divided by all countries’s average and after that multiplied by 5. Normalized score
for “bad” indicator is then, in addition, subtracted from 10. This method ensures that
the standardized average would be 5, and that enables inter-temporal comparisons of
the scores. It is exactly true only for the benchmark year10, following years’ average
scores differ a bit. The 0-10 scale’s condition is realeased in the new system which has
been valid since 2004.

Weighting

The equal weighting of the index components in order to get the overall score has been
often the subject of a criticism. But before judging it is worth to realise that this very
concept is not well defined and there is no common methodology regarding this issue.
Roodman (2010) stated: “we have opted for what seems least arbitrary in the face of
uncertainty”.

Shyamal Chowdury and Lyn Squire (2003) made a survey concerning equal weighting
when the 105 members of the Global Development Network were asked to assign their
preferred weights to main CDI’s issues. Even though weights of some components
differed from the equal ones, the statistical differences were small and the correlation
between weights used in original Index and those obtained in the survey was 0,992.

4.3 An Index of Donor Performance (Aid Component)

Development aid has long been considered to play the key role in the field of providing
assisstance to poor countries in need. Aid quantity measure used to be, and in many
cases still remains, the main criterion when comparing rich nations in their effort to help
developing countries. However, not only quantity but quality as well matters. Effectiv-
ity of one dollar or unit of any currency of aid could differ, depending on government’s
regime or way how it is spent, the level of poverty, as well as on the other factors.

10The benchmark year for current system is year 2008.
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The Index of Donor Performance, or aid component, was designed by the chief architect
of the CDI, David Roodman, and has been revised annually since 2003. It combines
both quantitative and qualitative measures and rewards such tax policies that support
private charitable giving. The current methodology was inspired by Easterly (2002)
who ranks each donor, bilateral and also multilateral, based on each qualitative or
quantitative indicator, and then makes an unweighted average of these rankings to get
the final results. The DAC databases are the primary source of information for this
index. The methodology on aid component, described more properly in the following
parts, is based mostly on Roodman (2010a,b).

At the first step, the aid quantity is measured and adjusted to quality according to its
tying, selectivity, and project proliferation status. Secondly, governments’ incentives to
private charitable giving are rewarded.

4.3.1 Quantity of aid transfers

Starting point for Aid Transfers computation is gross disbursements of Official Devel-
opment Assisstance (ODA)11 and Official Aid (OA) for each donor and recipient. Since
the CDI designers want transactions to reflect current transfers, they decided to modify
the standard DAC formula for gross ODA:

Gross ODA = grants − ODA loans extended

by excluding debt forgiveness grants and capitalized interest, because they do not in-
volve actual flow of money. The final scheme is called “gross aid transfers” or “gross
aid” and looks as follows:

Gross aid = (grants − debt forgiveness grants) +

+(ODA loans extended − rescheduled debt)

Finaly, Gross aid could be used to compute the Net aid transfers:

Net aid transfers = gross aid − ODA loans received −

−(interest received − interest forgiven)

11ODA definition in Chapter 1

19



4.3.2 Quality Adjustments

Statistics providing data on tied aid come from the DAC’s Creditor Reporting System
database, but since they are available only for commitments, data for disbursements are
assumed to be the same. Gross aid is divided into emergency and non-emergency aid
and is discounted separately for each of these two categories (for purposes of selectivity
discount described in following part since it does not include emergency).

Selectivity

Burnside and Dollar (2000) investigated interactions between aid, economic policies
and growth and found out that aid effectivness is determined by the country policies’
conditions. Growth in developing countries is positively influenced by aid if they have
good fiscal, monetary and trade policies, and in case of poor ones, the final impact of
the aid is small.

For purposes of selectivity adjustments of aid quantity, each recipient gets the “selec-
tivity weight” which corresponds to country’s appropriateness and need for aid. The
selectivity weight consists of two factors: the first one is the Kaufmann-Kraay composite
governance score which is the simple average of indicators that measure six dimensions
of governance: democracy, political instability, rule of law, bureaucratic regulation,
government effectiveness, and corruption; and the second one the country´s log GDP
per capita which reflects its poverty.

A donor selectivity weight is then calculated as the average of selectivity weights of its
recipient, where the average is multiplied by the amount of net aid given by the donor
to each recipient state.

The selectivity discounting does not include emergency aid, as it is considered to be
always effective even in the country with poor government, and also aid provided in
order to improve governance.

Project Proliferation

Project proliferation is thought to be overloading recipients with many small projects
and their governments with adiministrative and reporting responsibilities. Together
with donor fragmentation and lack of coordination they are considered to be the factors
which constrain aid effectiveness.
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The main idea of this last adjustment for project proliferation is “to weight each dollar
of aid based on the size of the “aid activity”12 of which it is part” (Roodman, 2010b).
These weights depend on the sizes of other projects in the country, as well as on the
country’s governance.

4.3.3 Quality-Adjusted Aid Quantity

Up to now, all computations have been made for each donor-recipient pair. To get
the final figure for each donor, bilateral or multilateral, the tying-, selectivity- (tying-
discounted aid multiplied by selectivity weight) and size-weighted (selectivity-weighted
aid multiplied by the factor concerning problem with project proliferation) aid are
summed across recipients. The result is called “quality-adjusted aid quantity”.

The last step in computing the index of official aid performance is to reallocate the
multilateral quality adjusted aid back to bilaterals in proportion to the bilaterals’ net
contributions to the multilaterals during the particular year. (Roodman, 2010a) The
final measure of official aid performance is expressed as percentage of quality-adjasted
aid per Gross National Income (GNI).

4.3.4 Private Charitable Giving

Not only official aid, but also private giving provides a significant part of aid to devel-
oping countries. As public policy, especially fiscal one, can influence the private giving,
the aid component’s designer decided to include its estimate (the estimate of charitable
giving), caused by public policy into this index.

“The approach taken in the CDI is to estimate the proportional increase in giving caused
by each country’s fiscal policies, compare that to actual giving, then work backwards
to estimate how much actual giving is a credit to policy” (Roodman, 2010a).

The estimation is based on two measures: income price incentives (in a form of tax
deduction, or tax credit) that lower the “price” of charitable giving, as well as the total

12“An aid activity can take many forms, It could be a project or a programme, a cash transfer or
delivery of goods, a training course or a research project, a debt relief operation or a contribution to
an NGO (Non-Governmental Organizations)” (OECD, 2005).
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tax revenue/GDP ratio, when government with lower taxes leaves private citizens and
corporations more money to be spent on charity.

To include the calculated estimate into the main quality-ajdusted aid, it is needed to
discount the charitable giving for quality, as even private charitable giving could go to
developing countries with poor government or contribute to project proliferation.

The policy-induced private giving is discounted by the simple average of the quality
discounts for bilaterals’ own aid programs, which was 58% in 2008 (Roodman, 2010b).

4.4 Trade Component

“Trade is about expanding opportunities - for consumers to be able to choose from a
wider variety of goods at lower prices and for firms to grow by becoming more productive
and accessing broader markets” (Elliott, 2009).

Expanding trade opportunities can promote economic growth and development, encour-
age investments or at least contribute to reducing poverty. But not all countries have
the same ones. They can be influenced by different factors such as bad economic poli-
cies that are not able to ensure competitiveness of country, poor country’s governance,
conflicts, or others, and even foreign countries’ policies produce some constraints, usu-
ally in form of trade barriers such as tariffs imposed on home imports or subsidies for
domestic producers.

Developing countries are from a great part dependent on exports, as it generates on
average 44% of their GDP, while when considering developed countries only less than
22% on average. (Pugel, 2009) The exports are mostly concentrated in sectors which
do not demand high-skilled labor force and where they have a comparative advantage
such as agricultural production, textilles and apparel, foot wear, leather goods, or other
light manufactures. (Elliott, 2009) But exactly these areas are subject of the strongest
protection from the developed nations.

The Index therefore penalizes rich countries for imposing barriers to goods exports from
poorer ones. Two types of barriers are considered: tariffs (taxes) imposed on imports
and agricultural subsidies for domestic farmers. The trade component is composed
of two parts: aggregate measure of protection (AMP) and revealed openness. The
component was originally designed by Wiliam Cline (2002). Since 2005, the adjusted
version has been used. The improvements- switching to a different dataset and refining
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some methods - were made by David Roodman. Current methodology is based on
Roodman (2005) and Roodman (2010a).

Aggregate Measure of Protection (AMP)

Aggregate Measure of Protection estimates “the combined effect of tariffs, non-tariff
measures, and domestic production subsidies on an ad valorem tariff-equivalent basis”
(Roodman 2010a). It is weighted by 75%. The trade barriers, tariffs and agricultural
subsidies in form of tariffs equivalents, are weighted by the value of exporter’s produc-
tion.

In the first step the trade component measures protection in individual rich countries
with respect to developing ones as a group (all non-DAC countries). The protection
data come from MAcMap data set, while data for production weights from Global
Trade Analysis Project version 6.0 database (GTAP 6.0).13 To incorporate the produc-
tion data, they are aggregated “across HS 6 lines within GTAP product groups using
MAcMap weights” but are aggregated “across exporters within GTAP country/regions
by exporter´s GDP and across GTAP product groups and country/regions by the value
of exporter´s production” (Roodman 2005). Since agricultural subsidies serve also as
impediments of exports from developing countries maintained by rich nations, but are
not included in MAcMap database, the additional source of infomation on subsidies is
required .

In order to compute the overall levels of protection in rich countries, the agricultural sub-
sidies need to be converted into their tariff equivalents. The methodology on computing
tariff equivalents of production subsidies is based on Cline (2004). The final formula
of tariff-equivalent of the subsidy employed by Roodman (2005) is nearly equivalent to
Cline’s one and looks as follows:

τ =
1

β
· 1

1 + ϕM(1 + t)(1 + 1
s
)

13 “MAcMap provides ad valorem tariff equivalents of tarrifs by importer, exporter, and 6-digit line
in the Harmonized System of product classification (H6).” (Roodman, 2005)
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where τ denotes the hypothetical ad valorem tariff, s subsidies, ϕM imports, t is the
ad valorem tariff equivalent of border measures, and β represents the absolute value of
the price elasticity of demand for imports.

Data on import and export come from United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics
Database database (UNCTAD COMTRADE).

As the levels of agricultural subsidies are sensitive on weather as well as on unstable
world prices, the available data for last three years are averaged.

As the European Union (EU) countries share the common trade and agricultural poli-
cies, they get basically the same score. The only difference lies in the values of farmers’
subsidies.

Revealed Openness

The second indicator, revealed openness, which gets remaining 25%, is a ratio of imports
from non-DAC countries per importer’s GDP. The data come from UN COMTRADE
data set. All EU members score the same.

4.5 Investment Component

“Foreign investment can be a significant driver of development in poor countries. ...
However, ... can also breed instability, corruption , and exploitation.” (CGD, 2011b)

Foreign investment flows play an important role in the economic development of poor
developing countries. They can provide capital, economic growth, higher and more
effective productivity, create employment, or even transfer technologies. However, the
impact of investment can be not only supportive, but also damaging. It depends largely
on recipient’s and source-country’s policies.

The Index therefore rewards rich countries for those policies that encourage development
friendly investment. The methodology on investment component is based on Moran
(2009) and Roodman (2010a).

The investment component has been designed by Theodore Moran since 2004 and has
a form of checklist of 20 questions. Based on answers to these questions, each country
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gets or loses points. Total of 106 points (pts) is the highest possible score one can get.
The questions are devided into four categories:

1. Political Risk Insurance (max 25 pts)
Many governments of developed countries offer insurance to home investors and
different corporations when investing abroad, and so “can help provide credibility
to host country promises about treatment of foreign investment projects, espe-
cially politically senstive projects” (Moran 2009). Some insurance agencies also
check and monitor projects if they follow environmental, labor, and human rights
standards.

2. Prevention of Double Taxation (max 20 pts)
To avoid double taxation of home company’s profit gained abroad- once in the
home country and the second time in the country where it is invested- many rich
nations sign tax treaties with developing ones, or they take other steps such as
adjustments in their own home country’s tax codes.

3. Combating Corruption (max 36 pts)
The countries can gain points for efforts of their corporations to combat bribery
abroad.

4. Other Support for Overseas Investment
The rich developed countries are rewarded for their efforts to help their own
corporations to identify overseas investment opportunities (in developing world),
but could also be penalized if they “advocate against receiving countries applying
labor, environmental, or human rights standards to FDI”14 (Moran 2009).

5. Facilitating Portfolio Investment (max 20 pts)
The Index asseses the developed nations’ governments for taking actions both to
help or hinder flows of portfolio investments to developing countries.

First four categories, with the maximum of 86 points, refer to foreign direct investment
(FDI), while the last one to portfolio flows.

14Foreign Direct Investment (FDI)
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4.6 Migration Component

“Migration of people across international borders affects economic growth and social
welfare in both sending and receiving countries” (World Bank, 2011).

Three percent of total world population, more than 215 million people... This number
refers to the amount of people living out of their country of origin (World Bank, 2011).
But what is the reason to leave own home and move somewhere else? Conflicts, poverty,
low incomes, or hardly any working opportunities or access to education, are only some
of them.

Migration is beneficial mainly to developing, but also to rich developed countries. How-
ever, its impact on sending and receiving countries has not been as extensively studied
as that of aid or trade policies. Little empirical evidence, no generally accepted frame-
work from the development policy’s point of view, but also political instability, as well
as data scarcity, can be considered to be purpose.

One of the most discussed positive factors of international migration are remittances.
According to World Bank’s data, remittances, the money sent home by migrants, are
three times bigger than amount of Official Development Assistance (ODA). In 2010, the
estimation of remittances to developing countries was $325 billion; while in 2009 it was
only a bit more than $300 billion (World Bank, 2011). They have contributed not only
to reducing poverty and social inequality, but they have also facilitated investments in
education or health.

“Brain drain”- the migration of high-skilled professionals- is another, mostly negatively
perceived effect of migration (World Bank, 2011). Although some specialists go abroad
only to gain skills and then return home, the others stay abroad, but they often stay
in touch with researchers at home (Roodman, 2010a).

As migration “provides immigrants with access to labor markets and higher wages
which, in turn, increase the potential for individual immigrants to remit money or
goods to the sending country... and enables migrants to establish migrant networks,
which encourage continuous and expanding economic relations between sending and
receiving countries”, the CDI designers consider as well/also migration to be a factor
that contributes to development, and hence, its involvement into index is reasonable
(Hamilton and Grieco, 2002).

Migration component is based on Roodman (2010a) and its design was inspired by
Grieco and Hamilton’s (2004) one, but with some changes. It consists of five sections:
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net stock change of unskilled non-DAC immigrants between 1990 and 2000, gross inflow
of non-DAC immigrants from most recent available year, each weighted by 32.5%, share
of students from non-DAC countries/total foreign students weighted by 10%, tuition
for developing-country students weighted by 5%, and the last one, modified UNHCR
index gets 20%. 15

Immigration

The first indicator, the change in the net stock of immigrants from developing countries,
rewards immigration of unskilled people (with lower than tertiary education). Skilled
ones are treated neutrally, as the effect of skilled migration on the sending country
is disputable. On the other hand, the second indicator, gross inflow of non-DAC im-
migrants, includes also migrants with tertiary education, skilled ones, but leaves out
illegal. Both indicators are weighted to reflect the poverty of sending countries, but
they have to face the problem of a lack of data.

Foreign Students

The ratio of non-DAC students to all foreign students is denoted as “the outcome
indicator”, since it serves not as the direct measure of policy, the lower number could
be not only result of defensive and strong policies of rich developed nations, but also of
other factors such as a language barrier (Japan). On the other side, the second indicator
on tuition level reflects more the policies of students-receiving countries. According
to the tuition charged on non-DAC students (tuition can be the same or higher as
nationals’ one, or can be free for everyone), countries can gain up to 3 points. The data
for both indicators come from the OECD.

Modified UNHCR index

The version of UNHCR index used for the CDI purposes is the simplified one and is
computed as a sum of three numbers divided by receiving country’s GDP: the number
of refugees hosted domestically, the number of other people “of concern” to UNHCR,
and the last one, the number of asylum applications accepted.

15The United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR)
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4.7 Environment Component

“A healthy environment is sometimes dismissed as a luxury for the rich.” (CGD, 2011b)

Shared global resources such as oceans, forests, or atmosphere, are exploited more
intensively and disproportionately by rich developed countries, but its consequences
have to be borne by every human.

Climate changes have a significant influence on the ecosystems as well as on the living
conditions of all people around the world, but most developing countries are not able to
deal with these problems because of weak infrastructures and poor economic conditions.
Global warming, extreme weather changes, rising sea level, melting of glaciers, lack of
clean drinking water or infections are only some of the alarming consequences of these
changes, however, with the more damaging impact on poor nations.

The initial version of the environment component was designed by Roodman (2003),
but the current one differs in many ways. Some changes have been made as a result of
Cassara and Prager’s proposal (2005), some also “in response to reviewers’ comments”
(Roodman, 2010a).

As the environment’s indicators are usually expressed in various units, before being
combined in the weighted average, they should be first translated onto the standard
scale. They are divided into three main sections: global climate, fisheries, and biodiver-
sity and global ecosystems. The following description is based primarily on Roodman
(2010a), but also on Cassara and Prager (2005).

Global Climate (60% of total)

1. Greenhouse gas emissions per capita plus carbon equivalent of fossil fuel production
(10%)
Increasing concentration of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere is causing the
climate changes. Although the rich developed countries contribute more to this
problem by emitting large amount of CO2, as well as by producing fossil fuels,
the poor countries are the one who feel its impact the most as they do not have
enough capacity to adopt to this new climate. These changes can cause not only
the spread of diseases (malaria, cholera, etc.), but can also affect the agriculture
which is the main source of work and income for many people from developing
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nations (Gross 2002). As the impacts of policies that try to regulate the amount
of emissions are hard to quantify, the emissions are used instead as a measure.

2. Average annual change in greenhouse gas emissions per unit GDP for last 10
years (15%)
As many economies of rich countries are growing much faster then their geenhouse
gas emissions, their ratio, emissions/GDP, is falling. The Index designers consider
“differences in the rate of decline” to be a good substitute for policy, therefore
“least squares” of decline rates for years 1996-2006 (last years of available data)
are used (Roodman, 2010a).

3. Gasoline taxes in PPP dollars per liter (15%)
Gasoline taxes generate the main part of energy taxation in many developed
countries. Higher taxes encourage people to mitigate its consumption and look
for the new, energy-efficient technologies.

4. Consumption of ozone-depleting substances per capita (10%)
Since the discovering of ozone layer over the Arctic in the 1980, its depletion has
become one of the most discussed environmental issue. In 1989, an intenational
treaty, which aim is to protect the ozone layer, the Montreal Protocol on Sub-
stances that deplete the Ozone Layer, came into force. It has led to decrease in
using and producing ozone-depleting substances. Also growth of current limits
on the chemicals is expected to contribute to its additional decrease.

5. Ratification of the Kyoto Protocol (10%)
The Kyoto Protocol is one of the most important international environmental
treaty that aims at the issue of preventing the climate change. Every country
gets 10 points for its ratification, otherwise 0.

Fisheries (10% of total)

1. Fishing subsidies per capita (5%)
Fisheries provide the main source of income for many people from developing
countries, but currently a lot of marine fisheries are largely depleted by rich coun-
tries which leads to its overexploitation. In addition, many governments of de-
veloped nations subsidize their fishing fleets. Data on subsidies (in dollar values)
come from the OECD (2005).
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2. Ratification of the United Nations Agreement for the implementation of the Pro-
visions of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea relating to the
Conservation and Management of Straddling Fish Socks and Highly Migratory
Fish Stocks (5%)
The UN fisheries agreement, which came into force in 2001, is a major interna-
tional treaty that tries to limit the overfishing of oceans.

Biodiversity and global ecosystems (30% of total)

1. Completeness of required reporting to multilateral treaties relating to biodiversity
(15%)
In 2009, the previous indicator- imports per capita of selected threatened species-
was replaced by a new one that relates to country’s participation in four multi-
lateral biodiversity treaties.16 The country’s involvement reflects its identifying
with treaties’ aim.

2. Value of tropical timber imports per capita (15%)
“Some 70 000 - 170 000 square kilometers of tropical forests disapper annually in
Latin America, Africa, and Asia” (Roodman 2010a). What’s more, gains from
imports of tropical wood go to small groups of “timber company owners and the
government rent-seekers that control timber licenses” (Roodman 2010a). Accord-
ing to Cassara and Prager (2005), this indicator serves as a measure of impact of
the rich-country’s policies on the forest cover in developing countries.

4.8 Security Component

Security is one of the most important preconditions of development. Conflicts, wars,
instability, insecurity, violence, but also bad or corrupt governments, can destroy in-
frastructure as well as can disable economic activities in the country (Council of the
European Union, 2003). But especially in poor developing countries, governments do

16Biodiversity Treaties: The Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild
Flora and Fauna (CITES), The Convetion on Biodiversity, The Convention on Migratory Species, The
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands of International Importance.

30



not always have possibility to ensure peace, security and internal stability, or they lack
willingness to intervene because of potential benefits that could arise for them.

“Sometimes a nation’s security is enhanced by the actions of other nations” (Roodman,
2010a). But which interventions of rich countries are really needed, or which ones
are not politically or strategically motivated? The opinions differ. As there is no
general agreement on which activities should be rewarded and which not, the security
component is considered to be the controversial.

The methodology of component is based primarily on Roodman (2010a) and O´Hanlon
and de Albuquerque (2004), whose proposal on component’s computation was mod-
ified in 2005 when two other indicators were added. The current version consists of
three sections: financial and personnel contributions to peacekeeping operations and
humanitarian interventions, contributions to protecting sea lanes, and arms exports.

Financial and personnel contributions to peacekeeping operations and hu-
manitarian interventions

This section captures financial contributions to U.N. peacekeeping budget, as well as
personnel contributions to U.N. and non-U.N. peacekeeping operations and humani-
tarian interventions. As these data have volatile character, more years employed in
the computations give desirable insight in rich country government policy’s approach.17

Data on financial contributions are from 1998, while those on personnel contributions
from 1993. All contributions are discounted in a rate 7% per annum (50% per decade),
as the current data better reflect the present policy stance than the older ones. Accord-
ing to O´Hanlon and de Albuquerque (2004), only operations that have an international
mandate from U.N. Security Council, NATO, or the African Union, are included in the
index.18

Contributions to Protecting Sea Lanes

The designers of security component try to measure contributions of rich developed
17Data on personnel contributions to non-U.N. peacekeeping operations and humanitarian inter-

ventions are collected from the Institute for Strategic Studies (IIS),. The Military Balance.
18Although some operations such as the U.S. and French peacekeeping interventions in 1994 in

Rwanda after the genocide and revolution, or U.S.-led invasion in Iraq, were approved by U.N. Security
Council, they are excluded from the security component, because “they would go against the spirit” of
the component. (Roodman, 2010a)
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countries spent on protecting sea lanes and the international trading routes against
piracy or another threats. The indicator is considered to be a substitute “for the larger
contribution of the major powers to securing the international economic order, which
has allowed many developing countries to grow fast and to reduce poverty through
trade” (Roodman, 2010a).

Arms Exports

The last indicator penalizes rich developed nations for their arms exports to undemo-
cratic, militaristic countries. On the one hand, money spent on weapons could be used
for better and more essential needs such as education or transit system, but on the other
hand “countries need guns as well as butter”, as they can serve as a tool to strengthen the
rule of law (Roodman, 2010a). Since 2008, arms exports data have been collected from
official country’s documents. This new strategy is more appropriate as the previous one
(data on major conventional weapon system from The Stockholm International Peace
Research Institute) because of higher data quality. Transfers are weighted, depending
on the target’s country, by multiplying three factors: The Voice and Accountability
Indicator of the World Bank’s Worldwide Governance Indicators that reflects the level
of democracy in recipient country, military spending as a percentage of GDP which
indicate how intensively recipients spent money on the military, and the last one, GDP
per capita which “is meant to capture the opportunity cost of giving arms to the poorest
countries” (Roodman, 2010a). As the amounts of arms exports are volatile in time, the
data for more years are used. The older ones are discounted by a rate 13% per annum.

4.9 Technology Component

“One important way that rich countries affect poorer ones over the long run is through
technology. “ (CGD, 2011b)

Many technological inovations and inventions, not only in medicine, transit, or commu-
nication, but also in many other areas such as energy or agriculture, “meet the social
needs, improve quality of life, increase productivity, and facilitate industrialization” not
only in developed, but also (even more) in poor developing countries (Roodman, 2010a).
As the process of creating new technologies is rather expensive, it is primarily the mat-
ter of rich nations. But its dissemination across borders of producer’s country can help
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to improve life and economic conditions or contribute to poverty reduction in many
poor parts of the world. Due to medical progress (antibiotics, vaccines), Latin America
and East Asia achieved the significant improvements in the area of life expectancy that
took Europe almost one and half century to reach (Roodman, 2010a).

Technology component is the last one of the CDI, and was introduced by Bannon and
Roodman (2004) in 2004. Next year, the component was modified by Maskus (2005)
and has remained unchanged since then. Technology policies are factored in two main
areas related to generation and diffusion of innovations: government spending on R&D
(Research and Development) which is a measure of technology creation, and Intellectual
Property Rights (IPR) that limit technology diffusion (Maskus 2005). The following
methodology is based on Maskus (2005), Bannon and Roodman (2004) and Roodman
(2010a).

Government spending on R&D (67% of total)

The Index assesses policies of rich developed nations for providing both direct and indi-
rect incentives to support creation and dissemination of inovations that are considered
to be valueable and important for developing countries.

Data on direct government R&D, “whether performed by public agencies or by private
parties on contract”, come from the OECD (Roodman, 2010a). Some kinds of R&D,
that are not so much of value to poor developing countries such as agricultural or
industrial one, are discounted by 25%, while military R&D is counted only at 50%.

Governments support R&D also indirectly, through each country’s tax code. Tax sub-
sidy rates are computed, based on “B index” published by OECD that measures the rate
of tax subsidization for business expenditure on R&D, as the simple average of rates
for small and large companies. While 1 refers to full subsidization, negative figures
reflect taxation. To get an estimate of government tax expenditures on R&D, “tax or
subsidy rate is multiplied by a country´s total business enterprise expenditure on R&D
(BERD)” (Roodman, 2010a).

Intellectual Property Rights (33% of total)

The World Trade Organization Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights
(TRIPS) agreement, signed by all index countries, regulates the area of the intellectual
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property rights (IPR) by defining the minimum standards for IPR protection for its
members.

The index penalizes countries for their strong policies that restrain diffusion of inno-
vations which could be beneficial for developing nations. These penalties are divided
into three sections: patent coverage (20%), lack of certain limitations on patent rights
(“rights loss provisions”) (30%), and other IPR extensions (50%).

4.10 Computation of the CDI for the Slovak Republic

As the Commitment to Development Index (CDI) is considered to be a complex tool
for evaluating donor policies in their efforts to provide human welfare and development
in poor developing countries, the author of this work has therefore decided to use this
Index also for assessment of Slovak Republic’s approach and policies in relation to the
developing world.

The Index is originally computed for 22 DAC member countries (less Luxembourg),
so the Slovak Republic (SR) as non-DAC member is not included. Generally, the
computation of the CDI index would be difficult for Eastern European post-socialist
states mainly because of low availability of data. The lack of older ones is caused
by the absence of market prices during the period when these countries used to have
centrally planned economy, and the lack of newer ones because of insufficient and poor
monitoring system as the net donor history for many of these states is not very long.

When computing the CDI index for SR, some problems arise, mainly in connection
with lack or no availability of data needed. Also some necessary information are not
reported for other than DAC countries, so a few compromises have to be made. In some
cases the author has used data for a different year from the one that was required, or
have looked for the other sources.

Because of difficult a computation technique and lack of evidence, the most estimations
and simplifications were needed when computing the aid component (the Index of Donor
Performance), but some were also essential for the security one.

Aid Component

Bilateral aid
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Regarding bilateral aid, the aggregated data were obtained from the already made
computations of the CDI designers and thus there was no need to calculate them for
each donor-recipient pair. (Roodman, 2010b)

Multilateral aid

The data on gross multilateral aid of Slovak Republic came primarily from the online
statistical database OECD QWIDS.19 To compute the Slovak net and quality-adjusted
multilateral aid the author used the available data on net and quality-adjusted aid
of each multilateral organizations in Roodman (2010b), which were multiplied by the
share of Slovak contribution to its every individual total aid budget. But as there were
no data about this share, it was computed as percentage of SR contribution on total
aid given by each multilateral organization. The additional data on the overall financial
flows given to developing countries by each organization came also from OECD QWIDS.
The remaining almost 3 percent of Slovak contributions to unnamed institutions were
estimated by multiplying the amount by 1.03.

Private NGO giving

According to Cahlíková (2008) the private giving was estimated using the formula based
on the relationship between GNI (Gross National Income) and private giving of three
countries:20

Private giving = 0, 000472 ·GNI − 1951, 99 · JAP + 2793, 58 · USA− 735, 211 · IT

where GNI is Gross National Income, and “JAP” (Japan), “USA” (USA) and “ IT”
(Italy) are dummy variables. The data from 2005 were used for this estimation. But
as the methodology of this part of the aid component remained unchanged since then,
the author used this relation and did not recompute it. The private giving of Slovak
Republic was estimated to be a bit more than $45 thousand.

19The Query Wizard for International Development Statistics (QWIDS) provides statistics on aid
flows to developing countries by OECD members and another.

20CAHLÍKOVÁ, Jana. Způsoby evaluace dárcovských zemí na příkladu České Republiky. Praha:
Univerzita Karlova, Fakulta sociálních věd, Institut ekonomických studií, 2008.
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Security Component

Another deviation from the original Index methodology relates to the security compo-
nent when the exact data for all financial contributions to U.N. Peacekeeping opera-
tions (UN PKO) were not available and therefore had to be computed. According to
U.N. General Assembley’s decision “the rates of assessment for peacekeeping operations
should be based on the scale of assessments for the regular budget of the United Na-
tions, with an appropriate and transparent system of adjustments based on levels of
Member States” (The UN General Assembly, 2011). As the Slovak Republic has made
a voluntary commitment to contribute to UN PKO at the higher rate than required
(in every year, from 1998 to 2009, used in the component), its contribution has been
discounted by 70% for voluntary movement. All contributions were computed regarding
this procedure.

4.11 The assessment of the Slovak Republic’s CDI results

According to the CDI results, the Slovak Republic (SR) ranks 21st from the overall
number of 23 countries, which can be considered to be a relative success, as SR became
active in the field of development assistance in 2003 and only in 2008 the process
of Slovak transformation from recipient to net donor was terminated. With the total
score of 3.9, which is the worst from all EU countries evaluated by the Index, the Slovak
Republic is followed only by Japan and South Korea. In two components, security and
technology one, SR ranks the last, while in two others, trade and environment, scores
above the average.

Slovak score in the security component is brought down mainly by making small finan-
cial and personnel contributions to peacekeeping operations and humanitarian interven-
tions, while in the technology component it reflects insufficient government expenditures
on research and development (R&D). The OECD Economic Survey (2010b) on Slovak
Republic concludes that R&D activities in Slovakia are not well developed and lack ef-
fectivity. Slovak total gross expenditures on R&D are the second lowest in the OECD.
(OECD, 2010b)

In the area of aid and migration policies Slovakia places also near the bottom. Slovak
overall low score on aid is caused by low official aid volumes, as well as by small amounts
of private giving. SR provides no tax incentives to charitable giving, that are rewarded
by Index, but tax rebate which allows residents to give 2% of their income tax to
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Figure 1: Commitment to Development Index 2010

Rank Country Aid Trade Investment Migration Environment Security Technology

Overall 

(Average)

11 Australia 4,0 7,5 6,2 3,9 4,0 7,2 5,0 5,4

11 Austria 3,3 6,0 2,8 10,8 6,0 4,1 5,0 5,4

14 Belgium 6,7 6,0 5,6 3,7 7,0 1,5 4,8 5,1

9 Canada 5,1 7,1 6,2 5,9 3,2 5,4 5,8 5,5

2 Denmark 13,1 5,9 4,7 5,7 6,3 6,2 5,7 6,8

6 Finland 6,3 6,3 5,0 3,4 7,9 6,0 5,4 5,8

17 France 4,6 6,1 5,2 3,1 7,1 2,0 6,0 4,9

14 Germany 3,8 6,1 6,4 5,4 6,7 3,2 4,4 5,1

19 Greece 2,9 6,0 4,1 6,5 5,8 5,3 2,7 4,7

6 Ireland 10,4 5,9 3,1 5,8 6,2 5,4 3,7 5,8

18 Italy 2,7 6,2 5,5 3,3 6,3 4,8 4,4 4,8

22 (21) Japan 1,1 2,4 4,6 1,8 5,2 2,2 6,0 3,3

3 Netherlands 12,5 6,4 6,1 4,6 6,7 6,0 4,9 6,7

5 New Zealand 3,8 8,1 4,7 6,0 6,7 8,4 4,9 6,1

4 Norway 11,4 1,2 6,5 7,8 5,7 6,6 5,3 6,4

8 Portugal 3,5 6,2 5,4 4,5 6,3 5,7 7,3 5,6

21 Slovak Republic 1,6 6,4 4,3 1,6 7,8 0,6 2,6 3,9

23 (22) South Korea 1,1 3,0 5,8 1,0 2,7 1,8 6,5 3,1

9 Spain 5,7 6,2 6,0 5,5 5,8 2,9 6,5 5,5

1 Sweden 13,6 6,2 5,7 8,8 6,2 4,0 4,4 7,0

20 Switzerland 5,3 0,6 4,6 6,6 6,2 2,9 2,8 4,1

16 United Kingdom 6,1 6,0 6,2 3,4 7,1 1,7 4,4 5,0

11 United States 2,8 7,3 4,9 4,6 3,6 9,9 4,9 5,4

Commitment to Development Index  2010

any NGO (Non-governmental organization). The amounts of multilateral and bilateral
aid are almost the same, but the differences can be observed in their quality-adjusted
forms. The bilateral one constitutes around two thirds of multilateral assistance. It
could indicate the fact that the quality of aid provided by multilateral organizations is
higher than the bilateral one given by Slovak Republic. The strength of SR does not lie
in providing large volumes of aid, but following its comparative advantage- experience
from transition and knowledge of territories of Eastern Europe- could result in increase
of the quality of Slovak contributions. But as Slovakia does not have such a long donor
history and makes an effort to follow the principles of aid effectivity, specialization, as
well as of already mentioned comparative advantage, the improvements in its bilateral
aid quality could be also expected.

Slovak performance in migration component is positively affected by the indicator on the
share of foreign students from non-DAC countries that is relatively high, about 74%,
while on the other hand its score is lowered significantly by low level of immigrants
from developing countries as well as by only a small increase in the number of unskilled
immigrants during 1990s (the number increased approximately twice, from 5 in 1990 to
12 thousands in 2000). Slovakia is not a very attractive country, when talking about the
working opportunities, and hence is rather considered to be something like a “changing
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station” for immigrants, usually from post-socialist or other countries, on their way to
Western Europe or even further.

When considering the investment component, the Slovak Republic scores below average,
but not too much, what is partially caused by lack of support for outflows of portfolio
investment, but the bigger attention paid to own country and its development in the
investment area could be also another, though indirect, reason.

As it was expected, Slovakia does very well in the trade component as the consequence of
the common European tariff policy and relatively low agricultural subsidies in compari-
son with other DAC countries. As many data used for computation of trade component
are for all EU member countries together, their final scores differ only a little.

Slovakia’s strongest contribution to development comes from the environment compo-
nent, particularly from the rather low share of greenhouse gas emissions per capita (8.6
tons of CO2 equivalent) and from significant decrease in greenhouse gas emissions in
years 1998 to 2008. But according to OECD Economic Survey on Slovak Republic
(2010) there is still a lot to improve: “Although Slovakia achieved one of the largest
declines in greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions among OECD countries since 1990s, the
level of GHG emissions still remains very high reflecting high energy intensity”.

According to results obtained from the CDI computations, it can be observed that SR
attempts to follow its aims and commitments related to the issue of environmental
protection as its main priority.
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5 Conclusion

The aim of this thesis was to provide the complex assessment of the approach of Slovak
Republic (SR) to poor developing countries by using the Commitment to Development
Index (CDI). The Index evaluates the governments of rich developed nations in their
efforts to help the poor ones in seven policy areas (aid, trade, investment, migration,
environment, security, and technology) that are considered to have a significant influ-
ence on human welfare and development as well as economic growth in developing parts
of the world.

Slovakia as the relatively young member of donor community lacks the evaluation stud-
ies, so the author attempted to compute the CDI in order to fill this gap. Low data
availability and insufficiently developed system of monitoring serve in many cases as
impediments to computation, so a few adjustments or simplifications of the index tech-
niques were needed.

According to the CDI results, the Slovak Republic ranks 21st from the total number of
23 and gains a rather low score in comparison to other DAC countries, the lowest from
all EU member states, followed only by Japan and South Korea. Slovakia places at the
bottom of two components, security and technology while above the average in trade
and environment.

The fact that the strength of Slovak aid policy does not lie in the volume of aid pro-
vided is reflected by the low score achieved in the aid component that is only half a
point higher than the lowest one. However, also quality not only quantity matters.
According to DAC OECD Peer Review recommendations given to Slovakia, following
the comparative advantage could improve the quality and effectivity of aid provided.
Sharing the common European tariff policy has a positive impact on the trade score
that is similar for all EU members. Strong environmental score is, on the other hand,
caused by the fact that the environmental issue is considered to be one of the main
priorities of the Slovak Republic and hence confirms the Slovak efforts to achieve its
aims and commitments defined more properly in the Medium-Term Strategy of SR.

As it could be observed, the Slovak Republic’s performance in relation to developing
world is not very high, but as Slovakia has not been active in this field of development
assistance for a long time, unlike the other experienced donors evaluated by this Index
originally, future improvements could be expected. The Index shows the weaknesess and

39



strengths of Slovak approach to poor developing world. The domination of weaknesses
could be a challenge for government of the Slovak Republic to make greater efforts and
find more effective ways in providing assistance.

Because of low data availability the values of some indicators could be over- or underes-
timated, but with the accession of SR to European Union, the quality of data statistics
increases.

The computation of the CDI index for other Central and Eastern European countries
could be also useful and beneficial in order to enable better and more valuable compar-
isons, as these nations share not only the history and similar socio-economic conditions,
but also experience of being a recipient as well as a donor, or in some period being even
both simultaneously.

40



References

BANDURA, R. (2005). Measuring Country Performance and State Behavior: A Survey
of Composite Indices. 2005. Available at:
<http://www.undp.org/developmentstudies/docs/measuring_country_performance_2005.pdf>.

BANDURA, R. (2008). A Survey of Composite Indices Measuring Country Perfor-
mance: 2008 Update. 2008. Available at:
<http://www.undp.org/developmentstudies/docs/indices_2008_bandura.pdf>.

BANNON, A.; ROODMAN, D. (2004). Technology and the Commitment to Develop-
ment Index, Center for Global Development, 2004. Available at:
http://www.cgdev.org/doc/CDI/technology_2004.pdf

BOOYSEN, F. (2002). An Overview and Evaluation of Composite Indices of Develop-
ment. Social Indicators Research [online]. 2002, 59, 2, [cit. 2011-07-31]. Available at:
<http://www.springerlink.com/content/tf44f781ymphlwea/>.

BIRDSALL, N.; RODRIK, D.; SUBRAMANIAN, A. (2005). How to Help Poor Coun-
tries. Foreign Affairs [online]. 2005, July/August, [cit. 2011-07-31]. Available at:
<http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60830/nancy-birdsall-dani-rodrik-and-arvind-subramanian/
how-to-help-poor-countries>.

BURNSIDE, C.; DOLLAR, D. (2000). Aid, Policies, and Growth. ”American Economic
Review. 2000. Available at:
<http://www.econ.ucdavis.edu/faculty/gperi/Teaching/econ270A/Aid,20Policies20and20Growth>.

CAHLÍKOVÁ, J. (2008). Concepts of Donor Evaluation on the Example of the Czech
Republic.

CASSARA, A.; PRAGER, D. (2005). An Index of Rich-Country Environmental Per-
formance: 2005 Edition. Center for Global Development, Washington, DC, 2005. Avail-
able at: http://www.cgdev.org/doc/CDI/Environment%202005.pdf

CLINE, W. (2002). An Index of Industrial Country Trade Policy toward Developing
Countries. Working Paper 14, Center for Global Development, Washington, DC. 2002.
Cited from Roodman (2010a).

CLINE, W. (2004). Trade Policy and Global Poverty, Center for Global Development
and Institute for International Economics, Washington, DC, 2004. Cited from Roodman
(2010a).

41



Colonial Development Act [online]. (1929). [cit. 2011-07-31]. Available at:
<http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1929/5/pdfs/ukpga_19290005_en.pdf?timeline=true>.

Council of the European Union. (2003). A Secure Europe in a better world : European
Security Strategy. F. 2003, d, s. š. Available at:
<http://www.consilium.europa.eu/uedocs/cmsUpload/78367.pdf>.

CHOWDHURY, S.; LYN SQUIRE. (2003), Setting Weights for Aggregate Indices: An
Application to the Commitment to Development Index and Human Development Index.
draft, Global Development Network, Washington, DC. Cited from Roodman (2010a).

EASTERLY, W. (2002). Evaluating Aid Performance of Donors. 2002. Available at:
<http://www.cgdev.org/doc/CDI/Easterly_Aid_Component.pdf>.

ELLIOTT, K. A. (2009). Opening Markets for Poor Countries: Are We There Yet?.
2009. Available at:
<http://www.cgdev.org/content/publications/detail/1422923>.

European Commission. (2011). EU Accountability Report 2011 on Financing for De-
velopment : Review of progress of the EU and its Member States. Commission Stuff
Working Document. 2011, 1, s. 23. Available at:
<http://ec.europa.eu/europeaid/how/accountability/eu-annual-accountability-reports/documents/
working-document-vol1_en.pdf>.

GRIECO, E. M.; HAMILTON. K. A. (2002). Migration Policies as Development Impact
Measures. 2002. Cited from Roodman (2010a).

GRIECO, E. M.; HAMILTON. K. A. (2004). Realizing the Potential of Migrant “Earn,
Learn, and Return” Strategies: Does Policy Matter?. Migration Policy Institute, Wash-
ington, DC, February, 2004. Available at:
http://www.cgdev.org/doc/CDI/Migration_2004.pdf

GROSS, J. (2002). The Severe Impact of Climate Change on Developing Countries.
Medicine & Global Survival 7, No. 2, pp. 96–100, 2002. Cited from Roodman (2010a).

JEPMA, C. J. (1991). The Tying of Aid. OECD Development Centre, Paris. 1991.
Available at: <http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/16/56/29412505.pdf>.

MAIZELS, L. (2009). ODA Evaluation in the Visegrad Four : Western Balkans Case
Study. Pontis Foundation. 2009. Available at:
<http://www.nadaciapontis.sk/tmp/asset_cache/link/0000023707/091201_V4ODAEvaluation.pdf>.

MASKUS, K. (2005). Components of a Proposed Technology Transfer Index: Back-
ground Note, Center for Global Development, Washington, DC, 2005. Available at:
http://www.cgdev.org/doc/CDI/technology2005.pdf

42



Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Slovak Republic : Slovak Aid. (2011). [online]. 2011 [cit.
2011-07-31]. Foreign Policy. Available at:
<http://www.foreign.gov.sk/en/foreign_policy/slovak_aid#globalchallenges>.

MORAN, T. (2009). Assessing Developed Country Efforts to Support Developing Coun-
try Growth via Foreign Direct Investment. Center for Global Development, 2009. Avail-
able at: http://www.cgdev.org/doc/CDI/2010/2010%20files/Investment_2010.pdf

MVRO. (2011a). Informácia o oficiálnej rozvojovej pomoci poskytnutej Slovenskou
republikou v roku 2010 [online]. 2011, [cit. 2011-07-31]. Available at:
<http://www.mvro.sk/sk/kniznica/category/1-dokumenty>.

MVRO. (2011b). Recommendations by OECD Special Peer Review Process to Slo-
vak Oficial Development Assistance [online]. 2011, [cit. 2011-07-31]. Available at:
<http://www.mvro.sk/sk/kniznica/category/1-dokumenty>.

O’HANLON, M.; DE ALBUQUERQUE, A. L. (2004). Note on the Security Component
of the 2004 CDI, Center for Global Development, Washington, DC, 2004. Available at:
http://www.cgdev.org/doc/CDI/security_2004.pdf

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). (2005). Review
of Fisheries in OECD Countries: Policies and Summary Statistics, Paris, 2005. Cited
from Roodman (2010a).

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development. (2010a). DAC Mandate
2011-2015 : Resolution of the Council Revising the Mandate of the Development As-
sistance Committeev [online]. 18.10.2010, [cit. 2011-07-31]. Available at:
<http://www.oecd.org/officialdocuments/displaydocumentpdf?cote=DCD/DAC(2010)34/FINAL
&doclanguage=en>.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). (2010b). OECD
Economic Surveys: Slovak Republic. 2010. Available at:
<http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/4/8/46478358.pdf>.

PEARSON, L. (1969). Partners in Development” Report of the Commission of In-
ternational Development. New York: Praeger Publishers, 1969. Cited from Riddell
(2007).

PICCIOTTO, R. (2003). Giving Weight to the CGD Rankings: A Comment on the
Commitment to Development Index. Global Policy Project, London. Cited from Rood-
man (2010a).

43



PUGEL, T.A. (2009). International Economics 14th ed., McGRAW-HILL. 2009.

RCICD.org. (2011). [online]. 2011 [cit. 2011-07-31]. European Union. Available at
WWW: <http://en.rcicd.org/national-strategies-on-development-assistance/european-
union/>.

RIDDELL, R. C. (2007). Does Foreign Aid Really Work?. New York : Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 2007. 505 s. ISBN 978-0-19-929565-4.

ROODMAN, D. (2003). An Index of Rich-Country Environmental Performance. Center
for Global Development, Washington, DC, 2003. Cited from Roodman (2010a).

ROODMAN, D. (2005). Production-weighted Estimates of Aggregate Protection in
Rich Countries toward Developing Countries - Working Paper 66, Center for Global De-
velopment, 2005. Available at: http://www.cgdev.org/content/publications/detail/3534.

ROODMAN, D. (2006). Building and Running an Effective Policy Index: Lessons
from the Commitment to Development Index. Center for Global Development. 2006.
Available at: <http://www.cgdev.org/content/publications/detail/6661>.

ROODMAN, D. (2010a). The Commitment to Development Index: 2010 Edition. 2010.
Available at:
<http://www.cgdev.org/doc/CDI/2010/2010%20files/Index%20technical%20paper%202010.pdf>.

ROODMAN, D. (2010b). An Index of Donor Performance. 2010. Available at:
<http://www.cgdev.org/doc/CDI/2010/2010%20files/Aid%202010.pdf>.

RUSNÁK, U.; SZÉP, A.; BRZICA, D. (2002). Rozvojá pomoc a spolupráca. Bratislava
: Slovenský inštitút medzinárodných štúdií, 2002. 151 s. Available at:
<www.sfpa.sk/dokumenty/publikacie/25>. ISBN 80-89106-01-3.

Strednodobá stratégia oficiálnej rozvojovej pomoci Slovenskej republiky na roky 2003 -
2008. [cit. 2011-07-31]. Available at:
<http://www.slovakaid.sk/uploads/2010/01/koncepcia_sk.pdf>

Strednodobá stratégia oficiálnej rozvojovej pomoci Slovenskej republiky na roky 2009 -
2013. [cit. 2011-07-31]. Available at:
<http://www.mzv.sk/App/wcm/media.nsf/vw_ByID/ID_1483395B26093959C125766500332756_SK
/$File/strednodoba_strategia.pdf>

The Millennium Development Goals Report. (2010). The United Nations [online].
2010, [cit. 2011-07-31]. Available at:

44



<http://www.un.org/millenniumgoals/pdf/MDG%20Report%202010%20En%20r15%20-low%20res%

2020100615%20-.pdf#page=8>.

UN Millennium Project [online]. 2006 [cit. 2011-07-31]. About the MDGs. Available
at: <http://www.unmillenniumproject.org/goals/index.htm>.

Internet sources:

Center for Global Development (CGD, 2011a): Inside the Index:
http://www.cgdev.org/section/initiatives/_active/cdi/inside

Center for Global Development (CGD, 2011b): The CDI Homepage:
http://www.cgdev.org/section/initiatives/_active/cdi/

Donor profile of Slovakia: http://www.euroresources.org/guide/donor_profiles/sk_slovakia.html

History of DAC Lists of aid recipient countries:
http://www.oecd.org/document/55/0,3746,en_2649_34447_35832055_1_1_1_1,00.html

OECD DAC ODA definition:
http://www.oecd.org/document/4/0,3746,en_2649_34447_46181892_1_1_1_1,00.html

OECD (2005), Glossary of Statistical Terms:
http://stats.oecd.org/glossary/detail.asp?ID=6807

The UN Refugee Agency:
http://www.unhcr.org/pages/49c3646c1d.html

The UN General Assembly (2011): Committee on Contributions:
http://www.un.org/en/ga/contributions/peacekeeping.shtml

The UN Water: http://www.unwater.org/statistics_san.html

World Bank (2011): Migration & Remittances:
http://web.worldbank.org/WBSITE/EXTERNAL/TOPICS/0„contentMDK:21924020~pagePK:5105
988~piPK:360975~theSitePK:214971,00.html

45



Appendix

Aid Component

Bilateral aid:

Data from Roodman (2010b)

Multilateral aid:

Data on Gross ODA as well as for International data from OECD QWIDS database
and Roodman (2010b) http://stats.oecd.org/qwids/

Charitable giving:

OECD Tax Database: www.oecd.org/ctp/taxdatabase, Table I.1

OECD Revenue Statistics (www.sourceoecd.org), Comparative tables Volumes 2009,
release 01.

GNI data fromWorld Bank database: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GNP.MKTP.CD

Donor name Gross aid

Net aid, 

multilateral

Net aid, 

bilateral

Net aid, 

total

Bilateral 

adjusted 

aid

Multilateral 

adjusted 

aid

Quality-

adjusted 

aid, total

Australia 2 698 301 2 397 2 698 994 185 1 178

Austria 991 487 500 987 167 278 444

Belgium 2 335 1 014 1 273 2 287 549 578 1 127

Canada 4 659 1 396 3 224 4 620 1 573 763 2 336

Denmark 2 756 981 1 741 2 722 1 065 516 1 581

Finland 1 166 474 692 1 166 329 266 595

France 11 127 4 451 4 923 9 374 1 772 2 746 4 518

Germany 12 312 4 558 6 182 10 741 1 915 2 660 4 575

Greece 706 394 312 706 121 227 347

Ireland 1 330 400 931 1 330 547 224 771

Italy 4 235 3 060 950 4 009 299 1 840 2 139

Japan 14 646 2 753 2 852 5 606 309 1 628 1 936

Netherlands 7 024 1 791 5 084 6 875 2 821 946 3 767

New Zealand 347 70 278 347 113 32 145

Norway 3 963 928 3 036 3 963 1 356 421 1 776

Portugal 628 248 364 612 138 147 285

Slovak 

Republic 92 49 41 90 19 28 46

South Korea 842 263 513 776 185 170 355

Spain 6 958 2 045 4 648 6 694 1 878 1 182 3 061

Sweden 4 726 1 583 3 142 4 726 1 481 851 2 332

Switzerland 1 938 473 1 452 1 926 577 250 827

United 

Kingdom 11 397 4 060 6 860 10 920 3 382 2 315 5 697

United States 27 431 2 992 23 369 26 361 9 387 1 714 11 101



Donor name GNI

Adjusted 

aid/GNI

Adjusted/Net 

aid ("aid 

quality")

Net 

aid/GDP

Australia 934 808 0,13% 44% 0,29%

Austria 400 095 0,11% 45% 0,25%

Belgium 498 461 0,23% 49% 0,46%

Canada 1 473 433 0,16% 51% 0,31%

Denmark 342 964 0,46% 58% 0,79%

Finland 265 846 0,22% 51% 0,44%

France 2 831 457 0,16% 48% 0,33%

Germany 3 652 012 0,13% 43% 0,29%

Greece 333 600 0,10% 49% 0,21%

Ireland 224 880 0,34% 58% 0,59%

Italy 2 232 999 0,10% 53% 0,18%

Japan 5 063 824 0,04% 35% 0,11%

Netherlands 868 983 0,43% 55% 0,79%

New Zealand 114 485 0,13% 42% 0,30%

Norway 450 578 0,39% 45% 0,88%

Portugal 229 433 0,12% 46% 0,27%

Slovak 

Republic 95 454 0,05% 0,52% 0,06%

South Korea 934 741 0,04% 46% 0,08%

Spain 1 537 456 0,20% 46% 0,44%

Sweden 483 040 0,48% 49% 0,98%

Switzerland 482 577 0,17% 43% 0,40%

United 

Kingdom 2 666 145 0,21% 52% 0,41%

United States 14 410 300 0,08% 42% 0,18%

Donor name

Charitable 

giving

Quality-

adjusted 

charitable 

giving

Adjusted 

charitable 

giving/GNI

Adjusted 

(aid+charitable 

giving)/GNI Score

Australia 326 135 0,014% 0,14% 4,0

Austria 49 20 0,005% 0,12% 3,3

Belgium 137 57 0,011% 0,24% 6,7

Canada 733 304 0,021% 0,18% 5,1

Denmark 27 11 0,003% 0,46% 13,1

Finland 2 1 0,000% 0,22% 6,3

France 144 60 0,002% 0,16% 4,6

Germany 733 304 0,008% 0,13% 3,8

Greece 1 0 0,000% 0,10% 2,9

Ireland 138 57 0,025% 0,37% 10,4

Italy 26 11 0,000% 0,10% 2,7

Japan 201 83 0,002% 0,04% 1,1

Netherlands 159 66 0,008% 0,44% 12,5

New Zealand 20 8 0,007% 0,13% 3,8

Norway 122 51 0,011% 0,41% 11,4

Portugal 1 0 0,000% 0,12% 3,5

Slovak 

Republic 16 6 0,007% 0,055% 1,6

South Korea 56 23 0,002% 0,04% 1,1

Spain 53 22 0,001% 0,20% 5,7

Sweden 2 1 0,000% 0,48% 13,6

Switzerland 175 72 0,015% 0,19% 5,3

United 

Kingdom 202 84 0,003% 0,22% 6,1

United States 8 200 3 404 0,024% 0,10% 2,8

II



Trade Component

Data used for computation of Trade component the same for all EU member countries,
except the ones on tariffs equivalent of subsidies.

Commission of the European Community, Annexes to the Commission Staff Work-
ing Document Accompanying the 2nd Financial Report on the European Agricultural
Guarantee Fund-

2008 Financial Year

http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/fin, Annex 24

Revealed Openness

Country

Measured 

protection 

(tariff-

equivalent ad 

valorem)

Original     

(% of GDP)

On 

measured 

protection 

scale (tariff-

equivalent) Composite Score

Australia 4,7% 14,8% 9,0% 5,8% 7,5

Austria 11,0% 16,5% 5,0% 9,5% 6,0

Belgium 10,8% 16,5% 5,0% 9,3% 6,0

Canada 5,4% 13,8% 11,3% 6,9% 7,1

Denmark 11,0% 16,5% 5,0% 9,5% 5,9

Finland 9,8% 16,5% 5,0% 8,6% 6,3

France 10,5% 16,5% 5,0% 9,2% 6,1

Germany 10,7% 16,5% 5,0% 9,3% 6,1

Greece 10,9% 16,5% 5,0% 9,4% 6,0

Ireland 11,1% 16,5% 5,0% 9,6% 5,9

Italy 10,1% 16,5% 5,0% 8,8% 6,2

Japan 20,8% 14,7% 9,2% 17,9% 2,4

Netherlands 9,7% 16,5% 5,0% 8,5% 6,4

New Zealand 5,6% 18,0% 1,4% 4,5% 8,1

Norway 19,9% 9,0% 22,8% 20,6% 1,2

Portugal 10,3% 16,5% 5,0% 9,0% 6,2

Slovak Republic 9,6% 16,5% 5,0% 8,4% 6,4

South Korea 39,4% 40,6% -52,0% 16,5% 3,0

Spain 10,3% 16,5% 5,0% 9,0% 6,2

Sweden 10,1% 16,5% 5,0% 8,8% 6,2

Switzerland 22,4% 9,8% 20,8% 22,0% 0,6

United Kingdom 10,8% 16,5% 5,0% 9,3% 6,0

United States 4,9% 14,2% 10,4% 6,3% 7,3

III



EU agricultural commodity breakout

Country

Share of 

contributions to 

the European 

Agricultural 

Guarantee Fund, 

2008

Estimated 

CAP 

subsidies 

(billion 

euros), 

2008

Estimated 

share of EU 

subsidies

Estimated 

trade-

distorting 

subsidies ($)

GDP, 

(Current 

US$), 2008 

(billion)

Austria 1,8% € 0,88 1,8% 1,10$              416,4

Belgium 1,8% € 0,88 1,8% 1,10$              497,6

Denmark 2,5% € 1,22 2,5% 1,53$              342,7

Finland 1,3% € 0,64 1,3% 0,79$              271,3

France 21,2% € 10,37 21,2% 12,94$           2 853,1

Germany 13,5% € 6,61 13,5% 8,24$              3 652,8

Greece 6,1% € 2,98 6,1% 3,72$              356,8

Ireland 3,1% € 1,52 3,1% 1,89$              281,8

Italy 11,0% € 5,38 11,0% 6,71$              2 293,0

Netherlands 2,3% € 1,13 2,3% 1,40$              860,3

Portugal 1,7% € 0,83 1,7% 1,04$              242,7

Slovak Republic 0,44% € 0,21 0,44% 0,27$              98,46

Spain 13,9% € 6,80 13,9% 8,48$              1 604,2

Sweden 1,8% € 0,88 1,8% 1,10$              480,0

United Kingdom 8,3% € 4,06 8,3% 5,07$              2 645,6

IV



Country

Share of GDP 

from 

agriculture (% 

of GDP), 2008

Estimated 

share of EU-

19 production

Estimated 

production 

(farmgate 

prices)

Estimated 

subsidy rate

Tariff 

equivalent 

of subsidies

Austria 1,89% 3,0% 12,11$            22,8% 14,1%

Belgium 0,77% 1,4% 5,87$              19% 13,0%

Denmark 1,25% 1,6% 6,58$              23% 14,2%

Finland 2,69% 2,8% 11,21$            7% 7,6%

France 2,00% 21,6% 87,60$            15% 11,6%

Germany 0,88% 12,1% 49,11$            17% 12,3%

Greece 3,29% 4,4% 18,03$            21% 13,5%

Ireland 1,68% 1,8% 7,27$              26% 14,8%

Italy 2,01% 17,5% 70,90$            9% 9,1%

Netherlands 1,66% 5,4% 21,88$            6% 7,1%

Portugal 2,35% 2,2% 8,76$              12% 10,3%

Slovak Republic 3,10% 1,15% 4,69$              5,7% 6,5%

Spain 2,77% 16,8% 68,27$            12% 10,6%

Sweden 1,55% 2,8% 11,45$            10% 9,2%

United Kingdom 0,67% 6,7% 27,21$            19% 12,9%

V



Investment Component

Political Risk Insurance Agency EXIMBANKA: http://www.eximbanka.sk

Slovak Republic: sign treaties with other countries to avoid double taxation

OECD Anti-bribery Convention: http://www.oecd.org/dataoecd/62/38/40027840.pdf

Country

Multilatera

l 

Insurance 

(10)

Official 

national 

agency? 

(15)

Agency 

does not 

monitor 

envir/ 

labor/ 

human 

rights? (-

4)

Investors 

in all 

sectors 

NOT 

eligible? (-

2)

Inappropri

ate nat'l 

econ 

interest 

tests? (-2)

Extend 

coverage 

to 

inefficient 

import sub 

projects? (-

2)

Eligibility 

limited to 

nationally-

owned 

firms? (-2) Total

Australia 10 15 0 0 0 -2 0 23

Austria 10 15 0 -2 -2 -2 0 19

Belgium 10 15 0 0 0 -2 0 23

Canada 10 15 0 0 0 -2 0 23

Denmark 10 15 0 0 0 -2 0 23

Finland 10 15 0 0 0 -2 0 23

France 10 15 -2 0 0 -2 0 21

Germany 10 15 0 0 0 -2 0 23

Greece 10 15 0 0 0 -2 -2 21

Ireland 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 10

Italy 10 15 0 0 0 -2 0 23

Japan 10 15 0 0 0 -2 0 23

Netherlands 10 15 0 0 0 -2 0 23

New Zealand 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 10

Norway 10 15 0 0 0 -2 0 23

Portugal 10 15 -2 0 0 0 0 23

Slovak Republic 10 15 -2 0 0 -2 0 21

South Korea 10 15 0 0 0 0 0 25

Spain 10 15 0 0 0 -2 0 23

Sweden 10 15 -2 0 0 0 0 23

Switzerland 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 10

U.K. 10 15 0 0 0 -2 0 23

U.S. 10 15 -2 0 -2 -2 -2 17

I. Political Risk Insurance

VI



Country

Method to 

avoid 

double 

taxation? 

tax sparing 

(20); tax 

credits(18)

Doesn't let 

investors 

enjoy 

developin

g country 

tax 

incentives

?   (-6)

Allows 

foreign 

taxes as 

an 

expense 

not a 

credit?     

(-10) Total

OECD 

convention -- 

participation 

level? (10)

OECD 

weakness 

(-2)

Participati

on in EITI/ 

G8/ other 

initiatives? 

(16)

Bribe 

Payers 

Index 

Score 

Cluster (4)

Bonus for 

leadership

, action to 

punish 

bribe 

payers, 

and/or 

WB fund 

contributio

n (6)

Penalty for 

negligence

, deferred 

gift corrupt 

payments  

(-6) Total

Australia 18 0 0 18 10 0 16 4 2 32

Austria 2 2 10 -2 6 2 0 0 16

Belgium 18 -6 0 12 10 -2 17 4 0 0 29

Canada 20 0 0 20 10 -2 16 4 0 0 28

Denmark 18 -6 0 12 10 -2 6 2 0 0 16

Finland 18 0 0 18 10 -2 14 2 0 0 24

France 20 0 0 20 10 -2 16 3 0 0 27

Germany 18 0 0 18 10 -2 20 4 4 0 36

Greece 18 -4 0 14 10 -2 6 2 0 0 16

Ireland 8 0 0 8 6 -2 6 2 0 0 12

Italy 14 0 0 14 10 -2 16 2 0 0 26

Japan 18 0 0 18 10 -2 16 4 0 -4 24

Netherlands 18 -2 16 10 -2 12 4 4 0 28

New Zealand 18 0 0 18 10 -2 8 2 0 0 18

Norway 18 0 0 18 10 -2 16 2 6 0 32

Portugal 18 0 0 18 10 -2 6 2 0 0 16

Slovak Republic 16 -4 0 12 8 -2 6 2 0 -3 11

South Korea 20 0 0 20 10 -2 10 2 2 22

Spain 20 0 0 20 10 -2 12 2 6 0 28

Sweden 18 -6 0 12 10 -2 16 2 0 0 26

Switzerland 16 -6 0 10 10 -2 16 4 2 0 30

U.K. 18 0 0 18 10 -2 16 4 4 -4 28

U.S. 18 0 0 18 10 -2 16 3 4 -4 27

II. Double Taxation III. Prevention of Bribery/Corrupt Practices

Country

Engaged in 

advocacy to 

prevent 

implementation 

of internationally 

recognized 

labor, 

environmental, 

or human rights 

standards within 

the previous 

four years (-5)

A country 

training and 

using its 

Foreign 

Service or 

Commercial 

Service to 

help identify 

investment 

opportunities 

(5) Total

Official 

support for 

outflows of 

portfolio 

investment? 

(5)

No restrictions 

on pension 

fund 

investment in 

emerging 

mkts? (15) Total

Grand 

total Score

Australia 0 5 5 0 15 15 93 6,2

Austria 0 5 5 0 0 0 42 2,8

Belgium 0 1 1 5 15 20 85 5,6

Canada 0 5 5 0 17 17 93 6,2

Denmark 0 5 5 0 15 15 71 4,7

Finland 0 5 5 5 0 5 75 5,0

France 0 5 5 5 0 5 78 5,2

Germany 0 5 5 0 15 15 97 6,4

Greece 0 5 5 5 0 5 61 4,1

Ireland 0 2 2 0 15 15 47 3,1

Italy 0 5 5 0 15 15 83 5,5

Japan 0 5 5 0 0 0 70 4,6

Netherlands 0 5 5 5 15 20 92 6,1

New Zealand 0 5 5 5 15 20 71 4,7

Norway 0 5 5 5 15 20 98 6,5

Portugal 0 5 5 5 15 20 82 5,4

Slovak Republic 0 5 5 0 15 15 64 4,3

South Korea 0 5 5 0 15 15 87 5,8

Spain 0 5 5 0 15 15 91 6,0

Sweden 0 5 5 5 15 20 86 5,7

Switzerland 0 5 5 0 15 15 70 4,6

U.K. 0 5 5 5 15 20 94 6,2

U.S. 0 0 0 5 7 12 74 4,9

IV. Other Measures V. Facilitate Portfolio Investment

VII



Migration Component

Country

Immigrant 

flow

 Foreign 

students 

Refugee 

burden 

sharing  Composite 

Australia 4,4 5,2               1,5 3,9                 

Austria 12,8 3,3               10,1 10,8               

Belgium 3,7 2,8               4,7 3,7                 

Canada 5,6 4,9               7,6 5,9                 

Denmark 6,1 4,1               5,5 5,7                 

Finland 2,8 6,5               2,9 3,4                 

France 2,2 6,0               4,2 3,1                 

Germany 4,3 5,7               8,5 5,4                 

Greece 5,9 6,5               8,2 6,5                 

Ireland 6,8 3,4               4,2 5,8                 

Italy 3,3 5,6               1,6 3,3                 

Japan 1,4 5,7               0,1 1,8                 

Netherlands 4,6 2,9               5,9 4,6                 

New Zealand 7,7 5,1               1,1 6,0                 

Norway 7,3 6,2               10,3 7,8                 

Portugal 5,5 6,0               0,1 4,5                 

Slovak Republic 1,3 4,5 0,8 1,6

South Korea 0,0 6,4               0,1 1,0                 

Spain 7,1 5,6               0,2 5,5                 

Sweden 7,2 5,6               16,4 8,8                 

Switzerland 6,5 2,8               9,6 6,6                 

United Kingdom 2,5 4,0               5,6 3,4                 

United States 5,8 4,3               1,0 4,6                 

VIII



Immigrant flow

Source: Eurostat - Immigration by sex and citizenship

http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/setupModifyTableLayout.do

http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/portal/page/portal/statistics/search_database

Population data

Source: US Census Bureau

http://www.census.gov/population/international/data/idb/country.php

Non-DAC immigrants with no tertiary education, stock change, 1990-2000

Country

Total 

population, 

1990s average 1990 2000

Migrant 

selectivity

Adjusted stock 

change/ 

population Score

Australia 18005 523 672 0,59 0,49% 4,5

Austria 7994 224 555 0,50 2,05% 19,1

Belgium 10134 94 153 0,55 0,32% 3,0

Canada 29566 806 1062 0,61 0,53% 5,0

Denmark 5236 62 128 0,57 0,73% 6,7

Finland 5093 13 45 0,51 0,33% 3,0

France 59691 1499 1718 0,64 0,23% 2,2

Germany 81305 1676 2462 0,49 0,47% 4,4

Greece 10416 330 343 0,59 0,07% 0,7

Ireland 3631 2 23 0,56 0,33% 3,0

Italy 57230 391 677 0,57 0,29% 2,7

Japan 125264 123 350 0,54 0,10% 0,9

Netherlands 15441 790 957 0,52 0,56% 5,2

New Zealand 3628 67 127 0,56 0,92% 8,5

Norway 4361 45 93 0,61 0,67% 6,2

Portugal 10085 29 99 0,61 0,43% 4,0

Slovak Republic 5351 5 12 0,49 0,07% 0,6

South Korea 44994 65 61 0,64 -0,01% -0,1

Spain 39724 415 867 0,52 0,59% 5,5

Sweden 8817 188 299 0,60 0,76% 7,0

Switzerland 7106 261 358 0,56 0,76% 7,1

United Kingdom 58452 1326 1544 0,69 0,26% 2,4

United States 266447 6289 11963 0,45 0,97% 9,0

IX



Non-DAC immigrants, gross inflow, most recent year

Country Data year

Total 

population

Non-DAC 

inflow from 

LMY, 

preliminary

Non-DAC 

inflow 

from LMY

Adjusted 

non-DAC 

inflow/ 

population Score

Immigrant 

flow score

Australia 2008-09 21432 92,0 92,0 0,25% 4,3 4,4

Austria 2008 8337 65,0 65,0 0,39% 6,5 12,8

Belgium 2007 10626 50,1 50,1 0,26% 4,4 3,7

Canada 2008 33311 199,9 199,9 0,37% 6,2 5,6

Denmark 2008 5494 30,9 30,9 0,32% 5,4 6,1

Finland 2008 5313 16,1 16,1 0,16% 2,6 2,8

France 2007 61938 124,0 124,0 0,13% 2,2 2,2

Germany 2008 82110 428,4 428,4 0,25% 4,3 4,3

Greece 2007 11193 127,0 127,0 0,67% 11,2 5,9

Ireland 2008 4426 50,0 50,0 0,63% 10,6 6,8

Italy 2007 59375 246,5 246,5 0,24% 4,0 3,3

Japan 2008 127704 257,8 257,8 0,11% 1,8 1,4

Netherlands 2008 16446 76,1 76,1 0,24% 4,0 4,6

New Zealand 2008-09 4269 31,5 31,5 0,41% 6,9 7,7

Norway 2008 4768 39,6 39,6 0,50% 8,5 7,3

Portugal 2008 10622 72,7 72,7 0,42% 7,0 5,5

Slovak Republic 2008 5401 12,5 12,5 0,11% 1,9 1,3

South Korea 2007 48456 1,1 1,1 0,00% 0,0 0,0

Spain 2008 45556 459,1 459,1 0,52% 8,8 7,1

Sweden 2008 9220 67,2 67,2 0,44% 7,3 7,2

Switzerland 2008 7648 48,3 48,3 0,35% 5,9 6,5

United Kingdom 2008 61414 140,6 140,6 0,16% 2,7 2,5

United States 2008 304060 1014,8 1014,8 0,15% 2,5 5,8

X



Foreign students

According to OECD Education at Glance 2010, the Slovak Republic charges tuitions
only for foreign students.

Source: Data is available at OECD Online Education Database (for Non-Citizen Stu-
dents of reporting country).

http://stats.oecd.org/wbos/default.aspx?DatasetCode=RFOREIGN

Country 

Total 

foreign 

students, 

2007

Students 

from non-

DAC 

countries, 

2007

Non-DAC 

students 

as percent 

of total

Standardized 

score

Tuition for 

foreign 

students 

relative to 

nationals Score

Standardized 

score

Overall 

foreign 

students 

score

Australia 211526 185232 88% 6,4 higher 1 2,8 5,2

Austria 43572 21298 49% 3,6 higher 1 2,8 3,3

Belgium 41351 15627 38% 2,7 higher 1 2,8 2,8

Canada 132246 109362 83% 6,0 higher 1 2,8 4,9

Denmark 20850 13449 65% 4,7 higher 1 2,8 4,1

Finland 10066 7583 75% 5,5 none 3 8,5 6,5

France 246612 207221 84% 6,1 same 2 5,6 6,0

Germany 258513 203823 79% 5,7 same 2 5,6 5,7

Greece 21160 20079 95% 6,9 same 2 5,6 6,5

Ireland 16758 8345 50% 3,6 higher 1 2,8 3,4

Italy 57271 44354 77% 5,6 same 2 5,6 5,6

Japan 125877 99092 79% 5,7 same 2 5,6 5,7

Netherlands 37815 15255 40% 2,9 higher 1 2,8 2,9

New Zealand 64951 55769 86% 6,2 higher 1 2,8 5,1

Norway 15618 10942 70% 5,1 none 3 8,5 6,2

Portugal 17950 15411 86% 6,2 same 2 5,6 6,0

Slovak Republic 2010 1492 74% 5,4 higher 1 2,8 4,5

South Korea 31943 29710 93% 6,8 same 2 5,6 6,4

Spain 59814 46212 77% 5,6 same 2 5,6 5,6

Sweden 42769 24395 57% 4,1 none 3 8,5 5,6

Switzerland 41058 15620 38% 2,8 higher 1 2,8 2,8

United Kingdom 351470 225042 64% 4,7 higher 1 2,8 4,0

United States 595874 417750 70% 5,1 higher 1 2,8 4,3
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Refugee burden sharing

Source:The UN Refugee Agency (UNHCR) statistical year book 2008:

http://www.unhcr.org/statistics.html

(Statistical Annex; Table 1. Refugee, Asylum Seekers, Internally Displaced Persons,
Returnees, Stateless persons, and Others of concern to UNHCR by country/territory
of asylum, end 2008;

Table 9. Asylum applications and refugee status determination by country of asylum,
2008);

GDP data fromWorld Development Indicators: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.PP.KD

Country

Population of 

concern to 

UNHCR, end-

2008

Of which: 

Refugee 

population, 

end-2008

Asylum 

applications, 

2008

2008 GDP, 

PPP (Constant 

2005 

International 

Dollars), 

billions

Total pop. of 

concern + 

applications/ 

GDP

Standardized 

score

Australia 23078 20919 7324 713,24 42,6 1,5

Austria 74714 37557 12841 300,82 291,1 10,1

Belgium 31837 17026 17115 358,79 136,4 4,7

Canada 227853 173651 34800 1200,49 218,8 7,6

Denmark 27615 23401 2360 188,53 159,0 5,5

Finland 10756 6617 4016 177,83 83,1 2,9

France 194726 160017 42599 1959,28 121,1 4,2

Germany 647852 582735 28018 2765,21 244,4 8,5

Greece 40483 2164 33252 310,16 237,7 8,2

Ireland 14342 9730 6756 175,05 120,5 4,2

Italy 47783 47061 30324 1685,93 46,3 1,6

Japan 5880 2019 2100 4020,63 2,0 0,1

Netherlands 91934 77600 13399 618,10 170,4 5,9

New Zealand 2868 2716 387 105,19 30,9 1,1

Norway 50217 36101 20505 237,09 298,3 10,3

Portugal 676 403 161 224,57 3,7 0,1

Slovak Republic 1535 317 910 110,92 22,0 0,8

South Korea 1697 172 364 1239,40 1,7 0,1

Spain 4687 4661 4517 1296,05 7,1 0,2

Sweden 107376 77038 40490 311,24 475,1 16,4

Switzerland 63370 46132 16606 288,28 277,4 9,6

United Kingdom 306702 292097 30547 2071,17 162,8 5,6

United States 348776 279548 39362 13129,10 29,6 1,0
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Environment Component

Country

GHG emissions and 

fuel production per 

capita (in tons CO2 

equivalent)

% change in GHG 

emissions/ GDP

Gasoline tax 

es

Consumption of 

ozone-depleting 

substances

Kyoto 

Protocol 

ratification

Australia -6,3 0,4 2,5               8,6 10,0

Austria 8,2 0,7 5,9               8,0 10,0

Belgium 7,3 6,4 7,5               8,0 10,0

Canada -0,8 4,0 1,9               2,1 10,0

Denmark 5,0 5,4 7,3               8,0 10,0

Finland 8,6 11,8 7,7               8,0 10,0

France 8,5 6,4 7,2               8,0 10,0

Germany 6,9 3,4 8,0               8,0 10,0

Greece 6,9 7,5 5,0               8,0 10,0

Ireland 6,7 11,1 6,3               8,0 10,0

Italy 8,2 2,1 6,9               8,0 10,0

Japan 8,0 2,9 4,3               5,9 10,0

Netherlands 5,6 5,4 8,3               8,0 10,0

New Zealand 6,5 5,9 2,9               7,9 10,0

Norway -16,0 13,9 7,9               8,8 10,0

Portugal 8,5 0,8 7,1               8,0 10,0

Slovakia 8,2 11,1 6,5               8,0 10,0

South Korea 7,2 4,2 4,8               -22,6 10,0

Spain 8,0 3,4 5,0               8,0 10,0

Sweden 8,9 -0,3 6,7               8,0 10,0

Switzerland 8,5 2,9 5,1               9,4 10,0

United Kingdom 6,4 7,2 6,8               8,0 10,0

United States 2,7 5,6 0,8               -1,7 0,0

Global climate
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Country

Fishing 

subsidies

Ratification of 

UN Fisheries 

Agreement

Biodiversity 

treaties 

participation

Tropical 

wood 

imports

Overall 

score

Australia 10,0 10,0 4,8 3,9 4,0

Austria 10,0 10,0 4,6 4,8 6,0

Belgium 7,5 10,0 5,2 4,8 7,0

Canada -21,4 10,0 3,8 8,0 3,2

Denmark -2,1 10,0 6,3 4,8 6,3

Finland 6,5 10,0 5,0 4,8 7,9

France 8,8 10,0 4,7 4,8 7,1

Germany 9,9 10,0 5,4 4,8 6,7

Greece -4,3 10,0 2,9 4,8 5,8

Ireland -8,0 10,0 2,3 4,8 6,2

Italy 5,9 10,0 5,8 4,8 6,3

Japan 9,5 10,0 4,1 1,2 5,2

Netherlands 6,5 10,0 4,7 4,8 6,7

New Zealand 10,0 10,0 5,3 7,4 6,7

Norway 2,9 10,0 5,2 4,8 5,7

Portugal 9,7 10,0 5,3 4,8 6,3

Slovakia 10,0 10,0 5,8 4,8 7,8

South Korea 3,2 10,0 4,5 3,8 2,7

Spain -4,5 10,0 6,5 4,8 5,8

Sweden 9,2 10,0 5,8 4,8 6,2

Switzerland 10,0 10,0 3,6 4,8 6,2

United Kingdom 9,9 10,0 5,7 4,8 7,1

United States 6,5 10,0 3,7 7,3 3,6

Sustainable fisheries

Biodiversity and global 

ecosystems
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Security Component

UN Financial Contributions:

Calculated by using data on gross budgetary requirements proposed by the Secretary-
General for each peacekeeping operation.

http://www.un.org/ga/acabq/subject_results.asp?desc=PKI-General%20issues

UN Personel Contributions:

Data comes from IISS “The Military Balance” from 1998-2010.

Arms exports:

2008 Council of European Union, Eleventh Annual Report http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2008:300:0001:0374:EN:PDF

2007 Council of European Union, Tenth Annual Report http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2007:253:0001:0332:EN:PDF

UN Register of Conventional Arms http://www.un.org/disarmament/convarms/Register/HTML/RegisterIndex.shtml

GDP data: Eurostat http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/

Country

Peacekeeping 

& humanitarian 

interventions

 Sea lanes 

protection Total Score

Weighted 

exports/GDP Score

Australia 0,183% 0,002% 0,185% 6,8 -0,004% 9,9 7,2

Austria 0,095% 0,000% 0,095% 3,5 -0,061% 8,2 4,1

Belgium 0,094% 0,003% 0,098% 3,6 -0,767% -13,3 1,5

Canada 0,135% 0,004% 0,139% 5,1 -0,080% 7,6 5,4

Denmark 0,151% 0,005% 0,156% 5,7 -0,025% 9,2 6,2

Finland 0,154% 0,001% 0,155% 5,7 -0,062% 8,1 6,0

France 0,141% 0,021% 0,162% 6,0 -1,184% -26,0 2,0

Germany 0,097% 0,006% 0,103% 3,8 -0,360% -0,9 3,2

Greece 0,124% 0,005% 0,129% 4,7 -0,033% 9,0 5,3

Ireland 0,129% 0,000% 0,129% 4,8 -0,013% 9,6 5,4

Italy 0,123% 0,003% 0,126% 4,6 -0,141% 5,7 4,8

Japan 0,029% 0,002% 0,030% 1,1 0,000% 10,0 2,2

Netherlands 0,161% 0,013% 0,174% 6,4 -0,220% 3,3 6,0

New Zealand 0,220% 0,000% 0,220% 8,1 0,000% 10,0 8,4

Norway 0,181% 0,004% 0,185% 6,8 -0,153% 5,3 6,6

Portugal 0,140% 0,003% 0,143% 5,3 -0,033% 9,0 5,7

Slovak Republic 0,002% 0,00% 0,002% 0,1 -0,1916% 4,2 0,6
South Korea 0,018% 0,000% 0,018% 0,7 0,000% 10,0 1,8

Spain 0,068% 0,002% 0,070% 2,6 -0,170% 4,8 2,9

Sweden 0,145% 0,002% 0,146% 5,4 -0,507% -5,4 4,0

Switzerland 0,075% 0,000% 0,075% 2,7 -0,204% 3,8 2,9

United Kingdom 0,238% 0,018% 0,257% 9,5 -2,061% -52,7 1,7

United States 0,253% 0,080% 0,333% 12,3 -0,538% -6,4 9,9

Military spending (% of GDP) Arms exports

Overall 

score
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Technology Component

Country Government R&D IPRs

Overall 

score

Australia 3,7 7,5 5,0

Austria 5,3 4,4 5,0

Belgium 4,9 4,5 4,8

Canada 5,1 7,2 5,8

Denmark 6,9 3,5 5,7

Finland 5,9 4,5 5,4

France 6,9 4,1 6,0

Germany 4,8 3,5 4,4

Greece 1,9 4,3 2,7

Ireland 3,6 3,8 3,7

Italy 4,4 4,5 4,4

Japan 6,2 5,6 6,0

Netherlands 5,3 4,1 4,9

New Zealand 3,7 7,3 4,9

Norway 5,6 4,6 5,3

Portugal 7,7 6,5 7,3

Slovak Republic 2,0 3,9 2,6

South Korea 7,0 5,3 6,5

Spain 7,2 5,3 6,5

Sweden 4,8 3,7 4,4

Switzerland 1,8 4,8 2,8

United Kingdom 4,7 3,8 4,4

United States 5,5 3,8 4,9
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Country

Plant/Animal 

Patents

Software 

Patents Total Score

TRIPS+ 

policy

Anti-

circum 

vention 

rules

Database 

Protection  Total Score

Australia 1 1 2 3,0 0 0,9 0 0,9 7,8

Austria 0,9 0,5 1,4 5,1 1 0,8 1 2,8 3,1

Belgium 0,9 0,5 1,4 5,1 1 0,4 1 2,4 4,1

Canada 0,5 0,75 1,25 5,6 0 0,5 0 0,5 8,8

Denmark 0,9 0,5 1,4 5,1 1 0,9 1 2,9 2,9

Finland 0,9 0,5 1,4 5,1 1 0,4 1 2,4 4,1

France 0,9 0,5 1,4 5,1 1 0,4 1 2,4 4,1

Germany 0,9 0,5 1,4 5,1 1 0,9 1 2,9 2,9

Greece 0,9 0,5 1,4 5,1 1 0,9 1 2,9 2,9

Ireland 1 0,5 1,5 4,8 1 0,65 1 2,7 3,5

Italy 1 0,5 1,5 4,8 1 0,4 1 2,4 4,1

Japan 1 1 2 3,0 0 1 0 1,0 7,5

Netherlands 0,9 0,5 1,4 5,1 1 0,4 1 2,4 4,1

New Zealand 1 0,75 1,75 3,9 0 0,25 0 0,3 9,4

Norway 0,9 0,25 1,15 6,0 0,75 0,4 1 2,2 4,7

Portugal 1 1 2 3,0 0 0,75 0 0,8 8,2

Slovak Republic 0,9 0,5 1,4 5,1 1 0,9 1 2,9 2,9

South Korea 0,9 0,5 1,4 5,1 1 0,4 1 2,4 4,1

Spain 0,9 0,5 1,4 5,1 1 0,4 1 2,4 4,1

Sweden 0,9 0,5 1,4 5,1 1 0,75 1 2,8 3,2

Switzerland 0,9 0,5 1,4 5,1 0,75 0,75 1 2,5 3,8

United Kingdom 1 0,5 1,5 4,8 1 0,65 1 2,7 3,5

United States 1 1 2 3,0 1 0,9 0 1,9 5,3

Patent coverage "TRIPS+", anti-circumvention rules, database protection
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Harmful intellectual property rights extension

Rights loss provisions

Country

No revocation 

due to 

discontinuing 

working

Compulsory 

license not 

issued 

Patent 

opposition 

system

Experimental 

use exception 

or defense Total Score

 Overall 

score

Australia 0 0 0 0 0 10,0 7,5

Austria 0 1 0,5 0 1,5 6,1 4,4

Belgium 1 0,5 0,5 0 2 4,9 4,5

Canada 1 0 0,75 0 1,75 5,5 7,2

Denmark 1 1 0,5 0 2,5 3,6 3,5

Finland 1 0,5 0,5 0 2 4,9 4,5

France 1 1 0,5 0 2,5 3,6 4,1

Germany 1 1 0,5 0 2,5 3,6 3,5

Greece 1 0 0,5 0 1,5 6,1 4,3

Ireland 1 1 0,5 0 2,5 3,6 3,8

Italy 1 0,5 0,5 0 2 4,9 4,5

Japan 1 0,5 0,75 0 2,25 4,2 5,6

Netherlands 1 1 0,5 0 2,5 3,6 4,1

New Zealand 1 0 0,5 0 1,5 6,1 7,3

Norway 1 1 0,5 0 2,5 3,6 4,6

Portugal 1 0 0,5 0 1,5 6,1 6,5

Slovak Republic 1 0,5 0,5 0 2 4,9 3,9

South Korea 0 0,5 0,5 0 1 7,4 5,3

Spain 0 0,5 0,5 0 1 7,4 5,3

Sweden 1 1 0,5 0 2,5 3,6 3,7

Switzerland 0 1 0,5 0 1,5 6,1 4,8

United Kingdom 1 1 0,5 0 2,5 3,6 3,8

United States 1 1 0,75 0,5 3,25 1,6 3,8
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Government R&D support weighted by objective

Country

Business 

expenditure on 

R&D/GDP data 

year

Business 

expenditure 

on R&D/GDP

Tax subsidy rate 

for R&D, 

manufacturers 

(average 

small/large 

companies), 

2009

Tax 

expenditure/

GDP

Australia 2006 1,20% 11,70% 0,14%

Austria 2007 1,79% 8,80% 0,16%

Belgium 2008 1,32% 8,90% 0,12%

Canada 2009 1,08% 25,30% 0,27%

Denmark 2008 1,91% 13,80% 0,26%

Finland 2008 2,52% -0,80% -0,02%

France 2008 1,27% 42,50% 0,54%

Germany 2008 1,83% -2,00% -0,04%

Greece 2007 0,16% 1,00% 0,00%

Ireland 2008 0,93% 10,90% 0,10%

Italy 2009 0,64% 11,70% 0,07%

Japan 2007 2,68% 13,75% 0,37%

Netherlands 2007 0,97% 15,65% 0,15%

New Zealand 2007 0,51% -2,00% -0,01%

Norway 2008 0,87% 21,85% 0,19%

Portugal 2008 0,76% 28,10% 0,21%

Slovak Republic 2009 0,20% -0,80% 0,00%

South Korea 2007 2,45% 16,90% 0,41%

Spain 2008 0,74% 34,90% 0,26%

Sweden 2008 2,78% -1,50% -0,04%

Switzerland 2004 2,14% -0,80% -0,02%

United Kingdom 2008 1,21% 14,20% 0,17%

United States 2008 2,01% 6,60% 0,13%
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Country

Tax 

expenditure/

GDP, 

weighted

Government 

R&D 

expenditure/ 

GDP

Government 

R&D 

expenditure, 

weighted/ GDP

Total 

government 

support/GDP Score

Australia 0,11% 0,50% 0,44% 0,55% 3,7

Austria 0,12% 0,70% 0,67% 0,79% 5,3

Belgium 0,09% 0,70% 0,63% 0,72% 4,9

Canada 0,20% 0,60% 0,55% 0,76% 5,1

Denmark 0,20% 0,85% 0,81% 1,01% 6,9

Finland -0,02% 0,98% 0,88% 0,86% 5,9

France 0,41% 0,74% 0,61% 1,01% 6,9

Germany -0,03% 0,79% 0,73% 0,71% 4,8

Greece 0,00% 0,28% 0,27% 0,27% 1,9

Ireland 0,08% 0,49% 0,46% 0,53% 3,6

Italy 0,06% 0,64% 0,60% 0,65% 4,4

Japan 0,28% 0,70% 0,64% 0,92% 6,2

Netherlands 0,11% 0,71% 0,67% 0,78% 5,3

New Zealand -0,01% 0,56% 0,56% 0,55% 3,7

Norway 0,14% 0,73% 0,68% 0,82% 5,6

Portugal 0,16% 1,03% 0,97% 1,13% 7,7

Slovak Republic 0,00% 0,31% 0,29% 0,29% 2,0

South Korea 0,31% 0,90% 0,72% 1,03% 7,0

Spain 0,19% 0,99% 0,86% 1,05% 7,2

Sweden -0,03% 0,81% 0,74% 0,71% 4,8

Switzerland -0,01% 0,29% 0,28% 0,27% 1,8

United Kingdom 0,13% 0,64% 0,57% 0,70% 4,7

United States 0,10% 1,00% 0,71% 0,81% 5,5
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