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This paper investigated the effect of asylum-seeker movement on bilateral aid 

allocation focusing on European donors over the period of 2009-2015 in which 

Europe has been suffering from an unwanted foreign intrusion. The underlying 

assumption on the relationship between asylum-seeker movement and bilateral aid 

allocation is that a donor’s security interest attached to bilateral aid allocation gains 

more significance by using bilateral aid as a policy measure to address a growing 

security threat entailed by the migratory movement of asylum-seekers. This is 

because the migratory movement of asylum-seekers is largely believed to be caused 

by a malaise of development and fragility of the global South which is normally 

tackled by a provision of foreign aid. By doing so, a relative significance and/or 

presence of a donor’s security interest among other purposes of bilateral aid (i.e. 

recipient’s needs, aid effectiveness etc.) is expected to be revealed.   

 

A fixed-effects model was applied to a panel of 21 OECD DAC EU donors 

and 137 OECD DAC recipients over the period of 2009-2015. The empirical analysis 

suggests that the influx of asylum-seekers from recipient countries is associated with 

an increase in overall volume of bilateral aid committed by European donors to the 

respective recipient countries, particularly in those with close geographical 

proximity to the asylum-seeker movement or high immigration rate. Furthermore, 

such an increase in bilateral aid allocated to asylum-seeker sending countries is 

focused on the sectors that are assumed to be able to tackle the root causes of 

irregular migration by providing a firm ground for sustainable development and 

stability. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

 
 

1.1  Foreign Aid and National Security 

Bilateral aid – a direct transfer of aid between independent countries – 

developed only after 1945, has become an integral part of international relations 

(McKinlay and Little, 1977). Although there had been a provision of humanitarian 

relief originated from religious beliefs and philosophical notion of humanity in the 

nineteenth century, the provision of public resources from one government to another 

was “real innovations which the modern age has introduced into the practice of 

foreign policy.” (Morgenthau, 1962) In this respect, the purposes of bilateral aid 

allocation have long been questioned; why the nation state provides their own scarce 

resources to promote the well-being of others? Divergent models (recipient need 

model and donor interest model) have attempted to interpret the purpose of bilateral 

aid allocation but these models have not reached a consistent result that can fully 

explain the complexities of bilateral aid allocation (Lancaster, 2008).  

 

Amidst the complexities of objectives of bilateral aid allocation, a donor’s 

strategic interest has been explicitly present when donor states are threatened by the 

global South in the realm of national security. To illustrate, 9/11 attacks have 

increasingly linked the United States’ aid budgets with their own security concerns 

in which an increasing amount of aid disbursed to the so-called ‘fragile states’ or 

‘breeding grounds for terrorism’ to mainly prevent the spill-over effects of dangers 

associated with state failures (Brown and Gavingholt, 2016). The use of bilateral aid 

for advancing donor’s strategic interest in security discourse is based on the premise 
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that views the causes of security threats arise from state failures such as a malaise of 

development and poor governance in the global South. Such an inclusion of security 

discourse into bilateral aid allocation strategy is often defined as “securitization of 

aid”①. (Duffield, 2007; Brown and Gravingholt, 2016) 

 

 In 2015, more than 1 million asylum-seekers entered Europe – half of them 

from Syria②. The term ‘crisis’ has been attached to a large asylum-seeker movement 

when over 3,770 people died on their traveling route to Europe in 2015③. However, 

the number of asylum-seekers entering Europe has been steadily increasing since 

2008.  

 

<Figure 1>. Total Applications for Refugee Status in Europe 1999-2016 

 

Source: UNHCR 

                                            
①

 Securitization of aid refers to a process of identifying an existential threat to the society 

and justifying the use of manifold policy measures, unrelated to the realm of security, to 

neutralize the security threat (Buzan et al., 1998). More detailed information is presented in 

the literature review section.  
②

 EUROSTAT Asylum and Migration Management Database 

http://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/asylum-and-managed-migration/data/database (accessed 5 

November 2017) 
③

 IOM (2017) “Mediterranean Migrant Arrivals Top 363,348 in 2016; Deaths at Sea: 

5,079” https://www.iom.int/news/mediterranean-migrant-arrivals-top-363348-2016-deaths-

sea-5079 (accessed 5 November 2017) 
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Given that a constant threat of unwanted foreign intrusion has been imposed 

to European donors’ national security, this paper aims to reveal the “securitization of 

aid” in Europe: whether an inclusion of security discourse into bilateral aid allocation 

strategy has emerged in Europe in the face of the security threat of asylum-seeker 

migratory movement from the global South.  

 

1.2  Migration of Asylum-seekers as a Security Threat in Europe 

 

“All in all, massive and ‘unwanted’ migrants are deemed to threaten the 

stability of the Union…Defined as a strategic priority impinging on overall stability, 

the management of migration is considered as a security matter needing 

coordination and cooperation at more levels and with more actors.” (Ceccorulli, 

2009, p.2).  

 

As a response to a heightened migratory movement of asylum-seekers, a 

provision of development assistance has been emerged as a new policy measure that 

can address the root causes of asylum-seeker inflows to Europe. For instance, the 

European Commission pointed out the importance of EU development cooperation 

and assistance in tackling ‘the main root causes of irregular and forced migration’ by 

introducing the European Agenda on Migration in 2015. The emphasis on addressing 

the root causes of irregular migration has been one of the long-term priorities of the 

European Agenda on Migration that mainly aims to reduce the incentives for 

irregular migration. Similar observations are present in the European member states. 

In 2015, German Development Minister Gerd Muller is calling for an additional €10 
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billion to tackle the issues causing people to flee their countries of origin④. The 

United Kingdom government has also pledged that the development assistance 

would tackle “the root causes of mass migration” in its 2015 Aid Strategy (2017, 

ICAI⑤). As a result, the official development assistance of the UK is now expected 

to contribute to a reduction in irregular and forced migration towards Europe by 

legitimately addressing the root causes of such migratory movement, which includes 

tackling conflicts and reducing the socio-economic causes of irregular migration.  

 

Given that foreign aid and migration as a security agenda has been largely 

correlated in Europe, this paper aims to empirically examine the relationship 

between the two for the purpose of investigating whether the asylum-seeker 

movement being a security issue increases the significance of a donor’s strategic 

interest in bilateral aid allocation as a response to a growing security threat of 

asylum-seeker migratory movement. In other words, this paper assumes that 

European donors increase bilateral aid to the countries of origin with an expectation 

of foreign aid being an effective policy measure that can curb the asylum-seeker 

movement to Europe. In the following empirical analysis, the effect of the population 

of inflowing asylum-seekers from the recipient countries on bilateral aid allocation 

of European donors is mainly investigated using a panel of 21 OECD DAC European 

donors and 137 recipients within the time-frame of 2009-2015.  

                                            
④  Deutsche Welle (2015) ‘German Development Minister calls for billions for Syria’s 

neighbors’ http://www.dw.com/en/german-development-minister-calls-for-billions-for-

syrias-neighbors/a-18654256 (accessed 11 January 2018) 
⑤

 ICAI (2017) ‘The UK’s aid response to irregular migration in the central Mediterranean’ 

https://icai.independent.gov.uk/html-report/uks-aid-response-irregular-migration-central-

mediterranean/ (accessed 11 January 2018) 

http://www.dw.com/en/german-development-minister-calls-for-billions-for-syrias-neighbors/a-18654256
http://www.dw.com/en/german-development-minister-calls-for-billions-for-syrias-neighbors/a-18654256
https://icai.independent.gov.uk/html-report/uks-aid-response-irregular-migration-central-mediterranean/
https://icai.independent.gov.uk/html-report/uks-aid-response-irregular-migration-central-mediterranean/
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The remaining of this paper is structured as follows: Chapter two delves 

into the nature of bilateral aid and migration and the relationship between the two. 

Chapter three introduces the conceptual framework that this paper builds upon. 

Chapter four explains data and methodology used for investigating the research 

question, suggested in Chapter three. Chapter five presents the empirical findings of 

the analysis on the relationship between bilateral aid and asylum-seeker migratory 

movement. Finally, this paper concludes with the summary and implications of the 

empirical findings in Chapter six and the limitations of the study in Chapter seven.  
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 
 

With the aim of investigating the effect of the asylum-seeker movement on 

bilateral aid allocation, this paper will first elucidate the two terms frequently used 

in this paper – asylum-seekers and bilateral aid allocation – prior to literature review 

and an empirical analysis.  

 

2.1   Asylum-Seekers 

 

Refugees and asylum-seekers are often used interchangeably but each has 

a distinct meaning that carries different status for an individual under the 

international law. The 1951 ‘UN Convention on the Status of Refugees’, amended 

by the Protocol of 1967, defines a refugee as an individual who owing to a ’…well-

founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, nationality, 

membership of a particular social group or political opinion, is outside the country 

of his nationality and is unable or, owing to such fear, …is unwilling to return to it’ 

(Article 1, UN Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees, 1951/67). Thus, a 

refugee is a person who has fled their country of origin and is unable or unwilling to 

return because of a well-founded fear of being persecuted because of their race, 

religion, nationality, membership of a particular social group or political opinion. On 

the other hand, asylum-seekers are defined as a person who is seeking international 

protection but whose claim has not yet been decided by the country of he or she has 
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submitted it⑥. Therefore, asylum-seekers are differentiated from refugees or forced 

displacements but can be considered as a ‘potential refugee’⑦.  

 

2.2 Bilateral Aid Allocation 

 

1) Definition 

The OECD defines two types of development aid.  

First, the bilateral aid, the main interest of this paper, represents flows from ‘official 

(government) source directly to official sources in the recipient country’⑧. Second, 

the multilateral aid represents ‘core contributions from official (government) sources 

to multilateral agencies where it is then used to fund the multilateral agencies’ own 

programmes’⑨. As multilateral aid is considered as a contribution, it is expected to 

lose its identity and become an integral part of the recipient institution’s assets such 

that donors cannot pre-define its uses (Gulrajani, 2016). In this regards, donor’s 

strategic interest is more reflected in the bilateral aid flows when choosing bilateral 

channels for aid transfer, although donor’s decision is also partially involved in 

choosing multilateral agencies where it commits to contribute (McGillivary and 

White, 1993; Berthelemy, 2006). 

 

2) Allocation Decision 

                                            
⑥

 UNHCR ‘Asylum-seekers’ http://www.unhcr.org/asylum-seekers.html (accessed August 

28, 2017) 
⑦

 Amnesty International ‘What’s the difference between a refugee and an asylum seeker?’ 

https://www.amnesty.org.au/refugee-and-an-asylum-seeker-difference/ (accessed August 28, 

2017) 
⑧

 OECD ‘Development finance statistics – Frequently Asked Questions’ 

http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/faq.htm (accessed August 28, 2017) 
⑨

 ibid 

http://www.unhcr.org/asylum-seekers.html
https://www.amnesty.org.au/refugee-and-an-asylum-seeker-difference/
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/faq.htm
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The direction and amount of bilateral aid that a donor country allocates is a sum 

of independent decisions in on objectives of bilateral aid. Freeny and Mcgilivary 

(2008) already identified this aspect of bilateral aid allocation decision: 

 

“Bilateral aid allocation is a complex task. The bilateral aid allocation decision-

making group of donor aid agencies are required to take into account and weigh up 

the often competing mandates or objectives for aid.”  

 

Thus, making decisions on bilateral aid allocation is a complex task which 

can be achieved through overcoming the aversion of manifold objectives attached to 

the provision of aid. Furthermore, a budgetary constraint adds to the complexity of 

bilateral aid allocation as foreign aid is an item of government expenditure. In sum, 

bilateral aid is allocated to maximize the utility by achieving the pre-defined 

objective of aid using a limited financial resources. Regarding that three-dimensional 

objectives – recipient’s needs, donor’s interests and developmental purposes – may 

concurrently affect bilateral aid allocation decision, a theoretical model of bilateral 

aid allocation decision of a donor d can be modelled as follows: 

 

𝐴𝑖𝑑𝑟 = 𝑅𝑁𝑟𝐷𝐼𝑑𝐷𝑃𝑟 

Notes: d stands for donor countries. r stands for recipients. 

 

𝐴𝑖𝑑𝑟  is an absolute amount of bilateral aid from the donor d under 

consideration to recipient r. 𝑅𝑁𝑟 is the expected recipient need for aid, 𝐷𝐼𝑑is the 

expected level of donor’s self-interests and 𝐷𝑃𝑟 the expected level of aid 
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effectiveness⑩. Therefore, a donor country d’s utility of bilateral aid can increase 

with the amount of aid allocated to recipient r if aid is either of benefit 

developmentally to recipients, fulfilling donor self-interests or increasing its impact 

and effectiveness. 

 

2.3  Foreign Aid and its Objectives 

 

Lancaster (2008) defines bilateral aid allocation as motivated by ‘broad 

goals that donor governments sought to achieve with their aid… in the decisions they 

made on its amount, country allocation and use.’ In other words, the objectives of 

bilateral aid allocation are known to be diverse and broad. Throughout the last 

decades, the literature on the objectives of bilateral aid allocation has been dominated 

by Mckinlay and Little (1978) dichotomy of donor self-interest and recipient need, 

which is a so-called ‘RN-DI (recipient need versus donor self-interest)’ model 

(McGillivray, 2003). During the following years, McKinlay (1978), McKinlay and 

Little (1978a, 1978b, 1979) and Maizels and Nissanke (1984) applied ‘RN-DI’ 

model to individual donors (Germany, United Kingdom, France and United States) 

over the period of 1960s-1970s and a panel of principal bilateral donors (France, 

United Kingdom, Germany, United States and Japan), over the year from 1960 to 

1980. More recently, Gounder and Sen (1999) apply the ‘RN-DI’ model to Australian 

bilateral aid allocation to Indonesia to examine underlying objectives in Australian 

                                            
⑩

 A recent studies (Alesina and Weder, 2002; Dollar and Levin, 2004) found a new objective 

for aid which is putting emphasis on recipients’ quality of administration to enhance aid 

effectiveness 
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bilateral aid allocation to Indonesia. Early studies (McKinlay and Little, 1977; 

McKinlay, 1978; McKinlay and Little 1978a, 1978b, 1979; Maizels and Nissanke, 

1984) which used the ‘RN-DI’ model consistently concluded that donor’s self-

interest explains more of the distribution of bilateral aid allocation than recipient 

needs, whereas Gounder and Sen (1999) argued that bilateral donors concurrently 

consider recipient’s needs as well as donor’s interests.  

 

The studies applying ‘RN-DI’ model use two separate estimation models 

each containing independent variables reflecting either donor’s self-interest or 

recipient need. The variables in the recipient need model are per capita aid, per capita 

GDP, per capita calorie consumption, number of doctors per 100,000, size of 

international liquidity holdings as a percentage of GDP, growth rate of real per capita 

GDP, gross domestic fixed capital formation as a percentage of GDP, Physical 

Quality of Life Index (PQLI), GNP growth rate and GNP per capita (McKinlay, 1978; 

Maizels and Nissanke, 1984). On the other hands, donor’s self-interest can be 

categorized into economic and geopolitical aspects. Volume of bilateral trade, 

population and GDP of recipients reflect donor’s commercial or economic interest 

whereas political ideology, UN friendliness and military capability of recipients 

reflect donor’s strategic political interest attached to a specific region (McKinlay, 

1978). Subsequent research has added more aspects – infant mortality civil/political 

rights and government quality of recipient countries – to the criteria of RN-DI model. 

Trumball and Wall (1994) found that recipients with low infant mortality and 

civil/political rights receive more aid. Alesina and Weder (2002) discovered that 

donors consider the corruption level of recipient governments when allocating aid, 
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whereas Dollar and Levin (2004) showed that donors tend to provide more aid to 

recipients with sound institutions and policies. Favoring recipients with a good 

governance and/or policy institution can be explained by a donor’s interest in 

boosting aid effectiveness as such recipients are more capable of and committed to 

fostering development which can further enhance the effectiveness of the disbursed 

bilateral aid. In this respect, the objectives of bilateral aid allocation can be generally 

defined as either of donor’s interests, recipient’s needs or developmental purposes, 

although there still exists complexities on deciding the overarching goal of bilateral 

aid allocation.  

 

2.3 Foreign Aid and Migration 

 

Whilst manifold factors – recipient’s needs, donor’s interests or 

developmental purposes – have been affecting bilateral aid allocation, the link 

between aid and migration has also been suggested by previous studies. The 

migration and development nexus study by Sorensen and Van Hear (2003) touched 

upon the rationales behind the association of migration issue with the development 

assistance policy. They argued that it is critical to understand the cause and the nature 

of irregular migration prior to the understanding of the introduction of migration-

related development assistance. Unlike a regular migration, irregular migration is a 

forced movement caused by civil wars, human rights abuse and poor governance. 

Therefore, the repatriation of irregular migrants can be ensured when factors that 

force their migration are addressed. As foreign aid has a potential to alleviate 

fragility and promote good governance, foreign aid has become associated with 
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mitigating the conditions which produce irregular migrants in the countries of origin 

to repatriate asylum-seekers and thus, the migration-related development assistance 

is formulated.  

 

Apart from the theoretical background of the link between aid and 

migration, some empirical studies have been conducted on analyzing whether the 

migratory movement of asylum-seekers from recipient countries have exerted a 

significant effect on determining the bilateral aid allocation of the respective donor 

state. Czaika and Mayer (2011) analyzed the effect of four different categories of 

global forced displacement – internally displaced persons (IDP), refugees worldwide, 

refugees within their country of origin, asylum-seekers - on the ODA disbursement 

of OECD DAC donors to the source countries of forced displaced population. They 

found that bilateral aid allocation of OECD DAC donors responds to the migratory 

movement of refugees and asylum-seekers which means that OECD DAC donors 

tend to allocate more bilateral aid to the recipients where a large number of asylum-

seekers and refugees migrate from. However, the effect varies tremendously among 

donors. For instance, Norway, Austria or the United States scale up the total aid flows 

to the migrant-sending countries, while Australia, Finland and Denmark partly 

reduce their aid budget in the face of increasing migratory movement of asylum-

seekers. Furthermore, Bermeo and Leblang (2015) analyzed the effect of influx of 

immigrants to aid flows from donor countries to immigrant-sending countries using 

the panel of 19 OECD DAC donors and 150 recipients over the period of 1992-2005. 

They revealed a statistically significant effect of immigrant inflows on bilateral aid 

flows in which donors direct more aid to the immigrant-sending countries, a so-
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called ‘countries with high immigrant pressure’, to stem the tide of unwanted 

migrants (Bermeo and Leblang, 2015). From the above findings, Bermeo and 

Leblang (2015) claimed that OECD DAC donor countries hope to weaken the 

incentives leading potential migrants through the provision of aid, targeted to 

immigrant-sending countries.  

 

2.5  Securitization of Aid 

 

“Development is ultimately impossible without stability and at the same time, 

security is not sustainable without development.” (Duffield, 2007; 16) 

 

 The term ‘securitization’ has been actively developed by the writings of the 

Copenhagen School in the realm of international relations. Buzan et al (1998) 

broaden the spectrum of security issues by purporting that security issue could no 

longer be limited to the military-political relations but rather expanded through the 

so-called ‘securitization’ - an “inter-subjective process” in which the security issue 

is politically chosen by labelling something as a security threat based on the 

interaction between agenda-setting actors and audiences who agree on the given 

agenda and the use of policy measures to neutralize the socially constructed threats. 

Thus, the term ‘securitization’ not only refers to the creation of security agenda in 

the society but also refers to the justification of the implementation of various policy 

measures to address a widened spectrum of security threats, which is no longer 

restricted to a realistic threat to state survival.  
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As the term ‘security’ has been restricted to a direct threat that endangers 

the survival of the state, conventionally, the “securitization of aid” refers to the link 

between development strategies and security concerns that directly related to the 

protection of the nation from power politics and interstate conflicts. For instance, 

during the Cold War period, the development assistance has been used as a substitute 

for maintaining pro-Western political alliances (Duffield, 2007). However, as the 

definition of the term ‘security’ has been changed and widened, the form of the 

‘securitization of aid’ has also transformed. The 9/11 attack has shown a changed 

nature of the security threat which has been viewed as emerging from conflicts and 

fragility in the global South and spreading to the global North through the 

interconnectedness of global system. Thus, the 9/11 attack has not only raised the 

importance of border control in the realm of national security but also led the lens of 

development to be adopted by the nation to its security discourse that links state 

failures and terrorism. As a result, a new form of the ‘securitization of aid’ – a 

development assistance policy centered towards addressing state failures in the 

global South – has emerged. Recently, such a shared terrain of foreign aid and 

security concern has been observed in Europe due to a new security threat of a 

heightened migratory movement of asylum-seekers and/or refugees (Huysman, 

2000). Following the post-9/11 era, the security threat in Europe is now defined as 

irregular migration rather than terrorism and thus, the form of the ‘securitization of 

aid’ shifts from neutralizing potential violence related to state failures through a 

provision of aid to the use of foreign aid to address poor governance or a malaise of 

development to protect the nation from an unwanted migratory movement stemmed 

from the global South. 
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Then, how the turning of migration into a security agenda can be related to 

the development assistance strategy? This is because the lens of development has 

viewed the root causes of migratory movement of asylum-seekers to the North as a 

malaise of development or poor governance. Thus, the promotion of sustainable 

development in the South has now become synonymous with the pursuit of the 

security in the North (Fawn, 2009). The main research question of this paper starts 

from this point: “Does an influx of asylum-seekers increase (or proliferate) the 

significance of a donor’s strategic interest in bilateral aid allocation of European 

donors?” 
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Chapter 3. Conceptual Framework 

 

The main interest of this paper underlies in the effect of the migratory 

movement of asylum-seekers on bilateral aid allocation. The migratory movement 

of asylum-seekers may affect bilateral aid allocation as follows: First, the migratory 

movement of asylum-seekers is perceived as a national security threat in a donor 

state as the migratory movement itself and a sheer existence of asylum-seekers bring 

threats such as illegal networks of crime, destruction of national cultural identity and 

competition over national resources⑪ to the hosting countries. Second, given that 

the root causes of asylum migration can be tackled by policy measures that promote 

economic development, democracy, respect for human rights, and peaceful conflict 

                                            
⑪

 First, irregular migratory movement can be entailed by the illegal networks of crime, arms 

drugs or human trafficking. Second, the existence of irregular migrants threatens the 

community as asylum-seekers compete with local citizens over welfare services or 

employment opportunities. Furthermore, a sheer existence of irregular migrants can also 

threaten the national cultural identity, particularly if the hosting country has no tradition of 

multiculturalism. 
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resolutions in countries of origin, a provision of bilateral aid has become justified as 

a new policy measure for safeguarding the national security from the heightened 

irregular migratory movement by legitimately tackling aforementioned root causes 

(Rotte et el, 1997; Neumayer, 2005). Lastly, a donor’s bilateral aid allocation 

behavior alters to put more emphasis on its interest than other objectives of bilateral 

aid allocation such as recipient’s needs or developmental purposes and thus, donors 

direct more bilateral aid to the countries of origin (Czaika and Mayer, 2011; Brown 

and Gravingholt, 2016). To sum up, the conceptual framework in this paper starts 

from the transformation of irregular migration issue as a security agenda which 

justifies the use of foreign aid as a new policy measure for safeguarding the national 

security as irregular migration is believed to be possibly tackled by policy measures 

that can promote economic development and political stability. The use of foreign 

aid as a tool for addressing the security agenda prioritizes a donor’s strategic interest 

in bilateral aid allocation among other objectives attached to bilateral aid allocation 

and the relative significance of donor’s strategic interest appears in a real term 

through donor’s allocation decision on directing more aid to the countries of origin 

where a large number of asylum-seeker migrate from.  

 

The research question derived from the aforementioned conceptual 

framework is as follows:  

 

“Does an influx of asylum-seekers increase (or proliferate) the significance of a 

donor’s strategic interest in bilateral aid allocation of European donors?” 
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This paper approaches the above research question by investigating 

whether European bilateral donors significantly increase the volume of bilateral aid 

to the countries of origin as a response to an increase in asylum-seekers migrate from. 

Allocating more bilateral aid to countries with a higher emigration pressure implies 

that foreign aid strategy is used as a policy measure to address a new security agenda 

of irregular migration whose root causes underlie in the countries of origin. In this 

regards, bilateral aid can be considered as ‘being securitized’ as foreign aid is 

expected to serve more of a donor’s strategic interest. Moreover, this paper also 

delves into the composition of bilateral aid which enables the identification of the 

sector that European donors put more emphasis on for the purpose of addressing the 

migratory movement of asylum-seekers rooted from the recipient countries.  

 

The link between bilateral aid and refugee migration has been previously 

examined over the period of 1993-2003 in the study of Czaika and Mayer (2011) 

which found that bilateral aid of some European donors (i.e. Austria, Norway, 

Sweden, Germany and Ireland) is focused on the source countries of refugee 

movements. However, considering that a recent migratory pressure in Europe since 

2008 has recorded the largest number of asylum-seekers since the World War Ⅱ⑫, 

re-examining the effect of asylum-seeker movement on bilateral aid allocation, 

particularly focusing on European donors, would provide a valuable insight into 

whether such threat has re-affected European donors’ bilateral aid allocation. 

                                            
⑫

 UNHCR (2016) “Global forced displacement hits record high” 

http://www.unhcr.org/news/latest/2016/6/5763b65a4/global-forced-displacement-hits-

record-high.html (accessed 29 October 2017) 

http://www.unhcr.org/news/latest/2016/6/5763b65a4/global-forced-displacement-hits-record-high.html
http://www.unhcr.org/news/latest/2016/6/5763b65a4/global-forced-displacement-hits-record-high.html
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Chapter 4. Empirical Analysis 
 

The following empirical analysis examines the research question of which 

a large influx of asylum-seekers increases the significance of a donor’s security 

interest in European donors’ bilateral aid allocation. In other words, the focal point 

of the following empirical analysis is to identify a strategic security interest in 

European bilateral aid in the face of the so-called ‘refugee crisis’ which primarily 

aims to alleviate a heightened irregular migratory pressure. To this purpose, the 

degree and direction of the effect of the population of asylum-seekers, migrating 

from recipients to European countries, on bilateral aid allocation of the respective 

European donor country is mainly examined while controlling other factors that 

might exert influence on bilateral aid allocation; recipient’s needs, donor’s interests 

and developmental purposes.  

 

Furthermore, if the effect of asylum-seeker movement on bilateral aid 

allocation is found to be significant and positive, a question of how much bilateral 

aid the recipient with a high emigration pressure receives more than the others with 

a lower degree of emigration pressure is examined by comparing the aid flows to the 

recipients that send a large number of asylum-seekers to Europe with the aid flows 

to others without such a high emigration pressure. In contrast with the study of 

Czaika and Mayer (2011), this paper examines the effect of asylum-seeker 

movement on the direction of total volume of bilateral aid allocation and also delves 

into its effect on the sectoral composition of bilateral aid committed to recipient 

countries to gain more insight into European donors’ foreign aid policy or strategy 
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by being able to identify the sector that European donors put more emphasis on.  

 

4.1  Data and Variables 

 
In the analysis, the panel data contains 21 13  OECD DAC EU donor 

countries and 137 OECD DAC recipients, covering the 6-year time periods from 

2009 to 2015. The main dependent variable is the official development assistance 

(ODA) committed by 21 OECD DAC EU donors to 137 OECD DAC recipients over 

the period of 2009-2015. To investigate European donor states’ bilateral aid 

allocation strategy in spite of asylum-seeker migratory movement stemmed from the 

global South, sectoral composition of bilateral aid is also investigated by including 

social infrastructure/services, economic infrastructure/services, production, 

humanitarian bilateral aid and general budget support as dependent variables. The 

analysis on the effect of asylum-seeker movement on the sectoral composition of 

bilateral aid firstly examines a donor’s choice on the contribution channel – whether 

a donor prefers disbursing a general budget to sector-specific commitment – and then, 

explores the sector that a donor puts more emphasis on when committing bilateral 

aid to recipients. The data for dependent variables are extracted from OECD CRS 

Database.  

  

The main independent variable is a total population of asylum-seekers 

arriving in each OECD DAC EU donor country m in year t-1. Data on the population 

                                            
13

 As the official development assistance data for Hungary is only available in 2015 from 

OECD CRS database, Hungary has been opted out from the sample due to its limited data 

availability.   
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of asylum-seekers in Europe is provided by UNHCR, which counted first-time 

applicants for refugee status only. As a majority of the main independent variable – 

total population of asylum-seeker arriving in each OECD DAC EU donor country m 

in year t-1 – is equal to zero, this paper added a dummy variable (𝜌𝑖=1 denotes 

uncensored values, 𝜌𝑖=0 stands for censored values) to control the censored nature 

of the main regressor. Furthermore, a dummy variable, that categorizes recipient 

countries depends on whether a recipient country is a high emigration pressure 

country, is also included as an independent variable to compare the volume of 

bilateral aid between recipients that send a large number of asylum-seekers to Europe 

and others without such emigration pressure. This paper defined a country with a 

high emigration pressure as those sending a large stock of asylum-seekers to 

European donors in which the number accounts for more than 25% of total 

population of asylum-seekers arrive at the respective European donor country m in 

year t-1. 

 

As donor’s decision on bilateral aid allocation is based on information 

related to the past, there is one-year time lag on all explanatory variables, including 

the main independent variables. By including lagged explanatory variables in the 

estimation, the simultaneous causation that might induce bias in the estimation result 

can also be lessened as bilateral aid allocated to a recipient country j in year t cannot 

simultaneously affect the population of asylum-seekers, GDP or HDI (Human 

Development Index) of recipient j in year t-1. Given that donors have 

multidimensional objectives in allocating bilateral aid such as recipient’s needs, 

donor’s interests and developmental purposes, this paper included quantifiable 
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factors that can reflect the aforementioned objectives in bilateral aid allocation to 

control the effects other than a donor’s security interest attached to the mitigation of 

irregular migration.  

 

Donor’s strategic interest can be categorized into economic and geopolitical 

aspect. To account for donor’s economic interests, a donor’s bilateral trade export 

share to a recipient country j (TRADE), total population of a recipient country j 

(POPULATION) and openness of the economy of a recipient country j (ECONOMY) 

are selected. The bilateral trade share (TRADE) captures the volume of goods and 

services exported to a recipient country j from a donor country m in year t-1 as 

percentage of total trade volume of a donor country m. Data on bilateral trade share 

is collected through World Bank’s World Integrated Trade Solution (WITS). The 

total population of a recipient country j (POPULATION) and the openness of 

economy (ECONOMY) which is measured by the total trade volume as percentage 

of the total GDP of a recipient country j are collected through World Bank World 

Development Indicators. By selecting the above indicators, donor states are assumed 

to direct more bilateral aid to its bilateral trade partners for the purpose of securing 

trade relationship or those with a relatively open economy for the purpose of 

advancing potential commercial interests.  

 

As regards donor’s geopolitical interest, previous literature used former 

colonial relationship, UN voting pattern and regional interest variables. However, 

considering that a recent literature (Fuchs et al., 2014; Alesina and Dollar, 2000)  

argued the ambiguity attached to the UN voting pattern due to similar voting patterns 
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among Western donors, this paper considers donor’s geopolitical interest related to 

particular regions only. As this paper restricts the scope of analysis to European 

countries, the development cooperation relationship established between the 

European Union and ACP (African, Caribbean and Pacific group of states) countries 

at EU-level that aims to promote a sustainable development of ACP countries and 

economic partnership between the EU and ACP countries should be taken into 

account. As the EU-ACP cooperation was founded upon the motivation of European 

countries to continue their political influence over the former colonies in Africa, 

Caribbean and Pacific region, the identification of recipients whether it belongs to 

the ACP country group or not can reflect the European bilateral donors’ political and 

regional interest (Prah, 1993). Thus, this paper measured the geopolitical interest of 

European donors by identifying whether a recipient country is ACP (ACP) country 

or not.  

 

Apart from donor’s strategic interest, recipient’s needs and developmental 

purposes remain relevant to bilateral aid allocation. Recipient’s needs are based on 

the notion that aid should be granted to the neediest countries, whereas 

developmental purpose pursues the provision of aid to where it can have a real impact. 

The most common variable that shows the recipient’s need is GDP per capita (GDP) 

that approximates the absolute needs of the recipient country. However, GDP per 

capita itself is an incomplete measure of basic human needs and thus, several studies 

(Berthelemy, 2006; Berthelemy and Tichit, 2004) have attempted to include school 

enrolment rate or infant mortality rate to reflect other aspects of human needs of 

recipient country’s population that is overlooked by GDP per capita. Thus, this paper 
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used GDP per capita and Human Development Index (HDI) which is the composite 

static of life expectancy at birth, expected years of schooling, mean years of 

schooling and GNI per capita, in order to reveal multi-dimensional needs of recipient 

country’s population. The data on GDP was collected through World Bank World 

Development Indicators and HDI index is collected from the UNDP reports.  

 

Additionally, total number of natural disaster affected population and 

interstate conflict casualties of a recipient country r in year t-1 are included as control 

variables to assess the emergent need for assistance of recipient countries. The data 

for total affected population of natural disaster (NATURAL) was provided by EM-

DAT dataset and the data for casualties of interstate conflict (CONFLICT) was 

collected from Uppsala Conflict Data Program 

 

Lastly, previous literature (Neumayer, 2003; Dollar and Levin, 2004) used 

civil/political rights, corruption level, democracy and policy/institution level of 

recipient government variables to reflect a donor’s objective in maximizing the aid 

effectiveness which attempts to select beneficiaries where it can have a real impact. 

This paper used democracy (DEMOCRACY) and accountability 

(ACCOUNTABILITY) level of a recipient government to reflect a donor’s 

developmental purposes. Democracy (DEMOCRACY) and accountability 

(ACCOUNTABILITY) data were collected through POLITY IV Index. Policy and 

Institution variable was considered but not included in this paper due to a limited 

data availability in CPIA database.  
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4.2 Methodology 
 

To test the aforementioned research question: ‘Does an influx of asylum-

seekers increase the significance of a donor’s security interest in bilateral aid 

allocation?’ a fixed effects model was applied to control for year effects and group-

wise heteroscedasticity in donor-recipient relationships in a panel dataset. In addition, 

this paper conducted a donor-specific analysis applying the following estimation 

models to individual donor-level panel data to investigate whether there exists 

heterogeneity in bilateral aid allocation strategies adopted by European donors 

despite the security threat exerted by the recipients.   

 

A fixed-effects model will take the following equations where d stands for 

donor country and r stands for recipient country: 

 

Equation (1) 

log(𝑂𝐷𝐴)𝑑𝑟𝑡 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1log(Asylums)𝑑𝑟𝑡−1 + 𝛽2𝑋𝑟𝑡−1 + 𝜌𝑖

+ 𝑈𝑡 + 𝛾𝑑 + 𝛿𝑟 + 𝜖𝑑𝑟𝑡 

𝑋𝑟𝑡−1: Control variables 

𝜌𝑖 : Dummy for censored independent regressor 

𝑈𝑡 : Year fixed-effects 

𝛾𝑑 : Donor fixed-effects 

𝛿𝑟 : Recipient fixed-effects 

 

Equation (2) 

log(𝑂𝐷𝐴)𝑑𝑟𝑡 = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1(Emigration Pressure)𝑑𝑟𝑡−1 + 𝛽2𝑋𝑟𝑡−1

+ 𝑈𝑡 + 𝛾𝑑 + 𝛿𝑟 + 𝜖𝑑𝑟𝑡 

𝑋𝑟𝑡−1: Control variables 

𝑈𝑡 : Year fixed-effects 

𝛾𝑑 : Donor fixed-effects 

𝛿𝑟 : Recipient fixed-effects 
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Chapter 5. Results 

 

The <Table 1> shows the results of empirical analysis of Model (1), Model 

(2) and Model (3). Model (1) and Model (2) include the same dependent and control 

variables but only the independent variable differs. Model (1) includes 

‘log(Asylums)’ as a main independent variable which shows a log number of asylum-

seekers migrating from a recipient country to a donor country, whereas Model (2) 

comprises ‘Emigration Pressure’ as an independent variable that identifies whether 

a recipient country has sent a large stock of asylum-seekers to a donor state. Model 

(3) includes both ‘log(Asylums)’ and ‘Emigration Pressure’ as main independent 

variables with the same control variables used in other models.  

<Table 1>. 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

    

log(Asylums) 0.353*** - 0.305*** 

 (0.0347)  (0.0405) 

Emigration Pressure - 1.155*** 0.305** 

  (0.121) (0.133) 

Bilateral Trade 1.133*** 1.026*** 1.133*** 

 (0.120) (0.131) (0.120) 

Economic Openness 0.00599 0.00798**          0.00595 

 (0.00387) (0.00403) (0.00387) 

log(Population) -1.818 -0.321 -1.775 

 (1.590) (1.657) (1.589) 

log(GDP) 0.422 0.00964 0.444 

 (0.960) (0.999) (0.960) 

ACP -8.130** -5.211 -7.958** 

 (3.557) (3.709) (3.557) 

HDI -13.70* -12.26 -13.71* 

 (7.952) (8.283) (7.951) 

Democracy 0.0371 0.0683 0.0356 

 (0.107) (0.111) (0.107) 

Accountability -0.161 -0.226 -0.158 

 (0.186) (0.194) (0.186) 

log(Conflict casualties) 0.0537 0.0587 0.0535 

 (0.0348) (0.0362) (0.0348) 

log(Natural disaster affected pop.) 0.0115 0.0111 0.0114 
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(0.0103) (0.0108) (0.0103) 

log(Asylums)_dum 0.405*** - -0.420*** 

 (0.1184)  (0.121) 

    

Constant 53.16* 26.19 52.72* 

 (28.64) (29.86) (28.64) 

Observations 13,895 12,536  

R-squared 0.535 0.504 13,895 

Donor FE Yes Yes 0.535 

Recipient FE Yes Yes Yes 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: Countries (Slovakia, Iceland and Portugal) with limited variation in the population 

of inflowing asylum-seekers are dropped due to inability to identify the emigration pressure 

among recipients. Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Model (1) discovered that the effect of asylum-seeker movement on 

bilateral aid allocation of is significant. In other words, European donors were found 

to be increasing its bilateral aid commitment as a response to an increase in the 

number of asylum-seekers migrating from recipient countries. As other variables that 

might exert influence on bilateral aid allocation were controlled, the finding that 

European donors significantly increase the volume of bilateral aid to the countries of 

origin in response to an increase in the population of inflowing asylum-seekers to 

Europe was recognizable. The result of this study is consistent with the previous 

finding of Czaika and Mayer (2011) which firstly found that the population of 

inflowing asylum-seekers is one of the significant determinants of bilateral aid 

allocation. This not only implies that foreign aid has been used for ‘supporting 

voluntary repatriation of inflowing asylum-seekers instead of their local integration’ 

during the period of 1993-2003 but also such a national security-centered aid strategy 

still persists in Europe in a recent days (Czaika and Mayer, 2011). In addition, Model 

(2) revealed that the amount of bilateral aid significantly increases when the number 

of inflowing asylum-seekers migrating from a recipient country reaches more than 
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25% of total stock of asylum-seekers arrive in a donor state. Model (3) shows that 

an increase in bilateral aid of European donors to the countries of origin is associated 

with the number and the overall stock of inflowing asylum-seekers.  

 

Besides the main independent variables of interest, donor’s economic 

interest was found to be statistically significant in both models. As shown in <Table 

1>, European donors allocate increasing bilateral aid to their bilateral trade partners 

and/or countries with relatively open economy. Allocating bilateral aid according to 

trade relationship or recipient’s economic structure is to secure potential commercial 

and economic opportunities. In this way, European donors’ bilateral aid allocation 

can be defined as largely determined by its interests, particularly in the realm of 

security and economy.  

 

This result is quite in accord with the earlier studies of the determinants of 

bilateral aid allocation, which conclude that ‘bilateral aid allocations are 

made…solely…in support of donors’ perceived foreign economic, political and 

security interests’ (McKinlay and Little, 1979; Maizels and Nissanke, 1984), as 

European bilateral aid allocations are made ‘in support of its economic and security 

interests’, although the security interest in this paper refers to an interest in protecting 

the nation from the migratory threat, which is somewhat different from the definition 

used in the previous studies. A donor’s geopolitical interest was found to be less 

deterministic as ACP countries that used to be a colony of European donors receive 

less bilateral aid than non-ACP countries.  
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As this paper discovered that European donors direct more aid to asylum-

seeker sending countries to tackle the root causes of their migratory movement, 

delving into the sectoral composition of bilateral aid can provide a meaningful 

insight into how donors have implemented their bilateral aid allocation strategy with 

the aim of dealing with root causes of asylum-seeker movement in the countries of 

origin. <Table 2> shows the results of the additional analysis that includes general 

budget support or sector-specific ODA commitment as dependent variables rather 

than the overall ODA commitment in the equation (1). 

<Table 2> 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLE Social 

Infra 

Economic 

Infra 

Production General 

Budget 

Support 

Humanitarian 

log(Asylums) 0.0805** 0.0842** 0.115*** -0.0841*** 0.0572 

 (0.0364) (0.0398) (0.0404) (0.0262) (0.0384) 

      

Observations 12,916 12,916 12,526 11,147 12,916 

R-squared 0.415 0.471 0.342 0.187 0.378 

Donor FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Recipient FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: Only the estimates of log(Asylum-seeker) variable is reported (Full result is shown 

in Appendix Table.A4) Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

As shown in <Table 2>, European donors were found to increase bilateral 

aid flows to recipients’ social infrastructure/services, economic 

infrastructure/services and production sectors, while partly reducing its general 

budget support regarding with an increase in the inflowing population of asylum-

seekers to Europe. The result may imply the followings. First, the concentration of 

sectoral budget support and the reduction of general budget support can jointly 
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suggest that European donors have a willingness to exert a certain limitation on 

where funds may actually be spent. In other words, European donors might have a 

pre-defined usage or purpose attached to an allocated bilateral aid. Second, the 

increase in bilateral aid flows to social and economic infrastructure/services and 

production sectors highlight European donors’ commitment to tackle a malaise of 

development by providing a solid ground for further socio-economic development 

that might prevent the migratory movement of asylum-seekers. In sum, the sectoral 

composition of bilateral aid committed to asylum-seeker sending countries show 

European donors’ strategic interest in self-protection from the asylum-seeker 

migratory movement by earmarking financial resources to pre-defined sector-

specific causes of asylum-seeker movement rather than a general budgetary 

contribution.  

 

Additionally, this paper also looked into whether such a concentration of 

bilateral aid to countries with a higher emigration pressure is still evident in the case 

of bilateral aid allocation to the least developed countries (LDCs) where a persistent 

donor’s effort and commitment to development is vital and demanded under the UN 

Target for ODA to LDCs14. To this purpose, this paper applied the equation (1) and 

equation (2) to recipients that are LDCs only.  

 

 

                                            
14

 “Development partners will implement on their part this Programme of Action by 

integrating it into their respective national cooperation policy frameworks, programmes and 

activities, as appropriate, to ensure enhanced, predictable and targeted support to least 

developed countries, as set out in the Programme of Action.” (p. 8, Consideration of draft 

outcome documents of the 4th UN Conference on the LDCs) 
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<Table 3> 

 (1) (2) (3) 

VARIABLES Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

    

log(Asylums) 0.493*** - 0.390*** 

 (0.0653)  (0.0774) 

Emigration Pressure - 1.218*** 0.529** 

  (0.187) (0.227) 

Bilateral Trade 2.433*** 2.467*** 2.428*** 

 (0.314) (0.315) (0.314) 

Economic Openness 0.00607 0.00608 0.00541 

 (0.00503) (0.00505) (0.00512) 

log(Population) -9.406** -9.039** -9.548** 

 (3.910) (3.920) (3.937) 

log(GDP) 1.131 0.957 1.039 

 (1.766) (1.770) (1.777) 

ACP -23.48*** -23.44*** -23.43*** 

 (8.344) (8.366) (8.395) 

HDI -21.80 -21.21 -18.44 

 (15.07) (15.10) (15.19) 

Democracy 0.0534 0.0290 0.0432 

 (0.136) (0.136) (0.137) 

Accountability -0.122 -0.102 -0.114 

 (0.268) (0.268) (0.269) 

log(Conflict casualties) 0.0404 0.0424 0.0459 

 (0.0534) (0.0535) (0.0537) 

log(Natural disaster affected pop.) 0.00900 

(0.0161) 

0.00880 

(0.0162) 

0.00634 

(0.0162) 

log(Asylums)_dum -0.0713 - 0.102 

 (0.222)  (0.224) 

    

Constant 181.6** 178.2** 178.2** 

 (71.91) (72.09) (72.36) 

Observations 4,448 4,448 4,372 

R-squared 0.574 0.565 0.568 

Donor FE Yes Yes Yes 

Recipient FE Yes Yes Yes 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: Only recipient countries that are LDCs are included. Donor countries (Slovakia, 

Iceland and Portugal) with limited variation in the population of inflowing asylum-seekers 

are dropped due to inability to identify the emigration pressure among recipients. Standard 

errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

As shown in <Table 3>, an increase in the number of inflowing asylum-

seekers to Europe was associated with increasing amount of bilateral aid flows to the 
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recipient where the asylum-seekers migrated from. The result indicates that donors’ 

strategic interest presents even in the allocation of bilateral aid to LDCs where the 

allocation of aid depending on the recipient’s needs is vital and highly recommended 

under the international norm. Moreover, variables that reflect the recipient’s needs – 

GDP, HDI, log(conflict casualties) and log(natural disaster affected pop.) was found 

to be statistically insignificant, whereas economic interests was discovered to be 

significant deterministic factors. To sum up, European donors’ bilateral aid allocation 

is largely determined by its interests, particularly in the realm of security and 

economy. 

 

Furthermore, LDCs with a high emigration pressure also received a 

significantly greater amount of bilateral aid than LDCs without such a heightened 

migratory movement (shown in <Table 3>). This result implies that bilateral aid of 

European donors is largely focused on the countries with a higher emigration 

pressure at the expense of decreasing aid flows to those in need but without such a 

high emigration pressure. In this respect, European donors are found to be 

consistently increasing bilateral aid mainly depending on whether a recipient is a 

higher emigration pressure even the recipient is the LDC in need of assistance.  

 

The bilateral allocation behavior of European donors that aims to address 

the emerging security agenda, the asylum-seeker movement, can be explained by a 

distinctive feature of a migratory movement of asylum-seekers, which is different 

from the case of regular immigrants. As stated by Van and Sorensen (2003), asylum-

seekers only look for an emergent and temporary protection as their migration was 
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forced by external factors including political oppression and instability rather than 

voluntarily decided for seeking opportunities. That is, their repatriation is ensured 

when the push-factors (i.e. political oppression and extreme poverty) of their 

migratory movement are addressed in their countries of origin. In this respect, 

European donors see the solution of asylum-seeker movement lies within the 

countries of origin rather than within the European border. Therefore, European 

donors strive to allocate more bilateral aid to the countries of origin where the push-

factors of irregular migration present with an expectation of foreign aid being an 

effective policy measure addresses the push-factors of asylum-seeker movements. In 

this way, foreign aid has been used as a new policy measure for addressing a donor’s 

security agenda, which is now defined as the influx of asylum-seekers or irregular 

migration in Europe.  

  

Lastly, as the migratory movement of asylum-seekers has not equally 

spread out to European donor states but concentrated to certain countries such as 

Germany, Sweden and France, this paper also conducted a donor-specific analysis to 

investigate whether the effect of asylum-seeker movement on bilateral aid allocation 

varies across donor states.  

<Table 4> 

  

log(ODA) Donors 

Germany 0.067 

France 0.090 

Sweden 0.533 

Italy 0.171 

United Kingdom -0.081 

Austria 0.194 

Belgium 0.034 
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Switzerland 0.114 

Netherlands  -0.313 

Greece  0.389** 

Norway  -0.228 

Poland  0.600** 

Denmark  0.269 

Finland  -0.090 

Spain  0.283* 

Ireland  0.436 

Luxembourg  -0.015 

Czech Republic  -0.414 

Slovakia  -1.093*** 

Portugal -0.276 

Iceland  0.114 

Notes: Only the estimates of log(Asylums) variable is reported. Standard errors in 

parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

As shown in <Table 4>, the effect of asylum-seeker movement on bilateral 

aid allocation varies across donor states. Only three (Greece, Poland and Spain) out 

of twenty-one European donor states seem to increase the volume of bilateral aid to 

recipient countries where an increasing number of asylum-seekers migrate from. 

Contrary to the previous findings of Czaika and Mayer (2011), European donors that 

receive a large number of asylum-seekers – Germany, France and Sweden - did not 

allocate more bilateral aid to countries where an increasing number of asylum-

seekers migrate from. However, the external border countries of EU - Greece, Spain 

and Poland – directed more bilateral aid to the recipient countries where the asylum-

seekers migrate from. This result implies that external border countries have more 

incentive to curb the migratory movement of asylum-seekers than countries that 

receive the biggest number of refugee applications as asylum-seekers firstly arrive 

at external border countries regardless of whether they want to settle in those 

countries or to choose for the secondary movement to other European countries. 

Apart from the geographical reason, as stated by CEPA (Center for European Policy 
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Analysis)15, countries that lack tradition of accepting culturally different migrants 

such as Poland also has more demand on curbing the migratory movement than other 

European countries as public resistance to the influx of asylum-seekers was greater. 

Thus, the result of donor-specific analysis denotes that donors are more likely to 

direct bilateral aid to countries with a higher emigration pressure to advance a 

donor’s security interest attached to the mitigation of asylum-seeker movements, as 

they are more geographically accessible to irregular migrants and culturally 

homogenous.  

 

In addition, this paper also looks into whether the effect of asylum-seeker 

movement on bilateral aid varies depends on the extent of overall migratory pressure 

of individual donor states. To this purpose, this paper categorizes donor states into 

‘high immigration countries’ and ‘low immigration countries’ based on their 

immigration rate, collected through EUROSTAT. The ‘high immigration rate 

countries’ are defined as European donor states with immigration rate which is more 

than the average immigration rate of Europe in year t-1 whereas the ‘low 

immigration rate countries’ are those with immigration rate, lower than the average 

rate in year t-1. As shown in <Table 5>, bilateral aid increases as the number of 

inflowing asylum-seekers scales up in both groups but the effect is larger for the 

‘high immigration rate countries’. This result implies that countries with an existing 

pressure entailed by immigrants have more willingness to curb the additional 

                                            
15

 New York Times (2015) ‘Eastern Bloc’s Resistance to Refugees Highlights Europe’s 

Cultural and Political Divisions’ Available at: 

(https://www.nytimes.com/2015/09/13/world/europe/eastern-europe-migrant-refugee-

crisis.html) (Accessed 9 January 2018) 

https://www.nytimes.com/2015/09/13/world/europe/eastern-europe-migrant-refugee-crisis.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2015/09/13/world/europe/eastern-europe-migrant-refugee-crisis.html
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migratory pressure of asylum-seekers.  

<Table 5> 

 (Model 1) (Model 2) 

VARIABLES High Immigration Rate 

Countries 

Low Immigration Rate 

Countries 

   

log(Asylums) 0.450*** 0.294*** 

 (0.0465) (0.0496) 

Bilateral Trade 1.184*** 1.095*** 

 (0.171) (0.161) 

Economic Openness 0.0107** 0.00462 

 (0.00465) (0.00668) 

log(Population) 7.551*** -6.729*** 

 (2.018) (2.514) 

log(GDP) 0.389 -0.230 

 (1.202) (1.552) 

ACP 12.79*** 5.633 

 (4.586) (4.208) 

HDI -5.132 -13.78 

 (9.827) (13.21) 

Democracy 0.170 -0.147 

 (0.132) (0.169) 

Accountability -0.505** 0.166 

 (0.238) (0.283) 

log(Conflict casualties) 0.0362 0.0438 

 (0.0434) (0.0549) 

log(Natural disaster affected pop.) 0.00748 0.0174 

 (0.0135) (0.0152) 

log(Asylums)_dum -0.133 -0.689*** 

 (0.159) (0.174) 

Constant -115.7*** 133.9*** 

 (36.20) (45.62) 

   

Observations 6,859 7,036 

R-squared 0.583 0.544 

Year FE Yes Yes 

Donor FE Yes Yes 

Recipient FE Yes Yes 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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5.1 Robustness Check 
 

Given that donors tend to concentrate aid to a limited number of recipient 

countries, the majority of the dependent variable used in the analysis is equal to zero. 

This paper used the natural log volume of bilateral aid commitment in the analysis 

to make the non-linear variable to a linear continuous variable (see Figure 3).  

<Figure 3> Histogram of ODA and log(ODA) variables 

 

However, a censored nature of dependent variable may still linger. Previous 

studies used a two-part Probit model, Heckman’s two-step model and Tobit model 

to deal with a censored data (Berthelemy and Tichit, 2004; Berthelemy, 2006; 

Berthelemy, 2007; Czaika and Mayer, 2011). For investigating the robustness of 

findings, this paper also adopted the aforementioned non-linear methods of 

estimation to see whether the effect of asylum-seeker movement on bilateral aid 

allocation remains significant after adjusting the censored nature of the dependent 
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variable. As shown in <Table 6>, the main independent variable – log number of 

asylum-seeker migrating from recipients to donors – remains statistically significant 

and positive. Thus, the result of this study is a robust finding that identifies a growing 

significance of a donor’s security interest in the face of a new security threat exerted 

by the recipient countries through a migratory pressure. 

<Table 6>. 

 (a) (b) (c) 

 Probit Heckman Tobit 

log(Asylum-seeker) 0.307*** 0.232*** 4.082e+06*** 

 (0.0269) (0.0113) (353,376) 

Bilateral Trade 0.865*** 0.197*** 6.245e+06*** 

 (0.202) (0.0592) (1.346e+06) 

Economic Openness 0.000585 -0.000104 24,616 

 (0.00116) (0.000411) (17,249) 

log(Population) 0.311*** 0.102*** 3.677e+06*** 

 (0.0397) (0.0117) (565,059) 

log(GDP) -0.336*** -0.0446* 269,189 

 (0.0864) (0.0229) (1.306e+06) 

ACP -0.146 -0.251*** 717,208 

 (0.119) (0.0314) (1.854e+06) 

HDI 1.858** -0.485** -3.448e+07*** 

 (0.770) (0.211) (1.165e+07) 

Democracy -0.00479 -0.00619 91,417 

 (0.0329) (0.0117) (474,002) 

Accountability 0.0927 0.0846*** 1.011e+06 

 (0.0615) (0.0226) (885,773) 

log(Conflict Casualties) -0.00929 -0.0368*** -466,025** 

 (0.0146) (0.00694) (193,474) 

log(Natural Disaster Affected 

Pop.) 0.00834* 0.0112*** -51,108 

 (0.00427) (0.00251) (61,570) 

    

log(Asylums)_dum 0.0764 -0.238*** 4.392e+06*** 

 (0.0677) (0.0365) (990,738) 

    

Constant -3.325*** -0.957*** -4.779e+07*** 

 (0.882) (0.258) (1.276e+07) 

    

    

Observations 14,306 14,306 14,306 

Number of pan_id 2,206 . 2,206 

Notes: All explanatory variables are lagged by one-year. Standard errors in 

parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  
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Chapter 6. Conclusion 

 

‘Disagreement about aid-allocation criteria persists despite several cross-

sectional studies that attempt to quantify the process by which ODA is allocated.’ 

(Wall and Trumball, 1994, p.876) 

 

The aim of this paper was to reveal a similar but different aspect of 

allocation of ODA which aims to identify a donor’s interest in bilateral aid allocation 

under the presence of security threat arises from the global South, the so-called 

“refugee crisis”. The empirical analysis examined the effect of asylum-seeker 

movement on bilateral aid allocation of European donors by investigating the 

question of whether the volume of bilateral aid increases as a response to an increase 

in the population of inflowing asylum-seekers. A robust result was found, which 

means the influx of asylum-seekers from recipient countries is associated with an 

increase in overall volume of bilateral aid committed by European donors to the 

respective recipient countries. This paper added to the aforementioned finding by 

revealing that overall volume of bilateral aid to asylum-seeker sending countries 

sharply increases when the population of asylum-seekers exceeds the top 25 

percentile of total asylum-seeker population arriving in the respective donor state. 

Furthermore, this paper also discovered that such an increase in bilateral aid 

allocated to asylum-seeker sending countries is generally focused on the sectors that 

are assumed to be able to tackle the root causes of irregular migration by providing 

a firm ground for sustainable development and stability. Moreover, donor states with 

geographical proximity to asylum-seeker movement or existing migratory pressure 
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more largely increase bilateral aid flows to the countries of origin. This result partly 

supports the previous finding of Czaika and Mayer (2011) which already revealed 

the use of foreign aid as a policy measure that addresses the security threats, stemmed 

from the underdevelopment and fragility in the global South. However, like several 

previous studies, this paper did not offer a clear-cut landscape on the underlying 

motivations or determinants of bilateral aid allocation of donors. The evidence from 

this paper can only provide empirical support for the association between asylum-

seeker movement and bilateral aid allocation that implies a growing significance of 

donor’s strategic interest in bilateral aid allocation under the existence of national 

security threat exerted by the global South.  

 

The result of this paper may suggest that a growing significance of a donor’s 

security interest in foreign aid would yield a better future for developing countries 

as peace and stability in the global South has now become a crucial security interest 

of the global North. An increasing effort and commitment would be given to building 

a solid ground for further stability and peace in the South. However, as a 

concentration of bilateral aid to countries with a higher emigration pressure also 

presents in the aid flows to LDCs where an unconditional and continuous assistance 

is vital and demanded, European donors should not overlook the possibility that 

people in the poorest countries, which might lack of enough resources to even 

migrate to the North, are likely to be left without an adequate assistance if a growing 

significance of security interest persists.  

 

Lastly, the result of this paper provide the following implication to Korean 
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government in the realm of bilateral aid allocation strategy. Given that Korea has a 

relatively high possibility of receiving an unprecedented number of asylum-seekers 

from North Korea due to volatile economic and political situations, the findings of 

this paper can suggest that bilateral aid of South Korea can be used as one of the 

security or migration policy measures that can address the security threats, brought 

by the influx of irregular migrants from North Korea, although the effectiveness of 

the policy measure is still ambiguous.  
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Chapter 7. Limitations 
 

 

Some limitations were faced during this study. First, the result of this paper 

– increasing number of bilateral aid flows is associated with the increase in the 

number of inflowing asylum-seekers to Europe – might induce other interpretations. 

For instance, donors’ humanitarian motivation of helping countries in crisis where a 

large number of asylum-seekers migrate from may have increased bilateral aid flows 

to asylum-seeker sending countries. If European donors allocate increasing bilateral 

aid to asylum-seeker sending countries based upon humanitarian motivation, 

bilateral aid flows have also increased to recipient countries where a number of 

natural disaster affected population and conflict casualties is higher. However, the 

empirical analysis of this paper has found that those variables have not been found 

as a significant determinant of bilateral aid allocation of European donors. In 

addition, as European donors have been revealed to allocate bilateral aid mainly 

according to their economic interests, humanitarian motivation seems unlikely to be 

exerting influence on European donors’ bilateral aid allocation to asylum-seeker 

sending countries. Moreover, Bermeo and Leblang (2010) considered the possibility 

of lobbying hypothesis in the positive association between bilateral aid flows and 

migrant movement. The lobbying hypothesis argues that people who have fled to 

another country can lobby to increase the resources available to their countries of 

birth or origin. However, as a majority of asylum-seekers have fled from a 

government involuntarily due to a well-founded fear of being persecuted of race, 

religion or political opinion and avail themselves of protection of their countries of 
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origin, the lobbying hypothesis seems unlikely to be true in the case of the 

association of bilateral aid flows and asylum-seeker movement. Bermeo and Leblang 

(2010) empirically found that increased numbers of refugees from the recipient in 

the donor are associated with less foreign aid.  

 

Second, as this paper mainly investigated the use of bilateral aid as a policy 

measure that aims to mitigate the inflowing asylum-seekers, the effectiveness of this 

policy measure is still unquestioned. In this respect, further study on the extent of 

the effectiveness of bilateral aid in curbing the migratory flow of asylum-seekers is 

needed. Third, the asylum-seeker data, extracted from UNHCR database, only took 

into account of the dyadic migratory movement between sending and receiving 

countries. Therefore, this paper is unable to consider the effect of a secondary 

migratory movement of asylum-seeker within Europe on bilateral aid allocation. If 

the secondary movement of asylum-seeker was considered, the effect of asylum-

seeker movement on bilateral aid allocation might be significant and greater in most 

of OECD DAC EU countries and thus, further study that includes the effect of the 

secondary movement of asylum-seekers within Europe is worth to be demanded.  

 

In addition, this paper mainly focused on the empirical analysis to find a 

general pattern or tendency of European donors in increasing bilateral aid to asylum-

seeker sending countries. From this point, this paper relatively lacks a detailed donor-

specific contextual background that can provide more insight into underlying driving 

forces behind choosing a particular bilateral aid allocation strategy that varies across 

donors. For instance, the question of why Poland, Greece or Spain significantly 
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increases bilateral aid to asylum-seeker sending countries whereas Slovakia 

decreases bilateral aid to the countries of origin can be answered more effectively in 

further qualitative study. There has long been a growing emphasis on a donor’s 

security interest attached to the mitigation of migratory pressure in development 

assistance strategies at EU-level since the introduction of Tampere Program in the 

1990s which concludes that “the European Union needs a comprehensive approach 

to migration addressing political, human rights and development issues in countries 

and regions of origin and transit”16 and the Stockholm Program which maintains the 

spirit of Tampere program in addressing development issues in the South for 

migration management which was in effect until 201417. However, it is uncertain that 

whether individual European donors have been affected by and behaved in align with 

the EU-level policies. In this respect, further qualitative research on the driving 

forces behind the donor-specific migration-related development assistance 

strategies, particularly focusing on the difference between those donors that largely 

securitize and others that de-securitize the aid, is required. 

 

 

  

                                            
16

 European Parliament (1999) “Tampere European Council 15 and 16 October 1999” 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/tam_en.htm (accessed 9 November 2017) 
17

 Council of European Union (2009) “The Stockholm Programme – An open and secure 

Europe serving and protecting the citizen” 

https://ec.europa.eu/antitrafficking/sites/antitrafficking/files/the_stockholm_programme_-

_an_open_and_secure_europe_en_1.pdf (accessed 9 November 2017) 

http://www.europarl.europa.eu/summits/tam_en.htm
https://ec.europa.eu/antitrafficking/sites/antitrafficking/files/the_stockholm_programme_-_an_open_and_secure_europe_en_1.pdf
https://ec.europa.eu/antitrafficking/sites/antitrafficking/files/the_stockholm_programme_-_an_open_and_secure_europe_en_1.pdf
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국문 초록 

 

본 논문은 공여국 내 망명신청자의 유입에 따른 안보위협과 

공적개발원조 간의 관계에 대해 실증분석을 실시함으로써 공여국의 

자국의 안보이익추구적 공적개발원조배분행위를 실증적으로 규명하고자 

하였다. 분석에 앞서 상당 수의 망명신청자가 유입된 유럽을 중심으로 

유럽 내 망명신청자의 수가 급격하게 증가하게 된 시기인 2009 년부터 

최근 2015 년까지를 연구 시기로 설정하였다. 실증분석에서는 

2009 년부터 2015 년까지 OECD DAC 회원국인 유럽 공여국 21 개국과 

OECD DAC 수원국인 137 개국에 대한 자료로 이루어진 패널데이터를 

사용하였으며 분석모형으로는 고정효과 모형을 사용하였다.  

 

분석 결과 유럽 공여국은 망명신청자가 많이 유입되는 수원국에 

공적개발원조를 집중적으로 증액하는 것으로 나타났으며 특히, 

망명신청자 유입 인구가 상위 25% 수준 이상일 경우 해당 수원국에 

보다 집중적으로 공적개발원조를 배분하는 것으로 나타났다. 또한, 

망명신청자의 수에 따른 공적개발원조의 증액행위는 OECD DAC 

수원국뿐만 아니라 저개발국가(LDCs)에 대한 공적개발원조배분에 

있어서도 나타나 유럽 공여국의 공적개발원조배분을 통한 

자국안보이익추구 행위는 국제사회의 규범과 무관하게 유럽 공여국이 

원조를 보내는 모든 수원국에게 적용되는 주요 원조전략으로 볼 수 

있었다. 마지막으로, 유럽 공여국은 망명신청자가 많이 유입되는 

수원국일수록 사회경제적 발전을 도모할 수 있는 분야(sector)에 대한 

원조를 집중적으로 배분하는 것으로 나타나 수원국의 지속가능한 개발과 

안정을 도모함으로써 망명신청자의 유입으로 인한 안보위협을 

해결하려는 자국의 안보이익추구적 원조배분 목적을 재차 확인할 수 

있었다. 또한, 이러한 자국의 안보이익추구적 원조배분은 

유럽공여국에서도 지리적 위치상 난민유입에 가장 많이 노출되어있거나 

이미 이민자의 비율이 많은 공여국에서 더욱 뚜렷하게 나타나는 점을 

확인할 수 있었다. 

--------------------------- 

주요어: 공적개발원조, 안보, 이민, 망명신청자, 유럽, 난민위기 
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Appendix 

 

Table A1. Descriptive Statistics (Numeric Variables) 

      

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES N mean sd min max 

            

log(ODA) 19,180 8.967 6.896 0 21.73 

log(social infra/service aid) 17,810 3.155 5.707 0 20.31 

log(economic infra/service aid) 17,810 8.203 6.754 0 22.43 

log(production sectoral aid) 17,262 3.612 5.858 0 19.55 

log(humanitarian aid) 17,810 3.339 5.840 0 21.37 

log(general budget support) 15,344 0.736 3.154 0 20.18 

log(asylums) 19,180 1.690 2.122 0 10.58 

Bilateral Trade 17,839 0.0999 0.395 0 12.16 

Economic Openness 16,760 82.19 35.30 0.167 321.6 

HDI 18,040 0.614 0.129 0.307 0.845 

Democracy 15,260 4.937 3.550 0 10 

Accountability 15,260 4.693 1.875 1 7 

log(conflict casualties) 1.029e+06 0.0193 0.351 0 11.14 

log(natural disaster affect. pop) 1.029e+06 0.121 1.184 0 19.01 

log(population) 18,420 15.78 2.088 9.189 21.06 

log(GDP) 18,060 7.715 1.087 4.691 10.16 
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Table A2. Descriptive Statistics (Factor Variables) 

 
VARIABLES Frequency  Frequency  Frequency  Frequency  Frequency 

 (Percent)  (Percent)  (Percent)  (Percent)  (Percent) 

ACP  Emigration 

Pressure 

 log(Asylums)_dum  LDC  Immigration 

Rate Group 

 

            

0 9,660 0 13,279 0 10,335 0 12,700 0 (Low) 9,727 

 (50.36)  (69.23)  (53.88)  (66.21)   (50.71) 

1 9,520 1 5,901 1 8,845 1 6,480 1 (High) 9,453 

 (49.64)  (30.77)  (46.12)  (33.79)  (49.29) 

          

Total 19,180 Total 19,180 Total 19,180 Total 19,180 Total 19,180 
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Table A3. Variables for Analysis 

 
 Variables Description Source 

Dependent 

Variable 

log(ODA) log(ODA commitment from donor m to recipient j in year t) OECD CRS 

log(social) log(ODA commitment to social sector from donor m to recipient j in year t) OECD CRS 

log(economic) log(ODA commitment to economic sector from donor m to recipient j in year t) OECD CRS 

log(production) log(ODA commitment to production sector from donor m to recipient j in year t) OECD CRS 

log(general budget) log(ODA commitment to general budget from donor m to recipient j in year t) OECD CRS 

log(humanitarian) log(ODA commitment to humanitarian sector from donor m to recipient j in year t) OECD CRS 

Independent 

Variables 

log(Asylums) log(Number of asylum-seekers migrating from recipient j to donor m in year t-1) UNHCR 

Emigration Pressure High Emigration Pressure Country = 1 

Low Emigration Pressure Country = 0 

n/a 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Control 

Variables 

log(Asylums)_dum log(Asylums) > 0 = 0 

log(Asylums) = 0 = 1 

n/a 

Bilateral Trade Total export share to recipient j from donor m in year t-1 as percentage of total export of 

donor m 

World Bank WITS 

Economic Openness Total export share as percentage of total GDP of recipient j in year t-1 World Development Indicator 

log(population) log(Population of recipient j in year t-1) World Development Indicator 

log(GDP) 

 

log(GDP per capita of recipient j in year t-1) 

(constant in 2011 US dollar) 

World Development Indicator 

ACP 

 

ACP country = 1 

Non-ACP country = 0 

CIA World Fact Book 

log(Natural Disaster) log(Total affected population of natural disaster in recipient j in year t-1) EM-DAT Database 

log(Conflict) log(Total casualties due to conflict in recipient j in year t-1) UCDP18 Database 

HDI 

 

HDI of recipient j in year t-1 

(0.7 above = High, 0.55-0.69 = Medium, 0.55 below = Low) 

UNDP 

Democracy 

 

Democracy of recipient government j in year t-1 

(0=lowest democracy, 10=highest democracy) 

POLITY IV 

Accountability 

 

Accountability of recipient government j in year t-1 

(1=least accountable, 7=most accountable) 

POLITY IV 

LDC Least Developed Country = 1 

Non-Least Developed Country = 0 

UN Committee for 

Development Policy 

Immigration Group Country with high immigration rate = 1 (above the average rate in year t-1) 

Country with low immigration rate = 0 (below the average rate in year t-1) 

EUROSTAT 

                                            
18

 UCDP (Uppsala Conflict Data Program) 
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Table A4. Complete Analysis Table of Table 3 

 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

VARIABLES Social Economic Infra Production General Budget Support Humanitarian 

      

log(Asylums) 0.0805** 0.0842** 0.115*** -0.0841*** 0.0572 

 (0.0364) (0.0398) (0.0404) (0.0262) (0.0384) 

Bilateral Trade 0.613*** 0.495*** 0.624*** 0.574*** 0.671*** 

 (0.123) (0.135) (0.155) (0.104) (0.130) 

Economic Openness 0.000555 -0.00249 -0.00255 -0.00330 -0.00493 

 (0.00410) (0.00448) (0.00452) (0.00291) (0.00433) 

log(Population) 1.910 -0.485 0.0968 0.225 0.252 

 (1.669) (1.822) (1.846) (1.198) (1.761) 

log(GDP) 1.010 -0.252 0.221 0.196 -0.579 

 (1.009) (1.102) (1.117) (0.723) (1.065) 

ACP -6.178** -3.331 -5.954 -2.242 -1.293 

 (2.777) (3.033) (4.133) (2.685) (2.931) 

HDI -8.762 -0.415 -2.077 3.671 11.40 

 (8.381) (9.154) (9.274) (6.014) (8.845) 

Democracy 0.0745 -0.115 -0.0487 -0.0532 0.0239 

 (0.112) (0.122) (0.124) (0.0809) (0.118) 

Accountability 0.0277 0.199 0.0558 0.115 0.0203 

 (0.195) (0.213) (0.216) (0.140) (0.206) 

log(Conflict 

casualties) 

-0.0256 -0.0418 -0.00631 -0.00355 0.0127 

 (0.0365) (0.0399) (0.0406) (0.0260) (0.0385) 

log(Natural disaster 

affected pop.) 

-0.00249 0.000184 0.00431 0.00438 0.0274** 

 (0.0108) (0.0118) (0.0120) (0.00777) (0.0114) 

log(Asylums)_dum 0.256** 0.328** 0.107 0.262*** -0.00423 

 (0.128) (0.140) (0.142) (0.0922) (0.135) 

Constant -18.31 24.98 9.535 -1.360 8.180 

 (30.07) (32.84) (33.28) (21.58) (31.73) 

      

Observations 12,916 12,916 12,526 11,147 12,916 

R-squared 0.415 0.471 0.342 0.187 0.378 

Donor FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Recipient FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Table A5. Correlation Matrix of Variables used in <Table 1> 

 
             

 log(ODA) log(asylum) Bilateral 

Trade 

Economic 

Openness 

log(population) log(GDP) ACP HDI Democracy Accountability log(conflict 

casualties) 

log(natural 

disaster) 

log(ODA) 1            

log(asylum)    0.401*** 1           

Bilateral Trade 0.144*** 0.178*** 1          

Economic Openness -0.142*** -0.166*** -0.105*** 1         

log(population) 0.303*** 0.265*** 0.353*** -0.463*** 1        

log(GDP) -0.133*** -0.116*** 0.191*** 0.128*** -0.132*** 1       

ACP -0.0821*** -0.0437*** -0.163*** -0.0104 -0.243*** -0.434*** 1      

HDI -0.0763*** -0.0561*** 0.167*** 0.137*** -0.0429*** 0.857*** -0.566*** 1     

Democracy -0.00113 -0.162*** -0.0142 0.0506*** -0.145*** 0.216*** -0.0555*** 0.260*** 1    

Accountability 0.0283*** -0.135*** 0.0316*** 0.0365*** -0.0800*** 0.175*** -0.0535*** 0.250*** 0.948*** 1   

log(conflict 

casualties) 

0.137*** 0.263*** 0.0998*** -0.280*** 0.400*** -0.0924*** -0.156*** -0.109*** -0.0815*** -0.0126 1  

log(natural disaster) 0.175*** 0.0392*** 0.138*** -0.232*** 0.485*** -0.192*** -0.0394*** -0.162*** 0.0692*** 0.110*** 0.166*** 1 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.0
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Table A5-2. Correlation Matrix for Variables used in <Table 2> 

 
             

 log(ODA) Emigration 

Pressure 

Bilateral 

Trade 

Economic 

Openness 

log(population) log(GDP) ACP HDI Democracy Accountability log(conflict 

casualties) 

log(natural 

disaster) 

log(ODA) 1            

Emigration 

Pressure 

0.0313*** 1           

Bilateral Trade 0.144*** 0.144*** 1          

Economic 

Openness 

-0.142*** -0.147*** -0.105*** 1         

log(population) 0.303*** 0.232*** 0.353*** -0.463*** 1        

log(GDP) -0.133*** -0.0750*** 0.191*** 0.128*** -0.132*** 1       

ACP -

0.0821*** 

-0.0418*** -0.163*** -0.0104 -0.243*** -0.434*** 1      

HDI -

0.0763*** 

-0.0277** 0.167*** 0.137*** -0.0429*** 0.857*** -0.566*** 1     

Democracy -0.00113 -0.127*** -0.0142 0.0506*** -0.145*** 0.216*** -0.0555*** 0.260*** 1    

Accountability 0.0283*** -0.106*** 0.0316*** 0.0365*** -0.0800*** 0.175*** -0.0535*** 0.250*** 0.948*** 1   

log(conflict 

casualties) 

0.137*** 0.237*** 0.0998*** -0.280*** 0.400*** -0.0924*** -0.156*** -0.109*** -0.0815*** -0.0126 1  

log(natural 

disaster) 

0.175*** 0.0385*** 0.138*** -0.232*** 0.485*** -0.192*** -0.0394*** -0.162*** 0.0692*** 0.110*** 0.166*** 1 

* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001



 

Table A6. List of Countries with High Emigration Pressure in 2009-2015 

Germany France Sweden 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Algeria 

Angola 

Armenia 

Azerbaijan 

Bangladesh 

Benin 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Cameroon 

China 

Coted'Ivoire 

DR Congo 

Egypt 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Former Yugoslav 

Gambia 

Georgia 

Ghana 

Guinea 

India 

Iran 

Iraq 

Kenya 

Kosovo 

Lebanon 

Libya 

Mali 

Montenegro 

Morocco 

Myanmar 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Senegal 

Serbia 

Sierra Leone 

Somalia 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Turkey 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Algeria 

Angola 

Armenia 

Azerbaijan 

Bangladesh 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Cameroon 

Central African Republic 

Chad 

China 

Comoros 

Congo 

Coted'Ivoire 

DR Congo 

Egypt 

Eritrea 

Former Yugoslavia 

Georgia 

Guinea 

Haiti 

Iran 

Iraq 

Kosovo 

Madagascar 

Mali 

Mauritania 

Moldova 

Mongolia 

Montenegro 

Myanmar 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Rwanda 

Senegal 

Serbia 

Sierra Leone 

Somalia 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Algeria 

Armenia 

Azerbaijan 

Bangladesh 

Belarus 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Burundi 

China 

DR Congo 

Egypt 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Former Yugoslavia 

Georgia 

India 

Iran 

Iraq 

Jordan 

Kazakhstan 

Kenya 

Kosovo 

Kyrgyzstan 

Lebanon 

Libya 

Mongolia 

Montenegro 

Morocco 

Nepal 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Serbia 

Somalia 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Turkey 

Uganda 

Ukraine 

Uzbekistan 

Viet Nam 

Yemen 



 

Ukraine 

Viet Nam 

Togo 

Turkey 

Ukraine 

 

Italy UK   Austria 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Algeria 

Armenia 

Bangladesh 

Benin 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Burkina Faso 

Cameroon 

Chad 

Colombia 

Congo 

Coted'Ivoire 

DR Congo 

Egypt 

El Salvador 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Gambia 

Georgia 

Ghana 

Guinea 

India 

Iran 

Iraq 

Kenya 

Lebanon 

Liberia 

Libya 

Mali 

Mauritania 

Montenegro 

Morocco 

Niger 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Senegal 

Serbia 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Algeria 

Angola 

Bangladesh 

Cameroon 

China 

Coted'Ivoire 

DR Congo 

DR Korea 

Egypt 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Gambia 

Georgia 

Ghana 

Guinea 

India 

Iran 

Iraq 

Jamaica 

Kenya 

Lebanon 

Libya 

Malawi 

Morocco 

Myanmar 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Serbia 

Sierra Leone 

Somalia 

South Africa 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Turkey 

Uganda 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Algeria 

Armenia 

Azerbaijan 

Bangladesh 

Belarus 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Cameroon 

China 

Coted'Ivoire 

DR Congo 

Egypt 

Eritrea 

Former Yugoslavia 

Gambia 

Georgia 

Ghana 

Guinea 

India 

Iran 

Iraq 

Kazakhstan 

Kyrgyzstan 

Lebanon 

Libya 

Mali 

Mauritania 

Mongolia 

Morocco 

Nepal 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Senegal 

Serbia 

Sierra Leone 

Somalia 

Sudan 



 

Sierra Leone 

Somalia 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Togo 

Turkey 

Ukraine 

Ukraine 

Viet Nam 

Yemen 

Zimbabwe 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Tajikistan 

Turkey 

Ukraine 

Uzbekistan 

 

Belgium Switzerland Netherlands 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Algeria 

Angola 

Armenia 

Azerbaijan 

Bangladesh 

Belarus 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Burkina Faso 

Burundi 

Cameroon 

China 

Coted'Ivoire 

DR Congo 

DR Korea 

Djibouti 

Egypt 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Former Yugoslavia 

Georgia 

Guinea 

India 

Iran 

Iraq 

Kazakhstan 

Kyrgyzstan 

Lebanon 

Mali 

Mauritania 

Mongolia 

Morocco 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Algeria 

Angola 

Armenia 

Bangladesh 

Belarus 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Cameroon 

Chad 

China 

Colombia 

Coted'Ivoire 

DR Congo 

Egypt 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Former Yugoslavia 

Gambia 

Georgia 

Ghana 

Guinea 

Iran 

Iraq 

Liberia 

Libya 

Mali 

Mauritania 

Mongolia 

Morocco 

Niger 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Algeria 

Angola 

Armenia 

Azerbaijan 

Bangladesh 

Belarus 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Burundi 

Cameroon 

China 

Colombia 

Congo 

Coted'Ivoire 

DR Congo 

DR Korea 

Egypt 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Former Yugoslavia 

Gambia 

Georgia 

Ghana 

Guinea 

India 

Iran 

Iraq 

Jamaica 

Liberia 

Libya 

Mali 

Mongolia 



 

Nepal 

Niger 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Rwanda 

Senegal 

Serbia 

Somalia 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Tanzania 

Togo 

Turkey 

Ukraine 

Senegal 

Serbia 

Sierra Leone 

Somalia 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Togo 

Turkey 

Ukraine 

Yemen 

Zimbabwe 

Morocco 

Myanmar 

Nepal 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Serbia 

Sierra Leone 

Somalia 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Turkey 

Uganda 

Ukraine 

 

Greece Norway Poland 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Algeria 

Armenia 

Bangladesh 

Belarus 

Burkina Faso 

Cameroon 

China 

Comoros 

Congo 

Coted'Ivoire 

DR Congo 

Dominican Republic 

Egypt 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Gambia 

Georgia 

Ghana 

Guinea 

India 

Indonesia 

Iran 

Iraq 

Kenya 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Algeria 

Armenia 

Azerbaijan 

Bangladesh 

Belarus 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Burundi 

Cameroon 

China 

Coted'Ivoire 

DR Congo 

Egypt 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Former Yugoslavia 

Gambia 

Georgia 

Ghana 

Guinea 

India 

Iran 

Iraq 

Jordan 

Kyrgyzstan 

Afghanistan 

Algeria 

Angola 

Armenia 

Azerbaijan 

Bangladesh 

Belarus 

Cambodia 

Cameroon 

China 

Congo 

Coted'Ivoire 

Cuba 

DR Congo 

Egypt 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Georgia 

Ghana 

Guinea 

India 

Iran 

Iraq 

Jordan 

Kazakhstan 

Kenya 



 

Lebanon 

Mali 

Mauritania 

Morocco 

Niger 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Philippines 

Senegal 

Sierra Leone 

Somalia 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Tanzania 

Turkey 

Ukraine 

Lebanon 

Liberia 

Libya 

Mali 

Mauritania 

Morocco 

Myanmar 

Nepal 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Rwanda 

Senegal 

Serbia 

Sierra Leone 

Somalia 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Turkey 

Uganda 

Ukraine 

Uzbekistan 

Yemen 

Zimbabwe 

Kyrgyzstan 

Lebanon 

Liberia 

Libya 

Mali 

Mongolia 

Morocco 

Nepal 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Rwanda 

Senegal 

Somalia 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Tajikistan 

Turkey 

Turkmenistan 

Uganda 

Ukraine 

Uzbekistan 

Viet Nam 

 

Denmark Finland Spain 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Algeria 

Armenia 

Azerbaijan 

Bangladesh 

Belarus 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Cameroon 

China 

Coted'Ivoire 

DR Congo 

Egypt 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Former Yugoslavia 

Gambia 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Algeria 

Angola 

Armenia 

Azerbaijan 

Bangladesh 

Belarus 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Burkina Faso 

Burundi 

Cameroon 

China 

Colombia 

Congo 

DR Congo 

Egypt 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Algeria 

Angola 

Armenia 

Azerbaijan 

Bangladesh 

Burkina Faso 

Cameroon 

Central African Republic 

Chad 

Colombia 

Congo 

Coted'Ivoire 

Cuba 

DR Congo 

Dominican Republic 



 

Georgia 

Ghana 

Guinea 

India 

Iran 

Iraq 

Jordan 

Kenya 

Lebanon 

Libya 

Mali 

Morocco 

Myanmar 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Serbia 

Sierra Leone 

Somalia 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Turkey 

Uganda 

Ukraine 

Uzbekistan 

Viet Nam 

Zimbabwe 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Former Yugoslavia 

Gambia 

Georgia 

Ghana 

Guinea 

India 

Iran 

Iraq 

Kazakhstan 

Kenya 

Kyrgyzstan 

Lebanon 

Libya 

Mali 

Montenegro 

Morocco 

Myanmar 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Rwanda 

Senegal 

Serbia 

Somalia 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Turkey 

Ukraine 

Uzbekistan 

Viet Nam 

Egypt 

El Salvador 

Equatorial Guinea 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Gambia 

Georgia 

Ghana 

Guatemala 

Guinea 

Honduras 

India 

Iran 

Iraq 

Kenya 

Kyrgyzstan 

Lebanon 

Liberia 

Libya 

Mali 

Mauritania 

Mauritius 

Mexico 

Morocco 

Niger 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Senegal 

Sierra Leone 

Somalia 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Togo 

Turkey 

Uganda 

Ukraine 

Venezuela 

Zimbabwe 

 

Ireland Luxembourg Czech Republic 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Afghanistan 

Algeria 



 

Algeria 

Angola 

Armenia 

Bangladesh 

Belarus 

Benin 

Bhutan 

Bolivia 

Botswana 

Brazil 

Cameroon 

China 

Congo 

Coted'Ivoire 

DR Congo 

Egypt 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Georgia 

Ghana 

Guinea 

India 

Iran 

Iraq 

Kenya 

Liberia 

Libya 

Malawi 

Malaysia 

Mali 

Mauritius 

Mongolia 

Morocco 

Myanmar 

Nepal 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Rwanda 

Serbia 

Sierra Leone 

Somalia 

South Africa 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Algeria 

Armenia 

Azerbaijan 

Bangladesh 

Belarus 

Benin 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Burkina Faso 

Cameroon 

Chad 

China 

Coted'Ivoire 

DR Congo 

DR Korea 

Egypt 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Former Yugoslavia 

Gambia 

Georgia 

Guinea 

India 

Iran 

Iraq 

Kazakhstan 

Kenya 

Kyrgyzstan 

Lebanon 

Liberia 

Libya 

Mali 

Mauritania 

Mexico 

Montenegro 

Morocco 

Niger 

Nigeria 

Senegal 

Serbia 

Sierra Leone 

Somalia 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Armenia 

Azerbaijan 

Bangladesh 

Belarus 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Cambodia 

Cameroon 

China 

Congo 

Coted'Ivoire 

Cuba 

DR Congo 

Ecuador 

Egypt 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Former Yugoslavia 

Georgia 

Ghana 

Guinea 

India 

Iran 

Iraq 

Kazakhstan 

Kenya 

Kyrgyzstan 

Lebanon 

Liberia 

Libya 

Mongolia 

Morocco 

Myanmar 

Niger 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Senegal 

Serbia 

Sierra Leone 

Somalia 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Turkey 

Uganda 



 

Swaziland 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Togo 

Turkey 

Uganda 

Ukraine 

Venezuela 

Viet Nam 

Zimbabwe 

Togo 

Turkey 

Uganda 

Ukraine 

Uzbekistan 

Zimbabwe 

Ukraine 

Uzbekistan 

Venezuela 

Viet Nam 

Yemen 

Zimbabwe 

 

  



 

Table A7. List of European DAC donors & OECD DAC Recipients 

Donors (21) Recipients (137) 

Germany 

France 

Sweden 

Italy 

United Kingdom 

Austria 

Belgium 

Switzerland 

Netherlands 

Greece  

Norway 

Poland 

Denmark  

Finland 

Spain 

Ireland  

Luxembourg 

Czech Republic 

Slovak Republic 

Portugal 

Iceland 

Afghanistan 

Albania 

Algeria 

Angola 

Anguilla 

Antigua and Barbuda 

Argentina 

Armenia 

Azerbaijan 

Bangladesh 

Belarus 

Belize 

Benin 

Bhutan 

Bolivia 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 

Botswana 

Brazil 

Burkina Faso 

Burundi 

Cabo Verde 

Cambodia 

Cameroon 

Central African Republic 

Chad 

China 

Colombia 

Comoros 

Congo 

Cook Islands 

Costa Rica 

Coted'Ivoire 

Cuba 

Democratic Republic of Congo 

Democratic Republic of Korea 

Djibouti 

Dominica 

Dominican Republic 

Ecuador 

Egypt 

El Salvador 



 

Equatorial Guinea 

Eritrea 

Ethiopia 

Fiji 

Former Yugoslavia 

Gabon 

Gambia 

Georgia 

Ghana 

Grenada 

Guatemala 

Guinea 

Haiti 

Honduras 

India 

Indonesia 

Iran 

Iraq 

Jamaica 

Jordan 

Kazakhstan 

Kenya 

Kiribati 

Kosovo 

Kyrgyzstan 

Laos 

Lebanon 

Lesotho 

Liberia 

Libya 

Madagascar 

Malawi 

Malaysia 

Maldives 

Mali 

Marshall Islands 

Mauritania 

Mauritius 

Mexico 

Micronesia 

Moldova 

Mongolia 

Montenegro 

Montserrat 



 

Morocco 

Mozambique 

Myanmar 

Namibia 

Nepal 

Nicaragua 

Niger 

Nigeria 

Pakistan 

Panama 

Papua New Guinea 

Paraguay 

Peru 

Philippines 

Rwanda 

Saint Lucia 

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 

Samoa 

Sao Tome and Principe 

Senegal 

Serbia 

Seychelles 

Sierra Leone 

Solomon Islands 

Somalia 

South Africa 

South Sudan 

Sri Lanka 

Sudan 

Suriname 

Swaziland 

Syrian Arab Republic 

Tajikistan 

Tanzania 

Thailand 

Timor-Leste 

Togo 

Tonga 

Turkey 

Turkmenistan 

Tuvalu 

Uganda 

Ukraine 

Uruguay 



 

Uzbekistan 

Vanuatu 

Venezuela 

Viet Nam 

Yemen 

Zambia 

Zimbabwe 

Chile 

Note: Small islands countries (Guyana, Tokelau, Niue, Palau, Wallis and Futuna, West bank and Gaza 

Strip, Nauru, Saint Helena) are excluded as the dyadic aid flows and asylum-seeker movement between 

European donors and small island countries are extremely limited.  

 

 


	Chapter 1. Introduction 
	Chapter 2. Literature Review .
	Chapter 3. Conceptual Framework .
	Chapter 4. Empirical Analysis 
	Chapter 5. Results 
	Chapter 6. Conclusion .
	Chapter 7. Limitations 
	Bibliography .
	국문초록 .
	Appendix 


<startpage>3
Chapter 1. Introduction  3
Chapter 2. Literature Review . 8
Chapter 3. Conceptual Framework . 18
Chapter 4. Empirical Analysis  21
Chapter 5. Results  29
Chapter 6. Conclusion . 42
Chapter 7. Limitations  45
Bibliography . 52
국문초록 . 53
Appendix  54
</body>

