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PREFACE

Developed countries have a moral and a legal obligation to assist devel-
oping countries that are ‘particularly’ vulnerable to the adverse effects of
climate change to deal with these effects. Financial flows from the Global
North for adaptation measures in the Global South are thus on the rise.
To what extent do these financial flows reach those most in need, those
most vulnerable to climate change and least able to adapt? And, just as
importantly, to what extent does the support from the Global North help
to reduce vulnerability and increase resilience among recipients?

In this book we focus on the first question: to what extent does adapta-
tion finance reach vulnerable countries? This speaks to the larger question
of aid allocation: how do donors distribute their adaptation aid? What
factors and criteria do they consider when making allocation decisions?
And how does the allocation of aid for adaptation differ from the allocation
of development aid in general? We started to become interested in these
questions as we observed that climate finance and specifically adaptation
finance is increasing globally, but that not all vulnerable countries such
as the small island developing states (SIDS) benefit to the same extent
from this new form of finance. While we were first interested in explaining
variation across SIDS only, we quickly extended our line of research to
include all developing countries eligible to receive development assistance.

We started to examine adaptation aid allocation by assessing data from
the OECD and presented the first results at the International Studies
Association Annual Conference in 2014, and there met with Christina
Brian from Palgrave Macmillan. She encouraged us to extend our research
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and turn the conference paper into a book-length project. Without this
encouragement, we would not have written this book, and so we would
like to thank Christina first and foremost. We would also like to extend our
gratitude to the entire editing and production team for their support.

While statistical analyses of aid data served as the starting point of our
research project, we noted that numbers can only tell us so much. We
hence extended our first attempt at understanding how adaptation aid is
distributed through in-depth qualitative case studies. These built mainly
on semi-structured interviews with practitioners and other stakeholders
and observers in the aid sector in Germany, Sweden, and the United
Kingdom, our case study countries. We are very grateful to all our interview
partners for taking the time to speak to us and sharing their experiences and
perspectives. Funding from the Fritz Thyssen Foundation made it possible
for us to travel to Germany, Sweden, and the United Kingdom to conduct
interviews face-to-face.

We would also like to thank the many colleagues who helped develop
our research and this book. Thanks in particular to Anaïd Flesken for
helpful comments on previous versions of the book. Participants at the
workshop ‘Climate Finance: Taking Stock, FutureDirections for Policy and
Research’ held in Lund in April 2015 provided useful comments on parts of
the project, as did Katja Michaelowa, Axel Michaelowa, Paula Castro, and
participants at the Climate and Environment Workshop held in Zurich in
January 2015. Matthew Dornan contributed to our larger research project
and provided valuable input on the aggregate analysis of all donors. Tobias
Jakobi helped with some technical questions. All errors remain of course
our own.

Göttingen, Germany Carola Betzold
Basel, Switzerland Florian Weiler
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Open the newspaper on any given day and you will likely find reports on
devastating weather extremes somewhere on the globe. For instance, in late
September/early October 2016, hurricane Matthew made headlines. In
Haïti, it left more than 500 people dead, tens of thousands homeless, and
hundreds of thousands in need of food assistance (OCHA 2016). Economic
damage across the hurricane’s path through Haïti, Cuba, the Bahamas,
and the USA’s south-eastern coast is estimated at over $8 billion (AIR
Worldwide 2016). In March 2015, tropical cyclone Pam in the Pacific left
the island state of Vanuatu in ruins. While the death toll was thankfully
much lower than in Haïti, with 16 killed, over half of the population was
affected and much of the country’s infrastructure destroyed. Estimated
economic damage reached $450 million—equivalent to 64% of Vanuatu’s
gross domestic product (GDP) (Esler 2015). We could list more extreme
weather events, such as floods and droughts, as well as slow-onset processes
that are less likely to make headlines but are potentially just as devastating,
such as ocean acidification, coral bleaching, or coastal erosion as a result of
sea-level rise.1

The list of climate change impacts is long. While it is impossible
to attribute any single event to global climate change, climate change
does increase the frequency and intensity of weather extremes as well as
contributes to changes like coastal erosion and flooding (IPCC 2014).
Devastating disasters like the ones listed above are likely the ‘new normal’,
a glimpse into ‘a climate future that is less predictable and more extreme’

© The Author(s) 2018
C. Betzold and F. Weiler, Development Aid and Adaptation
to Climate Change in Developing Countries,
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2 1 INTRODUCTION

(Byanyima et al. 2016). Coping with and adapting to this climate future is
becoming more and more important and urgent around the globe—and
nowhere more so than in the countries of the Global South. Developing
countries not only feel the brunt of climate change impacts, as the weather
extremes mentioned earlier illustrate, they also have fewer resources and
less capacity to cope with and adapt to these adverse effects—and they
have at the same time historically contributed the least to anthropogenic
climate change (Mertz et al. 2009).

In light of this ‘double injustice’ of climate change, developed countries
have a moral as well as a legal obligation to help vulnerable develop-
ing countries adapt. The 1992 United Nations Framework Convention
on Climate Change (the Convention, or UNFCCC) requires developed
countries to assist financially particularly vulnerable developing countries;
more recent agreements, including the 2016 Paris Agreement, confirm this
obligation and specifically call on developed countries to increase the level
of financial assistance for adaptation (see Chap. 2 for a detailed overview).

This is what this book is about: financial support for adaptation to
climate change from developed countries to developing countries. More
specifically, we focus on bilateral official development assistance (ODA)
that targets climate change adaptation in recipient countries—what we call
adaptation aid. As we explain in greater detail below, bilateral adaptation
aid is an important subset of adaptation finance and includes: support for
projects such as building seawalls and (re-)planting mangroves; building
or enhancing rainwater tanks; developing maps of safe areas in the case of
hurricanes and other storms (see Noble et al. 2014, 844ff).

Support for adaptation raises many questions. Which adaptation actions
are funded through international adaptation aid, and why? How effectively
and sustainably do these adaptation actions reduce recipients’ vulnerability
and increase their resilience? Howmuch finance is needed and howmuch is
available for adaptation measures in developing countries? To what extent
are adaptation (aid) and development (aid) different, and how? How can
we measure and monitor adaptation finance flows? Where does this finance
come from, and where does it go (e.g. Peterson Carvalho and Terpstra
2015)? In this book, we examine this last issue of distribution at the
national level. Which countries receive how much support for adaptation,
and why? How do donors allocate their adaptation aid across recipient
countries? To what extent are the most vulnerable countries prioritised in
adaptation aid allocation, as developed countries agreed and as we would
expect from a climate justice perspective (cf. Barrett 2014)? We address
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these questions through an analysis of bilateral aid that targets adaptation
to climate change, with a focus on three large climate donors: Germany,
Sweden, and the UK.

In the remainder of this introductory chapter, we discuss two key
concepts of this book, namely (i) adaptation to climate change and (ii)
vulnerability and its components of exposure, sensitivity, and adaptive
capacity. Both concepts are rather vague and lack a single definition. We
then turn to the question of how much it will cost to adapt to climate
change in developing countries, and where the funding necessary to pay
for this adaptation will come from. We show that putting a price tag on
adaptation is difficult. Despite considerable uncertainty as to the exact
costs, developing countries will likely need tens of billions of dollars every
year to deal with the impacts of climate change. This funding has to
come from various sources, including donors. Developed countries are
morally and legally obliged to support adaptation measures in developing
countries, although the latter also contribute to covering the cost of
adaptation. We will conclude this introductory chapter with an overview
of the individual chapters of this book as well as a summary of its empirical,
theoretical, and policy contributions.

1.1 DEFINITION OF KEY CONCEPTS

Before we move to defining the key concepts of adaptation and vulnera-
bility, let us briefly clarify our aid terminology. In this book, we examine
bilateral ODA, or aid. According to the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD), aid includes

grants or loans to countries and territories on the DAC List of ODA Recipients
(developing countries) and to multilateral agencies which are: (a) undertaken
by the official sector; (b) with promotion of economic development and
welfare as the main objective; (c) at concessional financial terms (OECD
2016).

We follow the OECD and define developing countries as those countries
eligible to receive aid—that is, countries listed on the OECD Development
Assistance Committee (DAC) List of ODA Recipients. This List includes
countries based on gross national income (GNI) per capita and is revised
every 3 years.2 Countries on the list are potential recipients of adaptation
aid; we consider all others to be developed or industrialised. We include as



4 1 INTRODUCTION

donors only those developed countries that report their ODA to the OECD.

1.1.1 Adaptation to Climate Change

Humans have always adapted to natural climate variability, that is, to
the climatic conditions in which they live. Adaptation to anthropogenic
climate change is different, at least in theory, notably because of different
responsibilities: while adaptation to climate variability falls within the
domestic responsibility of states, adaptation to climate change involves
some level of globally shared responsibility (Burton 2004, 28). In practice,
however, these two types of adaptation are hard to distinguish, particularly
in developing countries, where the adaptation deficit is large: developing
countries are already ill-prepared for current natural climate variability, let
alone for the additional challenges posed by climate change (Burton 2004;
Fankhauser 2010; Weikmans 2012).

How can we deal with climate change and climate variability? We
have already mentioned some examples of concrete adaptation measures:
building seawalls and (re-)planting mangroves, building or enhancing
rainwater tanks, or developing maps of safe areas in the case of hurricanes
and other storms are all measures to deal with different effects of climate
change such as sea-level rise, changes in precipitation and the risk of
drought, or more frequent and more intense weather extremes. More
generally, the IPCC defines adaptation as the ‘process of adjustment to
actual or expected climate and its effects’ (IPCC 2013, 1758). For the
OECD, adaptation activities ‘reduce the vulnerability of human or natural
systems to the impacts of climate change and climate-related risks, by
maintaining or increasing adaptive capacity and resilience’ (OECD 2011, 4).
While mitigation—reducing greenhouse gas emissions—is clearly defined,
there are many ways to conceptualise adaptation (see Adger 2006; Hinkel
2011). This range of conceptualisations is somewhat problematic for the
purpose of this book, as we discuss in Chap. 2.

1.1.2 Vulnerability

The purpose of adaptation is to reduce vulnerability. Just like adaptation,
‘vulnerability’ is complex and contested and has been conceptualised in
different ways (Adger 2006; Füssel 2007; Muccione et al. 2017). Broadly
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vulnerability

exposure sensitivity

mainly socio-economic

adaptive capacity

mainly related to physical hazards

+ + –

Fig. 1.1 Vulnerability and its components

speaking, vulnerability is the ‘propensity or predisposition to be adversely
affected’ (IPCC 2013, 1775) or the ‘susceptibility to be harmed’ (Adger
2006, 269). The Fourth Assessment Report of the IPCC adds response
capacity and defines vulnerability to climate change as ‘the propensity of
human and ecological systems to suffer harm and their ability to respond
to stresses imposed as a result of climate change effects’ (IPCC 2007, 720).

Vulnerability has three dimensions: it is a function of a system’s exposure
and sensitivity to perturbations or hazards, as well as the system’s capacity
or resilience to cope with, adapt to, and recover from the effects of these
perturbations or hazards (see Fig. 1.1; Adger 2006; Smit and Wandel
2006). These elements of exposure, sensitivity, and adaptive capacity are:
interrelated; vary over time, by type and according to stimulus; and are
place-specific and system-specific (Smit and Wandel 2006, 286f).

Exposure and sensitivity are related concepts; Smit and Wandel (2006,
286) even see them as ‘almost inseparable’. Exposure describes the ‘nature
and degree to which a system experiences environmental or socio-political
stress’, while sensitivity is ‘the degree to which a system is modified or
affected by perturbations’ (Adger 2006, 270). More specifically for climate
change, the IPCC defines exposure as the ‘presence of people, livelihoods,
species or ecosystems, environmental functions, services, and resources,
infrastructure, or economic, social, or cultural assets in places and settings
that could be adversely affected’ and sensitivity as the ‘degree to which a
system or species is affected, either adversely or beneficially, by climate
variability or change’ (IPCC 2013, 1765; 1772; emphasis added). As
Gallopín (2006, 296) highlights, sensitivity is an attribute of the system



6 1 INTRODUCTION

and independent of the perturbation, while exposure is an attribute of the
relationship between the system and the perturbation.

Like sensitivity, adaptive capacity—the third element of vulnerability—
is a system attribute that exists independent of the perturbation (Gallopín
2006, 296). Adger (2006, 270) defines adaptive capacity as the ‘ability of a
system to evolve in order to accommodate environmental hazards or policy
change and to expand the range of variability with which it can cope’ (see
also Gallopín 2006; Smit andWandel 2006). The IPCC definition is similar:
‘The ability of systems, institutions, humans, and other organisms to adjust
to potential damage, to take advantage of opportunities, or to respond
to consequences’ (IPCC 2013, 1758). Adaptive capacity is sometimes also
referred to as adaptability, coping capacity, or resilience (Gallopín 2006).
Others see these concepts as different but related: coping capacity refers
to the shorter-term, adaptive capacity to longer-term responses; both are
components of resilience (Gallopín 2006; Turner et al. 2003). Resilience is
thus not the opposite, but a subset of vulnerability. Vulnerability—through
its adaptive capacity component—not only depends on physical impact,
but also on social, economic, institutional, and political structures and
resources (Smit and Wandel 2006; Turner et al. 2003), as well as on access
or entitlement to these structures and resources (Adger et al. 2003).

The three elements of vulnerability and their determinants are interre-
lated and interdependent (Füssel 2007); ‘vulnerability to environmental
change does not exist in isolation from the wider political economy of
resource use’ (Adger 2006, 270). A farmer in a semi-arid area whose
fields are rainwater-fed, for example, may be exposed to climate change
risks insofar as precipitation patterns change in the area where he lives and
drought becomes more likely. The farmer is also sensitive to climate change
risks because his livelihood—farming—depends on regular rainfall; changes
in precipitation and more frequent droughts threaten his livelihood. The
farmer’s adaptive capacity depends on resources and his access to those
resources. He may thus switch to more drought-resistant crops, improve
irrigation, or diversify his livelihood through other income-generating
activities. The fields of a wealthier farmer may be just as exposed, but
he may be less vulnerable: if the farmer has a secure income from non-
farming activities, cultivates diverse crops, and bought weather insurance,
he is less sensitive to climate risks. At the same time, he has more adaptive
capacity because he can more easily switch to other crops, install irrigation
technology, or purchase insurance than a poorer farmer who has only rain-
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fed fields and no funds to purchase drought-resistant crops or insurance
(see Mertz et al. 2009).

In some cases, there are limits to adaptation: it may simply not be
feasible, or too expensive, to adapt to the effects of climate change. This
is called residual damage, or loss and damage in the context of the climate
change negotiations. Warner and van der Geest (2013, 369) define loss and
damage as the ‘negative effects of climate variability and climate change
that people have not been able to cope with or adapt to’. This definition
covers both the ‘the inability to respond adequately to climate stressors’ as
well as economic or non-economic costs and adverse impacts of adaptation
measures themselves (Warner and van der Geest 2013, 369).

Finally, a short notice on the use of terminology in this book. Because
exposure and sensitivity are so closely linked with each other, we mostly
discuss them jointly. Therefore, when we talk about the physical compo-
nents of climate change vulnerability, we usually use the terms ‘physical
exposure and sensitivity’ or simply ‘physical vulnerability’.

1.2 THE COST OF CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION

It is difficult to estimate the costs of adaptation measures, including the
costs of any adverse impacts of these measures themselves. Climate change
adaptation is clearly ‘not a costless exercise’ (Adger et al. 2003, 191), but
putting a price tag on it is extremely difficult. Several studies have tried to
estimate the costs of adaptation since the 1990s, but because of different
assumptions, different methods, and different coverages, the estimates vary
widely, ranging from $4 billion to over $100 billion per year (Weikmans
2012, para. 2; Narain et al. 2011).

The first set of studies that sought to estimate the costs of climate change
adaptation focused on calculating not directly the cost of adaptation,
but the cost of climate change impacts (e.g. Nordhaus 1995; Tol 1995;
see Weikmans 2012, para. 13 and Fankhauser 2010 for reviews). Given
the growing interest in adaptation and climate finance (see Chap. 2),
later studies sought to estimate the cost of adaptation specifically for
developing countries. These studies used two approaches. One approach
identifies the fraction of current investments that is climate sensitive, and
then applies a ‘mark up’ factor that reflects the cost of ‘climate-proofing’
those investments (Smith et al. 2011, 988; Fankhauser 2010). The other
approach computes the cost of the adaptation projects listed in individual
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National Adaptation Programmes of Action (NAPAs) and scales these costs
up to all developing countries (Smith et al. 2011, 988). The costs of
adaptation, according to these approaches, differ widely (Smith et al. 2011,
988). Annual adaptation costs lie between $9 billion and $41 billion
according to a report by theWorld Bank (2006) and between $4 billion and
$37 billion in the Stern Review (Stern 2007, 501f; the report directly builds
on the World Bank report). A study by Oxfam puts the price tag at over
$50 billion per year (Oxfam International 2007), while the United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) estimates that at least $44 billion are
needed for climate-proofing development investments and infrastructure,
plus $42 billion for adapting poverty reduction and strengthening disaster
response (UNDP 2007, 194).

The second generation of estimates refined the methods used and
sought to identify the costs of adaptation in different sectors (Fankhauser
2010). The studies by the UNFCCC and Project Catalyst come to fairly
similar costs of between $28 billion and $67 billion per year in 2030
(UNFCCC 2007), and between $26 billion and $77 billion (Project Catalyst
2009), respectively. According to the latest report by the World Bank,
between $70 billion and $100 billion will be needed every year between
2010 and 2050 to adapt to a world that is 2 ıC warmer in 2050 (World
Bank 2010; Narain et al. 2011).

As the wide range of estimates shows, there is a lot of uncertainty
involved in putting a price tag on adaptation. Reviewers as well as authors
of studies that estimate adaptation costs emphasise gaps and limitations,
including the scope and depth of the analysis (for instance, which cli-
mate impacts and which adaptation measures are considered), the costing
of measures, or the treatment of uncertainty (Fankhauser 2009, 25f,
2010; Agrawala and Fankhauser 2008; Weikmans 2012). Few studies, for
instance, factor in ‘soft’ adaptation measures such as capacity building or
planning since it is more difficult to assess the costs of these measures
(Narain et al. 2011, 1004), and no study considers the cost of loss and
damage—situations where adaptation is not feasible or too expensive
(Smith et al. 2011, 990; see above). Additionally, estimates focus on
the additional cost of adaptation to man-made climate change only, and
disregard the cost of adaptation to natural climate change variability, even
if developing countries in particular are generally ill-equipped to deal with
even current climate variability—the adaptation gap or deficit mentioned
earlier (Burton 2004; Weikmans 2012). Finally, it is also unclear what
exactly counts as adaptation, since it is difficult, if not impossible, to
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disentangle it from development more broadly, as we discuss in greater
detail in Chap. 2. Let it suffice to say here that, overall, tens of billions of
dollars will be needed every year to deal with the effects of climate change
and that true adaptation costs are likely to be higher than the estimated
costs (Fankhauser 2009, 26).

1.3 FINANCING CLIMATE CHANGE ADAPTATION

In light of this uncertainty, how should and how do developing countries
raise these tens of billions of dollars every year? And to what extent do
available funds meet adaptation needs? To cover costs, different sources of
funding will be important, both public and private, national and interna-
tional (see Bouwer and Aerts 2006). First, developing countries cannot—
and should not—pay for all adaptation expenses themselves. Adaptation
to climate change has an international dimension and all countries share
a global responsibility to fund it (Burton 2004). From a climate justice
perspective and following the polluter pays principle, developed countries,
whose emissions have historically contributed the most to anthropogenic
climate change, have an obligation to (co-)fund adaptation in developing
countries, which will and already do feel the brunt of climate change
impacts. Developed countries have accepted this responsibility by agreeing
to assist ‘particularly vulnerable’ developing countries to meet the cost of
adaptation in the UNFCCC (UNFCCC 1992, Article 4.4; see Chap. 2). This
means that developed countries have a legal obligation to help at least
some developing countries adapt to climate change. Yet, this obligation
is rather vague—the agreement, for instance, does not specify what this
assistance should look like or how much assistance is required. More
recently, developed countries put forward concrete numbers and agreed
to provide $30 billion in so-called ‘fast-start finance’ between 2010 and
2012, and pledged to ‘mobilise’ $100 billion per year by 2020 (UNFCCC
2009, para. 8; UNFCCC 2010, Decision 1/CP.16, para. 98). We discuss
the issue of adaptation and adaptation finance in global climate change
negotiations in greater detail in Chap. 2 (Sect. 2.1); here, we focus on the
different sources of finance, including those raised as a result of climate
change negotiations.

Both figures—the $30 billion ‘fast-start finance’ and the $100 billion
target—include funding for adaptation and mitigation. In practice, most
of the finance so far has been invested in mitigation and only a small share
went to adaptation. The Landscape of Climate Finance reports have tracked
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public and private investment in low carbon and climate resilient actions
globally since 2011 (Buchner et al. 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014, 2015).
According to their estimates, only a small but growing share of financial
flows went into adaptation activities. In 2011, only 4.5% of the flows
covered targeted adaptation (Buchner et al. 2011); in 2015, this figure
went up to 17% (Buchner et al. 2015). The UNFCCC Standing Committee
on Finance (2014, 2016) has produced two biennial assessment reports of
climate finance flows. These assessments estimate that about one-quarter of
all flows has been spent on adaptation activities across the 4 years assessed
(2011 through 2014). A joint report by the Climate Policy Initiative—
the authors of the Landscape of Climate Finance reports—and the OECD
sought to measure more precisely climate finance flows that count towards
the $100 billion target (OECD 2015). The report puts total climate finance
flows at $52 billion in 2013 and at $62 billion in 2014, of which 16%
targeted adaptation and 7% adaptation andmitigation. These last estimates,
however, were strongly criticised. The Indian government reassessed the
OECD numbers and concluded that only $2.2 billion in new and additional
resources had been disbursed, though the report does not specify how
much of this went into adaptation (Climate Change Finance Unit 2015).
Even if different studies come to different conclusions with regard to the
precise scale of climate and adaptation finance, they agree insofar as ‘none
finds that a sufficient amount is currently being mobilized to meet the
climate challenge’ (Ha et al. 2016, 2).

If we leave aside the question of what is new and additional and what
exactly counts as adaptation as opposed to development (see Chap. 2),
relatively reliable and comparable numbers are easier to find, in par-
ticular for public funding. Public sources of funding are more relevant
for adaptation than for mitigation, since there are fewer gains to be
made from investments in adaptation compared to for instance renewable
energy (Atteridge 2011). Developed countries provide almost all of their
funding for adaptation from aid budgets (e.g. Ayers and Abeysinghe 2013;
Weikmans 2016); only a small part of adaptation finance is specifically raised
for this purpose. The most prominent example here is the Adaptation
Fund, a multilateral fund established under the UNFCCC (see Chap. 2).
The Adaptation Fund is partly resourced through a levy on the so-called
Clean Development Mechanism, which allows developed countries to
reduce their greenhouse gas emissions by investing in mitigation activities
in developing countries.3
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Donors can provide aid either through bilateral channels or through
multilateral funds such as the Adaptation Fund. In practice, donors prefer
bilateral over multilateral channels, not least because they have greater
control over where and on what their aid is spent (Gulrajani 2016). On
the other hand, some donors, notably small ones, provide a majority of
their funding multilaterally (Gulrajani 2016; see also Chap. 4). Although
a number of multilateral funds have specifically been established to assist
developing countries with climate change adaptation (and mitigation),
the majority of adaptation aid flows through bilateral channels. For the
$30 billion fast-start finance provided between 2010 and 2012, Weikmans
(2016) reports that 60% of all climate finance was given bilaterally, 30%
through traditional multilateral actors like the World Bank, and only 10%
through multilateral funds under the UNFCCC.

The focus of this book is on bilateral adaptation aid as the largest share
of adaptation finance to date. Nonetheless, we would like to conclude
this section with a reference to South–South and domestic adaptation
finance. Even if North–South adaptation finance flows are important from
a justice perspective, we should not forget that developing countries
themselves are spending increasing amounts of funding on adaptation,
either at home or—to a lesser extent—in other developing countries.
It is hard to get numbers on this funding (Ha et al. 2016). From the
limited data available for a few developing countries, the 2016 Biennial
Assessment of the UNFCCC Standing Committee on Finance (2016, 6)
concludes that ‘in these countries, domestic public finance significantly
exceeds the inflows of international public climate finance from bilateral
and multilateral sources’. Additionally, some developing countries4 have
started to provide climate finance to other developing countries, bilaterally,
as contributions to established multilateral funds, or as contributions to
new Southern organisations like the ‘BRICS bank’ (Ha et al. 2016). Again,
however, data is limited. Estimates put South–South climate finance at
around $6 billion to $12 billion, but it is unclear how much of this targets
adaptation as compared to mitigation (see UNFCCC Standing Committee
on Finance 2016, 52).

1.4 OVERVIEW OF THE BOOK AND CONTRIBUTIONS

In this book, we analyse a subset—if an important one—of global adap-
tation finance flows, namely bilateral adaptation aid, and especially focus
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on adaptation aid from three large climate donors: Germany, Sweden, and
the UK. We seek to understand how donors distribute their adaptation aid
across recipient countries.

We have already laid out the broad background of our analysis: the
growing need for adaptation in developing countries to reduce vulnerabil-
ity to climate change and variability, and the obligation and commitment of
developed countries to assist developing countries in their efforts to deal
with the effects of climate change. In the next chapter, we will deepen
this background. We first show how adaptation has risen on the agenda of
the UNFCCC negotiations. While adaptation was for a long time the ‘little
brother’ of mitigation, adaptation and adaptation finance have become
more and more important over the course of the climate negotiations. The
2015 Paris Agreement includes a global adaptation goal and recognises
adaptation as equally important as mitigation.

The second half of Chap. 2 then reviews the literature on aid allocation.
Scholars distinguish between three major determinants of aid allocation:
recipient need, recipient merit, and donor interests. According to the
recipient need model, donors altruistically give their aid to the poorest
countries that most need support to develop. According to the recipient
merit model, donors reward countries with good governance and the
‘right’ policies, where aid also tends to be more effective. According to the
donor interest models, donors use aid to promote their own economic and
political interests. These determinants likely also play a role when donors
distribute their aid for climate change adaptation. A number of studies
have empirically examined the distribution of adaptation aid and mostly
confirmed the empirical results of the broader development aid literature:
donors have different motivations when allocating their aid, with donor
interests often dominating.

We empirically assess the three determinants of aid allocation in the
context of climate change adaptation. Chapter 3 lays out our research
design, data, and methods of analysis. We opted for a mixed methods
research design that combines quantitative analyses of OECD aid data
with qualitative case studies of Germany, Sweden, and the UK based on
semi-structured interviews and policy documents. As Chap. 3 explains,
this research design allows us to trace adaptation aid from 2010 through
2015 across the developing world, as well as to look ‘behind the numbers’
and to understand better how aid allocation decisions are made and what
role climate change and adaptation play in development cooperation in
these three countries. The qualitative analysis also helps overcome inherent
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weaknesses of aid data and statistical analyses, as we explain (see also
Roodman 2007).

Chapters 4 through 6 present the results of our empirical analysis.
Chapter 4 starts with a descriptive analysis of the OECD data. The OECD
introduced a so-called adaptation marker in 2009. Since 2010, donors
have been required to indicate which parts of their development aid
are relevant for climate change adaptation. While self-reporting is always
problematic and the OECD data are far from perfect, they represent the
most comprehensive and comparable data that is available to date. We
therefore use the adaptation marker to explore adaptation aid over time
and across space. We examine, among other things, how much aid targets
adaptation, how this differs across donors, and how adaptation aid is
distributed globally. The analysis shows that adaptation aid is still a rather
small share of total development aid, but is increasing in importance.
Most adaptation is disbursed rather quickly and mainly distributed through
bilateral channels. In absolute terms, Japan and Germany are the largest
contributors to adaptation aid, while the Scandinavian countries including
Sweden are the most generous providers of it in per capita terms. At first
glance, vulnerability matters for how donors allocate their adaptation aid:
populous and rather vulnerable South East Asian countries like Vietnam,
the Philippines, and Bangladesh are among the top recipients of adaptation
aid in absolute terms, while some very small and highly vulnerable SIDS like
Tuvalu and Niue are among the top recipients in per capita terms.

Chapter 5 turns to a more systematic assessment of the geographic
distribution of adaptation aid. We model the allocation decision as a two-
stage process: first, donors need to decide to which countries they want
to provide adaptation aid, and, in a second step, how much of it they
want to provide to each selected recipient. We examine the role of the
three determinants—recipient need or vulnerability to climate change,
recipient merit, and donors’ own political and economic interests—at each
of these two stages. We first do so for all donors together. In a second
step, we disaggregate our analysis further and examine adaptation aid
allocation separately for our three case study countries: Germany, Sweden,
and the UK. The results of the statistical analyses indicate that recipient
need, recipient merit, and donor interests all guide donors when they
allocate adaptation aid. Countries that are physically more vulnerable to
climate change, well-governed countries, and countries to which donors
export a lot tend to receive more adaptation aid, all else being equal.
Notably, however, we also find that adaptation aid is very closely linked to
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development aid in general: donors support adaptation in those countries
in which they have been engaged in development cooperation previously.
This path dependency puts into question the additionality of adaptation
aid. We find similar factors at play for our case study countries, though the
results are generally weaker and point to different emphases. Sweden, for
instance, pays particular attention to good governance, while the United
Kingdom considers physical exposure to climate change.

Chapter 6 delves even deeper into the adaptation aid allocation processes
in these three countries. Based on our interviews with aid practitioners and
observers as well as an analysis of key policy documents, we review the
overall aid architecture and decision-making processes in these countries
and the role of climate change and adaptation in development cooperation
more broadly. We then turn to the three determinants of aid allocation
and investigate how these determinants come into play in the context of
adaptation aid. All three countries consider climate change and increasingly
adaptation as priority areas for development cooperation. They stress their
commitment to supporting vulnerable countries in particular, but also note
that it is difficult to identify vulnerable countries, to distinguish adapta-
tion from development more generally, and to engage in development
cooperation and adaptation projects in the poorest and least developed
countries where capacity is lacking. Finally, we address additional factors
and issues that are central in policy debates but that we cannot detect
in our quantitative analysis, such as the distinction between development
assistance and adaptation finance, the role of public opinion, or issues of
reporting adaptation aid.

Finally, the concluding chapter (Chap. 7) draws together our findings
from the empirical analyses. We summarise again our research design as
well as the empirical results, and discuss the empirical, theoretical, and
policy implications of our study. Empirically, our study provides the most
comprehensive analysis of adaptation aid allocation to date, based on both
a dyadic dataset covering all donors and all recipients included in the
OECD Creditor Reporting System and qualitative in-depth analysis of three
large climate donors. Theoretically, our study complements the broader
aid allocation literature. We show that recipient need is a concept that
is broader than just poverty and specific to the type of aid studied. In
the context of climate change adaptation, recipient need translates into
vulnerability to climate risks. Finally, in terms of policy, our results imply
both good news and bad news. The good news is that vulnerability does
matter: donors do support adaptation in particularly vulnerable countries,
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as they repeatedly promised in the climate change negotiations. However,
donors focus on physical exposure and sensitivity rather than adaptive
capacity, not least because aid is presumably less effective in countries
with low adaptive capacity. The bad news is that adaptation aid by and
large follows development aid. In other words, if a donor has provided
some form of development aid to a recipient, the donor is very likely also
to provide adaptation aid to this recipient—regardless of the recipient’s
level of vulnerability or its governance. This link is unsurprising insofar as
adaptation aid is of course a subset of development aid. But adaptation aid
also contributes to adaptation finance, whichmust be new and additional to
‘regular’ development aid. If donors are to keep their promise of providing
additional resources for the additional burden that climate change poses
to developing countries, they must provide more than just adaptation aid,
and they must support all vulnerable developing countries, not just their
traditional development partners.

NOTES

1. The Fifth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) provides the most comprehensive overview of climate change
impacts to date (see the summary for policymakers, IPCC 2014).

2. See http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/historyofdaclistsofaidrecipient
countries.htm for more details.

3. For more information on the Adaptation Fund, see the Adaptation Fund’s
website at http://adaptation-fund.org/.

4. This includes countries that are relatively rich but do not have financial
commitments under the UNFCCC such as South Korea or the United Arab
Emirates (which report their aid to the OECD), but also for instance China
(see UNFCCC Standing Committee on Finance 2016, 52).
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CHAPTER 2

The History and Political Economy of
Adaptation Aid

In order to understand better how adaptation aid is disbursed, we need
to know where this new form of aid comes from, how it is related to
development aid, and what the theoretical expectations for adaptation aid
allocation are. This chapter addresses these questions and thus sets the stage
for the empirical analyses later on.

Adaptation aid—the focus of this book—is a subset of adaptation
finance, which in turn is a subset of climate finance. Climate finance
includes all types of ‘financial flows from developed to developing countries
for climate action’ (Peterson Carvalho and Terpstra 2015, 6). Yet what
exactly counts as climate finance is contested, as are many other questions.
In this chapter, we first outline the history of adaptation, and specifi-
cally adaptation finance, in the international climate change negotiations
(Sect. 2.1). We show how adaptation only appeared on the margins in
the early period of climate change negotiations, but slowly became more
and more important. Today, adaptation is at the centre of climate change
negotiations, next to mitigation. Accordingly, adaptation finance has also
become a central issue in the negotiations. Yet, how it is related to or
different from development aid is a controversial question (Sect. 2.2). We
do not seek to solve this question but start from the empirical observation
that most adaptation finance to date has been given as development aid.
Because development aid has been around for much longer than adaptation
aid, there is a much larger literature on aid allocation more broadly. We
review this literature in Sect. 2.3. Studies have identified three models
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of aid allocation: recipient need, recipient merit, and donor interests.
Empirically, these three models coexist: donors use aid to promote poverty
reduction (recipient need), to reward ‘good’ policies and institutions
(recipient merit), and to further their own economic and political interest
(donor interests)—although donor interests often seem to dominate. A
smaller body of literature has tested to what extent these models apply
to the allocation of adaptation aid (Sect. 2.4). This research finds that
similar factors are at play, but that recipient need—which translates into
vulnerability to climate change impacts in an adaptation context—does
not play a large role. Possibly, this finding is also connected with the
difficulties of measuring vulnerability, which is fundamentally about risk
and, as such, subjective. We conclude this chapter with a brief summary
and our expectations that build on the general aid allocation literature.

2.1 HISTORY OF ADAPTATION AND ADAPTATION
FINANCE IN CLIMATE CHANGE NEGOTIATIONS

What is the history of adaptation aid?Where does this new form of aid come
from? We need first to understand the historical developments that led to
the establishment of climate and adaptation aid before we can explain how
these funds are distributed. Financial support from developed countries
to developing countries is a central element of many international envi-
ronmental agreements, and climate change is no exception: ‘At virtually
all milestones in climate talks, promises of funding have been critical in
breaking impasses: in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, in Kyoto in 1997, Marrakesh
in 2001, Copenhagen in 2009 and Paris in 2015’ (AdaptationWatch
Weikmans et al., 30). Financial payments are an important instrument to
bridge theNorth–South divide and address, to some extent, issues of equity
and fairness. The next section traces the ascent of adaptation and specifically
adaptation finance in the global climate negotiations. While adaptation was
for a long time the ‘little brother’ of mitigation, its importance has steadily
increased, not least because we do not mitigate enough. Adaptation is
currently as important as mitigation.

2.1.1 Adaptation at the Sidelines: The Early Years of Climate Change
Negotiations

The United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC) was signed at the United Nations Conference on Environment
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and Development, or Earth Summit, in Rio de Janeiro in 1992.
The Convention rests on the principle of ‘common but differentiated
responsibilities and respective capabilities’ (UNFCCC 1992, Preamble). As
with other environmental agreements, the Convention makes a distinction
between developed and developing countries and acknowledges that the
former have historically contributed much more to anthropogenic climate
change than the latter and at the same time have more resources to address
climate change (see Harris 1999; Stone 2004). To take into account the
different levels of greenhouse gas emissions and to address questions of
equity and fairness, the Convention specifies different commitments for
developed country Parties and developing country Parties. Developed
countries as well as economies in transition are listed in Annex I to the
Convention; these Annex I countries have specific reporting obligations
about their greenhouse gas emissions (and binding emissions reduction
obligations under the 1997 Kyoto Protocol). Developed countries—
the then member of the Organisation of Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) plus the then European Economic Community—
are listed in Annex II. Financial commitments apply to these Annex II
countries: they shall ‘provide new and additional financial resources tomeet
the agreed full costs incurred by developing country Parties’ for reporting
as well as other commitments (UNFCCC 1992, Article 4.3). These
other commitments include ‘national, and where appropriate, regional
programmes containing […] measures to facilitate adequate adaptation to
climate change’ (UNFCCC 1992, Article 4.1). Article 4.4 further stipulates
that the Annex II countries ‘shall also assist the developing country Parties
that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change
in meeting costs of adaptation to those adverse effects’ (UNFCCC 1992,
Article 4.4). The Global Environment Facility (GEF), established in 1991,
was designated as the interim financial mechanism of the Convention
and later of the Kyoto Protocol (UNFCCC, 1992, Article 21.3, 1997,
Article 11.2).

The first Conference of the Parties to the Convention (COP1) decided
on adaptation measures as a result of pressure from developing countries.
In the short term, this referred to ‘planning […] to identify particu-
larly vulnerable countries or regions and policy options for adaptation
and appropriate capacity-building’, and in the medium to long term, to
measures to prepare and facilitate adaptation (UNFCCC 1995, Decision
11/CP.1, para. 1(d)). Note the soft formulations: the decision talks
about planning, preparing, and facilitating adaptation, but not (yet) about
implementing concrete adaptation actions.
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The 1997 Kyoto Protocol specified binding emission reduction targets
for developed countries, yet ‘adaptation received only lip service in two
articles’ (Gupta 2014, 91). Article 10.b confirms the Convention commit-
ments to adaptation (UNFCCC 1997, Article 10.b). Additionally, a share
of the proceeds of the Clean Development Mechanism is to be used to
assist particularly vulnerable countries with adaptation (UNFCCC 1997,
Article 12.8).

Yet, neither the Convention nor the Protocol defines who ‘particularly
vulnerable’ developing countries are or how they should be determined.
While the Preamble to the Convention recognises ‘low-lying and other
small island countries, countries with low-lying coastal, arid and semi-arid
areas or areas liable to floods, drought and desertification, and developing
countries with fragile mountainous ecosystems’ as particularly vulnerable
(UNFCCC 1992, Preamble), more or less all developing countries fit this
description in one way or another (Harmeling and Kaloga 2011; Klein and
Möhner 2011).

Further, the language on adaptation in the Convention, the first COP
decisions, and the Kyoto Protocol is rather weak. The agreements talk
about preparation, planning, and facilitating measures rather than concrete
actions (see e.g. UNFCCC 1995, Decision 11/CP.1, para. 1(d); Burton
et al. 2002; Khan and Roberts 2013). This language reflects the lower
status of adaptation as compared to mitigation in the early years of the
negotiations. For a long time, adaptation has been the ‘poor cousin’ of
mitigation, almost a ‘dirty word’ (Khan and Roberts 2013, 174; Burton
1994; Pielke 1998). This lower status of adaptation compared tomitigation
has various reasons. Adaptation, it was thought, distracted from the main
task of the negotiations, namely to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and
avoid the need for adaptation. Adaptation from this perspective was a
sign of resignation, a ‘defeatist’ option accepting that the objective of the
Convention—to avoid dangerous climate change—would not be met (e.g.
Ciplet et al. 2013; Parry et al. 1998; Pielke 1998; Schipper 2006). Fur-
thermore, discussions of adaptation and adaptation finance were implicitly
linked to discussions of responsibility and accountability. Industrialised
countries feared that accepting adaptation finance commitments would
mean acknowledgement of their responsibility of causing climate change in
the first place. Adaptation finance was thus linked to questions of liability
and compensation for harm caused—which developed countries wanted
to avoid (Ciplet et al. 2013; Gupta 1997; Khan and Roberts 2013; Pielke
1998; Schipper 2006). Finally, developing countries were also internally
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divided, as Saudi Arabia and other oil-producing states insisted that they
also needed support with adaptation, which they understood as diversifying
their economy (e.g. Ciplet et al. 2013).

Yet, it increasingly became clear that climate change was occurring
and that certain impacts would be felt even if the Kyoto targets were
met. And the latter became unlikely, not least because in early 2001, the
USA, then the world’s largest greenhouse gas emitter, withdrew from the
Kyoto Protocol and its binding emissions reduction targets. The focus
on mitigation would not be enough and adaptation alongside mitigation
was necessary (Burton et al. 2002; Schipper 2006). Discussions about
adaptation were linked to questions of finance as well as technology transfer
and capacity building. Adaptation, in other words, was a developing
country issue (Schipper 2006, 90; Ayers and Dodman 2010).

2.1.2 Adaptation to the Fore: Adaptation Finance from 2001 to 2009

Parties recognised the need for additional, predictable, and adequate
funding for non-Annex I countries at COP7, held in Marrakesh in 2001
(UNFCCC 2001, Decision 7/CP.7). The so-called Marrakesh Accords
established three new funds: the Special Climate Change Fund (SCCF)
and the Least Developed Country Fund (LDCF) under the Convention
(UNFCCC 2001, Decision 7/CP.7) as well as the Adaptation Fund under
the Kyoto Protocol (UNFCCC 2001, Decision 10/CP.7). While all three
funds depend on voluntary contributions from Annex I and Annex II
countries, the Adaptation Fund further receives a share of the proceeds
of the Clean Development Mechanism, in line with the Kyoto Protocol
(UNFCCC 1997, Article 12.8). Adaptation is an explicit objective in all
three funds. The aim of the Special Climate Change Fund is ‘to finance
activities, programmes and measures’ in several areas, including climate
change.1 The Least Developed Country Fund aims ‘to support a work
programme for the least developed countries’ which includes ‘inter alia,
national adaptation programmes of action’ (NAPAs) (UNFCCC 2001,
Decision 7/CP.7, para. 6). Finally, the objective of the Adaptation Fund
is ‘to finance concrete adaptation projects and programmes in developing
country Parties that are Parties to the [Kyoto] Protocol’ (UNFCCC 2001,
Decision 10/CP.7, para. 1).

Although the three funds only became operational after several years
(see Gupta 2010, 115ff for an overview), and although they suffered and
continue to suffer from insufficient funding, these decisions show how
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adaptation and adaptation finance arose on the climate change agenda
(Gupta 2010; Khan and Roberts 2013). Partly, this rise resulted from
a change in the negotiation strategy of developing countries, for whom
adaptation and finance were more ‘winnable’ strategies than mitigation
commitments from developed countries (Ciplet et al. 2013; Khan and
Roberts 2013). Nonetheless, it remained difficult to turn commitments
into concrete action (e.g. Huq 2016).

While efforts to develop a separate ‘Adaptation Protocol’ on a par with
the Kyoto Protocol were unsuccessful (Khan and Roberts 2013; Schipper
2006), Parties made a number of decisions on adaptation. In 2003,
adaptation was put on the agenda of the Subsidiary Body for Scientific
and Technological Advice (UNFCCC 2003, Decision 10/CP.9). In 2004,
Parties adopted the Buenos Aires programme of work on adaptation and
response measures (UNFCCC 2004, Decision 1/CP.10)—a ‘considerable
breakthrough’ (Schipper 2006, 89).

The 2007 Bali Action Plan decided on enhanced action in four areas:
mitigation, adaptation, technology transfer, and finance (UNFCCC 2007,
Decision 1/CP.13). Adaptation—as well as finance—thus had a similar
status to mitigation. For enhanced action on adaptation, Parties should

tak[e] into account the urgent and immediate needs of developing countries
that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse effects of climate change,
especially the least developed countries and small island developing States,
and further taking into account the needs of countries in Africa affected
by drought, desertification and floods (UNFCCC 2007, Decision 1/CP.13,
para. 1(c)).

The Bali Action Plan should have resulted in a follow-up to the Kyoto
Protocol at COP15 in Copenhagen two years later. The Copenhagen
Summit, however, failed to deliver such a comprehensive legal agreement.
Instead, it resulted in the Copenhagen Accord, with unclear legal status.
Because of opposition from a few countries, Parties in the end did not
adopt, but only took ‘note of’, the Accord (UNFCCC 2009, Decision
2/CP.15).2

2.1.3 Finance Breakthrough: Adaptation Finance Since 2009

While the Copenhagen Summit is considered a failure in many respects,
it did represent a breakthrough on finance for adaptation and mitigation.
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In the Copenhagen Accord, Parties recognised that ‘enhanced action and
international cooperation on adaptation is urgently required’ and ‘agree[d]
that developed countries shall provide adequate, predictable and sustain-
able financial resources, technology and capacity-building to support the
implementation of adaptation action in developing countries’ (UNFCCC
2009, Decision 2/CP.15, para. 3). For both adaptation and mitigation,
‘scaled up, new and additional, predictable and adequate funding as well as
improved access shall be provided to developing countries’. Specifically,
Parties committed to ‘provid[ing] new and additional resources […]
approaching USD 30 billion for the period 2010–2012 with balanced
allocation between adaptation and mitigation’—the so-called ‘fast-start
finance’—as well as to ‘a goal of mobilizing jointly USD 100 billion dollars
a year by 2020 […] from a wide variety of sources, public and private, bilat-
eral and multilateral, including alternative sources of finance’. A ‘significant
portion’ of this funding should be channeled through the newly established
Green Climate Fund (UNFCCC 2009, Decision 2/CP.15, para. 8).

While many questions remain unresolved (see below), the $100 billion
target has become an important symbolic figure. The Cancún COP for-
malised the Copenhagen finance commitments, including the $100 billion
target, and operationalised the Green Climate Fund (UNFCCC 2010, Deci-
sion 1/CP.16, section IV.A). Adaptation received considerable attention.
Parties thus affirmed that ‘[a]daptation must be addressed with the same
priority as mitigation’ (UNFCCC 2010, Decision 1/CP.16, section I.2) and
established an Adaptation Framework as well as an Adaptation Committee
to enhance action (UNFCCC 2010, Decision 1/CP.16, section II). Last but
not least, Parties began discussions on loss and damage (UNFCCC 2010,
Decision 1/CP.16, section II.25 and II.26).

The 2011 Durban COP introduced national adaptation plans (UNFCCC
2011, Decision 5/CP.17), established a Standing Committee on Finance,
and undertook a work programme on long-term finance and ways to reach
the $100 billion target (UNFCCC 2011, Decision 2/CP.17, section IV),
among other things. The following COPs in Doha, Warsaw, and Lima
operationalised and clarified many of these provisions, preparing the way
for the landmark Paris COP in 2015.

The Paris Agreement that was adopted at the Paris COP was a success in
many ways. It establishes for the first time a ‘global goal on adaptation
of enhancing adaptive capacity, strengthening resilience and reducing
vulnerability to climate change’ (UNFCCC 2015, Article 7.1). This goal
is, however, rather vague, and the Paris Agreement overall is fairly weak
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on concrete adaptation and finance commitments (see e.g. Roberts and
Weikmans 2015; Sharma 2017). It confirms the $100 billion target and
requires Parties to ‘set a new collective quantified goal from a floor
of USD 100 billion per year’ before 2025 in its Preamble (UNFCCC
2015, para. 53). The Preamble, which has weaker legal standing than
the actual agreement, also urges developed country Parties to develop
a ‘concrete roadmap to achieve the goal of jointly providing USD 100
billion annually by 2020’ and specifically calls for ‘significantly increasing
adaptation finance’ (UNFCCC 2015, Preamble, para. 114). The words ‘new
and additional’ disappeared from the Paris Agreement and Preamble, as did
the reference to ‘alternative’ or ‘innovative’ sources of funding such as taxes
or levies (see also Roberts and Weikmans 2015; Sharma 2017).

The Paris Agreement entered into force on 4 November 2016, less than
1 year after being signed at the Paris COP and just days before the 2016
Marrakesh COP. This represents a record: ‘Never before have so many
countries joined an international agreement in such a short time’ (Fuhr
et al. 2016)—an important political signal. Climate finance remained a
central and contested agenda item at the Marrakesh summit. On long-
term finance, the COP again called on developed country Parties to scale up
their climate finance, in particular for adaptation, with a view to achieving
a ‘greater balance between finance for mitigation and for adaptation’
(UNFCCC 2016, Decision 7/CP.22).

2.2 ADAPTATION FINANCE OR ADAPTATION AID?
THE QUESTION OF ADDITIONALITY

As the previous sections have shown, adaptation and adaptation finance
have become more and more important over the course of the climate
change negotiations, culminating in the $100 billion target of the 2009
Copenhagen Accord as well as the global adaptation goal of the 2015
Paris Agreement. Yet, many questions remain unresolved. What counts
towards the $100 billion? What does a ‘balance’ between adaptation and
mitigation mean? What about accounting, transparency, and additionality?
How can we define, report, and monitor adaptation finance (e.g. Roberts
andWeikmans 2015, 2017; Sharma 2017)? Here, we focus on the question
of additionality and the related question of how climate or adaptation
finance and adaptation aid are similar or different (see Bird 2011). This
will help us to obtain a clearer picture of what we are actually analysing in
this book.
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In principle, climate change represents an additional burden that
requires additional resources—resources that are additional to ‘traditional’
development aid. Accordingly, the Copenhagen Accord as well as
the Cancún Agreements—whose legal status is clearer than that of
the Copenhagen Accord—stipulate that climate finance be ‘new and
additional’—yet the texts do not specify a baseline, that is, they fail to
clarify to what climate finance should be new and additional (see Weikmans
2016b for a discussion).

There have been different interpretations of what constitutes ‘new and
additional’ resources (Brown et al. 2010; Klein 2010; Stadelmann et al.
2010). Many developing countries would like to see a complete separation
between development aid and climate finance flows because of the different
motivations behind these two flows. Climate finance, as opposed to
development aid, is not voluntary or charity, but an obligation or a form
of compensation, given the disproportionate responsibility of developed
countries for causing climate change (Duus-Otterström 2015; Huhtala
et al. 2010; Klein 2010; Oxfam International 2007; Weikmans 2016a,b;
see also Chap. 6). Developed countries, as we have seen in Sect. 2.1, reject
discussions of liability and compensation. For them, climate finance is
part of a deal of getting developing countries to sign up to mitigation
commitments (Weikmans 2016b). Accordingly, many tend to interpret
climate finance additionality as aid over and above the 0.7% aid target.
Donors have pledged to provide 0.7% of their GNI as official development
assistance; any aid above that percentage would be new and additional
(Ayers and Abeysinghe 2013; Brown et al. 2010). This baseline, however,
is problematic as few donors have (as yet) met the 0.7% commitment. The
UK and Sweden both meet the 0.7% target. The former even enshrined
this target into law, while the latter formally committed to providing 1% of
its GNI to aid (Government of Sweden 2014; Parliament of the United
Kingdom 2015; see also Chap. 6). Some countries—most importantly
Germany—have instead taken 2009 as a baseline and interpreted ‘new and
additional’ to mean above what they spent on climate aid in 2009. Other
countries proposed to specify a percentage of aid going to climate actions
(see Brown et al. 2010, 2).

Without a clear baseline, it is hard to assess to what extent climate and
adaptation finance3 is indeed new and additional. Accordingly, developing
countries and some observers have repeatedly voiced concerns that the
pledged adaptation finance is not ‘new and additional’, but that indus-
trialised countries simply rebrand their development aid as relevant for
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adaptation (or mitigation)—at the expense of other, equally important,
development challenges (e.g. Ciplet et al. 2013, 59; Adaptation Watch
2015; Ayers and Abeysinghe 2013; Carty et al. 2016; Dasgupta and
Climate Change Finance Unit 2015; Klein 2010). Developed countries,
on the other hand, emphasise the links and synergies between development
and adaptation. From this perspective, separating adaptation and devel-
opment finance risks a duplication of efforts and misallocation of scarce
resources (Smith et al. 2011, 988).

The distinction between aid for development and aid for adaptation
is indeed a difficult one, since adaptation and development are linked in
different ways. Social and economic welfare and development underpin
adaptive capacity and therefore vulnerability (see Chap. 1; Ayers and
Abeysinghe 2013, 489; Ayers and Dodman 2010; Fankhauser 2010;
Fankhauser and Burton 2011; Weikmans 2016b). Development, in this
sense, is thus often synonymous with adaptation, and adaptation measures
and development measures can reinforce each other:

Good (or sustainable) development (policies and practice) can (and often
does) lead to building adaptive capacity. Doing adaptation to climate change
often also means doing good (or sustainable) development (Huq and Ayers
2008, 52, cited in Ayers and Dodman 2010, 165).

Similarly, climate change threatens development progress. Without
adaptation measures, past development achievements are at risk (Weikmans
2016b; see also Chap. 6). In this context, Diamond and Bruch (2011) esti-
mate that 60% of all development assistance could intersect with adaptation
activities, while a 2006 World Bank report estimates that climate change
may threaten 40% of its total portfolio (World Bank 2006, 27). Analysis by
the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) suggests that one-
third of all aid flows are affected by climate change, of which half (or 17%
of total aid flows) is highly sensitive to climate risks (UNDP 2007, 190f).

Given the links between adaptation and development, ‘it makes sense
to think of adaptation not as an incremental activity to deal with climate
change, but as climate-resilient development’ (Fankhauser 2010, 24) or as
‘development in a hostile climate’ (Stern 2009, cited in Fankhauser 2010,
24). To some extent, adaptation finance reflects this understanding of adap-
tation; most adaptation finance to date has come as ODA or development
aid: ‘almost all funding for adaptation currently comes from public finance,
drawn from international aid budgets’ (Ayers and Abeysinghe 2013, 494;
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see also Weikmans 2016a). This raises of course criticisms regarding the
additionality of resources, as discussed in this section. We do not seek to
solve this issue here; instead, we recognise that donors largely support
adaptation through their bilateral and to a lesser extent multilateral aid.
Hence, the analysis in this book focuses on bilateral aid flows marked
as relevant for adaptation—although we do acknowledge that adaptation
aid is conceptually different from adaptation finance and that aid flows as
registered by the OECD are contested (see also Chaps. 3 and 7).

2.3 AID ALLOCATION

Now that we have an overview of the ascent of adaptation and adaptation
finance in the climate change negotiations, we can turn to the central topic
of this book: adaptation aid allocation. Since adaptation aid is a subset
of overall development aid, the literature on how donors distribute their
development aid may give us some indication of how they allocate their
adaptation aid. In this and the following section, we therefore introduce
theories and models of aid allocation in general, and with regard to
adaptation aid specifically, and we derive hypotheses to be tested in later
chapters.

Let us first look at the allocation of development aid in general. Develop-
ment aid is defined as a transfer of concessional finance for the promotion of
economic development and welfare to countries and territories on the list
of ODA recipients (OECD 2016a; see Chap. 1). The OECD Development
Assistance Committee (DAC) publishes this list of ODA recipients and
revises it every 3 years, based on GNI per capita.4 In 2015, bilateral aid from
all DAC donors amounted to about $131 billion (OECD 2016b). This puts
the $100 billion target for climate finance mentioned earlier in perspective
and indicates just how significant climate finance is.

Where does all this aid go? When allocating aid, a donor needs to
make several decisions. Through which channels and modalities should
the aid be provided? Which countries should the donor support, and what
programmes or projects should be funded within the selected countries?
We focus on bilateral aid, as does much of the literature, not only because
bilateral aid flows are much larger than multilateral flows, but also because
bilateral aid leaves donors with much more leverage as to how they
allocate their aid (Gulrajani 2016; see also Chap. 6). Our focus is on the
question of geographical distribution of bilateral aid: which countries do
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donors support in their adaptation efforts—and why? This question of
aid allocation across countries has received considerable attention since
the 1970s. A large body of literature has examined development aid
more broadly, as well as specific types of aid such as humanitarian aid or
‘green’ aid, aid with an environmental focus. The broader development aid
literature has identified three factors or models of aid allocation: recipient
need, recipient merit, and donor interests. In practice, donors seem to take
into account all three factors, though their own interests often seem to
matter the most. A much smaller literature has tested the role of these
factors specifically for the allocation of adaptation aid (see Sect. 2.4). Here,
empirical findings indicate that donors pay little attention to recipient need,
which is understood as vulnerability to climate change in an adaptation
context.

2.3.1 Recipient Need vs Donor Interests

In the 1970s, studies discussed the motivations of donors to give aid
and distinguished between two main ones or utilities of aid: charitable
motives, that is, ‘the simple desire to help the less fortunate’ (Dudley and
Montmarquette 1976, 132) on the one hand, and strategic and commercial
considerations on the other (Dudley and Montmarquette 1976; McKinlay
1978;McKinlay and Little 1977, 1979). The former British PrimeMinister
David Cameron described these two motivations as the ‘heart’ versus
‘head’ arguments (cited in Lightfoot et al. 2016). Accordingly, a donor
may maximise the economic assistance utility and allocate aid proportional
to recipients’ development needs—what McKinlay and Little (1977) refer
to as the recipient need model and David Cameron as the ‘heart’ argument.
Alternatively, a donor may maximise the foreign policy utility of aid and
provide it largely to pursue its own commercial, political, or security
interests—what McKinlay and Little (1977) refer to as the donor interest
model and David Cameron as the ‘head’ argument (Lightfoot et al. 2016).
These two models are, however, not mutually exclusive; aid ‘potentially
contains both economic assistance and foreign policy utilities’ (McKinlay
1978, 240).

If donors follow their heart, that is, the recipient need model, we should
see a negative relationship between the level of socio-economic welfare and
development and the level of aid per capita. The less developed a country,
the higher its development needs and the more aid it should receive. Need
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is an attribute of the recipient; assuming that donors understand need in
a similar way—as poverty—we therefore should see a similar allocation
pattern across different donors.

Mostly, recipient need is measured by per capita income (e.g. Alesina
and Dollar 2000; Berthélemy 2006a; Clist 2011; Hoeffler and Outram
2011; Younas 2008). Average per capita income, however, hides income
inequalities that may be very high in some recipient countries (see Younas
2008, 665). Several authors have thus complemented per capita income
with additional measures. McKinlay (1978) for instance operationalise
recipient need with seven different indicators; beyond GDP per capita,
they also use for example calorie consumption per capita or the number
of doctors per 100,000 inhabitants. McKinlay and Little (1977) further
include recipients’ performance capabilities as measured by variables like
gross domestic capital formation or size of the manufacturing or mining
sector. Other studies have used additional measures of economic perfor-
mance, such as indebtedness (Berthélemy 2006a,b)5 or social outcome
variables, such as infant mortality rates (Younas 2008) or the percentage of
the population living below the national poverty line or on less than $2 a
day (Figaj 2010).

If donors in contrast follow their head, that is, the donor interest model,
we should see a positive relationship between the foreign policy relevance of
a country to a specific donor and the level of aid it receives from that specific
donor. Themore important—from an economic, political, or security point
of view—a country is to a specific donor, the more aid it should receive
from that donor. As opposed to recipient need, donor interests are specific
to a donor–recipient pair, and we should therefore see different allocation
patterns across donors. A recipient country may for instance trade a lot with
donor A but not very much with donor B; we would expect this country
to receive much higher levels of aid from donor A than from donor B.

Again, donor interests have been operationalised in different ways, since
donors have different interests. The literature distinguishes mainly between
commercial or economic interests on the one hand and geopolitical
interests on the other. Some authors add security interests as a third type
of interest.

Measures of commercial interests relate mainly to trade, notably the flow
of exports from a donor to a given recipient (e.g. Alesina and Dollar 2000;
Berthélemy 2006b; Clist 2011; Dollar and Levin 2006). Some studies
(also) use other measures, including: imports in percent of a recipient’s
GDP, either total or for specific sectors (Younas 2008); the total level of
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foreign direct investments (Alesina and Dollar 2000; Halimanjaya 2015);
or trade openness (Alesina and Dollar 2000).

A number of variables measure geopolitical interests or proximity, with
the expectation that donors favour countries that are closer to them—
geographically, culturally, or politically. Former colonial status is one
common measure of (political) proximity (e.g. Berthélemy 2006a,b; Clist
2011; Dollar and Levin 2006; Dudley and Montmarquette 1976; Younas
2008). Other measures are geographic proximity (e.g. Clist 2011; Dollar
and Levin 2006; Hoeffler and Outram 2011) or a common language (Clist
2011) or religion (Alesina and Dollar 2000; Clist 2011; Younas 2008)
for cultural proximity. Another measure of political proximity is voting
similarity in the United Nations General Assembly, that is, how often a
recipient and a donor vote the same way (Alesina and Dollar 2000; Dreher
et al. 2008; Hoeffler and Outram 2011). Dreher et al. (2008) for instance
find that voting in line with the USA can increase development aid flows
from that country. Drury et al. (2005) instead rely on international alliance
data to capture political proximity. Finally, security interests seem to be of
particular importance to the USA, which gives disproportionate amounts
of aid to Israel and Egypt because of these countries’ political roles in the
Middle East. Several studies hence explicitly control for Israel and Egypt
(Alesina and Dollar 2000; Younas 2008). Clist (2011) uses the total arms
exports of a donor to a recipient—though this probablymeasures economic
rather than security interests.

A large number of studies have tested the role of recipient need
versus donor interests. It is hard to compare the specific findings of
these studies, not only because they have operationalised recipient need
and donor interests in different ways, as we have seen. They also cover
different time periods, different donors (both multilateral and bilateral),
and different aid flows, for instance, humanitarian aid (e.g. Drury et al.
2005; Kevlihan et al. 2014), environmental aid (Hicks et al. 2008), or
aid for climate change mitigation (Halimanjaya 2015). Nonetheless, some
common findings emerge.Most studies find evidence for bothmotivations,
that is, both recipient needs and donor interests influence how donors
allocate their aid, though the relative role of these two motivations differs.
In general, it seems that donor interests dominate, in particular commercial
interests, as already suggested in the 1970s (Dudley and Montmarquette
1976; McKinlay 1978; see also e.g. Alesina and Dollar 2000; Berthélemy
2006a; Drury et al. 2005). Berthélemy (2006a, 88) thus concludes that
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‘bilateral aid motives are, to a large extent, egoistic rather than altruistic’.
Alesina and Dollar (2000, 33) similarly find ‘considerable evidence that the
pattern of aid giving is dictated by political and strategic considerations’.

However, when looking at individual donors, we get a more nuanced
picture. There are striking differences across donors with regard to how
much weight they give to recipient need compared to donor interests
(e.g. Berthélemy 2006a,b; Clist 2011). While some donors tend to focus
more on poverty reduction (that is, recipient need), others are much more
guided by their own economic, political, and/or security interests. The
Nordic countries are known for their altruism; they not only are more
generous regarding how much aid they give, but also give most of their aid
to poor countries (as well as those with democratic institutions, see below)
(Clist 2011). The Netherlands and Switzerland show similar tendencies
(Berthélemy 2006a,b; Clist 2011). Other countries are more egoistic and
pay greater attention to their own interests, notably economic ones (e.g.
Berthélemy 2006b). France tends to favour its former colonies (e.g. Alesina
and Dollar 2000), while the USA is mainly guided by its security interests
in the Middle East—as the large amounts of aid to Israel and Egypt
mentioned earlier indicate (e.g. Alesina and Dollar 2000; Younas 2008).

2.3.2 Recipient Merit

In the early 2000s, a third motivation was added to the basic distinction
between recipient need and donor interests: recipient merit. There are two
arguments for why recipient countries with ‘good’ policies and governance
merit more adaptation aid: effectiveness and the intrinsic value of good
governance. On the one hand, aid is arguably more effective in countries
with sound economic policies and stable political institutions, as the
2002 Monterrey Consensus on Financing for Development6 explicitly
acknowledges:

Sound economic policies, solid democratic institutions responsive to the
needs of the people and improved infrastructure are the basis for sustained
economic growth, poverty eradication and employment creation. […] Sound
policies and good governance at all levels are necessary to ensure ODA
effectiveness (United Nations 2002, 6; 14).

On the other hand, donors intrinsically value good economic and
political governance. By allocating aid to countries with good governance,
they not only increase the effectiveness of their aid but also reward and
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promote democratic or democratising institutions and good governance
(e.g. Younas 2008; Zanger 2000).

Just like recipient needs and donor interests, recipient merit has been
operationalised in different ways, although different measures of democ-
racy dominate. Many authors opt for data from Freedom House that
measures the extent of civil liberties and political rights (e.g. Alesina and
Dollar 2000; Clist 2011; Dollar and Levin 2006; Younas 2008). To a lesser
extent, studies use another democracy measure such as the Polity IV data
(Hoeffler and Outram 2011). These democracy measures capture political
institutions; others have also taken into account economic institutions
through measures of the rule of law (Dollar and Levin 2006) or per capita
GDP growth (Hoeffler and Outram 2011). Another operationalision of
recipient merit focuses on the extent of conflict; studies here have used
a dummy for the presence of interstate or internal conflict (Berthélemy
2006a) or the level of political terror (Clist 2011).

Overall, empirical results suggest that recipient merit matters. Countries
that are more democratic and respect political and human rights as well as
the rule of law receive—on average—more foreign aid (Dollar and Levin
2006;Hoeffler andOutram 2011; Younas 2008). Figaj (2010), in contrast,
finds no significant effect of freedom (her measure of democracy) and the
level of environmental aid countries receive. For economic governance,
measured by the rule of law, Dollar and Levin (2006) find a positive effect
in their more recent period of analysis (2000 through 2003), though this is
only significant in the case of multilateral aid, and a negative and significant
effect for their earlier period of analysis (1984 through 1989) for both
bilateral andmultilateral aid. The authors thus conclude that ‘aid used to be
targeted to countries with poor economic governance’ (Dollar and Levin
2006, 2036).

2.3.3 Other Factors

There are three additional factors that may influence how donors allocate
their aid: population, path dependency or what Barrett (2014) calls ‘donor
utility’, and network effects.

Population has generally a large and significant effect on aid allocation.
Small countries—in terms of their population—receive on average more
aid per capita than more populous countries. This is the well-documented
‘small country bias’ or ‘small country effect’ (e.g. Alesina and Dollar
2000; Clist 2011; Dudley and Montmarquette 1976; Younas 2008). The
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literature suggests three explanations for this effect. First, the marginal
impact of aid decreases with increasing population. Second, smaller coun-
tries have higher administrative capacities and can better absorb aid. And
third, donors can more easily influence smaller countries compared to
larger countries (Younas 2008, 667).

Path dependency refers to the effect of past aid allocation decisions on
current allocation decisions. Recipient countries in which a given donor has
been active in the past are more likely to benefit from future support from
that donor. An existing aid relationship and established networks reduce
transaction costs and increase aid effectiveness (Barrett 2014; Robertsen
et al. 2015).

Finally, donors do not make their aid allocation decisions in isolation,
but take into account the decisions of other donors. This may go in
two opposite directions: coordination or herding. In the first case of
coordination, donors follow a ‘division of labour’. If donor A provides aid
to a given recipient R, donor B will instead focus its aid on recipient S. In
the latter case of herding, donors instead provide aid to similar countries
simultaneously. Accordingly, if recipient R already receives aid from donor
A, it is quite likely that donor B also provides aid to this recipient.
Similarly, if a recipient receives only little or no support from donor A,
it is unlikely that donor B will provide aid to this recipient. Although few
studies have explicitly tested the interactions between donors’ allocation
decisions, herding seems to occur in practice. This is the story of so-
called aid ‘darlings’ and ‘orphans’ (Berthélemy 2006b; Davies and Klasen
2013; Hoeffler and Outram 2011; Klasen and Davies 2011). Hoeffler and
Outram (2011) control for the amount of aid per capita a recipient receives
from all other bilateral donors, but understand this as a measure of recipient
merit, because high levels of aid from other donors serves as a signal of
good governance and high aid effectiveness. Berthélemy (2006b) controls
for the amount of aid a recipient receives from other bilateral donors as well
as from multilateral donors; he sees only the second variable as a measure
of recipient merit.420660

2.4 ALLOCATING ADAPTATION AID

Now that we have an overview of the general development aid literature,
and the expectations and findings of development aid allocation, we can
turn to the allocation of adaptation aid specifically. How do the different
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determinants presented in the previous section play out in the case of adap-
tation aid? A large body of literature has tested the role of recipient need,
donor interests, and recipient merit for specific aid flows, including ‘green’
aid, that is, aid with an environmental dimension (Figaj 2010; Hicks et al.
2008; Lewis 2003; Miller 2014). Increasingly, studies have also specifically
analysed the allocation of climate-related aid, for mitigation (Halimanjaya
2013, 2015) as well as for adaptation. In the context of environmental
aid and adaptation aid, recipient need is no longer understood by poverty
alone. As we discussed earlier, there has been international agreement in
the climate change negotiations that adaptation finance should focus on
‘particularly vulnerable’ countries. We turn to this discussion again and
then focus on the difficulties of identifying which countries are particularly
vulnerable, that is, of measuring vulnerability.

2.4.1 Vulnerability as Recipient Need

Development aid, by definition, aims to promote economic development
and welfare (OECD 2016a). Adaptation aid further seeks to ‘reduce the
vulnerability of human or natural systems to the impacts of climate change
and climate-related risks’, according to the OECD guidelines which we use
to identify adaptation relevant aid (OECD 2011, 4; see also Chap. 3).

Following this definition, recipient need, in an adaptation context, is
broader than just poverty and also includes vulnerability to the adverse
effects of climate change. Countries that are more vulnerable have a greater
need of adaptation and hence also of adaptation aid. As we have seen
in the introduction (Chap. 1), vulnerability is composed of exposure and
sensitivity to climate risks as well as adaptive capacity. Countries that
are more exposed and more sensitive, for instance low-lying countries
or drought-prone countries, are more vulnerable, as are countries that
have less adaptive capacity. Adaptive capacity is related to poverty, since
poverty is a direct driver of adaptive capacity. The fewer resources a country
has, the lower is its capacity to adapt. Adaptive capacity further depends
on institutional and political structures (Smit and Wandel 2006; Turner
et al. 2003; see Chap. 1). Countries with democratic institutions, good
governance, and sound (environmental) policies tend to be more able
to deal with the consequences of climate change and therefore are less
vulnerable. As a consequence, in the context of adaptation aid, recipient
need and recipient merit are closely connected (see also Chap. 3).
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There is broad agreement that adaptation finance should be given
based on recipient need, that is, that the most or particularly vulnerable
countries be put first. We have seen that international agreements since
the 1992 Convention have repeated the focus on ‘particularly vulnerable’
developing countries (see Sect. 2.1). Several academics similarly argue for
the prioritisation of particularly or most vulnerable countries from a justice
perspective (Duus-Otterström 2015; Grasso 2010a,b; Klein and Möhner
2011; Weikmans 2016a).

At the same time, donors seek to maximise the impact of their support
and thus focus their aid to countries where its (potential) impact is greatest.
Accordingly, in the ‘Roadmap to US$100 Billion’, the OECD (2016c, 19)
states that ‘without accessible and catalytic finance that flows to where
it is most needed and has the greatest impact, any quantity of finance
will fall short of the Paris Agreement goals’. In a similar vein, Barr et al.
(2010, 845) highlight the importance of implementation capacity—‘the
ability to manage and use finance effectively’—as a criterion for adaptation
aid allocation alongside vulnerability, given that adaptation finance will be
scarce and thus needs to be spent efficiently and effectively.

There are thus two principles that potentially guide adaptation finance
allocation: equity on the one hand and cost-effectiveness or efficiency on
the other. An equitable distribution of resources would prioritise vulnerable
countries whereas a cost-effective or efficient distribution would prioritise
countries where net benefits of adaptation aid are largest (Stadelmann et al.
2014; Weikmans 2016a). To some extent, these principles are mutually
exclusive, as countries that are highly vulnerable because of their low
adaptive capacity also tend to struggle with using aid effectively—a point
we will return to in Chap. 3. At least on paper, equity seems to be the
dominant principle, as the focus on ‘particularly vulnerable’ countries
in the negotiation texts indicate (see also e.g. Klein and Möhner 2011;
Roberts et al. 2017; Weikmans 2016a). For some, the dominance of equity
results from the difficulties of assessing the cost and benefits of adaptation
actions (Persson and Remling 2014; Weikmans 2016a; see also Sect. 1.2)—
though measuring vulnerability is no easy task either, as the definition of
vulnerability in the introduction has already hinted at.
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2.4.2 Measuring Vulnerability

If recipient need and recipient merit are closely linked and hard to separate,
as the discussion in the previous section indicates, we need to take a closer
look at how vulnerable countries are identified, that is, how climate change
vulnerability is measured.

Policy-makers and climate negotiators have repeatedly called on sci-
ence to develop generic vulnerability indices (Füssel 2010; Klein 2009).
Researchers have responded to the demand for such indices and a range
of different quantitative indices exist (e.g. DARA 2012; Guillaumont
and Simonet 2011; Kaly et al. 2004; ND-GAIN n.d.; Wheeler 2011;
see also Chap. 3). Yet, this has—unsurprisingly—not led to ‘a systematic
and agreed way of assessing, measuring, expressing and comparing the
vulnerability of countries to climate change’ (Klein andMöhner 2011, 16).
Reviews of different vulnerability indices point to ‘fundamental conceptual,
methodological, and/or empirical flaws’ (Füssel 2010, 598). Problems
relate in particular to selecting and aggregating appropriate proxies on the
one hand, and dealing with the time-specific and place-specific nature of
vulnerability on the other.

Vulnerability is composed of exposure, sensitivity, and adaptive capacity
(see Chap. 1). How can we measure these three components, and how
should these measures be aggregated into one vulnerability index? Mostly,
vulnerability indices separate physical measures of exposure and sensi-
tivity from socio-economic measures of adaptive capacity (Hinkel 2011;
Muccione et al. 2017), though many indices capture only or largely the
former aspect of vulnerability, that is, physical exposure and sensitivity (see
Eriksen and Kelly 2007). The indices use a wide variety of proxies. Brooks
et al. (2005, 155) for instance identify 46 different ‘potential proxies for
national-level vulnerability to climate change’, including GDP per capita,
the percentage of the population living within 100 km of the coastline, or
the percentage of land area covered by forest.

The indices also use different methods to aggregate the selected vari-
ables into one index; thesemethods are not always clear or justified (Eriksen
and Kelly 2007; Füssel 2009; Weikmans 2016a). The selection of variables
is constrained by data availability and inevitably involves normative choices,
as does the aggregation of variables into one national-level index (Füssel
2009, 2010; Hinkel 2011).

That most vulnerability indices focus on the national level relates to the
second key problem: the level at which vulnerability should or could be
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measured. Most indices assess vulnerability at the national level, not least
because this is the level for which allocation decisions for adaptation finance
are largely made (Eriksen and Kelly 2007, 507; Muccione et al. 2017).
Yet, the national level may not be the most appropriate one for assessing
vulnerability, which is place-specific and system-specific (Smit and Wandel
2006, 286f) and varies not only across regions, but also across and even
within communities (e.g. Eriksen and Kelly 2007). A low-lying coastal
community is exposed and sensitive to different risks than a community in
a flood-prone mountainous area in the same country. Similarly, the most
marginalised and poorest members of a community are most vulnerable
to climate change, not only because they tend to be more physically
exposed and sensitive but also because they have less adaptive capacity.
Think of the poor subsistence farmer in an arid region who depends on
rain-fed agriculture and has no means to diversify his livelihood or purchase
insurance against drought (see Chap. 1). An indicator at the national level
hides these differences in vulnerability across regions, communities, and
groups of society.

There are additional problems of measuring vulnerability, for instance
the ‘forward-looking aspect of vulnerability’: vulnerability to climate
change is about potential harm from future climate impacts, which
are uncertain (Hinkel 2011). Given these different difficulties, some
authors conclude that it is impossible to quantify vulnerability, at least
at the national level: ‘vulnerability, like happiness, is a human state or
condition that cannot be measured directly in any objective fashion’, write
Eriksen and Kelly (2007, 500), a conclusion others agree with (Füssel
2009; Hinkel 2011; Klein 2009; Moss et al. 2001). In this context,
Hinkel (2011, 200) argues that speaking of vulnerability ‘measurement’ is
misleading; ‘operationalisation’ of vulnerability is more accurate since the
latter is a theoretical concept. We agree that measuring or operationalising
vulnerability is inherently difficult, and that ‘allocating funds based on the
assessment of vulnerability is a process fraught with ambiguity’ (Ciplet
et al. 2013, 60). We seek to circumvent this problem by using a range of
vulnerability indicators, as we describe in greater detail in Chap. 3. Other
empirical studies have similarly used different vulnerability indicators. We
now turn to these studies to assess to what extent vulnerability—measured
in different ways—seems to matter in practice for adaptation aid allocation.
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2.4.3 Does Vulnerability Matter?

Several studies have empirically examined whether vulnerable countries
receive more adaptation aid, for specific donors and/or recipients, across
all donors, at the sub-national level, or for multilateral adaptation aid.
Generally, these studies have applied the recipient need, recipient merit,
and donor interest models of aid allocation to the case of adaptation aid
flows, and used different vulnerability indices to operationalise recipient
need. The general conclusion is that vulnerability plays at best a small role:
recipient merit and, to a lesser extent, donor interests seem to explain better
the distribution of adaptation aid.

Barrett (2014) examines sub-national adaptation aid allocation across
districts in Malawi. His analysis includes both an indicator of physical
vulnerability—a measure of drought and dry spells as well as floods—and
two indicators of socio-economic vulnerability—infant mortality and life
expectancy. The results show that more aid-funded adaptation projects
are located in physically vulnerable districts, while the opposite is true
for socio-economically vulnerable districts: the analysis indicates a negative
relationship between infant mortality and life expectancy on the one hand,
and adaptation aid on the other. The author thus concludes that ‘the
poorest, most marginalized, and climate vulnerable districts receive the
least adaptation finance within Malawi’ (Barrett 2014, 131; see also Barrett
2013).

Robertsen et al. (2015) examine adapation aid flows from seven donors
to sub-Saharan Africa using the exposure sub-index of the Notre Dame
Global Adaptation Index (ND-GAIN) and GDP per capita as measures
of vulnerability. Neither variable seems to drive adaptation aid flows.
Robinson and Dornan (2017) focus mainly on adaptation aid in SIDS;
they use the exposure and the sensitivity sub-indices of the ND-GAIN,
losses from weather extremes, and GDP per capita to measure vulnerability.
While they do find that poorer countries receive more adaptation aid,
they do not find a consistent relationship between physical vulnerability
and adaptation aid. Betzold (2015) examines German adaptation aid
and similarly finds that Germany assists poorer but not more physically
vulnerable countries with adaptation. Nakhooda et al. (2013) assess fast-
start finance as reported to the UNFCCC, and conclude that fast-start
finance is only weakly correlated with the two measures of vulnerability
used, the DARA and ND-GAIN indices. In contrast, we conclude from
our own analyses of all donors (Betzold and Weiler 2017; Weiler et al.
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2017) that countries more exposed to weather-related climate extremes
and sea level rise receive more adaptation aid. For GDP per capita, we
find a nonlinear relationship: the poorest and richest countries receive less
adaptation aid, with countries with a GDP per capita of around $1,000
receiving the highest levels per capita. Several studies also explicitly test
whether SIDS, LDCs, or African countries—the countries singled out as
‘particularly vulnerable’ in the climate change negotiations—receive more
adaptation aid. While SIDS indeed receive more, this is not the case
for LDCs or African countries (Betzold and Weiler 2017; Robinson and
Dornan 2017; Weiler et al. 2017).

What about multilateral funds? Do they prioritise vulnerable countries?
At least on paper, vulnerability is important for multilateral adaptation
funding. The Green Climate Fund specifically reserves half of its adap-
tation funding for SIDS, LDCs, and African countries (Green Climate
Fund 2014), while the Adaptation Fund finances projects in ‘particularly
vulnerable’ developing country Parties to the Kyoto Protocol (UNFCCC
2008, Annex IV, section III.10; see also Horstmann 2011). Stadelmann
et al. (2014) and Remling and Persson (2015) analyse which projects the
Adaptation Fund approves. Both studies conclude that neither equity—the
level of vulnerability—nor efficiency or cost-effectiveness guide funding
decisions. The Adaptation Fund ‘has rather approved projects from high-
income and less vulnerable countries with high absolute economic savings,
while not approving projects in poor, vulnerable countries with high rela-
tive economic savings’ (Stadelmann et al. 2014, 116). Weikmans (2016a)
concludes from his literature review that vulnerability may have played a
role in the selection of programmes, projects, or countries, but that it did
not determine the level of multilateral funding.

If vulnerability does not drive adaptation aid flows, which factors do?
What is the role of donor interests and recipient merit? Recipient merit is
an important predictor of adaptation aid. According to most analyses, good
governance measures such as the extent of political freedom or control of
corruption are strongly related with the level of adaptation aid. The better
governed a country, the more adaptation aid it can expect, all else being
equal (Betzold 2015; Betzold and Weiler 2017; Robertsen et al. 2015;
Robinson and Dornan 2017; Weiler et al. 2017). The evidence for donor
interests is more mixed. Our own research suggests that donor interest
variables such as trade or voting in the United Nations General Assembly
(Betzold 2015; Weiler et al. 2017) influences how much adaptation
aid a country receives. Other authors find only a weak link between
adaptation aid and donor interests, measured by colonial ties (Robertsen
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et al. 2015; Robinson and Dornan 2017). However, adaptation aid flows
mirror general development aid flows: countries that receive high levels
of development aid in general can also expect high levels of adaptation aid
(Barrett 2014; Betzold andWeiler 2017; Nakhooda et al. 2013; Robertsen
et al. 2015; Weiler et al. 2017). And as discussed earlier, development aid
is largely given to promote donors’ own foreign policy objectives.

Finally, two additional factors influence adaptation aid flows: population
and transaction costs or absorptive capacity. All studies of adaptation aid
allocation control for population and find the same small country bias
that studies of overall development aid have documented. On the one
hand, larger countries—in terms of their population—are more likely to
receive some adaptation aid. On the other hand, the smaller a country’s
population, the higher the level of adaptation aid per capita (Betzold and
Weiler 2017; Robinson and Dornan 2017; Weiler et al. 2017). Barrett
(2014) finds strong evidence for what he terms donor utility: districts
with lower transaction costs—because of existing aid networks—and better
absorptive capacity receive more adaptation aid. Robertsen et al. (2015)
also interpret the strong correlation between overall development aid and
adaptation aid as an indicator of transaction costs: donors are more likely to
support adaptation activities in countries with which they have an ongoing
aid relationship.

2.5 SUMMARY AND OUR EXPECTATIONS

We started this chapter with an overview of the climate change negotiations
and specifically the evolution of adaptation and adaptation finance in these
negotiations. We have seen that adaptation and adaptation finance have
gained prominence over time and are at the centre of current negotiation
rounds and agreements. Yet, what counts as climate finance, and how this
finance should be distributed, are key—and strongly contested—questions
in the negotiations. To what extent traditional development assistance
represents new and additional finance remains controversial; in practice,
however, much climate finance, especially adaptation finance, comes as
development aid. This dominance of development aid in the provision of
climate finance motivates our empirical focus on adaptation aid, or ODA
that is relevant for adaptation.

To understand how adaptation aid is distributed geographically, we
therefore turned to research on development aid more broadly. Patterns
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of aid allocation across recipient countries have been the focus of a large
number of studies since the 1970s. This literature has identified three
factors or models that explain how donors allocate their development
aid: recipient need, recipient merit, and donor interests. Similar factors
seem to be at play with regard to adaptation aid, where recipient need
means vulnerability to climate change. Although scholars and practitioners
agree that vulnerable countries should be prioritised in the allocation of
adaptation aid, the empirical evidence suggests that such countries do
not receive systematically more adaptation aid than other countries. To
some extent, however, the rather weak evidence may result from the
inherent difficulties of operationalising and measuring vulnerability to
climate change.

With this study we wish to contribute to the literature on (adaptation)
aid allocation. Building on the current literature, including research on
adaptation aid, we would a priori expect similar factors to be at play as
those we observe for development aid in general. In other words, donors
should allocate their adaptation aid according to three factors: recipient
need, understood as vulnerability to climate change; recipient merit; and
donor interests. For adaptation aid, however, recipient need and recipient
merit are closely related, as we have seen earlier: good governance implies
better adaptive capacity and thus lower vulnerability. We have thus two
opposite expectations for the relationship between good governance and
adaptation aid. If we find a negative relationship between good governance
and adaptation aid, we take this to indicate that donors allocate their
aid based on recipient need, for worse governed countries have lower
adaptive capacity and hence need more support with adaptation. On the
other hand, if we find a positive relationship between good governance
and adaptation aid, we take this to indicate that donors allocate their aid
based on recipient merit, for better governed countries are better able
to use funds efficiently and hence merit more support, including with
adaptation to climate change. Since we want to test separately how the
different components of vulnerability influence adaptation aid flows, we
formulate two expectations with regard to recipient need (H1a and H1b).
This leaves us with a total of four expectations:

H1a The more exposed and sensitive a country to the adverse effects of
climate change, the more adaptation aid it receives.

H1b The lower the adaptive capacity of a country, the more adaptation
aid it receives.
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H2 The better governed a country, the more adaptation aid it receives.
H3 The more economically or politically relevant a country to a donor,

the more adaptation aid it receives from that donor.

As opposed to other studies, we use a mixed methods research design
to test these hypotheses. We not only examine adaptation aid flows as
reported in the OECD Creditor Reporting System (CRS) using quantitative
regression analyses, but also take a closer look at the actual decision-making
processes through qualitative case studies of three large climate donors:
Germany, Sweden, and the UK. In the next chapter, we describe our
methods in greater detail, list our variables for the quantitative analyses,
and document the interviews and policy documents used in the qualitative
analysis.

NOTES

1. The other areas are technology transfer; energy, transport, industry,
agriculture, forestry and waste management; and economic diversification
(UNFCCC 2001, Decision 7/CP.7, para. 2).

2. For a discussion of the Copenhagen Summit, see for instance Bodansky
(2010).

3. In the following, we focus only on adaptation finance. Many of the argu-
ments also apply to mitigation finance and thus to climate finance more
broadly.

4. The list can be found at http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/daclist.htm.
5. Indebtedness could also be a measure of donor interest: ‘donors may be

locked in a “debt game,” in which they have to provide new resources to
highly indebted countries simply to avoid that these debtors fall in arrear ’
(Berthélemy 2006b, 184).

6. The ‘Monterrey Consensus’ is the outcome of the United Nations Con-
ference on Financing for Development, held in Monterrey, Mexico, in
2002. See http://www.un.org/esa/ffd/overview/monterrey-conference.
html for more information.
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CHAPTER 3

Setting the Stage: A Mixed Methods Research
Design

Now that we have provided the backdrop of our study—the international
climate change negotiations—and embedded our research in the broader
aid allocation literature, we can turn to the core of our study: the empirical
analysis. We want to understand how donors distribute their adaptation-
relevant development assistance: who receives support for climate change
adaptation, and why? We address this question using both quantitative
and qualitative research methods. On the one hand, we need quantitative
methods to detect patterns in adaptation aid giving across all OECD DAC
donors and recipients—we examine adaptation aid flows from 28 donors
to 141 recipients. On the other hand, we also need qualitative methods to
understand the decision-making processes that drive the patterns detected
by our quantitative analysis. The mix of methods also helps to compensate
the weaknesses of the different methods, such as data limitations in
quantitative datasets. We hence combine statistical analysis of OECD aid
data with qualitative case studies of three large climate donors: Germany,
Sweden, and the UK. We selected these three donors using a very different
systems design, as Sect. 3.1 explains. Although Germany, Sweden, and the
UK are all rather generous supporters of climate change adaptation, they
differ in many other regards, such as their size, economic structure, or
colonial history.

We use regression analysis to examine systematically whether vulnerabil-
ity, good governance, or donors’ foreign policy interests drive adaptation
aid-giving, in these three countries as well as across all OECD donors. We
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operationalise the different potential drivers of adaptation aid allocation
through different indicators. As we describe in Sect. 3.2 in greater detail,
we use for instance three indicators of physical vulnerability: the exposure
sub-index of the Notre DameGlobal Adaptation Index, the Environmental
Vulnerability Index, and the Climate Risk Index.

Finally, Sect. 3.3 turns to our qualitative methods. The qualitative case
studies shed light on the decision-making process of aid allocation and
position adaptation aid in the wider official development assistance land-
scape of the three countries. To this end, we conducted semi-structured
interviews with aid practitioners and stakeholders in the three case study
countries and analysed key policy documents.

3.1 OUR OVERALL RESEARCH DESIGN: MIXED
METHODS

Both qualitative and quantitative methods are valid ways to study political
phenomena such as adaptation finance. These two different research
strategies should not be understood as rigid opposites to each other, but
rather as two ends of a continuous spectrum (Newman and Benz 1998).
In the middle of the continuum are mixed methods approaches, which
incorporate elements of both quantitative and qualitative research design.
Mixed methods approaches assume ‘that the combination of qualitative
and quantitative approaches provides a more complete understanding of a
research problem than either approach alone’ (Creswell 2013, 3).

To obtain a picture of adaptation aid allocation that is as complete as
possible, we opted for a mixed methods research design in this book.
Specifically, we combine a large-n quantitative study across all OECD donor
countries on the one hand with a more detailed look at how three carefully
chosen donor countries distribute their adaptation aid: Germany, Sweden,
and the UK. For these three donors, we first run separate statistical models
and then further investigate adaptation allocation through in-depth case
studies using semi-structured interviews and key policy documents. Thus,
our empirical analysis proceeds in three steps. We start out with a very
broad look at the overall quantitative picture of adaptation aid flows across
all donors using descriptive statistics in Chap. 4 and regression analysis in
Chap. 5. In a second step, we zoom in to our three case study countries. We
start with a statistical analysis of adaptation aid flows in the three selected
countries (also in Chap. 5) and then use qualitative methods to examine
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aid allocation decisions in more detail and to add context to the findings
of our statistical analyses in Chap. 6. The present chapter describes the
quantitative and qualitative design used in this book and the respective
data sources.

As mentioned above, we selected our three country cases using a very
different systems design. The goal in such a design is to select cases that
vary in as many characteristics as possible: ‘the strategy is to choose units
of research which are as different as possible with regard to extraneous
variables. The basic logic is that differences cannot explain similarities’
(Anckar 2008, 390).

These similarities between the three case study countries concern the
level of development aid they provide. Germany, Sweden, and the UK are
comparatively large international aid donors, in terms of both development
aid in general and adaptation and climate aid in particular.1 In 2015, the
UK was the second largest aid donor in absolute terms (after the USA),
with about $18.7 billion in total development aid. Germany followed
closely in third place with about $17.8 billion in total development aid.
Sweden is much smaller in population, but spends the highest percentage
in terms of GNI of all countries on development cooperation: about 1%.
Sweden was the sixth largest donor in absolute terms with $7.1 billion
given to development cooperation in 2015 (for more details see OECD
2016a). Like Sweden, the UK has reached the United Nations ODA target
of spending 0.7% of GNI on development cooperation, which Germany
has not (see OECD 2016b; Chap. 6). Furthermore, all three countries
have a historical commitment to providing development aid, backed by
the countries’ parliaments and—to some degree—public opinion (see e.g.
Olsen 2001). As Chaps. 4 and 6 show in greater detail, Germany, Sweden,
and the UK are also among the most important providers of aid for
adaptation, yet as we will see, the distribution of adaptation aid to recipient
countries varies between them in terms of scope and reach.

These differences may relate to differences across the three countries:
Germany is a federal and comparatively conservative country, the UK
is a strongly centralised country with a more libertarian outlook, while
Sweden is a smaller yet traditionally social-democratic country. Germany,
as a large exporter, additionally has strong economic ties across the world.
The UK has strong political ties with many developing countries, thanks
to its many former colonies and the Commonwealth. Sweden, finally,
neither is a large exporter nor a former colonial power. Additionally,
and of particular importance for our study, the three selected countries
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differ in how aid allocation is organised. Germany operates a relatively
‘centralised’ system with much of its development aid being distributed
through—and projects implemented by—government funded agencies,
notably the Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit (Society for
International Cooperation, GIZ) for technical cooperation and the KfW
for financial cooperation. While Sweden’s aid agency, the Swedish Inter-
national Development Cooperation Agency (Sida), also works on the
ground, the country also strongly relies on external partners, notably
non-governmental organisations (NGOs), some of which have preferential
status. The UK does not have its own aid agency equivalent to the GIZ,
KfW, or Sida, but works through partner organisations. These differences
in socio-economic structure as well as in development aid structure help us
understand potential differences in adaptation aid allocation and also add
to the representativeness and generalisability of our results.

In the next two sections we describe both the quantitative and the
qualitative research design in more detail. We start with the quantitative
design and describe all the data sources we used to compile the dataset
utilised in our regression analysis. Finally, we describe the qualitative
research design and detail our data sources—semi-structured interviews
and policy documents—as well as our method of coding and analysing the
qualitative data.

3.2 QUANTITATIVE DESIGN

We start our empirical analysis by examining the distribution of adaptation
aid in the period 2010 through 2015, first across 28 OECD DAC donors and
then separately for the three selected case study countries. After outlining
the basic set-up of our dataset, we present the OECD CRS aid data used
to construct the dependent variable for our analysis—adaptation aid—and
discuss potential problems this data presents for our endeavour. We then
describe the operationalisation of the various independent variables used
in our study and finally explain our modelling strategy.

To study bilateral adaptation aid allocation we have to consider on the
one hand the donors who provide adaptation aid, and on the other hand
the recipients who receive this aid. In addition, aid allocation decisions can
vary on a yearly basis, which is why we include time as a third dimension in
the analysis. Thus we developed a fully dyadic dataset containing yearly
adaptation aid flows from all OECD donors to all eligible recipients of
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adaptation aid, that is, countries on the OECD list of ODA recipients (see
Chap. 1).2 In other words, the unit of observation of our quantitative
analysis is the donor–recipient–year triplet. Here, we describe in detail how
we build this dataset, which data sources we use, and which variables we
include to test our hypotheses.

Our analysis covers the period 2010 through 2015, for which we
have OECD data on adaptation aid (see below). The quantitative analysis
includes 28 donor countries that started to provide bilateral adaptation aid
before 2013. For two of these countries (the Czech Republic and Iceland),
data is only available for 5 years (from 2011 through 2015), while we
obtained data for the entire time horizon of the study from 2010 through
2015 for all other 26 adaptation aid donors. These 26 donors are, in
alphabetical order: Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland,
France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Kuwait, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Slovenia, South Korea,
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United Arab Emirates, the UK, and the
USA. On the recipient side, the dataset includes 141 recipient countries.

As described in detail in Chap. 2, we assess three key factors that poten-
tially influence the distribution of adaptation aid: recipient need, recipient
merit, and donor interests. From a data-centric point of view, recipient need
and recipient merit are characteristics of the recipient country. The value of
a climate change vulnerability indicator or a good governance indicator for,
say, Bangladesh is uniform across donors. Accordingly, we would expect
all donors to give more adaptation aid to Bangladesh if they provided their
adaptation aid based on recipient need and recipient merit only. This would
not require a dyadic dataset; a recipient-based pooled dataset would suffice.

When measuring donor interests, on the other hand, we clearly need to
consider both the donor and the recipient side. For instance, if we want
to test whether donors provide adaptation aid to those countries with
which they trade a lot, bilateral trade flows are relevant. This makes the
development of a fully dyadic dataset necessary. To illustrate: trade flows
between Bangladesh and the various donors differ. Accordingly, we would
not expect all donors to give more adaptation aid to Bangladesh if they
provided their aid based on donor interests. Let us assume that Bangladesh
trades a lot with the UK, but very little with Sweden. According to our
donor interest hypothesis, we would hence expect that Bangladesh received
more adaptation aid from the UK than from Sweden. We can only test
whether this is the case with a dyadic dataset.
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3.2.1 Our Dependent Variable: Adaptation Aid

The core of our dyadic dataset is adaptation aid—we want to explain the
variation in the level of adaptation aid that countries receive. Data on
adaptation aid comes from the OECD CRS, which collects aid data from
all OECD DAC donor countries. In 1998, the OECD DAC introduced
so-called Rio markers to monitor the mainstreaming of environmental
objectives in development cooperation (see e.g. Brown et al. 2010; OECD
2011). Originally, there were three markers related to the three UN
Conventions on climate change, biodiversity, and desertification signed at
the 1992 Earth Summit. In 2009, the climate change marker was split
into a marker for climate change mitigation and a marker for climate
change adaptation, or adaptation marker (OECD 2011). Rio markers are
at the project level: donors report for each and every aid project whether
it contributes to reducing greenhouse gas emissions, to dealing with the
consequences of climate change, to conserving biodiversity, and/or to
fighting desertification.

The adaptation marker defines an aid activity as relevant for adaptation
if it ‘intends to reduce the vulnerability of human or natural systems to
the impacts of climate change and climate-related risks, by maintaining or
increasing adaptive capacity and resilience’ (OECD 2011, 4). As with all
Rio markers, the adaptation marker has four possible values: a project may
not be screened for its adaptation relevance or is screened but deemed
unrelated to climate change adaptation. In both these cases, we consider
the project as irrelevant for adaptation—that is, we consider the project as
not intending to reduce vulnerability to climate risks—and do not take it
into account. Projects that are relevant for adaptation may have adaptation
as their principal objective on the one hand, or as a significant objective
on the other. Projects with adaptation as their principal objective would
not have taken place if it was not for the specific purpose of adaptation to
climate change. In other words, a principal adaptation project is first and
foremost about reducing vulnerability and increasing adaptive capacity and
resilience. In contrast, projects with adaptation as a significant objective are
largely about something else (for instance biodiversity conservation), but
still make an important contribution to climate change adaptation (OECD
2011, 5).

Note that the Rio markers are not mutually exclusive; a project may
thus at the same time have climate change adaptation and mitigation
as its objective, for example. To illustrate, we can imagine a fictitious
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development project by the USA which sets up solar panels in communities
in Togo. Let us say that the project at the same time includes an information
and awareness campaign about climate change and dealing with climate
risks. In this case, the USA would probably indicate that climate change
mitigation was the project’s principal objective. Since the project also
includes an adaptation dimension, the USA would hence also assign it a
significant adaptation objective in the OECD CRS.

As this example shows, aid projects in the OECD CRS often have multiple
objectives, and adaptation may be just a small part of the overall project.
The fictitious American project setting up solar panels in Togo and running
an information and awareness campaign illustrates this: of the overall
$500,000 committed to the project, most resources will likely go into
purchasing solar panels, setting them up, and training locals to maintain
them. Just a small part of project expenses—maybe $150,000—is used
to pay for workshops, radio spots, and other elements of the information
and awareness campaign. Since adaptation-specific investments may be only
part of a broader project, as in this fictitious example, it is very difficult to
identify, track, and quantify the exact amount of funding targeting climate
change adaptation, as the OECD itself recognises (OECD 2016c, 11).

That Rio markers are not mutually exclusive and projects are double-
counted towards multiple objectives is just one problem of the OECD aid
data. Another problem concerns self-reporting: the dataset relies entirely
on donors’ own classifications of projects, which is inherently problematic.
Self-reporting leads to inconsistent application of the adaptation marker
and over-reporting. The OECD definition of adaptation is rather vague:
an adaptation activity reduces vulnerability ‘by maintaining or increasing
adaptive capacity and resilience’ (OECD 2011, 4). Donors and project
managers within a single donor country likely understand and interpret
this definition in different ways. As a result, application of the adaptation
marker may be inconsistent. In general, donors tend to interpret adaptation
in a rather broad sense, which leads to over-reporting. Several studies
found that donors tend to overstate how much of their aid is relevant
for climate change, including adaptation, and that this was particularly
the case for projects with significant adaptation objectives (Adaptation
Watch 2015; Junghans andHarmeling 2012; Michaelowa andMichaelowa
2011). Donors may feel pressured to commit large amounts of aid to
climate change to fulfil their international pledges and thus interpret this
definition rather broadly (Donner et al. 2016; Pickering et al. 2015; see also
Chaps. 2 and 6). Yet even the opposite—under-reporting—is conceivable
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because ‘donors may intentionally not label aid that contributes to adapta-
tion as “climate” because of internal politics surrounding climate change’
(Donner et al. 2016, 7). In other words, if the domestic political climate
is unfavourable towards climate change policies, donors may decide not
to label aid flows as adaptation aid, although they contribute to dealing
with climate change impacts. In practice, over-reporting seems to be the
bigger problem (Adaptation Watch 2015; Donner et al. 2016; Junghans
and Harmeling 2012; Michaelowa and Michaelowa 2011). The numbers
in the OECD CRS hence represent an optimistic upper bound of actual
adaptation aid flows and should be interpreted with caution. Yet, there
is little reason to expect systematic patterns in over-reporting: all donors
probably overestimate the adaptation relevance of their aid. Over-reporting
per se should therefore not affect our analysis: although the overall amount
of adaptation aid is very likely smaller than what the OECD CRS reports,
its distribution should not be systematically different because of over-
reporting.

Clearly, the OECD CRS and its Rio markers are far from perfect. Many
of the concerns of aid data in general also apply to adaptation aid (see
Roodman 2007). Nonetheless, the OECD CRS data represent to date
the most comprehensive and comparable data on development aid flows
and their (perceived) relevance for adaptation objectives. While definitions
and guidelines for applying the adaptation marker are ambiguous, at least
the OECD has agreed definitions and methodologies, which the UNFCCC
Biennial Reports for example lack. Further, most donors draw on their
OECD data when reporting climate finance to the UNFCCC (Francke Lund
et al. 2015, 36f). Nonetheless, the weaknesses of the OECD data should be
kept in mind.

Our descriptive analysis in the next chapter makes use of the adaptation
marker to explore development aid and adaptation aid flows with regard to
time trends, differences across donors and recipients, or aid channels. Our
statistical analysis in Chap. 5 then turns to a more systematic test of how
adaptation aid is distributed. In the remainder of this section, we describe
the variables used in the statistical analysis.

Our dependent variable is the level of adaptation aid a recipient country
receives per year from each individual donor, including (but not limited
to) our three selected donor countries, Germany, Sweden, and the UK.
In mathematical terms, the dependent variable is Aijt: the amount of
adaptation aid A that recipient country i receives from donor j in year t.
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To construct this variable, we first have to make a decision on how
to treat projects where adaptation is the principal objective compared to
projects where adaptation is only a significant objective. Although signifi-
cant adaptation aid projects contribute to adaptation, they also would have
happened in the absence of adaptation objectives. We therefore decided to
use two different specifications of the dependent variable: one that includes
principal adaptation aid only, and one that includes principal adaptation
aid as well as significant aid. In this second specification, however, we
discount significant adaptation aid projects at 50%, while using the full
value of principal adaptation aid projects. Let us again take the fictitious
American development project setting up solar panels in Togo and running
an information and awareness campaign to illustrate. Suppose that the USA
committed $500,000 to this project, for which adaptation is a significant
objective. We would exclude this project from our first dependent variable
(principal adaptation aid only) but include it in our second dependent
variable—but discount it at 50%, that is, we would only include the second
project at a value of $250,000. Many donors report their climate finance
from ODA budgets applying such a discount factor, though the discount
factors used vary (Adaptation Watch 2015, 32). By discounting significant
adaptation aid at 50% we acknowledge the limitations of the OECD data,
in particular issues of over-reporting and multiple objectives.

How then do we construct our two dependent variables? In a first step,
we aggregate the OECD CRS project-level data for each recipient and each
donor for each year, separately for principal and for significant adaptation
aid. Thus, the dataset is fully dyadic. In other words, each donor–recipient
pair has two entries for every year of adaptation aid flows: one entry that
sums up all principal adaptation aid that a recipient i received from donor
j, and one entry that sums up all significant adaptation aid that recipient
i received from donor j. If a donor did not provide any adaptation aid
to a specific recipient in a given year, the entry for this donor–recipient
country pair is zero. In a second step, we calculate per capita adaptation
aid allocated in a given year. In other words, we compute how much
adaptation aid, on average, each citizen of a recipient country received
from a particular donor, again separately for principal adaptation aid as well
as for significant adaptation aid. We do this to make adaptation aid flows
more comparable, since adaptation aid flows of, say, $10 million might
seem almost insignificant in a country like China, while a similar project in
a small island state can have a huge impact (see also Chap. 4). All aid data
are available from the OECD Statistics webpage (see OECD 2016b).
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To illustrate and to help readers better understand the two dependent
variables just described, we can again turn to the fictitious American solar
panel project. Let us assume that in 2012, the USA committed resources to
only two adaptation-related development projects in Togo: the solar panel
project we already know of, where adaptation is a significant objective, as
well as a project that replants mangroves to reduce the risk of flooding
from sea-level rise and storms. Let us say that this second project is worth
$1 million and has adaptation as its principal objective. The entry for the
triplet USA–Togo–2012 for our first dependent variable that considers only
principal adaptation aid would thus be $1 million. The population of Togo
in 2012 was about 6.7 million, so each Togolese received about 15 cents
for principal adaptation from the USA in 2012. Our second dependent
variable also includes the solar panel project, at 50% of its value, that is, at
$250,000. In this example, the USA thus gave $1.25 million for principal
and significant adaptation in Togo in 2012, or 19 cents for each Togolese.
The two values of our dependent variables for the triplet USA–Togo–2012
would thus be 15 cents and 19 cents, respectively (assuming that the USA
only funded two projects in Togo during that year).

To summarise the discussion, we have the following two dependent
variables on how much adaptation aid recipient countries receive:

• Principal adaptation aid per capita that recipient i receives from donor
j in year t;

• Principal and significant adaptation aid (the latter discounted at 50%)
per capita that recipient i receives from donor j in year t.

3.2.2 Physical Vulnerability

Having specified our dependent variables, we now turn to our independent
variables measuring recipient need, recipient merit, and donor interests.
Recipient need is our first key independent variable. Recipient need, in an
adaptation context, means vulnerability to climate change impacts. In line
with our first hypothesis H1a, we expect that more vulnerable countries
receive more adaptation aid. But which countries are more vulnerable?

Vulnerability is an inherently complex concept with no single definition,
yet most scholars agree that it has two dimensions: (physical) exposure and
sensitivity to natural hazard (H1a) on the one hand, and (socio-economic)
adaptive capacity (H1b) on the other (e.g. Smit and Wandel 2006; see
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also Chap. 1). Vulnerability is hard—some would even say impossible—to
measure (e.g. Engle 2011; Hinkel 2011). Nevertheless, there is a range of
indices that seek to quantify vulnerability at the national level. Quantitative
vulnerability indices are contested. The key problem is that vulnerability
is multi-dimensional (see Chap. 2). Brooks et al. (2005) examine which
elements might fall under a comprehensive index of vulnerability to climate
change. The authors identify an initial shortlist of 46 variables that could
potentially be used to measure climate change vulnerability, representing
economic well-being and inequality, health and nutritional status, edu-
cation, physical infrastructure, governance, geographic and demographic
factors, agriculture, ecosystems, and technological capacity (Brooks et al.
2005, 153f). This list is almost too long to be useful, and includes many
variables that are strongly correlated with each other (for instance a long
list of proposed health, education, and economic variables), and that could
also be used to capture donor interests and recipient merit (specifically the
various governance indicators proposed by the authors).

Since we would like to test the role of physical vulnerability and adaptive
capacity separately (H1a and H1b, see Chap. 2), we use indicators that
clearly separate physical exposure and sensitivity to climate change from
adaptive capacity. We start by focusing on the physical dimension of
vulnerability to operationalise H1a. Yet even this is not straightforward,
and a host of different indices of climate change vulnerability have been
proposed, some focusing more on (short-term) weather events and their
direct impacts on the livelihoods of people, others capturing the potential
long-term consequences of climate change such as sea level rise or changing
rainfall patterns. To circumvent this problem and to capture different
dimensions of physical vulnerability, we include three different indicators of
physical vulnerability in our analysis: the exposure sub-index of the Notre
Dame Global Adaptation Index, the Environmental Vulnerability Index,
and the Climate Risk Index. We discuss these three indicators in turn.

Notre Dame Global Adaptation Index
Our first indicator of physical vulnerability is the exposure sub-index of
the University of Notre Dame’s Global Adaptation Index (ND-GAIN).
The ND-GAIN ‘summarizes a country’s vulnerability to climate change
and other global challenges in combination with its readiness to improve
resilience’ (ND-GAIN n.d.). This sentence, taken from ND-GAIN’s web-
page, already demonstrates that the overall index is problematic for our
purpose, as it blends together not only vulnerability and ‘readiness’, but
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also physical exposure and sensitivity to climate risks and adaptive capacity.
More specifically, the ND-GAIN has two sub-indices: ‘vulnerability’ and
‘readiness’. ‘The vulnerability portion of ND-GAIN includes both climate
risk (“exposure” and “sensitivity”) and adaptive capacity’, while ‘readiness
measures the ability of a country’s private and public sectors to absorb
investment resources and successfully apply them to reduce climate change
vulnerability’ (ND-GAIN 2013, 5; 7). To measure physical vulnerability
to climate change, the two components ‘exposure’ and ‘sensitivity’ are
of interest. Fortunately, ND-GAIN allows users of the index to down-
load separately all sub-indices and variables used to construct the overall
index.

We use the exposure sub-index only in our quantitative models, as this
variable—in our view—best captures physical vulnerability. To illustrate
and to make our choice more transparent, let us take a closer look at
the ND-GAIN exposure and sensitivity sub-indices. The overall ND-GAIN
aggregates a wide range of variables to measure vulnerability. The variables
cover different sectors for both the exposure and the sensitivity sub-indices
(plus adaptive capacity, see below), namely: water, food, health, human
habitat, ecosystem services, and infrastructure. While the variables for the
exposure sub-index all focus on the concept of physical exposure (see ND-
GAIN 2013 for a list of all variables), the sensitivity sub-index contains
problematic variables. For instance, the sector ‘health’ is operationalised
by the variables ‘health workers per capita’ and ‘health expenditures’;
the sector ‘infrastructure’ (transport) is operationalised by the variable
‘paved roads’. In our view, these variables could equally well capture
adaptive capacity, or to some extent recipient merit, as they are measures
of economic and organisational development in a country. Therefore, we
rely entirely on the exposure sub-index, which in our view comes closest
to the concept we are after.

In general, the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index captures the long-term
consequences of climate change, as the underlying variables capture general
trends such as rainfall patterns, impacts of future climate change on health,
or areas in risk of flooding. Singular events such as a flood or a storm in
a given year are not captured in this way, and do not play a role for the
construction of the sub-index. This can also be seen by the relatively stable
values of the exposure (as well as the sensitivity) sub-index over time. In
short, the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index is a strong measure of physical
vulnerability to long-term climate change.
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The ND-GAIN has been available since 1995 and reports values for
all sub-indices and variables for every year. The exposure sub-index has
been computed to range theoretically from 0 to 1, with higher values
representing higher levels of physical exposure. In practice, the range of
the variable is relatively small, with a minimum of 0.36 for Moldova and a
maximum of 0.74 for the Maldives.

Environmental Vulnerability Index
Our second measure of physical vulnerability is the Environmental Vul-
nerability Index (EVI). The South Pacific Applied Geoscience Commission
(SOPAC) created the EVI in 2004, which includes a climate change sub-
index. The EVI climate change sub-index is one of the few indicators of
vulnerability to climate change which considers that part of vulnerability
that neither depends on present nor on future policy:

The EVI has been designed to reflect the extent to which the natural
environment of a country is prone to damage and degradation. It does not
address the vulnerability of the social, cultural or economic systems, nor
the environment that has become dominated by those same human systems
(such as cities and farms) because these are included in the economic and
social vulnerability indices which are needed separately to identify trade-offs.
Therefore, the natural environment includes those biophysical systems that
can be sustained without direct and/or continuing human support (Kaly
et al. 2004, 6; emphasis added).

The focus on the natural environment makes the EVI an ideal candidate for
our purpose of capturing physical vulnerability to climate change separately
from adaptive capacity.

Three main components together form the EVI: first, the likelihood
that certain environmental hazards come into play for a country (hazards);
second, the degree to which the natural environment is able to cope with
these hazards (resistance); and third, the already sustained damages due to
changes in the natural environment in the past (damage) (Kaly et al. 2004;
SOPAC 2004). The full EVI is composed of 50 indicators measuring envi-
ronmental vulnerability, and not only considers climate change impacts. In
total, these 50 indicators build seven thematic sub-indices of the EVI for
exposure to natural disasters, biodiversity, desertification, water, agriculture
and fisheries, human environmental health, as well as climate change. This
climate change sub-index, for which we will use the abbreviation EVI as a
short-hand henceforth, is made up of 13 indicators: 6 pertaining to hazards
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(high winds, dry periods, wet periods, hot periods, sea temperatures,
renewable water); 4 pertaining to resistance (land area, country dispersion,
relief, lowlands); and 3 pertaining to damage (natural vegetation cover
remaining, human population density, coastal settlements) (see Kaly et al.
2004 for detailed descriptions).

The individual components as well as the thematic sub-indices of the
EVI are scaled to range from 1 to 7, with higher values indicating higher
vulnerability. For the countries in our dataset, the climate change sub-index
ranges from 1.67 for Botswana to 5.13 for St Kitts and Nevis.

The EVI is a long-term index of vulnerability and thus was computed
only once (instead of providing values for different years). Other than
for example the ND-GAIN index, which is based on yearly updated data
and published annually, the EVI assigns only a single vulnerability value to
each country. As such, this index is similar to the Structural Vulnerability
to Climate Change Index (SVCCI) published by the Fondation pour les
Etudes et Recherches sur le Développement International (Guillaumont
and Simonet 2011). We decided to use the EVI instead of the newer SVCCI
for two reasons: first, the EVI is more widely used and thus better known
(and tested) in the literature; second, the EVI has broader coverage. It
is available for 137 of the 141 recipient countries included in our dyadic
dataset, while the SVCCI is only reported for 118 of these countries.

Climate Risk Index
Our final measure of physical vulnerability is the Global Climate Risk Index
(CRI). The CRI, published by the German NGO Germanwatch, captures a
country’s annual exposure to weather related loss events such as floods
or storms.3 The index is based on data from Munich Re—according to
the authors, ‘one of the most reliable data sets available on the impacts of
extreme weather events and associated socio-economic data’ (Kreft et al.
2016, 3). The CRI, in contrast to the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index and
EVI described earlier, reflects vulnerability to short-term weather related
events or climate variability, rather than to the long-term effects of climate
change. The annual reports accompanying the index also clearly state that
the index does not consider important long-term effects of climate change,
such as sea-level rise, ocean acidification, or glacier melting (e.g. Kreft and
Eckstein 2014; Kreft et al. 2016).

To compile the index, Germanwatch collects data on large-scale
weather-related events, and records for every event the death toll and
economic losses in US$ at purchasing power parity (PPP). The CRI for a
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given country in a given year considers all events that occurred over the
prior 20 years. In a second step, Germanwatch computes annual averages
for the death toll, the death toll per 100,000 inhabitants, total economic
losses in million US$ (PPP), and economic losses per unit GDP in percent
(Anemüller et al. 2006). For instance, the index for 2014 is based on these
four loss indicators from 1995 to 2014. Thus, consecutive years have a
19-year overlap in their data basis, and the values for individual countries
do not vary greatly on an annual basis.

The CRI index records values for countries such that values closer to zero
indicate higher vulnerability levels than larger values. The country most
affected by climate change over the time horizon of the study—according
to the index—was the Philippines in 2013 with a score of 2.17, while the
value indicating the lowest recorded vulnerability was 126.16, assigned to
several countries in 2012. We recoded this variable such that the lowest
observed physical vulnerability values are at exactly zero, while the highest
value for the most vulnerable country (that is, the Philippines in 2013) is
124.

Germanwatch acknowledges that single large-scale weather-related dis-
asters, on which the index is based, cannot directly be attributed to
anthropogenic climate change (see e.g. Kreft et al. 2016, 3). For this
reason, the authors caution against using the index for far-reaching con-
clusions and policy decisions related to climate change vulnerability. We
nevertheless include the CRI in our analysis as an alternative measure of
physical vulnerability to climate change for two reasons. First, weather-
related events, despite the difficulty of directly attributing them to climate
change, are highly visible to policy-makers, while the long-term slow-onset
effects of a changing climate are much more abstract and harder to see
and understand. Some definitions of climate change adaptation, including
the widely used definition by the IPCC (IPCC 2013), also specifically
include adjustments to climate change and climate variability. Decisions
to allocate adaptation aid might therefore often be based on more easily
observable phenomena, and we include the CRI as an alternative measure
of vulnerability to see if this is the case. Second, the CRI is a highly visible
index and well known to policy-makers. It therefore may directly influence
adaptation aid allocation decisions.
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3.2.3 Adaptive Capacity and Recipient Merit

Having discussed the three indicators we use to capture physical
vulnerability—that is, exposure and sensitivity to climate change—we now
turn our attention to the socio-economic dimension of vulnerability—that
is, adaptive capacity. Just as for vulnerability more broadly, there is no
single definition of adaptive capacity (see Chap. 1). Generally speaking,
adaptive capacity refers to response or coping capacity:

It is recognized that societies adapt to a range of stimuli including, but not
limited to, environmental stress. Cultures (or societies) which are able to
respond to or cope with change quickly and easily are considered to have
high ‘adaptability’ or ‘capacity to adapt’ (Smit and Wandel 2006, 283).

Again, adaptive capacity is difficult to measure, as it depends on many
factors, including information, awareness, social cohesion, technology, and
resources (see e.g. Adger et al. 2003; Barnett et al. 2008; Turner et al.
2003). However, broadly speaking, these various elements depend on two
basic factors: a country’s financial capacity on the one hand (especially
resources and technology), and its capability in using these resources
efficiently on the other (related to information, awareness, and social
cohesion, among others). In order to capture adaptive capacity, we aim
to operationalise both of these concepts. As discussed in Chap. 1, adaptive
capacity and recipient merit are linked. Particularly the capability to use
resources in an efficient manner is closely related to government efficiency
and good governance, and thus to recipient merit. It is therefore inherently
difficult to separate clearly adaptive capacity (H1b) from recipient merit
(H2), as the variables used to operationalise these two hypotheses often
encapsulate elements of both (see e.g. Weiler et al. 2017). For this reason,
we discuss these variables jointly here, and include a short discussion on
whether they are better able to capture adaptive capacity, recipient merit,
or both.

Particularly Vulnerable Country Status
As a first—rough—measure to capture adaptive capacity, we include dum-
mies for African countries, SIDS, and LDCS, since these groups of countries
have been singled out as ‘particularly vulnerable’ to climate change in the
climate change negotiations (e.g. UNFCCC 2009; see Chap. 2).4 These
three country groupings are not mutually exclusive, and three countries—
Comoros, Guinea-Bissau, and São Tomé and Príncipe—are even members
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of all three categories. Among the 141 developing countries in the dataset,
there are 35 SIDS, 48 LDCS, and 51 African countries.

These dummies are quite crude and capture vulnerability in a rather
all-encompassing way. In other words, they mix together both physical
exposure and sensitivity and adaptive capacity. For instance, while the
LDC and the African dummies are good proxies for limited financial
resources (and thus for low adaptive capacity),5 they contain relatively little
information on physical vulnerability. For SIDS, the opposite is true: they
are considered particularly vulnerable because of their high exposure and
sensitivity to climate change and other environmental changes, yet this
group includes rich and poor countries with widely differing capabilities
to react to these changes.6 In other words, while most of our other
measures of adaptive capacity are difficult to disentangle from recipient
merit, these vulnerability dummies—particularly the SIDS dummy—are
more interrelated with physical vulnerability.

GDP Per Capita
Our second measure of a country’s adaptive capacity is the financial
resources the government can dispose of. To operationalise financial
resources we use GDP per capita figures provided by the World Bank
in constant 2010 US$ (World Bank 2016). Admittedly, this variable is a
somewhat rough proxy for the capacity of countries to deal with climate
change, yet the advantage of GDP per capita is that data are easily available
for almost all countries receiving adaptation aid. Further, many other
variables suggested as measures of adaptive capacity, such as level of
education or health, tend to be related to GDP per capita.

While poorer countries, less able to respond to the challenges of climate
change by themselves, should receive more adaptation aid, research on
development aid has found a non-linear effect of income: poorer countries
receive more aid, but very poor countries receive in fact less than their
income level would predict (e.g. Alesina and Dollar 2000; Neumayer
2003b). This non-linear relationship of poverty and aid is presumably
related to countries’ capacity to use resources efficiently. Donor countries
want to see their funds used in a meaningful way, yet very poor countries
might not have an efficient enough bureaucracy, or the elites are regarded
as too corrupt and the danger of funds being embezzled too high. This
argument can be tied back to the difficulty of separating adaptive capacity
from good governance (that is, recipient merit), as discussed earlier.
Accordingly, we expect a non-linear effect of GDP per capita. The poorest
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countries should receive less adaptation aid than richer ones because of
their weaker governance. Yet, as income increases, adaptation aid should
decrease because wealthier countries have more adaptive capacity. We are
able to model both these expectations simultaneously by implementing
a non-linear effect. As with other aid allocation studies (e.g. Alesina and
Dollar 2000; Neumayer 2003a), we include GDP per capita in the statistical
models both in linear and quadratic form. We expect a positive linear effect
(in line with H1b) and a negative quadratic effect (in line with H2). The
range of GDP per capita is very large, from a minimum recorded GDP per
capita value in the dataset of $214 for Burundi in 2010, to a maximum
recorded value of $25,335 for Equatorial Guinea, also in 2010.

Worldwide Governance Indicators
A wide range of factors play a role in determining whether countries are
able to use the available resources efficiently, including how accountable
governments are for their use of resources, or if (and if so, how) they
control corruption. Countries that use resources more efficiently are also
better able to deal with climate change—they have a higher adaptive
capacity (e.g. Engle 2011; Gupta et al. 2010). Yet the efficient use of
resources can also be characterised as a dimension of good governance.

The Worldwide Governance Indicators (WGIs) provided by the World
Bank (Kaufmann and Kraay 2016) are a widely used measure of good
governance. The WGIs encapsulate six different measures of governmen-
tal quality: Voice and Accountability, Political Stability and Absence of
Violence, Government Effectiveness, Regulatory Quality, Rule of Law,
and Control of Corruption (see Kaufmann et al. 2011). We believe that
these variables combined are a good indication of government quality and
thus useful to test our recipient merit hypothesis (H2), though the close
relationship between good governance and adaptive capacity should be
kept in mind.

While the six different components of the WGIs all capture a particular
aspect of good governance, they are highly correlated with each other.
It seems highly likely that an underlying single latent variable—good
governance—is driving how well countries perform on all six WGIs. We
therefore seek to combine the WGIs into one measure of good governance.
To investigate whether this latent variable exists, we employ explanatory
factor analysis with a single factor for these six measures. When running the
analysis, we do indeed find that one single dimension is able to represent
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the data very well. The percentage of the explained common variance of
our single factor is over 80%, and all six variables load very highly on that
single factor (four factor loadings are over 0.9, one is over 0.8, and the
last one is over 0.75). From this factor analysis model, we obtain the factor
scores for each country, which is a single compositeWGI score that indicates
how well-governed a country is across the six underlying dimensions. We
use this variable as a measure of good governance in our statistical models
in order to test our hypothesis H2 (and to a lesser extent, hypothesis
H1a). The composite WGI score ranges from �3 to 3, with higher values
indicating better governance. In our dataset, the variable ranges from �2.4
for Somalia in 2010 to 1.2 for Chile in 2011.

ND-GAIN Adaptive Capacity
In Sect. 3.2.2 on physical exposure and sensitivity to climate change, we
discussed the ND-GAIN. The ND-GAIN vulnerability score is composed of
exposure, sensitivity, and adaptive capacity (ND-GAIN 2013). Alongside
the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index, we include the ND-GAIN adaptive
capacity sub-index in our analysis. Similar to the WGIs, this ND-GAIN
adaptive capacity sub-index encapsulates elements of both recipient need
and recipient merit. The ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index considers
factors such as percentage of the population with access to water and health
care, maternal mortality rate, quality of the electrical grid, and quality of
the trade and transport infrastructure (ND-GAIN 2013). These factors are
all related to good governance—which in turn relates to adaptive capacity.

As with the ND-GAIN exposure and sensitivity sub-indices, the ND-GAIN
adaptive capacity sub-index is scaled to range from 0 to 1, with higher
values indicating higher vulnerability and thus lower adaptive capacity (ND-
GAIN 2013). In our dataset, the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index
ranges from 0.28 for Egypt in 2013 to 0.94 for Somalia in 2011. Given
the way the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index is scaled, Egypt had thus
the highest adaptive capacity and Somalia the lowest.

Given the links between adaptive capacity and good governance, we can
formulate two opposing expectations with regard to the effect of the ND-
GAIN adaptative capacity sub-index on adaptation aid: higher ND-GAIN
adaptive capacity scores indicate a lower adaptive capacity as defined by ND-
GAIN, and therefore a higher vulnerability to climate change. If the variable
signals recipient need, we should see a positive relationship between the
ND-GAIN adaptive capacity scores (lower adaptive capacity) and adaptation
aid flows (H1b): countries that are more vulnerable because their adaptive
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capacity is lower should receive more adaptation aid. At the same time,
higher ND-GAIN adaptive capacity scores also indicate low governance. In
other words, the higher the score of a country, the worse its governance.
If the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index signals good governance, we
should see a negative relationship (H2): poorer governed countries should
receive less adaptation aid.

3.2.4 Donor Interests

Having covered the various measures used to operationalise vulnerability,
including both its physical dimension and its socio-economic dimension,
and recipient merit, we now turn our attention to our final major explana-
tory variable for adaptation aid allocation: donor interests (H3). When
donor interests are at play, it is not (only) the utility that the recipient
derives from aid that explains aid allocation, but also the utility that the
donor derives. This utility could be derived from economic advantages,
as when the donors seeks to enable a recipient country to buy more
goods (preferably from the donor). It could also be derived from political
advantages, as when donors ‘buy’ political support in the United Nations.
We use four measures that cover both donors’ economic and political
interests: trade volumes between a donor and a recipient; geographic
distance; joint voting in the UN General Assembly; and colonial ties.

Bilateral Trade Flows
To capture donors’ economic interests, we use the volume of trade between
a donor and a recipient. The UN Comtrade data (UN Statistics Division
2015) reports trade of ‘all commodities’. The dataset includes four trade
flows for each dyad: (a) exports from country A to country B as reported
by A; (b) imports by A from B as reported by A; (c) exports from B to A as
reported by B; (d) and imports by B from A as reported by B. Theoretically,
(a) and (d) should be identical, as exports from one country’s perspective
become imports from the viewpoint of the other. The same is true for (b)
and (c). For highly developed country pairs, the data often are indeed very
similar to each other (although they are almost never exactly the same). Yet
when comparing dyads of one developed and one developing country—the
dyads we are interested in—we often see a very large discrepancy between
reported values. Furthermore, some developing countries do not report
any trade flows at all in a non-negligible number of cases. This suggests that
the statistical offices in developing countries are often not as well equipped



3.2 QUANTITATIVE DESIGN 77

and staffed as those in developed countries. We therefore decided to rely
on trade flows as reported by developed countries (that is, by donors). The
next question, then, is whether to include exports, imports, or both in the
statistical analysis. Donors’ economic interests lie mostly in unlocking or
developing new markets for their exports, that is, in incentivising recipients
to buy more of their products, not in importing more from recipients (e.g.
Alesina and Dollar 2000; Clist 2011b; Dollar and Levin 2006; Younas
2008). Accordingly, we use exports from donor countries to recipients,
as reported by the former. Following the donor interest model, we expect
that the more donor D exports to recipient R, the more adaptation aid R
will receive from D.

As is to be expected, the range of trade volumes is very high. For
1992 donor–recipient–year triplets (8.5%) in our dyadic dataset, no trade
flows are reported at all, as donors do not export to all countries in the
world. Two hundred and fifteen entries (or approximately 1% of all entries)
record export flows from donors to recipients in excess of $10 billion. The
maximum trade volume is $239 billion of exports from the USA toMexico
in 2015.

Geographic Distance
The second measure of donor interests is geographic proximity between
donor and recipient country. Countries that are closer—geographically or
culturally—are more present in public and media discourses within the
donor (Galtung and Ruge 1965), and citizens—who pay for development
aid through their taxes—may therefore expect more engagement in these
countries, including through development cooperation (e.g. Dollar and
Levin 2006; Hoeffler and Outram 2011). We therefore include a measure
of the geographic distance between donor and recipient country to our
statistical models, more specifically the minimum distance for a given dyad.

We computed this minimum distance for all dyads in the dataset using
the ‘cshapes’ package of the R statistical computing environment (Gled-
itsch and Weidmann 2010). We made use of the command distlist,
and then calculated the minimum distance (other options are available)
for 1 January 2010. South Sudan did not exist and no distances were
calculated for that country.7 We use the same distance values for all years,
although the minimum distance of Sudan to some donor countries after
the independence of South Sudan might have slightly changed. However,
this change is negligible.
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In line with the donor interest model, we expect that the closer recipient
R is to donor D, the more adaptation aid it should receive from D. Note
that neighbouring countries have a distance of zero. Theminimumdistance
in the dataset is thus zero for various country pairs (such as the USA and
Mexico), while the maximum distance in the dataset is 18,916 km between
South Korea and Uruguay.

Joint UN Voting
Our third measure of donor interest is voting behaviour in the UN General
Assembly. The more often two countries cast the same vote (e.g., ‘yes’), the
closer they are politically. The UN General Assembly Voting Data measures
to what extent two countries have common interests in the international
sphere (Voeten et al. 2009). More specifically, we use the dyadic affinity
score provided by the dataset (called ‘s2un’ in the dataset’s codebook),
which measures how often dyad members jointly vote ‘yes’ or ‘no’ in the
UN General Assembly. The calculated raw score is then standardised in a
second step to range from �1 to +1. If a country pair agrees on all issues,
that is, if the two countries of the pair vote in the same way on all votes in
a given year, they obtain the maximum possible value of 1. If they always
disagree, the minimum value of �1 is assigned.

In line with the donor interest model we expect higher affinity scores
to translate to higher adaptation aid flows. In other words, the more often
recipient R casts the same vote as donor D, the more adaptation aid R
should receive from D. In our dataset, the affinity scores include the full
theoretical range. Three country pairs—São Tomé and Príncipe and the
USA in 2010; Equatorial Guinea and the USA in 2012; and Kiribati and
the USA in 2013—never voted in the same way; 1759 country pairs always
voted in the same way.

Colonial Ties
As our fourth and last measure of donor interest, we include colonial ties.
These measure historic relations, present day political interests, as well as
(to some degree) cultural similarities. We use a dummy variable that records
whichWestern country was the colonial power at the time of independence.

The data on colonial relationships between two countries are from
Hadenius and Teorell (2007), as reported in the Quality of Government
Institute Dataset (Teorell et al. 2015). The variable only records Western
overseas colonialism and excludes settler colonies as well as non-Western
colonisers. If a country had more than one colonial power, only the last one
is recorded in the dataset. Note that not all recipient countries have been
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colonies; if a recipient country has never experienced colonisation, no ties
are recorded. Nor did all donors have colonies. In our dataset, only 8 of
the 28 donors had colonies (Belgium, France, Italy, Netherlands, Portugal,
Spain, the UK, and the USA), the remaining 20 donors do not have any
entries on this variable. Only one of the recipient countries was missing in
this dataset: Timor Leste. We therefore manually added this entry in our
final dataset, with Portugal being the former colonial power. We expect
that a donor will provide more adaptation aid to its former colonies.

3.2.5 Control Variables

In addition to all the variables capturing vulnerability to climate change,
recipient merit, and donor interest, we also include two control variables
in the statistical analysis: population size and total development aid.

Larger countries—in terms of their population—are more likely to
receive at least some aid from all donors because of their larger economic
and political weight. To some extent, population size is thus a measure
of donor interests. Yet larger countries at the same time receive less aid
per capita. In terms of per capita aid, the aid allocation literature has
clearly documented a ‘small country bias’. Smaller countries are likely to
receive more aid than large countries on a per capita basis (e.g. Alesina
and Dollar 2000; Neumayer 2003a; Younas 2008). For instance, in 2012
Tanzania was the largest beneficiary of German adaptation aid, receiving
over $73 million for principal and significant adaptation projects. Given
Tanzania’s population of over 45 million, this only translated to about
$1.46 per capita. In contrast, Mongolia, which is much smaller with a
population of less than 3 million, received about $15 million in adaptation
aid from Germany in 2012, or $5.34 per capita. Including population
helps us to estimate the effects of our independent variables separately
from population size effects. Data for the total population of a country
comes from the World Bank (World Bank 2016), and ranges from just
under 10,000 for Tuvalu8 to 1.4 billion for China.

The second control variable we employ is total development aid. Adap-
tation aid is a subset of total development aid, and allocation decisions for
development aid and adaptation aid are interdependent, particularly since
adaptation is increasingly ‘mainstreamed’ into standard aid projects (see
also Chap. 6). Accordingly, it is very likely that adaptation aid is closely
linked with and correlated to development aid, which makes controlling
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for total development aid essential. Data on overall development aid are
taken from the OECD CRS, as for the dependent variables of this study.
Again, we use dyadic data which record the total amount of bilateral aid
flows from a given donor to a given recipient in a given year. Since not all
donors provide aid to all recipients, the lowest value of total development
aid is zero. The maximum value is $6.2 billion, which the United Arab
Emirates provided to Egypt in 2013.

Table 3.1 below lists all variables and sources from which we took the
data. Table A.1 in the Appendix provides summary statistics for all variables
used in the statistical analysis.

3.2.6 Modelling Strategy

Now that we have covered our dependent and independent variables, we
can explain our modelling strategy for both the pooled models including
all donors, and the separate models for the three selected countries, that is,
for Germany, Sweden, and the UK. To be able to run regression models,
we compiled all variables described in the previous sections into a single
dataset.

In total, we have 28 donor and 141 recipient countries in the final
dataset, and data on adaptation aid for 6 years from 2010 through to
2015. Of the 28 donor countries, 26 are present in the dataset for the
entire time period of the study; two donors (the Czech Republic and
Iceland) only started to provide adaptation aid in 2011 and hence are only
covered for 5 years. Two donors (Poland and the Slovak Republic) started
to provide aid (both development aid and adaptation aid) even later, in
2013 (see OECD 2016b). Given the short time span and the relatively small
sums involved, we consider these two countries still to be in a learning
and adjusting stage and did not include them in the analysis. Two non-
OECD countries have reported aid figures constantly since 2010: Kuwait
and the United Arab Emirates. We therefore include these two donors in
our dataset and the analysis.

For the 2011–2015 period, 141 countries are listed on the OECD DAC
list of eligible countries. In 2010, five more countries were still eligible to
receive aid: Barbados, Croatia, Mayotte, Oman, and Trinidad and Tobago.
These countries were removed from the OECD DAC List of ODA Recipients
in 2011, and therefore only received adaptation aid in 2010. We excluded
them from the analysis. The remaining 141 recipients are in the dataset for
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the entire time period of the study. Overall, the number of observations in
the full dataset is 23,406.9 However, due tomissing values in the covariates,
the number of observations in the various models reported in the next
chapter is somewhat lower than that figure, and varies depending on which
variables are included.

Following suggestions from the aid allocation literature, we employ
a two-stage Cragg Model (Clist 2011a,b; Manning et al. 1987), which
allows a separation of aid allocation into a selection and an allocation
stage. Donors decide first to which countries they want to give some aid
(the selection stage) and in a second stage (the allocation stage), how
much aid they want to give to the selected countries (e.g. Clist 2011b).10

The two stages are econometrically modelled separately, but the allocation
stage must be interpreted conditionally on receiving adaptation aid at the
selection stage (see Clist 2011b).

In addition, we include at both stages donor fixed effects, for a donor’s
adaptation aid allocation decisions in a given year cannot be regarded as
entirely independent. As the overall budget for adaptation aid is limited
in a given year, when the donor decides to give a certain amount of aid
to recipient R, this reduces the amount of aid that is still available for
recipient S. Finally, we also include year-fixed effects to account for path
dependencies: if a donor has given adaptation aid to recipient R in the past,
the donor may be more (or less) likely to allocate aid to that recipient (see
also Chaps. 2 and 6).

We run four separate models. First, we test the role of physical vulner-
ability to climate change (H1a). The first model specification uses only
the three measures of physical vulnerability—the ND-GAIN exposure sub-
index, EVI, and CRI. The second model specification combines our
measures of adaptive capacity (H1b) and recipient merit (H2), as it is
difficult to separate these two effects. The second model thus includes
the dummies for vulnerable country status, the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity
sub-index, GDP per capita in its linear and quadratic form, as well as the
composite WGI index. The third model specification includes only the four
measures of donor interests (H3)—exports, geographic distance, colonial
dummy, and joint voting in the UN General Assembly. Our fourth and final
model specification combines all the variables for all hypotheses. The two
control variables of population size and total development aid are included
in all these model specifications.

In sum, we have four model specifications, two dependent variables—
one using principal adaptation aid only and one using principal and
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discounted significant adaptation aid—and two stages of adaptation aid
allocation—the selection and the allocation stage. In total, we have 16
regression models for all donors combined. Additionally, we run the two-
stage regression models for our three case study countries—Germany,
Sweden, and the UK—separately. Chapter 5 describes all models and our
interpretation of all results.

Finally, for each variable described above we had to decide how to use
them in our models. First, it is standard practice to use the logarithmic
transform for highly skewed variables. Such a transformation converts
these variables so that they more closely resemble a normal distribution,
which in turn helps to avoid violating the basic assumptions of regression
analysis. Second, many of our independent variables, in theory, inform
policy-makers in donor countries when making decisions—for instance
about the vulnerability of recipients. However, when they base decisions on
such information, there will be a certain time lag between the information
being available and the decision to act on it. We therefore lag all time-
variant independent variables by 1 year, to allow for the time needed before
the information the variable contains becoming available to policy-makers.
Table 3.1 summarises all variables and indicates whether they are lagged
and/or logarithmised in the statistical analysis.

3.3 QUALITATIVE DESIGN

Let us turn to the qualitative part of the analysis, which, in combination
with the large-n statistical analysis, helps us understand adaptation aid
allocation more deeply and more comprehensively. Our qualitative analysis
is based on semi-structured interviews and key policy documents, which
provide thick and detailed descriptions and add explanations and nuance to
the patterns observed in the statistical analysis, thus increasing the validity
of our findings (Lynch 2013; Martin 2013).

We have already discussed the case selection criteria and our most
different systems design in Sect. 3.1, based on which we selected Germany,
Sweden, and the UK for in-depth analysis. As described in the previous
section, we run separate regression models for these three selected cases.
In addition to this statistical analysis, we also qualitatively explore the role
of climate change and adaptation in development cooperation in these
countries, based on semi-structured in-depth interviews and key policy
documents. We conclude the methods chapter with a discussion of our
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Table 3.1 Summary of all variables used in the statistical analysis

Indicator and source Lagged Logged

Dependent variables: adaptation aid
– Principal adaptation aid, per capita (OECD 2016b) ✓

– Principal and discounted significant adaptation aid, per capita
(OECD 2016b)

✓

Independent variables
Recipient need: exposure and sensitivity (H1a)
– ND-GAIN exposure sub-index (ND-GAIN n.d.) ✓

– Environmental Vulnerability Index (Kaly et al. 2004) ✓

– Climate Risk Index (Germanwatch n.d.) ✓

Recipient need: adaptive capacity (H1b)
– Vulnerable country dummies (LDCs, SIDS, African countries)
– GDP per capita (World Bank 2016) ✓ ✓

Recipient merit (H2)
– Efficient resource use (WGI composite index) (Kaufmann and
Kraay 2016)

✓

– ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index (ND-GAIN n.d.) ✓

Donor interests (H3)
– Exports from donors to recipients (UN Statistics Division 2015) ✓ ✓

– Joint UN General Assembly voting (Voeten et al. 2009) ✓

– Geographic distance (Gleditsch and Weidmann 2010) ✓

– Colonial ties (Teorell et al. 2015)

Control variables
– Total population (World Bank 2016) ✓ ✓

– Total development aid (OECD 2016b) ✓ ✓

qualitative empirical analysis. We explain how we selected our interview
partners and what questions we asked, which policy documents we used,
as well as how we analysed the interview and document data.

3.3.1 Semi-structured Interviews

For our interviews, we targeted policy-makers, practitioners, and observers
working in the aid sector in the three selected countries. Specifically,
we contacted staff in the development, environment, and foreign affairs
ministries, as well as in the different aid agencies andmembers of parliament
active in development committees. Beyond these government officials,
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we contacted independent experts working on adaptation aid, notably
observers from NGOs and think tanks. We also used snowball sampling as
we asked the people we contacted for suggestions for further interviewees,
and were partly referred to colleagues and contacts within the same
organisation or elsewhere. In total, we contacted 15 organisations in
Germany and talked to 6; we contacted 11 organisations in Sweden and
talked to 8; and we contacted 13 organisations in the UK and talked to 7.
The exact number of interviews, however, slightly differs, as we twice talked
to 2 individuals from the same organisation (in Germany). Overall, we
conducted 28 interviews between March and June 2016. Most interviews
were face-to-face, but in some cases, we conducted interviews by phone
or via Skype. In Germany, we conducted the interviews in German, and in
English in Sweden and the UK. We audio-recorded almost all interviews
as well as took handwritten notes. We transcribed the audio-records and
used the transcripts for analysis (see Sect. 3.3.3 below). Table 3.2 lists
interviews by country and type of interviewee (government or observer).
The identifiers in column 1 of Table 3.2 correspond to the identifiers used
in Chap. 6.

The interviews were designed as semi-structured expert interviews
(Liebold and Trinczek 2009; Meuser and Nagel 2009). Our questionnaire,
reported in Table A.2 in the Appendix, asked for: information about the
interview partner and the organisation they worked for; the role of climate
change and specifically adaptation in development work; the decision-
making process behind (adaptation) aid allocation; reporting adaptation
aid; and future developments. These questions were intended to guide the
conversation, but we did not strictly adhere to these specific questions or
the order in which we asked them.

3.3.2 Policy Documents

Key policy documents served as a second source of information alongside
the semi-structured interviews. We started with the OECD peer reviews.
Members of the OECD DAC regularly examine the development policies
and performance of their peers and publish the results of this examination
in the so-called peer review reports. Starting from the OECD peer reviews
for Germany (OECD 2015), Sweden, (OECD 2013) and the UK (OECD
2014), we identified central policy documents and information brochures
in the three countries that lay out the broad frameworks of development
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Table 3.2 List of interviews conducted in Sweden, Germany, and the UK

# Interview with Date

Germany
Government
DE1a Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development

(BMZ), Special Unit ‘Climate’
14/4/2016

DE2 Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation and Development
(BMZ), OECD/DAC; ODA statistics division

25/5/2016

DE3 KfW Development Bank, Environment and Climate Compe-
tence Centre

15/3/2016

DE4b Deutsche Gesellschaft für Internationale Zusammenarbeit
(GIZ)

17/3/2016

DE5 Member of Parliament for the Conservatives (CDU) 25/5/2016
DE6 Member of Parliament for the Green Party (Bündnis 90/Die

Grünen)
26/5/2016

Observers
DE7 Deutsches Institut für Entwicklung/German Development

Institute (DIE)
14/3/2016

DE8 German Institute for Development Evaluation (DEval; for-
merly DIE)

17/3/2016

DE9 Germanwatch 14/3/2016
DE10a Germanwatch 27/4/2016
DE11a Independent Consultant (deutscheklimafinanzierung.de) 7/6/2016
DE12a Oxfam Germany 8/6/2016

Sweden
Government
SW1 Swedish Ministry for Foreign Affairs, Department for Multi-

lateral Development Cooperation
30/5/2016

SW2 Swedish International Development Cooperation Agency
(Sida)

31/5/2016

SW3 Swedish Ministry of the Environment and Energy, Climate
Division

2/6/2016

Observers
SW4 Stockholm Environment Institute 30/5/2016
SW5 Diakonia 31/5/2016
SW6 We Effect 31/5/2016
SW7 Church of Sweden international/Svenska kyrkans interna-

tionella arbete
1/6/2016

SW8 Naturskyddsföreningen (Swedish Society for Nature Conser-
vation)

2/6/2016

(continued)
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Table 3.2 (continued)

United Kingdom
Government
UK1 Department for International Development (Df ID), Research

and Evidence Division
9/5/2016

Observers
UK2a International Centre for Climate Change and Development,

Independent University, Bangladesh
13/4/2016

UK3 Overseas Development Institute (ODI) 7/6/2016
UK4 Care International 9/5/2016
UK5 Climate and Development Knowledge Network (CDKN) 10/5/2016
UK6 Oxfam 11/5/2016
UK7a Independent Climate Finance Researcher/Consultant 13/6/2016

Note: All information from our interviews represent the personal experiences and
views of the interviewees and not necessarily of the organisation they work for
a Conducted by phone or via Skype
b Not audio-recorded

cooperation as well as provide specific information and guidelines on
environmental, climate change, and adaptation questions. We focused on
documents published between 2010 and 2016—roughly the same period
for which we have quantitative data. Additionally, we searched for political
documents: party programmes, coalition agreements, statements of gov-
ernment policy and position papers of political parties in power. Overall,
this yielded 11 documents for Germany, 14 documents for Sweden, and
10 documents for the UK. Table 3.3 lists all documents that we analysed.

3.3.3 Analysing Our Interview and Document Data

Once we had assembled our qualitative data, we used NVivo to analyse it
in three steps: we first assigned thematic codes to the text, then structured
or clustered the coded material, and finally synthesised it (see e.g. Meuser
and Nagel 2009; Richards 2014).

In a first step, we read through all the interview transcripts as well
as the policy documents and assigned thematic codes to relevant text
passages. Some of these thematic codes were already given by our research
question and interview guide, such as recipient need, recipient merit, and
donor interests. We created additional codes as necessary and regrouped
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Table 3.3 Overview of the policy documents used in the qualitative analysis

# Type of policy document Reference

Germany
1 OECD Peer Review: Germany 2015 OECD (2015)
2 Coalition Agreement between Conservative Party and Lib-

eral Party, 17th election period (2009–2013)
Government of
Germany (2009)

3 Coalition Agreement between Conservative Party and
Social Democratic Party, 18th election period (2013–2017)

Government of
Germany (2013)

4 position paper on development policy of the Conservative
Party

Fraktion im
Bundestag (2013)

5 position paper on development policy of the Social Demo-
cratic Party

Raabe et al. (2013)

6 booklet by the GIZ on adaptation Olivier et al. (2013)
7 14th Report of the Federal Government on Development

Policy
BMZ (2013)

8 German Aid Policy Framework (Charter for the Future) BMZ (2015a)
9 Booklet by the Federal Ministry for Economic Cooperation

and Development on Climate Action
BMZ (2015b)

10 Booklet by the Federal Ministries for the Environment,
Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety and for Economic
Cooperation and Development

BMU and BMZ

(2013)

11 Information Brochure 1/2011 by the Federal Ministry
for Economic Cooperation and Development on Climate
Change and Development

BMZ (2011)

Sweden
1 OECD Peer Review: Sweden 2013 OECD (2013)
2 2010 Party programme of the centre-right Allians Party Alliansen (2010)
3 Coalition Agreement between Social Democratic Party and

Green Party (2014–2018)
Government of
Sweden (2014b)

4 Statements of Government Policy, 2010–2015 Government of
Sweden (2010,
2011, 2012, 2013,
2014c, 2015)

5 Government Bill: Sweden’s Policy for Global Development Government of
Sweden (2003)

6 Government Communication: Aid Policy Framework 2013 Government of
Sweden (2014a)

7 Government Communication: Aid Policy Framework 2016 Government of
Sweden (2016)

8 Policy for Environmental and Climate Issues in Swedish
Development Cooperation, 2010–2014

Government Offices
of Sweden (2010)

9 Booklet by Sida on the Special Climate Change Initiative Wasielewski Ahlfors
(2011)

(continued)
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Table 3.3 (continued)

United Kingdom
1 OECD Peer Review: United Kingdom 2014 OECD (2014)
2 2010 Party programme of the Conservative Party Conservative Party

(2010)
3 2015 Party programme of the Conservative Party Conservative Party

(2015)
4 2010 Party programme of the Liberal Democrats Liberal Democrats

(2010)
5 Coalition Agreement between Conservative Party and Lib-

eral Democrats (2010–2015)
Government of the
United Kingdom
(2010)

6 Parliament Act on Official Development Assistance Target Parliament of the
United Kingdom
(2015)

7 Df ID Business Plan 2011–2015 Df ID (2011b)
8 Df ID Annual Report 2014–2015 Df ID (2015)
9 Bilateral Aid Review Df ID (2011a)
10 Booklet by Df ID on work on the environment Df ID (2012)

them, turning codes into sub-codes or aggregating sub-codes into codes
(Richards 2014). Our final coding scheme consisted of 11 different codes:
overall policies and visions; adaptation versus development; comparison
across donors; decision-making process; recipient need; recipient merit;
donor interests; finance modalities; fairness; UNFCCC negotiations; and
future/outlook. Some of these codes had sub-codes; recipient merit for
instance includes two aspects, good governance and climate commitment
(see Chap. 6). Text passages could be assigned more than one thematic
code. To illustrate, let us look at the following statement from the OECD
peer review for Sweden: ‘in making its choices it prioritises poor people
in low income countries and also countries that are struggling with good
governance and human rights’ (OECD 2013, 41). This sentence was
assigned two codes, one for poverty, a sub-code of recipient need, and
one for good governance, a sub-code of recipient merit.

Once we had coded all interview transcripts and policy documents, we
structured or clustered the coded material (Liebold and Trinczek 2009;
Richards 2014). Again, our research question had already provided us with
a structure to reorganise and synthesise the data, namely the aid allocation
process with a focus on the three determinants of aid allocation (recipient
need, recipient merit, and donor interests). We identified two additional
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overarching clusters or categories that came out of the material: the overall
role of climate change and adaptation in development cooperation as well
as issues and challenges, including the additionality of adaptation finance,
reporting and accounting for adaptation finance, and the level of adap-
tation finance. We read through all passages that were assigned a specific
thematic code and organised thematerial by cluster. Within each cluster, we
identified topics and points. For example, under the category ‘overall role
of climate change and adaptation in development cooperation’, interview
partners and policy documents emphasised that climate change is an
important priority area and that its importance has increased over recent
years. We listed relevant quotes and statements under these two points.

In a final step, we synthesised the information and summarised points
made across interviews and policy documents as well as differences between
them—this is what we report in Chap. 6. Note that we used all material in
its original language for the first two steps and only translated quotes at
this third step.

In sum, this chapter has laid out our research design. Our empirical anal-
ysis proceeds in three steps. We start with a broad overview of adaptation
aid flows, as reported in the OECD CRS in the next chapter. We then test
statistically how donors allocate their adaptation aid across recipients, and
to what extent their decisions are guided by recipient need, recipient merit,
and donor interests. In a third step, we zoom in on three large adaptation
donors, Germany, Sweden, and the UK. We first assess the distribution
of their adaptation aid statistically and then explore the decision-making
processes qualitatively. In this chapter, we have explained why we opted
for such a mixed methods research design, described which variables we
use in our statistical analysis, and discussed how we collected and analysed
the material for our qualitative case studies. Now we can proceed to the
findings of our analysis.

NOTES

1. For a detailed comparison of aid flows (both development aid and adapta-
tion aid) in the three selected country cases, but also across the wider donor
landscape, see the descriptive statistics in Chap. 4.

2. In doing so, we generate a dataset withmany empty entries when adaptation
aid flows between a donor and a recipient in a given year are zero. This
allows us to model two types of decisions: first, whether a donor provides
any adaptation aid to a specific recipient in a given year (selection stage),
and second, if so, how much the donor provides to that selected recipient
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(allocation stage). We will discuss the modelling strategy later in this
chapter.

3. All reports and data are available from Germanwatch’s website at http://
germanwatch.org/en/cri.

4. The United Nations lists countries that are LDCs and/or SIDS, see http://
www.un.org/en/development/desa/policy/cdp/ldc/ldc_list.pdf and
http://unohrlls.org/about-sids/country-profiles/.

5. Although of course GNI per capita is rather high for some African countries
like Seychelles.

6. While several SIDS are also LDCs, other SIDS are no longer eligible for
ODA because their GNI per capita is by now too high. Anguilla and St
Kitts and Nevis, for instance, were removed from the list in 2014 (see
http://www.oecd.org/dac/stats/historyofdaclistsofaidrecipientcountries.
htm#Chronology).

7. Since many other variables were not available for South Sudan either, we
excluded the country from our dyadic dataset.

8. The smallest recipient country in the dataset is Niue with a population
of only 1500. However, Niue is not included in the World Bank data.
Since this and most other variables are not available for Niue, the statistical
analysis in Chap. 5 does not include Niue.

9. Each recipient is in the dataset 166 times, as each country forms a dyad with
26 donors 6 times, and with the Czech Republic and Iceland 5 times (26
� 6 + 2 � 5 = 166). Thus, over all the 141 recipient countries, we obtain
166 � 141 = 23,406 observations.

10. There is another stage in the decision-making process of how to allocate
aid, namely whether to provide multilateral or bilateral aid. This first step
is considered indirectly in our research, as we take into account only those
adaptation aid flows which donors decided to provide bilaterally. Note that
the three stages of the decision-making process occur at different points in
time and that circumstances may have changed between these stages.
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CHAPTER 4

Descriptive Analysis: Adaptation Aid Flows in
the OECD CRS

Before we statistically test the drivers of adaptation aid allocation and
qualitatively explore underlying decision-making processes, we want first to
get a broad picture of adaptation aid flows. As described in greater detail
in Chap. 3, the OECD introduced a so-called Rio marker for adaptation,
or adaptation marker, in 2009. This marker allows us to trace adaptation
aid flows over time, across donors, and across recipients. Again, however,
we want to stress that the adaptation marker and the OECD CRS are not
without problems. The data suffer from inconsistent application of the
marker, over-reporting, and double-counting of projects towards multiple
objectives. These limitations should be kept in mind throughout this and
the following chapter.

In this chapter, we provide an overview of adaptation aid from 2010,
when the adaptation marker was applied for the first time. We first position
bilateral adaptation aid commitments vis-à-vis overall development aid and
then position Germany, Sweden, and the UK among all OECD donors.
Finally, we also take a look at recipients and examine which countries
receive how much adaptation aid, in absolute terms as well as on a per
capita basis.

We show that adaptation aid has grown over time, even if it still remains a
very small share of overall development aid—about 5% of all development
aid reported in the OECD CRS went into adaptation projects. The share
of development aid given to adaptation, however, varies across donors.
We have already mentioned that Germany, Sweden, and the UK are large
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climate and adaptation donors, which is why we selected them as case
studies. As we will see, Germany is particularly important in terms of
absolute amounts, while Sweden is most generous on a per capita basis.
Other donors, in contrast, commit very little development aid to climate
change adaptation.

Our statistical analysis includes bilateral adaptation aid commitments
to specific countries only. We thus cover the majority of adaptation aid
flows reported in the OECD CRS: most adaptation aid commitments are
disbursed rather quickly, and most is given bilaterally. Nonetheless, some
donors provide considerable shares of their adaptation aid to unspecified
recipients and regional programmes. For instance, Sweden provided only
half of its overall adaptation aid to individual countries. From the recipient
side, we also see differences: for some recipients, almost all of the support
for adaptation came from bilateral donors, while for others, almost all sup-
port came from multilateral funds. Recipients also vary with regard to how
much adaptation aid they receive. While large countries—unsurprisingly—
receive more adaptation aid in total, small island states are among the
largest recipients on a per capita basis.

Overall, this chapter provides a broad overview of adaptation aid flows.
It shows that our statistical analysis covers a large share of adaptation
finance, though we exclude some adaptation aid flows, which may be rather
significant for individual donors and/or recipients. The chapter also shows
that our selected donors—Germany, Sweden, and the UK—are important
adaptation aid donors.

4.1 OVERVIEW OF ADAPTATION AID FLOWS

4.1.1 Adaptation Aid Compared to Total Aid

How much adaptation aid did developing countries receive since the
adaptation marker was introduced? Figure 4.11 reports all development
aid flows based on the adaptation marker (including ODA loans and
grants, equity investments, and other official flows). Remember that the
adaptation marker can have four values: the project has not been screened
for adaptation objectives; the project has been screened and does not target
adaptation; the project has adaptation as a significant objective; or the
project has adaptation as its principal objective (see OECD 2011; Chap. 3).
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Fig. 4.1 Total aid flows by year and adaptation objective

On average, yearly flows from developed to developing countries
reported in the OECD CRS amount to around $260 billion, with an
increasing trend since 2011. Aid flows thus reached $323 billion in 2015,
not least because more and more donors report their aid to the OECD CRS.
Adaptation aid flows are also increasing. While in 2010, donors provided
$8.9 billion—3.6% of total development aid—for projects with adaptation
as either a significant or the principal objective, this number had increased
to $20.3 billion in 2015, or 6.3% of total development aid. Over the 6 years
for which we have data, donors thus committed just under $75 billion for
adaptation in developing countries, or 4.8% of total development aid.

For about two-thirds of all adaptation-relevant projects worth $50.9
billion, adaptation was a significant objective. In other words, these projects
mainly focused on something else, for instance climate change mitigation,
but had adaptation co-benefits. Our fictitious project setting up solar panels
in Togo but also raising awareness about climate change impacts from
Chap. 3 would fall under this category: it is mainly about renewable energy
and hence climate change mitigation, but the awareness raising part is
(also) about climate change adaptation. The project would thus likely
have mitigation as its principal objective and adaptation as a significant
objective. Note that we here provide the total amount of funding for such
a project, even if only a part of the project (and hence of the funding) was
about climate change adaptation.2 In contrast, adaptation was the principal
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objective for one-third of all adaptation-relevant projects worth $23.9
billion. These projects would not have taken place without the adaptation
component. Our second fictitious project in Togo from Chap. 3 is such a
project. Its purpose was to replant mangroves to reduce the risk of flooding
from sea-level rise and storms and thus focuses mainly on adaptation—
although replanting mangroves also has mitigation co-benefits.

4.1.2 Commitments Compared to Disbursements

Our analysis uses commitments rather than disbursements. Commitments
better reflect recent donor decisions, since disbursements partly depend
on recipients fulfilling certain conditions (Berthélemy 2006a, 80). Com-
mitments represent ‘a firm obligation, expressed in writing and backed by
the necessary funds, undertaken by an official donor to provide specified
assistance to a recipient country or a multilateral organisation’ (OECD
2016b). Although it may take several years, most committed resources
are disbursed. Hudson (2013) concludes from his analysis of OECD data
from 2002 to 2010 that almost all commitments are met within just
2 years. Yet, the author also finds variation by sector and recipients; for
some countries and some sectors, disbursements fall short of commitments.
In other words, some donors promise more development aid than they
eventually pay out (Hudson 2013).

How accurately does our analysis reflect actual pay-outs? What is the
ratio of disbursements to commitments for adaptation aid? Panel (a) of
Fig. 4.2 compares committed and disbursed adaptation aid, including both
significant and principal adaptation aid. Of course, the yearly commitments
and disbursements are not directly comparable, as it may take several years
before funds committed in a given year are disbursed. Nonetheless, Fig. 4.2
illustrates trends over time in both committed and disbursed adaptation
aid. As expected, disbursements are below commitments throughout the
period of analysis. In total, donors have committed $74.7 billion to
adaptation since 2010 and disbursed $47.7 billion. Put differently, 70.6%
of the resources committed to adaptation between 2010 and 2015 were
also disbursed in that same period.

Panel (b) of Fig. 4.2 shows the ratio of commitments to disbursements
for selected donors. We selected the three donors with the highest and
lowest ratios, our three case study countries Germany, Sweden, and the
UK, as well as the OECD average. The figure indicates considerable
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Fig. 4.2 Adaptation aid disbursements compared to commitments over time (a);
disbursements in percent of commitments for selected donors (b)

differences, in line with the analysis by Hudson (2013). The average
OECD donor included in the statistical analysis (see Chap. 3) has disbursed
82.3% of the amount it committed. Eleven donors disbursed even 90% or
more of their commitments, and 21 disbursed at least two-thirds of their
commitments. For the UK, disbursements even exceeded commitments:
it committed $4.4 billion but disbursed $7.3 billion—a ratio of 165%.
This indicates that the UK marked parts of the funding committed prior
to 2010, that is, before the Rio marker for adaptation was introduced, as
relevant for adaptation but disbursed this funding after 2010. Six donors
(Australia, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Luxembourg, and Portugal) have
disbursed all of their committed resources. Sweden disbursed over 99%
of what it committed. There are, however, also several donors which
committed significantly more adaptation aid than they disbursed. Germany,
for example, pledged $11.9 billion for adaptation, but so far has only paid
out about half that amount ($6.2 billion). Only Korea, France, the United
Arab Emirates, and Japan have worse disbursement-to-commitment ratios
and disbursed even less than half their committed aid (46.9%, 45.5%,
42.9%, and 41.9%, respectively).
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4.2 WHO GIVES ADAPTATION AID?
It may be easier for a donor to fulfil its promises when it has committed
only a little adaptation aid to start with. So who gives how much aid for
adaptation? In a first step, we compare bilateral to multilateral adaptation
aid flows (Sect. 4.2.1), and in a second step zoom in on bilateral donors,
the focus of this book (Sects. 4.2.2 and 4.2.3).

4.2.1 Bilateral Compared to Multilateral Flows

Although not all multilateral climate funds report to the OECD CRS, the
overall trend is fairly clear: most adaptation aid is provided bilaterally
(Fig. 4.3; see also Ayers and Abeysinghe 2013; Weikmans 2016). Of the
total $50.9 billion of committed significant adaptation aid, over 80%
($41.5 billion) came through bilateral channels, compared to less than
20% ($9.3 billion) through multilateral channels. Of the total $23.8 billion
of committed principal adaptation aid, three-quarters came from bilateral
donors ($17.8 billion), compared to one-quarter from multilateral donors
($6.0 billion).

Most multilateral funding is from just one donor, the European Union,
which is responsible for 86.6% ($8.1 billion) of all multilateral significant
adaptation aid and for 28.6% ($1.7 billion) of all multilateral principal
adaptation aid reported in the OECD CRS. In total, only a handful of mul-
tilateral funds register their adaptation aid in the OECD CRS. Apart from
the European Union, the Climate Investment Funds, the European Bank
for Reconstruction, the International Fund for Agricultural Development,

-0 10 20 30 40 50 60

multilateral

bilateral

billion US$ 
significant principal 

Fig. 4.3 Adaptation aid flows by donor type
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the Global Environment Facility, the Adaptation Fund, and the Nordic
Development Fund all report adaptation aid flows to the OECD. Even if the
Green Climate Fund and other funds such as the Least Developed Country
Fund or the Special Climate Change Fund were included, we would
still find that the majority of adaptation funding is provided bilaterally.
The Climate Funds Update3 is an alternative source of information on
multilateral adaptation (and mitigation) finance. As of September 2016,
the database lists a total $33 billion in pledges for multilateral adaptation
funds—this is still just about half of the $58 billion in bilateral pledges
reported in the OECD CRS (see also Ayers and Abeysinghe 2013;Weikmans
2016).

That donors prefer bilateral over multilateral channels is well docu-
mented and has to do with donor influence. While donor countries can in
principle freely decide which countries and projects to support with their
bilateral aid, they have only limited influence over multilateral aid flows (see
e.g. Gulrajani 2016). This is an additional reason for us to analyse bilateral
rather than multilateral adaptation aid.

4.2.2 Bilateral Donors in Comparison: Total Adaptation Aid

Let us take a closer look at the 28 bilateral donors included in the statistical
analysis of the next chapter. Figure 4.4 lists adaptation aid flows for selected
donors, including again the least and most generous donors, our three case
study countries, as well as the average for all bilateral donors.

The average OECD donor committed $1.5 billion to significant and
$640 million to principal adaptation projects, or a total of $2.1 billion
for adaptation to climate change, but there are stark differences between
individual donors in how much aid they provide for the latter. Partly, these
differences stem from the different overall aid budgets. Some countries
provide much more development aid in general, as we would expect. After
all, the donor countries differ strongly in terms of their population and/or
GDP. It is but natural that Iceland, with a population of 300,000, spends
less on development aid than the USA with a population of over 300
million. Countries that provide less aid overall may also provide less for
climate change purposes. Additionally, donors have different focal areas;
some may thus focus their aid programmes in areas such as education
or health rather than climate change—although climate change of course
affects aid projects in all areas and should always be taken into account (see
Chap. 2).
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Fig. 4.4 Total adaptation aid for selected donors

The largest adaptation donors in absolute terms are also large overall
donors (Fig. 4.4). Japan and Germany provided $13.5 and $11.9 billion,
respectively, for adaptation projects between 2010 and 2015. Mostly, these
countries supported projects with a significant adaptation objective, with
$10.0 and $9.8 billion, respectively, going to such projects, compared to
$3.7 and $2.0 billion going to projects with adaptation as their principal
objective. In other words, 72.5% of Japanese and 83.6% of German adap-
tation aid supported projects where adaptation was a significant objective.
This focus on significant adaptation aid was the case for almost all donors;
19 of the 28 included in our statistical analysis gave more than two-thirds
to significant adaptation projects, and 16 of the 28, more than three-
quarters. France, the third-largest adaptation donor, is the exception to the
rule. Almost all French adaptation went to principal adaptation projects: of
the $4.4 billion, $4.3 billion (96.9%) supported such projects, and only
$135 million (3.1%) supported significant adaptation projects. Just like
France, the UK provided $4.4 billion for adaptation projects, but it split
this funding more like the average donor: two-thirds of British adaptation
aid ($2.9 billion) was for projects with significant adaptation objectives,
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and one-third ($1.5 billion) for projects with adaptation as the principal
objective. The USA falls somewhere in between. It committed $3.6 billion
to adaptation and split this almost evenly between significant and principal
adaptation funding. Sweden, our third case study country, is also a fairly
large adaptation donor in absolute terms—although it is much smaller
than Japan, France, Germany, the UK, and the USA. Sweden committed
$3.2 billion for climate change adaptation and spent this funding mainly
on significant adaptation projects ($2.6 billion or 82.6%) rather than on
principal adaptation projects ($558 million or 17.4%). Partly because of
their small size, Slovenia, Greece, and Kuwait provided the least adaptation
aid in absolute terms. Slovenia spent most of its $7.3 billion adaptation aid
on significant adaptation aid projects ($6.7 billion or 91.3%), while Greece
spent most of its $5.8 billion adaptation aid on principal adaptation projects
($4.9 billion or 84.5%). Kuwait did not mark any of its development aid as
relevant for adaptation.

4.2.3 Bilateral Donors in Comparison: Per Capita and Percent

Comparing total adaptation aid flows across donors may be misleading,
however, because of the different sizes and different aid budgets of the
different donor countries. We have already mentioned that the USA,
for instance, has a population of over 300 million, while the population
of Iceland is only 330,000—about 0.1% of the US population (figures
from United Nations Statistics Division 2014). Panel (a) of Fig. 4.5 thus
compares selected OECD donors with regard to their adaptation aid on a
per capita basis, that is, how much each inhabitant of the donor country
paid for adaptation aid to developing countries between 2010 and 2015.
Panel (b) compares selected donors with regard to how much in percent
of their overall development aid was spent on climate change adaptation.

On a per capita level, the Scandinavian countries were by far the most
generous adaptation donors. Each inhabitant of Sweden thus gave about
$330 for adaptation projects in the Global South, mostly for projects with
significant adaptation objectives. Danes and Norwegians gave comparable
amounts, at $327 and $299 per capita, respectively, again mainly for
significant adaptation projects. Germans gave about half that sum: $148
per capita, still far above the OECD average. The UK committed $68
per capita to adaptation, much closer to the overall OECD average. If
the total adaptation aid of $59.4 billion provided by the 28 donor
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Fig. 4.5 Adaptation aid for selected donors; per capita (a), and in percent of all
development aid (b)

countries considered in our statistical analysis4 were split evenly among
their inhabitants, each person would have given $59 for adaptation: $41
for significant adaptation projects and $18 for principal adaptation projects.
In practice, many OECD donors gave less on a per capita basis. In the
USA, per capita adaptation aid amounted to $11; only Italy ($8), Slovenia
($3.50), the Czech Republic ($1.50), Portugal ($1.30), Greece ($0.50),
and Kuwait (no adaptation aid) committed less per capita.

When we look at how much in percent of a donor’s total development
aid budget was marked as relevant for adaptation, we get a slightly different
picture. Scandinavian countries again rank highest. While the Icelandic
adaptation aid budget overall is rather small because of the country’s
small size, it dedicated over one-quarter (26.1%) of its development aid
to adaptation projects. (Icelandic adaptation aid was also above average
on a per capita basis, at $107.) Denmark, Finland, and Sweden also
dedicated relatively much of their development aid to adaptation, with
14.8% of Danish, 13.9% of Finnish, and 13.4% of Swedish aid having
adaptation objectives. Norway is the exception here, with only 5.8% of
its aid targeting adaptation. Spain (14.2%), Germany (12.0%), and the UK
(11.2%) dedicated similar shares of their development aid to adaptation as
did the Scandinavian countries. In contrast, less than 1% of Greek and
Portuguese development aid flowed into adaptation projects. Kuwait, as
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mentioned earlier, did not mark any of its development aid as relevant for
adaptation. Overall, 7.6% of total development aid addressed adaptation.
Mostly, adaptation was a significant objective (6.3% of total development
aid) rather than the principal objective (2.3% of total development aid).

The comparison of adaptation across donors—whether with regard to
total adaptation aid flows, per capita adaptation aid, or adaptation as a
percentage of total development aid—reveals stark differences. Overall,
Scandinavian countries gave fairly high levels of adaptation aid, notably
when we consider per capita adaptation aid and adaptation aid as a
percentage. This mirrors general trends in development aid; the devel-
opment aid literature describes Scandinavian countries as most generous
(e.g. Berthélemy 2006b). Our three case study countries also are rather
consistently among the largest adaptation donors. In contrast, Southern
European countries like Portugal or Greece give relatively little adaptation
aid. Kuwait is the only donor country in the OECD CRS that did not mark
any of its development as targeting adaptation.

4.3 WHO RECEIVES ADAPTATION AID?
Having compared adaptation aid donors in the last section (Sect. 4.2), we
now compare adaptation aid recipients. We first look at the type of recipi-
ents, since donors provide adaptation aid not only to individual countries,
but also to regional programmes or unspecified recipients (Sect. 4.3.1).
While most adaptation aid in the period 2010–2015 targeted individual
countries, some donors, for instance Sweden, allocated fairly high shares
of their adaptation aid to regional programmes or unspecified recipients—
these flows are not included in our statistical analysis. We then look at
bilateral compared to multilateral adaptation aid flows (Sect. 4.3.2). As we
have seen in Sect. 4.2.1, most adaptation aid was given bilaterally, but for
some recipients, almost all support came from multilateral funds. Finally,
we turn to the distribution of bilateral adaptation aid across individual
countries. Here, we examine total adaptation aid flows as well as adaptation
aid per capita (Sect. 4.3.3). We show that the level of adaptation aid
that countries receive varies strongly. Pacific island countries, for instance,
received very little in absolute terms, but very high levels per capita.
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4.3.1 Type of Recipient

Our analysis focuses on the distribution of adaptation across individual
recipient countries. Yet donors can also support regional programmes.
Similarly, domestic development related costs—that is, resources spent
within the donor country—count as ODA. Costs related to refugees within
the donor country, administrative costs, or research costs are reported to
the CRS as development aid. In this case, the recipient is unspecified (OECD
2016a). This is also the case if a specific project benefits more than one
region (OECD 2016d).

Which part then of bilateral adaptation aid does our analysis cover?
How much adaptation aid is targeted at individual countries? How much
is delivered via regional programmes? And how much stays with the donor
or is given to inter-regional programmes? Figure 4.6 shows the total
adaptation aid flows according to these three types of recipients. Panel (a)
plots the distribution over recipient types across all donors, while panel (b)
displays the distribution for selected donors.

Overall, by far the largest share of adaptation aid –$42.3 billion, or
71.4%—was given bilaterally, that is, to individual countries. $5.9 billion
(10.0%) was given via regional programmes, and $11.1 billion (18.7%)
had unspecified recipients. The distribution is fairly similar when looking
at significant and principal adaptation aid separately. Just over 70% of
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Fig. 4.6 Adaptation aid by recipient type; overall (a), and for selected donors (b)
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significant as well as principal adaptation aid is directly targeted at individual
countries. Slightly more significant adaptation aid went to unspecified
recipients (20.1%) compared to principal adaptation aid (15.5%).

However, there are large differences across donors in how they allocate
their adaptation aid to different recipient types, as panel (b) of Fig. 4.6
indicates. While donors overall clearly prefer to provide most of their
adaptation aid bilaterally to individual recipient countries, some donors
instead focus most of their adaptation aid on regional programmes or
unspecified recipients. The United Arab Emirates, France, Luxembourg,
and Japan provided all or almost all of their adaptation aid bilaterally
to individual countries (100%, 98.7%, 98.4%, and 98.1%, respectively).
Germany also had a clear preference for supporting individual countries at
70.6%. In contrast, three smaller countries—the Netherlands, Greece, and
Iceland—provided less than one-third of their adaptation aid to individual
countries (31.1%, 29.5%, and 28.0%, respectively). Instead, these countries
did not specify any recipient for much of their adaptation aid at 59.3% for
the Netherlands, 47.3% for Greece, and 59.1% for Iceland. Similarly, 49.9%
of British, 32.5% of Swedish, and 12.8% of German adaptation aid had no
specified recipient.

Donors spent relatively small shares of their adaptation aid on regional
programmes. Of the 28 donor countries, 12 allocated less than 5% of their
adaptation aid budget to regional programmes. In contrast, four donors—
Greece, Finland, Austria, and Canada—gave over 20% of their adaptation
aid budget to regional programmes. Austria distributed 36.8%, Canada half
its adaptation aid on regional programmes. Sweden and Germany also gave
comparatively a lot to regional programmes (18.0% of Swedish and 16.6%
of German adaptation aid). The UK spent 9.6% of its adaptation aid on
regional programmes, very close to the OECD average of 10%.

Note that our statistical analysis in the next chapter excludes all funds
to regional programmes as well as to unspecified recipients, as do the next
sections that compare individual recipient countries.

4.3.2 Bilateral Versus Multilateral Flows

Let us now focus on adaptation aid that goes to individual countries.
Which countries receive support for adaptation and how much? Here, we
need to distinguish further between multilateral and bilateral adaptation
aid. Even if, overall, the majority of adaptation aid was from bilateral
donors (see Sect. 4.2.1), some recipient countries received a considerable
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Fig. 4.7 Share of adaptation aid provided by bilateral donors

share, if not most, of their total adaptation aid from multilateral donors.
Figure 4.7 plots the total amount of adaptation aid—including projects
with significant and principal adaptation objectives—against the share of
this aid provided by bilateral donors.

Figure 4.7 indicates two trends. First, the total amount of adaptation
aid per recipient rarely exceeded $1 billion, with most countries receiving
$500 million or less. Yet, for some countries, support for adaptation was
considerably higher than the average of $369 billion. Vietnam obtained
most, with $3.3 billion, followed by India, which received $2.9 billion,
and Ethiopia, which received $2.0 billion.

Second, the share of total adaptation aid provided by bilateral donors
ranges from 0% to almost 100%. Some countries received almost all of
their adaptation aid from multilateral donors, and others received all of it
from bilateral donors. Overall, however, the majority of countries received
more support from bilateral donors compared to multilateral donors. More
than three-quarters of the recipients (109 out of 141 recipient countries)
received at least 50% of their adaptation aid from bilateral sources, and over
half (78 out of 141 recipient countries) received at least 75% from bilateral
sources.

Figure 4.7 also suggests a positive, if weak, relationship between the
total level of adaptation aid and the share provided by bilateral donors: the
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higher the total amount of adaptation aid, the higher the share provided by
bilateral donors. Among the 11 largest recipients—whose total adaptation
aid exceeded $1 billion—only two obtained considerable support from
multilateral donors: Turkey received 80.6% of its total $1.4 billion from
multilateral sources, and Morocco 52.6% of its total $1.1 billion. For
Vietnam and India, the two largest recipients of adaptation aid, more
than 95% of their adaptation aid came from bilateral donors (98.2% and
98.0%, respectively). For Ethiopia, the third largest recipient, the share of
bilateral adaptation aid was 83.6%. Several smaller countries also received
all or almost all of their adaptation aid from bilateral sources. For 28
countries, the share of bilateral adaptation aid exceeded 95% and 13
countries even obtained all of their aid from bilateral donors, including
four SIDS.5 In contrast, seven recipient countries obtained 95% or more of
their adaptation aid from multilateral sources, five of which are SIDS.6

4.3.3 Recipients in Comparison

Let us now focus on bilateral adaptation aid and exclude multilateral
adaptation aid, as our regression analysis in the next chapter does, too.Who
received bilateral adaptation aid, and how much? To compare recipient
countries, we used two measures of adaptation aid: total adaptation aid
flows and adaptation aid per capita. Figure 4.8 shows these measures of
adaptation aid for principal adaptation aid, and Fig. 4.9 for significant
adaptation aid.

Where does adaptation aid flow? In terms of total principal adaptation
aid (panel (a) of Fig. 4.8), the largest recipients were rather populous coun-
tries in Asia that are—at least at first glance—also fairly vulnerable to climate
change: Vietnam ($1.3 billion), the Philippines ($888million), Bangladesh
($765 million), and Indonesia ($668 million). Other large recipients of
principal adaptation aid include Colombia ($656 million), Jordan ($539
million), and Kenya ($397million). The picture changes only slightly when
we consider significant adaptation aid (panel (a) of Fig. 4.9): India was
the largest recipient with $2.6 billion. Vietnam ($1.9 billion), Ethiopia
($1.3 billion), Kenya ($1.1 billion), the Philippines ($770 million), and
Bangladesh ($756 million) remain in the top 10 recipients of adaptation
aid. Other countries that received high levels of support for significant
adaptation (but not so much for principal adaptation) are Ukraine ($1.1
billion) and Tanzania ($833 million).
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Fig. 4.8 Distribution of principal adaptation aid

Yet comparing absolute amounts of adaptation aid may be misleading;
India has a population of over 1 billion, Vietnam has a population of
over 90 million. We would expect that they obtain more aid than for
example Jordan, which has a population of just under 10 million. Per capita
adaptation aid is thus a better measure to compare recipients (panel b of
Figs. 4.8 and 4.9). If all bilateral adaptation aid were distributed equally
across the population of the Global South, each inhabitant would have
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Fig. 4.9 Distribution of significant adaptation aid

received $2.25 for principal and $4.95 for significant adaptation projects.
In practice, adaptation aid is distributed very unequally, ranging from just
9 cents in Kazakhstan (1 cent for principal adaptation and 8 cents for
significant adaptation) to almost $20,000 in Niue ($2009 for principal
adaptation and $17,620 for significant adaptation).7
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At first glance, differences in population size seem to be able to account
for these differences in per capita adaptation aid. The largest recipients of
it per capita have the smallest population sizes. The top 10 recipients were
almost entirely SIDS with very small populations. Per capita, Tuvalu was the
largest recipient of principal adaptation aid and the third-largest recipient
of significant adaptation aid: each of the mere 10,000 Tuvaluans received
$2486 for principal adaptation and $1115 for significant adaptation. Niue
was the largest recipient of significant adaptation aid per capita and the
second-largest recipient of principal adaptation aid. Niue’s population is
only 1500, hence the very high level of per capita adaptation aid: each
Niuean received $2009 for principal adaptation and $17,620 for significant
adaptation.

Gabon is the largest country and the only non-SIDS among the top
10 per capita adaptation aid recipients. Each of the 1.6 million Gabonese
received $135 for principal adaptation projects—but only $2.50 for sig-
nificant adaptation projects. Largely, the high level of per capita support
in Gabon is due to one single adaptation project: France pledged almost
$145 million for a sewage and drainage project in Libreville, which had
adaptation as its principal objective;8 $145 million corresponds to $88.80
per capita, or two-thirds of the total adaptation aid that each Gabonese
citizen obtained.

Mauritius, also a SIDS, is the tenth-largest recipient of principal adap-
tation aid per capita; it has a population of 1.2 million. Guyana, another
SIDS, is the ninth-largest recipient of significant adaptation per capita; it has
a population of almost 800,000. The remaining countries in the top 10 list
of per capita recipients all have populations of less than about 500,000.

The large recipients of absolute adaptation aid flows, in contrast,
received comparatively little on a per capita basis: each Indian for instance
received 20 cents for principal and $2.10 for significant adaptation; each
Vietnamese received $15 for principal and $21 for significant adaptation;
and each Ethiopian, $3.50 for principal and $14 for significant adaptation.
Note though that some fairly small countries also received rather little
aid for adaptation per capita (from bilateral donors): Swaziland, with a
population of just over 1.2 million, received $1.59 per capita; Equatorial
Guinea, with a population of less than 800,000, received $1.77 per
capita, all for significant adaptation projects. Belize and St Vincent and
the Grenadines, two SIDS, also received rather little: each of the around
340,000 inhabitants of Belize and each of the around 110,000 inhabitants
of St Vincent and the Grenadines benefitted from $4.35 and $5.40,
respectively, for adaptation.9
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In this chapter we have sought to give a very broad overview of
adaptation aid flows as reported in the OECD CRS, which serves as a
backdrop for the statistical analysis in the next chapter as well as the
qualitative case studies in Chap. 6. While actual numbers should be treated
with caution given the inherent weaknesses of aid data and donors’ self-
reporting (see Chap. 3), this chapter has indicated some broad trends. First,
we started with the observation that adaptation aid remains a small—if
growing—share of total development aid, and that adaptation aid is mainly
provided bilaterally. Second, when we examine more closely which bilateral
donors provide how much adaptation aid, we recognise large differences
across donors. Regardless of how we compare adaptation aid flows across
donors—total amounts, per capita, or in percent of all development aid—
our case study countries of Germany, Sweden, and the UK are among
the most important adaptation donors. Finally, we have also compared
recipients with regard to how much adaptation aid they obtain. While
donors prefer to provide their aid bilaterally to specific countries, they
also support regional programmes and report in-country development-
related expenses. When we look at individual countries, large populous
countries received most adaptation aid in absolute terms, while very small
countries like some SIDS received most adaptation aid per capita. In the
next chapter, we will test more systematically how donors allocated their
bilateral adaptation aid, and what role size and other factors play.

NOTES

1. All figures in this chapter are based on data from OECD (2016c) and are in
constant 2013 US$.

2. Since projects with adaptation as a significant objective are only partly about
climate change adaptation, we discount significant adaptation aid at 50%
in our statistical analysis. This is in line with how many donors report
their significant adaptation (and mitigation) aid as climate finance (see e.g.
Adaptation Watch 2015, 32).

3. The Climate Funds website is a joint initiative of the Heinrich Böll
Foundation and the Overseas Development Institute. See http://www.
climatefundsupdate.org/ (accessed 7 February 2017).

4. Together, these 28 donors account for over 99% of all bilateral adaptation
aid in the OECD CRS.

5. These 13 countries are Cabo Verde, Cameroon, Congo, Equatorial Guinea,
Fiji, Iran, Libya, Marshall Islands, Micronesia (Federated States), North
Korea, Panama, Syria, and Togo.

http://www.climatefundsupdate.org/
http://www.climatefundsupdate.org/
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6. These seven countries are Dominica, Kazakhstan, St Kitts and Nevis, St
Lucia, St Vincent and the Grenadines, São Tomé and Príncipe, and Swazi-
land.

7. Like the Cook Islands, Niue is freely associated with New Zealand and
traditionally receives very high levels of support from the latter. It has even
been described as ‘the world’s most aid-dependent country’ (Barnett 2008,
33).

8. See http://gabon.afd.fr for more information on the project ‘Aménager le
bassin versant de Gué Gué’. Single projects have a similar impact in other
small countries (see Betzold 2016).

9. St Vincent and the Grenadines did, however, receive considerable support
for adaptation from multilateral funds.
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CHAPTER 5

Quantitative Analysis: Who Gives Adaptation
Aid to Whom?

Chapter 4 suggested that size can partly explain why some countries
receive a lot of support for adaptation to climate change and others very
little. Vulnerability, at least at first glance, also seemed to matter. In this
chapter, we analyse the distribution of adaptation aid in more detail and
more systematically. Applying multivariate regression analysis techniques,
we test our hypotheses regarding recipient need, recipient merit, and donor
interests (see Chap. 2). We first want to understand what role these three
factors play across all donors and then examine how our three case study
countries—Germany, Sweden, and the UK—allocate their adaptation aid.

Our regression analysis makes use of the dyadic dataset that we described
in detail in Chap. 3. This dataset records how much adaptation aid per
capita (in constant 2013 US$) each donor committed to each recipient in
every year covered. We distinguish between two dependent variables: one
considers principal adaptation aid only, the other also includes significant
adaptation aid, discounted at 50%. To evaluate how donors allocate their
adaptation aid, we estimate two stages of the decision-making process
(see Chap. 3): at the selection stage, we examine whether or not recipient
countries receive any adaptation aid at all, regardless of the amount. In this
case, our dependent variable is a dummy variable that takes a value of 1 if
recipient i receives any adaptation aid from donor j in year t. We estimate
this selection stage with logit models with donor random effects and year
fixed effects. At the allocation stage, we examine how much adaptation
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aid recipient countries receive, but only consider those countries that did
obtain some adaptation aid at the first stage. Our dependent variable at
this stage is the amount of adaptation aid recipient country i receives from
donor j in year t. We estimate this allocation stage with linear models, again
with donor random effects and year fixed effects.

We first present the results of the analysis of a pooled sample of all donor
countries that report aid data to the OECD CRS. In a second step, we
separately run the same models for our three selected case study countries
(Germany, Sweden, and the UK). We are thus able to identify clearly which
factors determine adaptation aid allocation in general, which explanations
are only valid in some countries and under specific circumstances, and
which factors do not play a role at all.

Overall, we find that vulnerability matters, at least its physical dimension:
countries that are more exposed and sensitive to climate risks tend to
receive more adaptation aid, all else being equal. The findings are more
ambiguous with regard to adaptive capacity, which is closely linked to good
governance and thus recipient merit, and it is therefore controversial to
what extent countries with low adaptive capacity are themselves responsible
for their higher level of vulnerability—and to what extent donors would
thus ‘reward’ poor governance by allocating more adaptation aid to these
countries (see Füssel 2009, 18). Our results suggest that donors are more
concerned with good governance than with adaptive capacity, as they
tend to provide more adaptation aid to well-governed countries—although
poverty is a very strong predictor of who receives adaptation aid, and
how much. Further, we find that donors take into account their own
interests and notably provide more adaptation aid to countries to which
they export a lot. In contrast to other studies, however, the results for
our other measures of donor interests are more ambiguous. Finally, our
analysis highlights that adaptation aid is closely linked to development
aid in general; adaptation aid is a subset of development aid and donors
tend to support adaptation in countries in which they also engage in
other development projects. And, as Chap. 4 has already suggested, we find
evidence for the so-called ‘small country bias’: the smaller a country—in
terms of its population—the more adaptation aid it receives per capita.

When we examine recipient need, recipient merit, and donor interests
for Germany, Sweden, and the UK separately, we find that there are
considerable differences between individual donors. Not least because of
the smaller number of observations, the results for individual donors are
generally much weaker than the results for the pooled sample of all donors.
Physical vulnerability is a factor for the UK, but not so much for Germany
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and Sweden. In contrast, Germany and particularly Sweden pay attention
to governance in recipient countries. Donor interests are generally of little
interest in all three countries. Just as for the pooled sample, we find a close
link between total development aid and adaptation aid—a finding we come
back to in the qualitative analysis—as well as the ‘small country bias’.

5.1 ADAPTATION AID ALLOCATION ACROSS ALL
DONORS

Before we start modelling adaptation aid allocation using multiple regres-
sion techniques, let us first take a look at the correlation coefficients
between all independent and dependent variables used in this study.
Figure 5.1 displays these correlations graphically. Larger dots represent
a stronger correlation between the two variables in question. The grey
scale indicates whether the relationship is positive or negative: darker dots
represent positive correlations and lighter dots, negative correlations.

The figure first shows that there is a strong positive (and significant)
relationship between the two dependent variables used in this study,
principal adaptation aid per capita and principal plus discounted significant
adaptation aid per capita. This clear relationship between the two response
variables is of course to be expected, as the former is a substantial element of
the latter. Because we use the two specifications of our dependent variable
separately, this does not pose a problem from a methodological point of
view. In contrast, the correlation between the two dependent variables
and the majority of the independent variables is not particularly strong,
as the first and second column/first and second row of Fig. 5.1 show.
To some extent, the correlation coefficient between per capita adaptation
aid (principal only, as well as principal and significant) and per capita
development aid is the exception. This correlation is the highest between
the dependent variables and any independent variable, with a correlation
coefficient of 0.18 for principal adaptation aid and total development aid,
and a correlation coefficient of 0.27 between principal and significant
adaptation aid and total development aid. This is a first indication that
donors’ allocation of adaptation aid is strongly based on their allocation
of development aid, with other factors explaining less (if anything) of
these allocation decisions. Our qualitative analysis confirms that these
two allocation decisions are not separate decisions (see Chap. 6). We will
address the implications of this point in the concluding chapter.
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Fig. 5.1 Correlation matrix of all dependent and independent variables

For the independent variables, most of the correlation coefficients seem
unproblematic. Unsurprisingly, GDP per capita is quite strongly and
negatively correlated with two of our three dummy variables, capturing
particularly vulnerable country status, namely African countries and LDCs.
Furthermore, GDP per capita is also strongly and negatively correlated with
the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index, with a correlation coefficient of
�0.74. The latter is comprised of variables such as percentage of paved
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roads, child malnutrition, and access to electricity. Higher values on the
ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index indicates a lower capacity to deal
with the challenges of climate change, and therefore higher vulnerability.
Although GDP per capita itself is not included in this sub-index, it strongly
influences the other components of the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-
index. It is therefore not surprising that we find a strong relationship
between GDP per capita and the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index.
Accordingly, the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index also correlates
strongly with two vulnerable country dummies—the dummy for African
countries (correlation coefficient of 0.56) and that for LDCs (correlation
coefficient of 0.67)—as well as with our composite WGI index (correlation
coefficient of �0.52). These correlations go back to the discussion in
Chap. 3 about the difficulty of distinguishing between adaptive capacity
(H1b) and recipient merit (H2), a difficulty which needs to be considered
when interpreting the models presented later. The only other correlation
coefficient that is relatively large is the relationship between the SIDS
dummy and population (correlation coefficient of �0.72), which should
be expected and which is not problematic.

Tables 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4 show all the regression results for the
two dependent variables and the full set of donor countries. Tables 5.1
and 5.2 display the results of the selection and allocation stage, respectively,
for principal adaptation aid, Tables 5.3 and 5.4 list the results of the two
stages for principal and discounted significant adaptation aid. In each case,
we run four models: the first model includes only our three measures
of physical vulnerability to climate change; the second model focuses on
adaptive capacity and recipient merit; the third model examines donors
interests; and the fourth model is a full model that includes all factors we
use to explain adaptation aid allocation. Each model also includes the two
control variables: total development aid and population size. Overall, the
models for the two different dependent variables are remarkably similar to
each other. Instead of discussing the models for the different dependent
variables separately, we therefore split the discussion into three parts. First,
we discuss the effect of physical exposure and sensitivity to climate change
on adaptation aid allocation (H1a). Second, we take a closer look at
the impact of adaptive capacity and recipient merit on aid allocation. As
adaptive capacity cannot be clearly separated from recipient merit (see the
discussion in Chaps. 2 and 3), we examine the variables falling into these
two categories together and thus discuss H1b andH2 concurrently. Finally,
we turn our attention to the results for donor interest (H3).
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Table 5.1 Principal adaptation aid, selection stage, all countries

Dependent variable: principal adaptation aid—Yes/No

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

ND-GAIN exposure 3.193��� 2.917���

(0.473) (0.567)
EVI �0.045 �0.049

(0.039) (0.048)
CRI 0.009��� 0.006���

(0.001) (0.001)
African dummy �0.423��� �0.482���

(0.069) (0.077)
LDCs 0.104 0.022

(0.089) (0.096)
SIDS 0.624��� 0.754���

(0.095) (0.115)
ND-GAIN adapt. capacity �0.315 �1.141���

(0.294) (0.323)
GDP per capita 1.752��� 1.819���

(0.432) (0.457)
GDP per capita sq. �0.138��� �0.156���

(0.028) (0.029)
WGI index 0.830��� 0.822���

(0.066) (0.072)
Exports 0.098��� 0.127���

(0.013) (0.021)
Geographic distance 0.160��� 0.028

(0.036) (0.043)
Colonial dummy 0.724��� 0.818���

(0.114) (0.126)
UN joint voting �0.057 �0.346��

(0.127) (0.164)
Total dev. aid 0.671��� 0.686��� 0.670��� 0.616���

(0.019) (0.020) (0.019) (0.022)
Population 0.037�� 0.200��� �0.017 0.095���

(0.017) (0.019) (0.019) (0.029)
Constant �6.702��� �11.986��� �6.763��� �11.987���

(0.489) (1.783) (0.458) (1.925)
Observations 20,220 22,102 22,768 19,970
Log likelihood �4938.680 �5159.981 �5394.652 �4692.484
Akaike inf. crit. 9901.360 10,351.960 10,815.310 9430.969
Bayesian inf. crit. 9996.333 10,480.020 10,919.740 9612.714

Note: year fixed and donor random effects omitted
Standard errors in parentheses
�p < 0:1; ��p < 0:05; ���p < 0:01
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Table 5.2 Principal adaptation aid, allocation stage, all countries

Dependent variable: amount of principal adaptation aid

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

ND-GAIN exposure 0.621��� 0.532���

(0.172) (0.183)
EVI 0.087��� 0.037��

(0.014) (0.016)
CRI �0.0001 0.00004

(0.0003) (0.0003)
African dummy 0.075��� 0.065��

(0.028) (0.026)
LDCs 0.114��� 0.073��

(0.035) (0.032)
SIDS 0.222��� 0.193���

(0.041) (0.041)
ND-GAIN adapt. capacity �0.575��� �0.381���

(0.122) (0.118)
GDP per capita 0.493��� 0.345��

(0.177) (0.159)
GDP per capita sq. �0.029��� �0.022��

(0.011) (0.010)
WGI index �0.002 0.015

(0.028) (0.025)
Exports 0.045��� 0.021���

(0.006) (0.007)
Geographic distance 0.020 0.012

(0.013) (0.012)
Colonial dummy �0.196��� �0.162���

(0.041) (0.036)
UN joint voting �0.023 0.053

(0.055) (0.053)
Total dev. aid 0.080��� 0.108��� 0.096��� 0.092���

(0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.007)
Population �0.130��� �0.143��� �0.208��� �0.130���

(0.006) (0.007) (0.008) (0.010)
Constant 1.551��� 0.500 2.468��� 0.051

(0.149) (0.730) (0.159) (0.675)
Observations 2357 2474 2509 2343
Log likelihood �1431.960 �1812.408 �1847.524 �1387.767
Akaike inf. crit. 2889.920 3658.817 3723.047 2823.534
Bayesian inf. crit. 2964.867 3757.648 3804.634 2961.754

Note: year fixed and donor random effects omitted
Standard errors in parentheses
�p < 0:1; ��p < 0:05; ���p < 0:01
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Table 5.3 Principal and discounted significant adaptation aid, selection stage, all
countries

Dep. variable: total adaptation aid—Yes/No

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

ND-GAIN exposure 2.649��� 3.323���

(0.391) (0.472)
EVI �0.190��� �0.039

(0.032) (0.040)
CRI 0.008��� 0.005���

(0.001) (0.001)
African dummy �0.309��� �0.468���

(0.058) (0.065)
LDCs �0.046 �0.174��

(0.076) (0.082)
SIDS 0.213��� 0.238��

(0.078) (0.095)
ND-GAIN adapt. capacity 0.206 �0.473�

(0.242) (0.266)
GDP per capita 0.757�� 0.894��

(0.339) (0.360)
GDP per capita sq. �0.073��� �0.094���

(0.022) (0.023)
WGI index 0.788��� 0.844���

(0.053) (0.058)
Exports 0.065��� 0.108���

(0.010) (0.016)
Geographic distance 0.129��� �0.085��

(0.031) (0.039)
Colonial dummy 0.699��� 0.781���

(0.123) (0.136)
UN joint voting �0.005 �0.507���

(0.107) (0.140)
Total dev. aid 0.956��� 0.949��� 0.936��� 0.896���

(0.020) (0.020) (0.019) (0.021)
Population 0.095��� 0.228��� 0.081��� 0.109���

(0.014) (0.016) (0.015) (0.024)
Constant �6.075��� �8.087��� �6.755��� �6.939���

(0.467) (1.405) (0.441) (1.517)
Observations 20,220 22,102 22,768 19,970
Log likelihood �6612.165 �6993.042 �7374.402 �6323.513
Akaike inf. crit. 13,248.330 14,018.080 14,774.800 12,693.030
Bayesian inf. crit. 13,343.300 14,146.140 14,879.230 12,874.770

Note: year fixed and donor random effects omitted
Standard errors in parentheses
�p < 0:1; ��p < 0:05; ���p < 0:01
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Table 5.4 Principal and discounted significant adaptation aid, allocation stage,
all countries

Dep. variable: amount of total adaptation aid

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

ND-GAIN exposure 0.510��� 0.421���

(0.111) (0.119)
EVI 0.068��� 0.007

(0.009) (0.010)
CRI 0.0002 �0.00000

(0.0002) (0.0002)
African dummy 0.010 0.003

(0.017) (0.016)
LDCs 0.106��� 0.086���

(0.022) (0.020)
SIDS 0.250��� 0.229���

(0.025) (0.026)
ND-GAIN adapt. capacity �0.304��� �0.257���

(0.074) (0.072)
GDP per capita 0.457��� 0.377���

(0.103) (0.096)
GDP per capita sq. �0.028��� �0.024���

(0.007) (0.006)
WGI index 0.052��� 0.049���

(0.016) (0.015)
Exports 0.036��� 0.023���

(0.003) (0.005)
Geographic distance 0.010 0.006

(0.009) (0.008)
Colonial dummy �0.199��� �0.168���

(0.030) (0.028)
UN joint voting 0.019 0.037

(0.036) (0.036)
Total dev. aid 0.118��� 0.140��� 0.135��� 0.122���

(0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005)
Population �0.145��� �0.139��� �0.203��� �0.135���

(0.004) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006)
Constant 1.798��� 0.439 2.514��� 0.123

(0.102) (0.421) (0.109) (0.401)
Observations 4986 5222 5318 4959
Log likelihood �2718.712 �3248.775 �3376.647 �2539.552
Akaike inf. crit. 5463.425 6531.549 6781.294 5127.104
Bayesian inf. crit. 5548.112 6643.080 6873.398 5283.319

Note: year fixed and donor random effects omitted
Standard errors in parentheses
�p < 0:1; ��p < 0:05; ���p < 0:01
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5.1.1 Physical Exposure and Sensitivity to Climate Change Impacts

We first discuss how our three measures of physical exposure and sensitivity
to climate change affect adaptation aid allocation. All variables related to
hypothesis H1a are coded such that higher values indicate higher physical
vulnerability. As more vulnerable countries should receive more adaptation
aid (see the discussion in Chap. 2), we expect to find positive relationships
according to the recipient need model.

Model 1 in Tables 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4 include the three measures
of physical vulnerability—the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index, the inverted
Climate Risk Index (CRI), and the Environmental Vulnerability Index
(EVI)—in addition to the two control variables: total development aid and
population size. These first models can therefore be seen as partial (physical
vulnerability) models. The full model (model 4) in Tables 5.1, 5.2, 5.3,
and 5.4 includes the three measures of physical vulnerability as well as all
other variables. When inspecting the partial and the full models in the four
tables, we note that the results are in general fairly stable, particularly when
using principal adaptation aid as the dependent variable. For the second
dependent variable that includes discounted significant aid, the EVI loses
significance from the partial to the full model at both stages, but the results
remain stable otherwise. This overall robustness is an indication of the
stability and validity of the results reported in the tables.

Figure 5.2 graphically presents the effects of the three measures of
physical vulnerability of the full model for our first dependent variable,
principal adaptation aid per capita. The figure has six plots: the first three
plots in the upper row (labelled a–c) show the results for the selection
stage. Consequently, the y-axis of these plots represents the probability
that countries receive adaptation aid when—all else being equal—the
independent variables are set to a specified value. The plots in the lower row
(labelled d–f) show the results for the same three independent variables for
the allocation stage. The y-axis in these plots therefore denotes the amount
of allocation aid countries are predicted to receive at specified values of
the independent variables, conditional on receiving some adaptation aid
at the selection stage and all else being equal. To construct the predicted
values at both stages, we set all continuous confounders in the model to the
mean, and the four dummy variables in themodel (African countries, LDCs,
SIDS, colony dummy) to zero. In the following subsections, we look at the
effects of the three measures of physical exposure and sensitivity separately,
and explain how they affect—according to our regression models—the
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Fig. 5.2 Effects of the physical exposure variables for the full principal aid models
of the selection stage (above) and the allocation stage (below), including 95%
confidence intervals

probability that countries receive adaptation aid at the selection stage and
the amount of adaptation aid they obtain at the allocation stage. We then
summarise how these findings relate to H1a and how they compare to
other studies of adaptation aid and the wider literature on aid allocation.

ND-GAIN Exposure
We start by interpreting the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index (ND-GAIN n.d.),
which has by far the strongest effect of all physical vulnerability variables
for both dependent variables and at both aid allocation stages. Remember
that higher values denote higher physical exposure to climate change.
Panel (a) of Fig. 5.2 shows that the probability of a country receiving
some adaptation aid increases strongly as its physical exposure rises. For
the countries with the lowest physical exposure values, the full model in
Table 5.1 predicts a probability of less than 3% of receiving any adaptation
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aid at all. For the most exposed countries (as measured by the ND-GAIN
sub-index), this probability of receiving adaptation aid increases more than
threefold to almost 10%.1 The effect of the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index is
highly significant at the 99% confidence level in all our models. Overall, this
is a strong effect and shows that more vulnerable countries—as measured
by the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index—are more likely to be selected as
recipients of adaptation aid.

Physical exposure as measured by the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index not
only increases the likelihood of receiving some adaptation aid, but also
increases the amount of adaptation aid per capita that selected countries
can expect to receive.2 Panel (d) of Fig. 5.2 again shows a clear upwards
trend: the full model of Table 5.2 predicts a clear increase in the amount
of principal adaptation aid as physical exposure increases. In the regression
models, we used the natural logarithm of the dependent variable to account
for the strong skewness of the measure. In panel (d) of the figure (and all
other panels depicting allocation stage effects), we transformed the pre-
dicted values back to dollar terms to facilitate interpretation. When physical
exposure as reported by ND-GAIN is very low, the selected countries are
predicted to receive around 12 cents per capita for principal adaptation.
This value increases to over 39 cents for the most exposed countries. In
other words, the amount of adaptation aid per capita a developing country
can expect to receive—conditional on receiving some adaptation aid—
more than triples from the lowest to the highest physical exposure values.

At this point, let us take a closer look at the predicted per capita figures
reported in the last paragraph. Recall that these predicted values only apply
to countries that have been selected as adaptation aid recipients at the
selection stage. From this point of view, the predicted values might—at first
glance—seem very small, given that the average recipient country in our
dataset can expect to receive approximately 37 cents per year for principal
adaptation projects from all donors combined. However, the predictions
of the models must be interpreted from a dyadic perspective, that is, if a
recipient was selected by a single donor in a given year, then the model
predicts adaptation aid flows per capita from that specific donor. As should
be expected, the contributions of individual donors are quite limited, yet
recipient countries can receive adaptation aid from more than one donor
and in more than 1 year. Thus, the amount of principal adaptation aid
per capita that a recipient country may receive in a given year can reach
much higher levels than the ones depicted in panel (d) of Fig. 5.2. The
same discussion of course also applies to all other allocation stage effects
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reported in the various models, and also for the models using principal and
discounted significant adaptation aid.3

When turning to the models using principal and discounted significant
adaptation aid as the dependent variable reported in Tables 5.3 and 5.4,
we see that the coefficients of the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index are again
highly significant for both stages in the partial and full models. The full
model of the selection stage for this dependent variable predicts that
the least exposed countries—all else being equal—have a probability of
around 9% of being selected as adaptation aid recipients. For the most
exposed countries, the probability of being selected again more than triples
to almost 28%. This clearly shows that physical exposure increases quite
dramatically the probability that countries receive some adaptation aid.

While the amount of principal and discounted significant adaptation aid
is of course higher than the amount of principal adaptation aid only, it is
also more widely spread across a larger number of recipients. Therefore,
a recipient country—once selected—cannot expect much more support
per capita for principal as well as significant adaptation projects than what
it can expect to obtain for principal adaptation projects only. For the least
exposed countries, the full model of Table 5.4 predicts on average 19 cents
per capita for principal and significant adaptation projects4 (about 7 cents
more than for principal adaptation only). For the most exposed countries,
the full model predicts on average 42 cents per capita (only about 2 cents
more than for principal adaptation). In other words, significant adaptation
aid tends to be distributed among a much larger set of recipient countries,
yet the most vulnerable countries cannot necessarily expect to get a much
larger piece of the pie. Among this larger set of countries receiving principal
and significant adaptation aid, physical exposure as reported by ND-GAIN
remains important, both for the selection and allocation stage. Yet when
we include significant adaptation aid, the level of adaptation aid per capita
remains rather stable for highly exposed countries, while it increases for less
exposed countries. This indicates that projects where adaptation is only
a significant objective do indeed also have goals different from climate
change adaptation. To some extent, this can be seen as an indication of
the reliability of the data reported to the OECD.

Overall, the findings for the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index combined are
a first indication for the validity of our H1a—namely that more physically
vulnerable countries receive more adaptation aid.
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Environmental Vulnerability Index
Having discussed the ND-GAIN exposure variable in some detail, we now
turn to the EVI, our second measure of physical vulnerability (see Kaly et al.
2004). As can be seen from Tables 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4, the results for this
variable are much weaker than for the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index. At the
selection stage, the effects are mostly insignificant—except for the partial
model of the selection stage using both principal and significant aid (model
1 in Table 5.3), where the result even indicates a negative effect between
the EVI and adaptation aid. We therefore conclude that this measure of
vulnerability does not have an impact on how donors decide as to which
recipients to give adaptation aid. In contrast, the effect of the EVI is mostly
significant at the allocation stage and has the expected sign. In other words,
more vulnerable countries—as measured by the EVI—tend to receive more
adaptation aid per capita, conditional on receiving some adaptation aid.
Yet, the effect is insignificant in the full model for principal and discounted
significant adaptation aid (model 4 in Table 5.4). Overall then, the results
for the EVI suggest that more vulnerable countries get more adaptation
aid, but the evidence is relatively weak.

Panels (b) and (e) of Fig. 5.2 display the effect of the EVI for principal
adaptation aid for the full models at the selection and allocation stages.
As can be seen, we find a slightly negative but insignificant effect of the
indicator at the selection stage, as already pointed out. We therefore focus
the discussion here on the allocation stage, where higher EVI vulnerability
values are associated with higher predicted amounts of adaptation aid per
capita. As the figure shows, from the lowest to the highest EVI values, the
predicted principal adaptation aid per capita increases from just below 15
cents to just over 30 cents per capita (all else being equal and conditional
on receiving some adaptation aid at the selection stage). While this effect
is weaker than the one observed for the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index, the
amount of adaptation aid recipients can expect to obtain still more than
doubles from the least to the most vulnerable countries.

One reason for the comparatively weak effects of the EVI compared
to ND-GAIN exposure sub-index might relate to the age of the EVI. The
EVI was first published in 2004 and has not been updated since. While
some physical characteristics such as land area or relief hardly change
over time, other components of the EVI such as dry and wet periods or
human population density do change, such that an indicator of 2004 may
be somewhat outdated and no longer play such an important role for
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adaptation aid allocation. Nonetheless, the EVI overall provides additional
evidence in favour of our hypothesis H1a that more vulnerable countries
receive more adaptation aid.

Climate Risk Index
Our final measure for physical vulnerability to climate change is the CRI
published by Germanwatch (e.g. Kreft et al. 2016). As opposed to the
ND-GAIN exposure sub-index and the EVI, this measure captures short-
term impacts of weather-related extreme events, such as storms, floods, or
heat waves. These events are highly visible and might influence allocation
decisions directly, which is why we include the measure in our models.
Another advantage of this measure is its annual availability: Germanwatch
publishes annual CRI data. On the other hand, the weather events that
underlie the CRI scores are not necessarily always related (or attributable)
to climate change, as the providers of the index themselves emphasise (e.g.
Kreft et al. 2016; see Chap. 3 for a more detailed discussion).

The CRI provides mixed evidence for our hypothesis that vulnerable
countries are prioritised in adaptation aid allocation (H1a). While we find
strong evidence in favour of H1a at the selection stage for both dependent
variables, the coefficient for the CRI is insignificant at the allocation stage
across all models reported in the tables. Exposure to weather related
extreme events as measured by the CRI influences whether a country
receives any adaptation at all, but does not seem to influence how much
adaptation aid countries receive. We therefore focus the discussion here on
the selection stage. Recall that we inverted the CRI, so that higher values
indicate higher vulnerability.

The full models in Tables 5.1 and 5.3 show that higher CRI values are
related to a higher likelihood of receiving adaptation aid (both principal
only and principal and discounted significant adaptation aid). Panel (c)
of Fig. 5.2 shows how the probability of receiving principal adaptation
aid increases as vulnerability to climate risks—as measured by the CRI—
increases. The increase, however, is not as strong as was the case with
the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index. More specifically, the least vulnerable
countries with the lowest inverted CRI scores have a predicted probability
of around 3% of receiving adaptation aid. This value increases to about
6.5% for the most vulnerable countries—that is, the probability of receiving
adaptation aid more than doubles from the least to the most vulnerable
countries. Yet this effect is weaker than that of the ND-GAIN exposure sub-
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index, which predicted the probability of receiving principal adaptation aid
to more than triple from under 3% to about 10%.

When we examine our second dependent variable that includes dis-
counted significant adaptation aid (Table 5.3), the results also indicate
that the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index is a stronger predictor of who
receives adaptation aid. Again, the effect of the CRI is positive and highly
significant.5 The full model in Table 5.3 predicts that the probability of
receiving adaptation aid is about 11% for the least vulnerable countries (as
measured by the CRI). This value increases to about 19% for the most
vulnerable countries. The effect of the CRI is weaker than that of the
ND-GAIN exposure sub-index, which predicted the probability of receiving
principal and discounted significant adaptation aid to increase from 9% to
28% from the least to the most exposed countries.

Overall, then, the models suggest that exposure to extreme weather
events as measured by the CRI is an important driver of who receives
adaptation aid, though not of how much adaptation aid a country receives.
The findings for the CRI hence further confirm our expectation that more
vulnerable countries receive more adaptation aid.

In summary, we find that one of our measures of physical vulnerability—
the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index—is a very strong predictor of adaptation
aid flows at both stages of adaptation aid allocation and for both dependent
variables. The CRI provides additional evidence for physical vulnerability
playing a role at the selection stage, as does the EVI at the allocation
stage. In contrast to previous studies, our analysis hence suggests that
recipient need—the ‘heart’ argument of David Cameron (see Lightfoot
et al. 2016)—is a clear motive for adaptation aid allocation. Most studies
on adaptation aid allocation only find a weak relationship, if any, between
physical vulnerability and adaptation aid (Betzold 2015; Nakhooda et al.
2013; Robertsen et al. 2015; Robinson and Dornan 2017; Stadelmann
et al. 2014), although some studies, including our own research (Barrett
2014; Betzold and Weiler 2017; Weiler et al. 2017), find evidence that
physical vulnerability matters, in line with the present analysis.

As we mentioned in Chap. 2, there are many more indicators of (phys-
ical) vulnerability. It would be worthwhile to further test the relationship
between physical vulnerability to climate change and adaptation aid using
these other indicators. This would also allow us to understand more fully
which aspects of vulnerability donors take into account. Yet given the
results at hand, we conclude that there is reasonably convincing evidence in
favour of the argument that donors do consider recipients’ vulnerability—
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at least its physical component—when distributing adaptation aid at both
aid allocation stages. We therefore consider H1a to be substantiated: at
least according to our analysis, donors seem to keep their promise of
prioritising physically vulnerable countries.

5.1.2 Adaptive Capacity and Good Governance

How about the second component of vulnerability to climate change,
adaptive capacity (H1b)? In this section, we discuss how adaptive capacity
(H1b) as well as good governance (H2) affect the probability of getting
adaptation aid at the selection stage and the amount of adaptation aid
recipient countries receive at the allocation stage.

We discuss the two hypotheses regarding adaptive capacity and good
governance together because disentangling these two determinants of
adaptation aid allocation is difficult (see Chaps. 2 and 3). Higher levels
of GDP per capita, for instance, indicate on the one hand higher adaptive
capacity, since richer countries can generally better cope with the impacts
of a changing climate. On the other hand, higher levels of GDP per capita
also correlate with higher government efficiency, less wasteful resource use,
and less corruption—indicators that are highly relevant in the context of
good governance. In our dataset, GDP per capita correlates highly with
the two variables of government efficiency (correlation coefficient of 0.57)
and control of corruption (correlation coefficient of 0.45), as reported
by the WGIs. Thus, GDP per capita can be understood as a measure of
both adaptive capacity and good governance. The same logic also applies
to the WGI composite index and the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-
index under investigation in this section. The six indicators of the WGI
composite index (see Chap. 3 for details) all measure good governance,
but better-governed countries also have a higher adaptive capacity. The
ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index—despite the name—can also be
seen as a measure of good governance, as the variables it is composed of
(such as access to sanitation and water, malnutrition of children, maternal
mortality, or quality of infrastructure) not only capture how well a country
is able to deal with climate change, but also how efficiently the government
provides basic services and uses available resources, which are aspects of
good governance.

Given these problems of separability, we discuss both our hypotheses
H1b and H2 in this section. We have four measures of adaptive capacity
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and good governance. First, we consider GDP per capita, which is probably
the most clear-cut measure of adaptive capacity (H1b). We then examine
the vulnerable country dummies (African countries, LDCs, and SIDS)
before turning our attention to the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index.
Finally, we discuss the composite WGI index and particularly use the
results of this measure to draw conclusions on our recipient merit (good
governance) hypothesis (H2).

In general, we can formulate two expectations with regard to these
measures of adaptive capacity and good governance: if donors pay more
attention to countries’ vulnerability and hence to their adaptive capacity, we
should see a negative relationship: countries that have less adaptive capacity
should receive more adaptation aid. In contrast, if donors are mainly con-
cerned with countries’ governance, we should see a positive relationship:
countries that are better governed should receive more adaptation aid—
even if they have a more adaptive capacity.6

Figure 5.3 graphically depicts the observed effects of our measures of
adaptive capacity/good governance (except for the vulnerability dummies)
for both stages of the full principal adaptation aid model (model 4 in
Tables 5.1 and 5.2). As can be seen, our findings with regard to adaptive
capacity and good governance are mixed. In general, they point to a
fairly strong role of good governance and a more limited consideration
of adaptive capacity. This finding is in line with previous research (e.g.
Barrett 2014; Betzold and Weiler 2017; Weiler et al. 2017) and relates
to the question of whether countries with low adaptive capacity are partly
responsible for their vulnerability (see Füssel 2009). Nonetheless, we find
some evidence that donors also consider adaptive capacity and allocate
more adaptation aid to poor countries. We now discuss the results for the
four measures of adaptive capacity/good governance in turn.

GDP Per Capita
We start our discussion with GDP per capita, or countries’ financial capacity.
Everything else being equal, we expect that the higher a country’s GDP per
capita, the higher its adaptive capacity and hence the less vulnerable the
country. We should thus see a negative relationship between GDP per capita
and adaptation aid. In practice, research indicates that the relationship
between GDP per capita and aid is non-linear because of recipients’
absorptive capacity: very poor countries receive less aid than we would
expect because they are (perceived as) less able to use resources efficiently
(see e.g. Alesina and Dollar 2000; Neumayer 2003). Accordingly, we also
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Fig. 5.3 Effects of the adaptive capacity and/or recipient merit variables for the
full principal aid models of the selection stage (above) and the allocation stage
(below), including 95% confidence intervals

include a squared term of GDP per capita in the regression models. The
two coefficients capturing GDP per capita levels must be interpreted jointly
to obtain the overall effect that GDP per capita has on adaptation aid
allocation.

When we take a look at the relevant coefficients in Tables 5.1, 5.2, 5.3,
and 5.4, we see that in all models the coefficient of GDP per capita is
positive, while that of the squared term is negative. The effects are highly
significant across the models at the 95% or 99% confidence level. In other
words, when countries are very poor, both the probability of receiving
adaptation aid and the amount of adaptation aid allocated increase as
per capita income increases (as indicated by the positive coefficient of
(not-squared) GDP per capita). However, as indicated by the negative
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squared term, this increase in the probability of receiving adaptation aid
becomes smaller and smaller as GDP per capita increases, until the predicted
probability reaches a peak and declines thereafter. The same applies for
the level of adaptation aid per capita. In other words, very poor countries
and very rich countries have a lower probability of receiving adaptation aid
and at the same time also receive less adaptation per capita than middle-
income countries (conditional on receiving some adaptation aid). We can
interpret the increase of adaptation aid at very low levels of per capita
income as donors prioritising good governance over recipient need: very
poor countries, although vulnerable to climate change because of their low
adaptive capacity, also tend to be poorly governed and donors therefore
reluctant to give adaptation aid. On the other hand, we can interpret
the decrease in the likelihood of receiving adaptation aid and the level of
adaptation aid per capita at higher levels of GDP per capita as donors taking
into account adaptive capacity: very rich countries, although well governed,
have high adaptive capacity and therefore need less aid for adaptation. From
this perspective, the findings for GDP per capita support both the recipient
need and recipient merit arguments (hypotheses H1b and H2).

In order to evaluate more closely the two hypotheses in question, let
us take a closer look at panels (a) and (d) of Fig. 5.3. As before, both
figures are for the full models using principal adaptation aid only as the
dependent variable. Panel (a) shows that the predicted probability of
receiving adaptation aid (selection stage) only increases very slightly from
the lowest GDP per capita values recorded in the dataset (at $216) and
reaches its peak at the only somewhat higher GDP per capita value of
around $350. The predicted probabilities of receiving aid for these two very
low values of income are very similar, at 7.4% and 7.5%, respectively. The
difference between these predicted probabilities is not statistically signifi-
cant. When income increases further, however, the predicted probabilities
of receiving adaptation aid decline relatively quickly. The probability of
receiving adaptation aid drops to 6.4% at a GDP per capita of $1000 and
then further drops to just 0.6% at $20,000. From the poorest to the richest
countries, the predicted probability thus decreases more than tenfold. We
see a very similar pattern when we look at the selection stage of the full
model in Table 5.3 with principal and discounted significant adaptation
aid as the dependent variable (not graphically depicted). Here, the pre-
dicted probability of receiving adaptation aid starts at 27.6% at the lowest
recorded level of GDP per capita. This is also the maximum predicted
value since the peak is outside the observed value range. It then drops to
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24.4% at $500 and to 3.2% at $20,000. Again, this represents a dramatic
decline in the predicted probability of receiving adaptation aid from the
poorest to the richest countries. Overall, the downward trends clearly show
that adaptive capacity (and thus recipient need) plays an important role
when donors make decisions on who receives adaptation aid (H1a). The
capacity of governments to use resources efficiently (H2), on the other
hand, does not seem to play such a large role at the selection stage—very
poor countries are not significantly less likely to receive adaptation aid than
poor countries.

How about the allocation stage? Here, the story is somewhat different,
as panel (d) of Fig. 5.3 clearly shows.7 At this second stage, the poorest
countries—once selected to receive some adaptation aid—receive signifi-
cantly less adaptation aid than middle-income countries (and particularly
lower-middle-income countries). As the figure shows, inhabitants of a very
poor country with a per capita GDP of around $250 per capita (such as
Malawi, Burundi, or the Central African Republic), are predicted to obtain
only about 7 cents for principal adaptation projects from an individual
donor who decided to support adaptation in this country. When GDP
per capita doubles to $500, the predicted amount of principal adaptation
aid per capita also doubles to 14 cents. Another doubling of GDP per
capita to $1000 increases the predicted value of adaptation aid to 19
cents, which is already quite close to the peak of 21 cents reached at a
GDP per capita of around $2500. Thereafter, the amount of adaptation aid
per capita again gradually declines as GDP per capita increases. A country
with a GDP per capita of about $10,000 can expect to receive around 17
cents per inhabitant, while the richest countries in the dataset who receive
some adaptation aid are predicted to collect about 9 cents per capita for
principal adaptation. Thus, the richest countries are predicted to receive
more adaptation aid (on a per capita basis) than the poorest countries in the
dataset. Yet it should be stressed again that these figures are contingent on
countries receiving some adaptation aid and represent adaptation aid from
individual donors (and that recipients receive adaptation aid from more
than one donor). The richest countries have a much lower probability of
being recipients of adaptation aid than the poorest countries in our dataset.
Moreover, there are only a few countries with GDP per capita values below
$500, at which point—according to the models—countries already receive
more principal adaptation aid per capita than countries with GDP per capita
values above $15,000. The picture is similar when we use principal and
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discounted significant adaptation aid, if less favourable for rich economies.
While inhabitants of the poorest countries here are predicted to receive
about 13 cents for adaptation, this value already increases to 20 cents for
countries with a GDP per capita of $500. The peak in this model is at around
$2000, with predicted per capita adaptation aid levels of around 26 cents.
Predicted adaptation aid per capita then drops to 19 cents at GDP per capita
of $10,000, and further drops to just 9 cents for the richest countries in
the dataset (again, all conditional on receiving some adaptation aid).

Considering the two stages of adaptation aid allocation combined, then,
we conclude that there is strong evidence for a preferential treatment of
poorer and more vulnerable countries. Poorer countries are more likely to
receive adaptation aid (selection stage) and also receive more adaptation aid
per capita (allocation stage) than richer countries. This should not come as
a surprise, since adaptation aid is part of ODA which by definition aims to
promote economic development and welfare (see Chap. 1). Our qualitative
analysis similarly suggests that donors recognise the links between poverty
and vulnerability and acknowledge that poor countries need particular
support with adaptation to climate change (see Chap. 6). Nonetheless,
we also find that very poor countries are (slightly) less likely to receive
adaptation aid and receive less of it per capita. This finding suggests
that, beyond recipient need, aid effectiveness matters: donors do not only
consider recipient needs when allocating adaptation aid, but also seek
to maximise the impact of their aid. In very poor countries with little
absorptive capacity, aid is probably less effective than in lower-middle-
income countries with more developed institutions. Overall, however, the
findings for GDP per capita provide support for the recipient need argument
(H1b) rather than for the recipient merit argument (H2), and thus confirm
our earlier conclusion that donors do take into account vulnerability when
allocating adaptation aid.

Particularly Vulnerable Countries
The next measures we discuss are our three vulnerable country dummies for
African countries, LDCs, and SIDS. As discussed in Chap. 3, these dummy
variables are not a pure measure of countries’ adaptive capacity. Rather,
these groups of countries have been singled out as ‘particularly vulnerable’
in the climate change negotiations because they are highly exposed and
sensitive to climate change and at the same time have little capacity to cope
with and adapt to climate change impacts. In particular the SIDS dummy
also incorporates a measure of physical vulnerability, as SIDS are particularly
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exposed and sensitive to environmental changes, including climate change
(see Nurse et al. 2014). LDCs, in contrast, tend to have a very low
adaptive capacity, while African countries—wheremany LDCs are located—
fall somewhere in between: ‘Africa as a whole is one of the most vulnerable
continents due to its high exposure and low adaptive capacity’ (Niang
et al. 2014, 1205; emphasis added) Yet, these are broad generalisations;
we recognise that the three groups of particularly vulnerable countries are
very heterogeneous and partly overlap.

Starting with the selection stage, we can see in Tables 5.1 and 5.3
that SIDS are predicted to have a higher probability of being selected as
adaptation aid recipients than the average country. For African countries,
on the other hand, the opposite is the case: the models predict that these
states have a lower probability of receiving adaptation aid than non-African
countries. The effect for LDCs, while insignificant for principal aid only
(Table 5.1), is also negative and significant in the full model of Table 5.3 for
principal and discounted significant adaptation aid. The data thus suggest
that these very poor and vulnerable countries have a lower probability of
receiving adaptation aid.

Figure 5.4 plots the effects of the three dummy variables for the full
model for our first dependent variable that only considers principal adapta-
tion aid (model 4 in Table 5.1). Panel (a) displays the predicted probability
of receiving adaptation aid for the three country groups compared to other
countries. Panel (b) shows the predicted amount of principal adaptation aid
per capita for the three country groups compared to other countries.

As panel (a) shows, the baseline probability of receiving principal adapta-
tion aid when all vulnerable country dummies are set to zero is 6.5%. The
probability of LDCs receiving adaptation aid is 6.6%, only insignificantly
higher than the baseline probability. In contrast, the probability of African
countries receiving adaptation aid is lower than the baseline at 4.1%, while
that of SIDS is much higher at 12.9%. When we consider discounted
significant adaptation aid as well, the baseline probability of a country
receiving adaptation aid is much higher than for principal adaptation aid
alone: 17.1% (compared to 6.5%). Yet, the probability for African countries
and for LDCs receiving adaptation aid is below the baseline probability, at
11.4% and 14.7%, respectively. In contrast, SIDS are expected to receive
adaptation aid in 20.7% of cases. Overall, these results again suggest that
physical vulnerability—as in the SIDS case—plays an important role in
how donors decide as to which countries they want to support adaptation
at the selection stage (and thus again support H1a). The negative and
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Fig. 5.4 Effects of the vulnerability country dummies for the full principal aid
models of the selection stage (panel (a)) and the allocation stage (panel (b)),
including 95% confidence intervals

partly significant effects for African countries and LDCs is more puzzling.
We would interpret this finding not as an indication that donors do not
take into account low adaptive capacity when allocating adaptation aid.
Rather, the results may suggest that African countries and LDCs have many
other, seemingly more pressing, challenges. Development projects in these
countries may have first to address issues related to capacity, infrastructure,
or health before they can turn to (longer-term) adaptation—which is also
what our interviewees suggested (see Chap. 6).

The results for the allocation stage are much stronger and indicate that
particularly vulnerable countries do get more adaptation aid—once they
have been selected to receive some of it. For principal adaptation aid only,
the full model of Table 5.2, shown in panel (b) of Fig. 5.4, predicts a
baseline of 19 cents per capita for countries that do not belong to any of the
three groups. Inhabitants of African countries, in contrast, can expect—on
average—to receive 26 cents, those of LDCs 27 cents, and those of SIDS
39 cents for principal adaptation projects—all conditional on receiving
some adaptation aid at the selection stage. For principal and discounted
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significant adaptation aid, reported in Table 5.4, the respective numbers
are 24 cents per capita for African countries, 32 cents for LDCs, and 46
cents for SIDS, compared to 23 cents for baseline countries. Note that the
effect for African countries is not significant in this model.

Overall, then, it seems that particularly vulnerable country status does
affect how much adaptation aid countries can expect to receive—once
donors have decided to provide adaptation aid. The results for both the
selection and in particular the allocation stage support our expectation
that vulnerability matters; vulnerable countries—be it because of their high
exposure and sensitivity (H1a), be it because of their low adaptive capacity
(H1b)—are prioritised in adaptation aid allocation.

ND-GAIN Adaptive Capacity
We now take a closer look at our third measure of adaptive capacity/good
governance: the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index. This sub-index is
quite ambiguous in terms of whether it captures adaptive capacity or good
governance. As mentioned earlier, this sub-index consists of a range of
variables such as access to sanitation and water, malnutrition of children,
maternal mortality, and quality of infrastructure, which on the one hand
capture dimensions of adaptive capacity, but on the other hand also depend
on governmental quality and competence. We therefore posit two con-
trasting expectations related to this variable. Remember that the ND-GAIN
adaptive capacity sub-index is coded such that higher values indicate lower
adaptive capacity (see Chap. 3). Thus, if the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity
sub-index signals mainly vulnerability—as intended by the organisation
providing the measure8—we would expect a positive relationship with
adaptation aid: more vulnerable countries get more adaptation aid. If,
in contrast, the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index signals recipient
merit—that is, good governance—we would expect a negative relationship
with adaptation aid: better governed and thus less vulnerable countries get
more adaptation aid.

Our models find a negative and (mostly) significant effect across both
stages of adaptation aid allocation and for both dependent variables under
investigation. Thus, at lower ND-GAIN adaptive capacity scores, that is,
when countries are better governed, they are more likely to be selected
as adaptation aid recipients, and they receive higher amounts of this aid
per capita at the allocation stage—although better governed countries are
less vulnerable to climate change and thus less in need of external support.
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This result, then, indicates that the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index
mainly captures good governance rather than vulnerability.

When we take a closer look at the selection stage of adaptation aid
allocation in the principal adaptation aid only model (see Table 5.1 and
panel (b) of Fig. 5.3), we find that from the lowest to the highest ND-
GAIN adaptive capacity scores (in other words, from lowest to highest
vulnerability), the predicted probability of receiving adaptation aid more
than halves, from 6.2% to 2.9%. Although this effect is not as strong as
others reported in this chapter, it is nevertheless significant and indicates
that donors do consider recipient merit when selecting which countries
are to receive adaptation aid. The full model including principal and
discounted significant adaptation aid (model 4 in Table 5.3) confirms this
interpretation. It predicts that the probability of receiving adaptation aid
falls from 16.3% for countries with the highest ND-GAIN adaptive capacity
scores (best governance and lowest vulnerability) to about 12.5% for those
with the highest ND-GAIN adaptive capacity scores (worst governance and
highest vulnerability). This drop is weakly significant at the 90% confidence
level.

The allocation stage indicates a similar pattern: developing countries
with lower ND-GAIN adaptive capacity scores (lower vulnerability) get less
adaptation aid, as panel (e) of Fig. 5.2 shows. However, the effect size is
much larger at this second stage of adaptation aid allocation. Countries
with the lowest ND-GAIN adaptive capacity scores—the least vulnerable
and best governed countries—are predicted to receive around 37 cents per
capita for adaptation (conditional on receiving some adaptation aid). In
contrast, countries with the highest ND-GAIN adaptive capacity scores—
the most vulnerable and worst governed countries—can only expect to get
around 5 cents per capita and at the same time are less likely to receive
any adaptation aid. The effect for the full model using both principal and
discounted significant adaptation aid is similar, albeit somewhat smaller in
magnitude. Here, our models predict a drop in the amount of per capita
adaptation aid from 38 cents for the least vulnerable and best governed
countries to 15 cents for themost vulnerable and worst governed countries.

While the results for GDP per capita have already hinted at the role of
good governance, the results for the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index
very strongly indicate that donors take recipients’ governance seriously.
Donors provide more adaptation aid to well governed countries, pre-
sumably because these are (seen as) best able to make good use of the
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aid. Overall, then, the results for the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity variable
provide evidence in favour of our hypothesis H2 but against our hypothesis
H1b.

Worldwide Governance Indicators
Finally, we turn to the composite WGI index. While GDP per capita is
probably the clearest measure of adaptive capacity, the composite WGI
index is probably the clearest measure of good governance—to the extent
that good governance and adaptive capacity can be seen as separate con-
cepts. The composite WGI index consists of six governance variables (see
Chap. 3), whichmakes it an ideal candidate for measuring good governance
and thus recipient merit. However, increases in good governance—that
is, improvements in areas such as control of corruption, government effi-
ciency, or the rule of law—can also be understood as improving a country’s
adaptive capacity, since countries doing better on these dimensions can
also be expected to react faster and in a more coherent manner to the
challenges posed by climate change. This should be kept in mind when
interpreting the results of this measure. Following the development aid
literature we expect better governed countries to be perceived as more
deserving by donors, and thus to receive adaptation aid more frequently
and in larger quantities (see e.g. Alesina and Dollar 2000; Dollar and Levin
2006; Zanger 2000).

Considering first the selection stage, we see that the coefficient of
the composite WGI index is positive and highly significant across our
models in Tables 5.1 and 5.3. In other words, better governed countries,
as measured by the composite WGI index, have—all else being equal—
a higher probability of receiving adaptation aid. Panel (c) of Fig. 5.3
displays the predicted probabilities of the full model considering principal
adaptation aid only. The model predicts the probability of receiving such
aid from a given donor to be below 1% for the worst governed countries
(which also have the least adaptive capacity and are hence more vulnerable).
This predicted probability increases dramatically to around 16% for the
best governed countries in the dataset (which are also less vulnerable).
This effect is also very strong when we consider the second dependent
variable that includes both principal and discounted significant adaptation
aid. In this case, the worst governed countries are predicted to receive some
adaptation aid with a probability of under 3%, while the best governed
countries are predicted to receive some with a probability of around 40%—
this corresponds to an increase by a factor of 13.
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Once selected, however, better governed countries do not automatically
receive more adaptation aid per capita. At the allocation stage of the full
model of Table 5.2 the coefficient of the WGI index is not significant.
This can also be seen in panel (f) of Fig. 5.3, which shows that the model
predicts per capita adaptation aid flows of around 20 cents no matter how
well governed countries are. Does this mean, then, that once a donor has
decided to provide adaptation aid to a country—based on the country’s
governance, among other things—it no longer considers governance at
the allocation stage? The model using principal aid only would suggest
so, yet when we take a closer look at the model that uses principal and
discounted significant adaptation aid, we see a different picture. Here,
the effect is positive and statistically significant at the 99% confidence
level. For total adaptation aid, good governance not only increases the
probability of receiving some adaptation aid, but also partly explains how
much of it a country receives. While the worst governed countries are
predicted to receive only about 14 cents per capita for principal and
significant adaptation projects, this figure almost triples to around 38
cents for inhabitants of the best governed countries. Thus, despite the
insignificant effect at the allocation stage of the principal aid model, we
find some evidence that good governance plays a role at the second stage
of adaptation aid allocation. This conclusion holds in particular when we
also consider the findings of the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index.

Together with the findings of the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-
index discussed earlier, the findings for the composite WGI index very
strongly indicate that donors do consider whether their resources will
be spent efficiently when selecting their partner countries and when
deciding howmuch adaptation aid to provide to selected countries. Donors
support adaptation in well governed countries where their adaptation aid is
presumably more effective—even if this means that they may not support
adaptation in the most vulnerable countries with the least adaptive capacity.

Overall, then, these results are rather strong evidence in favour of our
hypothesis H2: donors provide more adaptation aid to better governed
countries, although they also consider poverty, and therefore partly adap-
tive capacity, as predicted by H1b. Our findings on adaptive capacity and
recipient merit are therefore in line with those reported in the development
aid literature, which also largely concludes that governance matters (e.g.
Dollar and Levin 2006; Hoeffler and Outram 2011; Younas 2008). Our
findings are also partly in line with those reported in the adaptation
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aid literature, which finds no relationship between adaptive capacity and
adaption aid and also suggests a rather weak link between physical vul-
nerability and adaptation aid (e.g. Barrett 2014; Betzold 2015; Remling
and Persson 2015; Robertsen et al. 2015; Robinson and Dornan 2017).
While we conclude that vulnerability matters, our findings by and large
support a climate-centred understanding of vulnerability: donors focus on
the physical dimension of vulnerability rather than on underlying socio-
economic drivers of vulnerability—not least because it is controversial as
to what extent countries with low adaptive capacity are (partly) responsible
for their high vulnerability (Füssel 2009, 18f; see also Chap. 1).

5.1.3 Donor Interests

Let us turn to our last hypothesis, which focuses on donor interests (H3).
We have four measures of donor interests: exports from donors to develop-
ing countries; geographical distance between donor–recipient pairs; voting
similarity in the UN General Assembly; and a dummy indicating former
colonial ties between donors and recipients. Note that these variables are
dyadic, that is, they depend on a specific donor–recipient pair. Accordingly,
we expect that a recipient that is more ‘relevant’ to a given donor—a
recipient that imports more from this donor, that is geographically closer
to this donor, that votes similarly to this donor, or that is a former colony of
this donor—is more likely to receive adaptation aid at the selection stage,
and to receive higher amounts of this form of aid at the allocation stage
from that specific donor.

Past studies on adaptation aid allocation and development aid allocation
in general found donor interests to be an important, if not the major,
explanation of how donors allocate their aid (e.g. Alesina and Dollar 2000;
Barrett 2014; Berthélemy 2006; Betzold 2015; Hoeffler and Outram
2011). Our analysis only partly confirms this strong role of donor interests
compared to recipient need and recipient merit. While donors strongly
prefer to provide adaptation aid to countries to which they export a
lot, we do not find that they prioritise countries that are geographically
closer and obtain inconclusive findings with regard to colonial ties and
voting similarity in the UN General Assembly (see the graphical overview
of significant effects in Fig. 5.5). As opposed to development aid more
broadly, adaptation aid seems to be more strongly guided by recipient need
and recipient merit considerations as compared to donor interests.
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Trade Ties Between Donors and Recipients
Our first measure of donor interests is trade volumes, measured by exports
from donors to recipients. Recall that we use exports from donors to
recipients rather than total trade between country pairs because we believe
that exports better reflect donor interests (see Chap. 3). According to H3,
we expect that higher exports lead to both a higher likelihood of receiving
adaptation aid and higher amounts of this form of aid. To what extent do
we see such an effect in the models? The relevant coefficients in Tables 5.1,
5.2, 5.3, and 5.4 show that all export effects are positive and highly
significant at the 99% confidence level. More important trading partners
receive adaptation aid more often and get more of it per capita, as our
hypothesis H3 predicts. Recall that we control for population size in our
models. Hence, the results of our trade variable are not simply a reflection
of the size of the trading partner. In order tomakemore sense of the effects,
let us have a closer look at what higher export values—according to our
models—mean for the two stages of adaptation aid allocation.

Panel (a) of Fig. 5.5 illustrates the selection stage effect for the full
model using principal adaptation aid only (model 4 in Table 5.1). Note that
the x-axis of panels (a) and (d) of Fig. 5.5 is on an exponential scale. We
immediately see that the effect is sizeable: developing countries with strong
trade connections to donors have a much higher probability of receiving
adaptation aid. The figure only shows countries with donor exports of at
least $100,000. Below that level, the probability of receiving adaptation
aid is very close to zero. Yet as exports from donors to potential recipients
increase, the probability of receiving adaptation aid rises quite fast. The
probability of receiving adaptation aid rises to 3.5% at export volumes
of around $1 million, to 4.7% at $10 million, and to over 6.0% at $100
million. This might already seem like a quite large trade volume, but there
are almost 6000 UN Comtrade entries relevant for our dataset that record
even higher trade flows. As trade volumes increase further, the probability
of receiving adaptation aid rises even faster, as the ever steeper curve in
panel (a) of Fig. 5.5 at higher export values indicates. When trade volumes
reach $1 billion, the model already predicts a probability of receiving
adaptation aid of over 8.0%, and at $10 billion, of over 10.0%. For the
almost 40 entries with trade flows over $100 billion, the model predicts
a probability of receiving adaptation aid of over 14.0%. When we instead
consider the full model of the selection stage using principal and significant
adaptation aid (model 4 in Table 5.3), the pattern is very similar, but
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Fig. 5.5 Effects of the donor interest variables for the full principal adaptation aid
models of the selection stage (above) and the allocation stage (below), including
95% confidence intervals

all predicted probabilities are much higher. The model thus predicts a
probability of receiving adaptation aid of about 3% at no recorded trade
flows, and then a more than tenfold increase to over 32% when export flows
reach $100 billion.9 Thus, for both dependent variables, the predicted
probability of receiving adaptation aid increases dramatically as donor
exports increase. Overall, this strongly indicates that donors’ economic
interests, as measured by exports from donor to recipient countries, play a
substantial role in a donor’s decision of whom to give adaptation aid.

The impact of trade relations on adaptation aid flows is also strong at the
allocation stage, stronger than most other effects in the models. For the
full model of our first dependent variable including principal adaptation
aid only (model 4 in Table 5.2 and panel (d) of Fig. 5.5), we find a
strong increase in the predicted amount of adaptation aid from the lowest
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to the highest levels of trade, from close to no adaptation aid at all to
over 42 cents per capita for principal adaptation. When considering our
second dependent variable including principal and discounted significant
adaptation aid instead, the predicted amount of aid increases even more
dramatically: countries to which donors do not export very much receive
almost no adaptation aid from that donor, while the largest trading partners
can expect to receive over 52 cents per capita (conditional on being selected
at the first stage of aid allocation). There is no single other hypothesised
effect in the models which impacts on aid flows as strongly at the allocation
stage as this measure of donor interests.10 As pointed out earlier, the same
is true for the selection stage. Although we find that many other factors
also contribute to whether recipients receive adaptation and, if so, how
much, we must conclude that donors firmly consider their own economic
interests when allocating adaptation aid. These results are thus in line with
the findings of the development aid literature (see particularly Dudley
and Montmarquette 1976; McKinlay 1978) as well as the adaptation aid
literature (Barrett 2014; Betzold 2015), and strongly indicate the validity
of our hypothesis H3.

Geographic Distance Between Donors and Recipients
Our second measure of donor interest is geographic distance between a
donor and a recipient country, operationalised using R’s ‘cshapes’ package.
We expected countries that are closer to a donor to receive more adaptation
aid, but we do not find a relationship between distance and adaptation
aid. At the allocation stage, the coefficients are positive and insignificant
across all models. At the selection stages, they are positive and significant
in both partial models of Tables 5.1 and 5.3; positive but insignificant for
the full model for principal adaptation aid only (model 4 in Table 5.1);
and negative and significant for the full model for principal and discounted
significant adaptation aid (model 4 in Table 5.3). Because these effects are
too weak and too contradictory, they are not graphically depicted here.
The positive effects in the partial models could simply indicate that most
countries in need of adaptation aid are relatively distant geographically
from donors, and the distance variable picks this up when not controlling
for other factors. The insignificant effect at the selection stage of the
full principal adaptation aid model and all models at the allocation stage
indicate that geographical distance does not affect how donors allocate
their adaptation aid. Against our expectations, donors do not prioritise
countries that are geographically closer.



5.1 ADAPTATION AID ALLOCATION ACROSS ALL DONORS 153

Colonial Ties Between Donors and Recipients
A third measure of donor interests is a dummy variable which indicates
whether a donor was a former colonial power of a (potential) recipient
country, using data provided by Hadenius and Teorell (2007), as reported
in the Quality of Government dataset (Teorell et al. 2011). A priori, we
would expect donors to keep political ties with their former colonies,
including through providing adaptation aid. Yet, the results for the colonial
dummy are unexpected. At the selection stage, the effects of the dummy
variable are all positive and significant, while at the allocation stages they are
negative—and again significant. In other words, former colonies are more
likely to receive some adaptation aid from their former colonial powers.
Yet, once selected, they receive significantly less per capita from their former
colonial power than other countries. Apparently, donors deem it important
to keep ties to former colonies and hence give them some adaptation aid,
but other factors are more important regarding the level of adaptation
aid that they provide. Since former colonies are over-represented in the
population of recipient countries, they then receive lower levels of support
at the allocation stage.

Taking a closer look at the selection stage for principal adaptation
aid (panel (b) of Fig. 5.5), we observe that the probability of receiving
adaptation aid is about twice as high for former colonies compared to
other countries: the predicted probability for the former is 8.2% and
for the latter 16.8%. Similarly, the full model of our second dependent
variables including principal and discounted significant adaptation aid
predicts a probability of receiving adaptation aid of 39.3% for former
colonies but only of 22.8% for other countries. At the allocation stage,
the findings indicate that a different logic of adaptation aid allocation is
at play compared to the selection stage. Panel (e) of Fig. 5.5 shows the
predicted level of aid for principal adaptation (full model). Countries that
were not former colonies of a donor can on average expect to receive about
27 cents per capita from that donor. In contrast, former colonies only
receive about 8 cents per capita for principal adaptation projects from their
former colonial power (conditional on receiving some principal adaptation
aid). These figures increase to 35 cents for non-colonies and 14 cents for
former colonies when we also consider discounted significant adaptation
aid projects.

Our conclusions regarding former colonial ties between donors and
recipients are therefore ambivalent. Donors seem to keep political ties with
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their former colonies by allocating at least some adaptation aid to them,
as the much higher probability at the selection stage shows. Yet actual
adaptation aid flows from former colonial powers to their ex-colonies are
lower than adaptation aid flows to other countries. What these findings
mean for our hypothesis H3 is unclear.

Joint Voting in the United Nations General Assembly
Our fourth and final measure of donor interests is voting similarity in the
UN General Assembly (Voeten et al. 2009). In line with hypothesis H3,
we expect that donors provide more adaptation aid to countries that vote
in a similar way, but we find no evidence that voting behaviour in the UN
General Assembly is related to adaptation aid. At the allocation stage for
both dependent variables under consideration, all coefficients of the voting
variable are insignificant in both the partial and the full models. Only in
the full models of the selection stage (again for both dependent variables)
do we find significant effects. However, these effects are negative, which
would indicate that recipients who vote more in line with a given donor are
less likely to receive adaptation aid from that donor. This negative effect is
significant at the 95% confidence level, but the effect size is not very large
(see panel (c) of Fig. 5.5). The predicted probability of receiving principal
adaptation aid from a given donor is 7% for countries that vote least often
in line with that donor, but only 4% for countries that vote most often in
line with the donor in question. Yet it should be noted that only about 7%
of recipient countries in the dataset have similarity scores with any of the
donors below zero (at which point they vote jointly in 50% of the cases),
while almost 75% of country pairs have similarity values between 0.2 and
0.8, thus voting jointly in more than half the cases. Thus, it seems unlikely
that donors pay much attention to voting behaviour in the UN General
Assembly when allocating adaptation aid.

If we summarise our results for the four indicators of donor interests, we
find that economic interests are very important: exports from a donor to a
recipient is a very strong predictor of adaptation aid. In contrast, we find
rather weak evidence for our other three measures of donor interests. While
donors are more likely to give some adaptation aid to their former colonies,
they provide less per capita to these countries. Finally, geographic distance
and voting behaviour in the UN General Assembly do not seem to play any
role in adaptation aid allocation. These results are rather surprising given
the otherwise fairly strong evidence for donor interests in the aid allocation
literature (e.g. Alesina and Dollar 2000; Berthélemy 2006; Dudley and
Montmarquette 1976; McKinlay 1978). Nonetheless, we should not con-
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clude that donor interests do not matter at all from our analysis, for at least
two reasons. First, economic interests strongly matter: the effect of exports
is the strongest hypothesised effect we find. Second, our measures of donor
interests may be too broad to account for differences in how adaptation aid
is allocated. For example, while voting in the UN General Assembly may
not affect adaptation aid, negotiation behaviour in the UNFCCC climate
change negotiations may indeed influence it, as our qualitative analysis
hints at.

5.1.4 Control Variables

Before looking at the quantitative results for our three selected countries
separately, we briefly turn to the control variables used in the statistical
models: total development aid and recipient countries’ population size.
Both factors strongly influence adaptation aid allocation.

As can be seen in all statistical models (Tables 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4),
total development aid is a highly significant and very strong predictor of
adaptation aid allocation, at both the selection and the allocation stage,
and for both dependent variables. Note that the same also holds true in
the models for our three selected countries (see next section and Tables 5.5
and 5.6), although the other effects are—in general—much weaker than
in the pooled donor models. The full model of the selection stage in
Table 5.1 predicts that countries receiving no to very little development
aid from a specific donor also have an extremely low (very close to
zero) probability of receiving adaptation aid from that donor. Countries
that receive the highest amounts of development aid from a donor in
contrast are very likely to receive adaptation aid from that donor, with
a predicted probability of almost 80%. At the allocation stage, countries
that receive only little development aid from a donor again can only expect
to see very little adaptation aid coming their way (around 5 cents), while
countries that receive the highest amounts are predicted to receive almost
$1 in adaptation aid from the respective donor. This clearly indicates the
path dependency that adaptation aid has with respect to development
aid: donors provide adaptation aid to countries with which they have
an existing aid relationship (see Barrett 2014; Robertsen et al. 2015).
This is not surprising as adaptation aid largely comes from development
aid budgets. However, if donors use their adaptation aid to fulfil their
adaptation finance commitments, the close link between adaptation aid and
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development aid becomes problematic. Donors have agreed to provide new
and additional adaptation finance to vulnerable countries (see Chap. 2),
and should respect this commitment when drawing on aid budgets to
comply with international finance commitments. We return to this point
in more detail in the section on implications, both from a policy and a
research point of view, in Chap. 7.

Population, on the other hand, also has a strong and significant effect
on adaptation aid at both stages of aid allocation, but this is much less
problematic. Countries with large populations are much more likely to be
selected as recipients of adaptation aid according to all models presented in
this chapter (except for model 3 in Table 5.1). This indicates that donors
are more likely to finance at least some adaptation-related projects in more
populous countries. In simple terms, a given donor is more likely to give
adaptation aid to India than to Bhutan. To some extent, this supports the
donor interest argument, as larger countries also have more economic and
political clout. In contrast, population size has a negative effect on the
amount of per capita adaptation aid at the allocation stage—as the small
country bias documented in the aid allocation literature predicts (see e.g.
Alesina and Dollar 2000; Younas 2008). This should not be surprising, as
the amount of adaptation aid that needs to flow to India would have to be
over a thousand times that of Bhutan to reach the same per capita figure,
as India’s population is more than a thousand times that of Bhutan. Given
that we only model the allocation stage for those countries that receive
some adaptation aid at the selection stage, this negative effect is therefore
expected and shows that it is important to control for population size.

5.2 ADAPTATION AID ALLOCATION IN GERMANY,
SWEDEN, AND THE UK

Now that we have a general idea of how donors—on average—distribute
their adaptation aid, at both the selection and the allocation stage, we turn
to Germany, Sweden, and the UK (see Chap. 3). As in the aggregate case,
we run the models for the three countries in two stages. For the selection
stage, which includes all potential recipient countries, we use logit models,
since the dependent variable of this stage is binary: we want to understand
which countries get adaptation aid regardless of the amount. For the
allocation stage, we run standard ordinary least squares models, but only
for those developing countries who did receive at least some adaptation
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aid from the donor in question at the selection stage. At both stages we
again include year fixed effects. Thus, the only difference compared to the
aggregate models is that we no longer include donor random effects, since
the models only capture the allocation decisions of a single donor country.

Again, we use the, by now well known, two dependent variables—
principal adaptation aid only and principal and discounted significant
adaptation aid—to shed light on the adaptation aid allocation logics of
the three selected countries. Table 5.5 shows the results for principal
adaptation aid only for both the selection and the allocation stage, while
Table 5.6 shows the respective findings for principal and discounted
significant adaptation aid. In each table, columns 1–3 show the effects at
the selection stage; columns 4–6 show the effects at the allocation stage.

A brief inspection of the models indicates that they are quite different
from the aggregate models in that there are generally fewer significant
effects, probably due to the now much smaller sample sizes. We further
note that there are also many differences between the three selected
donor models. This is not too surprising, since we selected donors that
differ—at least to a degree—from each other based on a most different
systems design. Such differences are also in line with the findings of
the development aid literature, which show that individual donors vary
widely in how they distribute their aid (e.g. Berthélemy 2006; Clist 2011).
Thus, these results tell—to some extent—the story we expected: diverging
decision-making processes and logics drive adaptation aid allocation in
different donor countries. In addition, the results also show that individual
donors may drive the results of single variables in the aggregate models, and
that taking a closer look at individual donors is necessary to understand
more fully adaptation aid distribution. We get back to this point in our
qualitative analysis in the next chapter.

5.2.1 Germany

We start the discussion with Germany. As can be seen in Tables 5.5 and 5.6,
there are some interesting similarities and differences between the models
for the two dependent variables. Physical exposure and sensitivity to climate
change does not seem to play a large role for Germany. The ND-GAIN
exposure sub-index, which is a strong predictor of adaptation aid for all
donors combined at both stages, does not affect German adaptation aid at
all. The other two measures of physical vulnerability—the CRI and EVI—
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are significant at the selection stage, but only the EVI is significant at the
allocation stage, and only when we also consider significant adaptation aid
(model 4 in Table 5.6). Moreover, the EVI shows an unexpected negative
sign, indicating that Germany is more likely to provide adaptation aid
to less vulnerable countries and also provides less significant adaptation
aid to vulnerable countries. African countries, LDCs, and SIDS do not
receive more adaptation aid either. The effects are insignificant across the
models (the effect for LDCs at the selection stage is weakly significant
at the 90% confidence level) and partly have the wrong sign. Overall, the
model provides no evidence that Germany prioritises physically vulnerable
countries; if at all, Germany is more likely to support adaptation in less
vulnerable countries.

We find slightly more evidence that Germany considers recipients’
capacity to deal with the adverse effects of climate change. Particularly
GDP per capita and its square term have significant coefficients with the
expected sign in most of the German models. Similar to the aggregate
case, poorer countries are much more likely to receive adaptation aid from
Germany than wealthier countries, yet the actual numbers are much higher
than in the aggregate case: the model for Germany predicts that 40% of the
poorest countries receive adaptation aid, while almost none of the richest
ones do so. These higher numbers reflect the higher amounts of adaptation
aid provided by Germany as well as its involvement in a large number of
countries. At the allocation stage, we also find similar patterns as in the
aggregate models, with middle income countries expected to receive the
highest levels of adaptation aid (up to about 35 cents per capita at a GDP
per capita of around $3500). In addition, we see that the composite WGI
index is significant at the selection stage, but not at the allocation stage (as
in the aggregate models). In sum, adaptive capacity and good governance
play some role for Germany’s decisions on how to distribute adaptation aid.

What about donor interests? While trade ties presumably are particularly
important for exporting nations such as Germany, we only find limited
evidence that the country prioritises its trading partners. Only at the
selection stage of the principal and discounted significant adaptation aid
model do we find the expected positive and significant effect (model 1
in Table 5.6). The coefficient is insignificant in all other models. For the
remaining donor interest models, the results are ambiguous. The colonial
dummy is irrelevant for Germany. For geographic distance, countries that
are further away are more likely to receive adaptation aid but receive less
per capita. This effect is consistently significant in the models at the 95% or
99% confidence level. For voting similarity in the UN General Assembly, we
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similarly find that countries that vote in line with Germany are more likely
to receive principal adaptation aid but then receive less per capita. This
effect is significant for principal adaptation only; when we also consider
significant adaptation aid, the significance of this effect disappears.

As is the case for all donors combined, German adaptation aid follows its
development aid in general: countries that receive development aid from
Germany are very likely to receive adaptation aid as well, and moreover
tend to receive higher levels. Population also matters. As expected, large
countries are more likely to receive some adaptation aid, but they receive
less per capita.

Overall, the results for Germany are rather ambiguous. German adap-
tation aid does not seem to be strongly guided by either recipient need or
donor interests. The country focuses its adaptation aid on poorer countries
and well-governed countries, but also takes into account other factors—
though not always in the way we would expect. The qualitative analysis in
Chap. 6 sheds further light on these inconclusive findings and help us to
understand better how Germany allocates its adaptation aid.

5.2.2 Sweden

Let us turn to the case of Sweden. Note that the results of the allocation
stage—particularly for the principal adaptation aid only model—rest on
a small number of cases, as Sweden provides less adaptation aid in total
than for example Germany (see Chap. 4) and distributes this aid to fewer
countries (see also Chap. 6).

At both aid allocation stages, there is only limited evidence that Sweden
considers the physical vulnerability of recipient countries when deciding to
whom to give adaptation aid, or how much to give to selected countries.
The ND-GAIN exposure sub-index does not appear to play a role for
Sweden either, as was the case for Germany, despite being a strong
predictor of adaptation aid allocation in the general models. Also as in the
German case, the EVI shows the unexpected negative coefficient and is
significant across all models. The CRI is positive, as expected, but only
significant at the selection stage of the principal adaptation aid only model
(model 2 in Table 5.5). It should also be noted here that SIDS are not
in the models of Table 5.5, since Sweden does not allocate any principal
adaptation aid to countries in that group and estimation is therefore not
possible. Surprisingly, we find a negative and mostly significant effect for
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LDCs across the models, although Sweden explicitly seeks to support LDCs
and very poor countries (see Chap. 6). The coefficient for African countries
is also negative and weakly significant at the selection stage for principal and
discounted significant adaptation aid (Table 5.6). Overall, like Germany,
Sweden does not seem to prioritise vulnerable countries. If at all, the
regression analysis indicates a negative relationship between vulnerability
and Swedish adaptation aid.

Good governance, in contrast, is rather important for Sweden, which is
also what our qualitative analysis suggests. Countries with high adaptive
capacity and hence good governance as measured by the ND-GAIN adaptive
capacity sub-index are more likely to receive principal adaptation aid
(model 2 in Table 5.5). Leaving aside the allocation stage of Table 5.5
due to the small number of observations, we find a consistent positive and
significant effect of the composite WGI index on adaptation aid: Sweden
is more likely to support adaptation in well-governed countries and also
tends to give more aid to these countries. Indeed, the model predicts that
the worst governed countries have—all else being equal—an almost zero
chance of receiving principal adaptation aid from Sweden, while it predicts
a probability of about 74% of receiving principal adaptation aid for the
best governed countries. Good governance seems to play an outstandingly
large role in the case of Sweden. GDP per capita has a weakly significant and
non-linear effect for the amount of principal and significant adaptation aid
(model 4 in Table 5.6): countries at per capita incomes of around $1500
are expected to receive the highest levels of adaptation aid from Sweden,
while richer countries (and some of the very poorest) receive significantly
less.

Finally, political or economic ties are of only limited importance to
Sweden for adaptation aid allocation. Indeed, countries to which Sweden
exports more are less likely to receive Swedish adaptation aid, and also tend
to receive less aid per capita, at least for principal and significant adaptation
aid. Countries that are closer to Sweden are more likely to receive principal
adaptation aid, while those that vote similarly to Sweden in the UN General
Assembly are more likely to receive principal and significant adaptation aid.
Overall, however, the results for donor interests are not very strong. Again,
Swedish adaptation aid is closely linked to its development aid in general,
and larger countries more often receive adaptation aid.

In sum, we find that Sweden focuses its adaptation aid on well-governed
countries. The country does not seem to prioritise vulnerable countries:
neither physically more exposed countries nor countries with low adaptive
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capacity receive more adaptation aid. Sweden is also not strongly guided
by its own economic or political interests, which is in line with previous
research that found Scandinavian countries to behave rather altruistically
(e.g. Berthélemy 2006; Clist 2011) as well as with our qualitative analysis.
Yet, Sweden also does not give more adaptation aid to poorer countries,
even if previous research and our qualitative analysis suggest that the
country has a strong focus on poor and least developed countries (see
Chap. 6).

5.2.3 United Kingdom

Last but not least we take a look at British adaptation aid. The UK
committed ‘only’ about as much principal adaptation aid as Sweden (both
around $200 million since 2010, compared to almost $900 million for
Germany for bilateral principal adaptation aid), yet it allocated this aid
to a much wider range of recipients than Sweden. This can be seen
by the much higher number of observations at the allocation stage of
Table 5.5. This spreading out of limited resources across a large number
of recipients probably explains why we have only very limited findings at
the allocation stage. Only the control variables—total development aid
and total population—are significant predictors at this stage for principal
adaptation aid.

When we consider principal and discounted significant adaptation aid,
Sweden and the UK not only distribute similar amounts of adaptation aid,
but also target roughly similar numbers of recipients (Table 5.6)—though
they seem to support different countries. In contrast to Germany and
Sweden, but in line with the aggregate results, the UK takes into account
physical vulnerability, as measured by the ND-GAIN physical exposure sub-
index. Physically exposed countries not only are more likely to receive
adaptation aid from the UK, but also tend to receive higher amounts
per capita (at least when significant adaptation aid is also included). In
contrast, neither the CRI nor the EVI influence how the UK distributes
its adaptation aid. African countries are less likely and SIDS slightly more
likely to receive British adaptation aid. Well-governed countries are also
more likely to receive British adaptation aid, as both the negative and
significant coefficient of the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity and the positive
and significant coefficient of the composite WGI index suggest. GDP per
capita does not play a role for the UK. Overall, this suggests that the
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UK takes into account physical vulnerability as well as good governance,
notably at the selection stage, but not adaptive capacity.

The models also do not find much evidence for donor interests. Con-
trary to our expectations, countries that are further away are more likely to
receive adaptation aid from the UK. Former colonies receive less significant
adaptation aid per capita, as we have already found for the aggregate case.
Similarly, as for the aggregate analysis, and the analyses for Germany and
Sweden, our control variables have a significant effect on British adaptation
aid. Countries that receive British development aid also tend to receive its
adaptation aid. Larger countries are more likely to receive adaptation aid
but receive less per capita.

Overall, then, the UK focuses its adaptation aid on physically vulnerable
countries, as measured by the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index, as well as
on well-governed countries. Adaptive capacity or donor interests do not
strongly influence how the UK distributes its adaptation aid.

This chapter has presented the results of our statistical analysis. We
started by examining overall patterns in adaptation aid allocation across
all OECD donors and found that recipient need, recipient merit, and
donor interests (as well as our control variables of total development
aid and population size) all influence how adaptation aid is distributed
across recipient countries. We found rather strong evidence that physical
vulnerability matters: countries that are more exposed and more sensitive
to climate risks receive more adaptation aid, all else being equal. Adaptive
capacity, in contrast, is a weaker predictor of adaptation aid, although
poorer countries do receive more. Recipient merit, which is closely linked
to adaptive capacity, also influences adaptation aid giving. Donors seem
concerned with aid effectiveness and tend to give more adaptation aid to
better governed countries which are (seen as) better able to use resources in
an efficient and effective manner, even if these countries are also better able
to cope with climate change and hence are less vulnerable. Finally, we found
that donors take into account their own economic interests by allocating
adaptation aid to countries to which they export a lot. In contrast, political
interests do not seem to play a large role, maybe because we have chosen
measures of political interests that are too broad to capture interests specific
to the climate change arena. Political interests nonetheless are likely to
matter, as indicated by the close link between total development aid and
adaptation aid. Donors tend to support adaptation in those countries
to which they provide development aid in general, and we know that
development aid in general is distributed based on donor interests (see
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Chap. 2). The close relationship between development aid and adaptation
aid also puts into question the additionality of adaptation finance, a point
to which we return in the concluding chapter.

Finally, we explored adaptation aid allocation in our three case study
countries of Germany, Sweden, and the UK. This comparison hinted at
considerable differences in how individual donors allocate their adaptation
aid. Germany and Sweden did not seem to take into account physical
vulnerability, which the UK did, at least according to one of our vulner-
ability measures, the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index. Good governance,
while influencing all three donors, played a particularly important role for
Sweden. The evidence for donor interests, in contrast, was rather weak for
all three countries. The weak and overall rather inconclusive results for the
three case study countries point to the need for qualitative in-depth analysis
of adaptation aid allocation, to which we now turn in the next chapter.

NOTES

1. It should be noted that when we compute predicted probabilities for former
colonies, the lowest predicted probabilities of receiving adaptation aid are
around 6% and the highest almost 17%. This shows how important it is to
set the control variables appropriately.

2. Note that the number of observations in Tables 5.2 and 5.4 that present the
results of the allocation stage is far lower than the number of observations in
Tables 5.1 and 5.3 that present the results of the selection stage. In other
words—and to reiterate a point previously made—we model the second
stage only for those countries that receive some adaptation aid.

3. For principal and discounted significant adaptation aid, the expected values
tend to be somewhat higher at the allocation stage, but not by much. The
major difference of the second dependent variable is that the probabilities
of being selected at the first stage are much higher.

4. With aid with significant adaptation objectives discounted at 50%.
5. While the coefficient may appear very small compared to, for example,

the coefficient of the ND-GAIN exposure sub-index, this results from the
different ranges of these variables. The CRI has a much wider range than
the ND-GAIN, which leads to smaller coefficients. This in itself does not
mean it is less important.

6. The sign of the coefficients, however, can vary, depending on how the
variable in question is coded (i.e., depending on whether higher values
indicate higher or lower adaptive capacity/good governance).

7. Note that the x-axis of the respective panel in Fig. 5.3 is on an exponential
scale.
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8. According to the organisation, the sub-index ‘measure[s] to what extent a
country is capable to minimize the adverse impact of climate change’ (ND-
GAIN 2013, 2).

9. The exact predicted likelihoods of receiving aid are 3.0% at no trade flows,
9.2% at $100,000, 12.0% at $1 million, 14.9% at $10 million, 18.3% at
$100 million, 22.4% at $1 billion, 26.9% at $10 billion, and 32.1% at $100
billion.

10. Total development aid is the strongest predictor of adaptation aid flows, yet
this is ‘only’ a control variable and we did not formulate a specific hypothesis
relating to total development aid.
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CHAPTER 6

Qualitative Analysis: Adaptation Aid in
Germany, Sweden, and the United Kingdom

The previous two chapters provided an overview of who receives and
who gives adaptation aid, and then analysed the most important drivers
of adaptation aid allocation, first in a pooled sample of donor countries,
and in a second step for the three selected case study countries. More
specifically, Chap. 4 explored overall adaptation flows from 2010 through
to 2015 and compared donors as well as recipients with regard to how
much adaptation they gave or received. The data shows that adaptation
aid was a small, but growing, share of development aid, with some donors
investing more than 10% of their development aid in adaptation projects.
Germany, Sweden, and the UK were among the largest adaptation donors,
while SIDS were among the largest adaptation aid recipients, per capita
as well as in percent of total development aid. Chapter 5 examined more
systematically the drivers of adaptation aid. Our results suggest, among
other things, that vulnerable countries indeed obtained relatively high
levels of adaptation aid, at least when vulnerability is understood and
measured as physical exposure and sensitivity to climate risks. Yet, there
are important differences across donor countries. For instance, while we
find that SIDS received significantly more adaptation aid than non-SIDS,
not every donor gave more adaptation aid to the SIDS. Indeed, neither
Germany nor Sweden supported SIDS specifically (see Chap. 5).

In this chapter—and building on the findings from previous ones—
we look behind the numbers and seek to understand the decision-making
process around (adaptation) aid allocation. As described in more detail in
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Chap. 3, we spoke with aid practitioners and observers in our three case
study countries about the role of climate change and specifically adaptation
in and for development cooperation as well as about the aid allocation
process more broadly (for a list of interviews, see Chap. 3, and for the
questions used, see Table A.2 in Appendix). Additionally, we reviewed key
policy documents such as overall aid guidelines, coalition agreements, or
the OECD peer review reports (see Chap. 3).

Based on these documents and our interviews, we first show that climate
change and increasingly adaptation play a central role in development
cooperation in all three case study countries. We assert that it is important
to distinguish adaptation from development as well as from mitigation for
equity and fairness reasons, though these distinctions are hard to make
on the ground (Sect. 6.1). We then turn to the aid allocation process
and investigate how the three determinants of aid allocation—recipient
need or vulnerability, recipient merit, and donor interests—play out in this
process (Sect. 6.2). The qualitative analysis confirms the results from the
statistical analysis in Chap. 5, but sheds more light on the patterns we
found. For example, the qualitative analysis highlights the fact that aid
allocation is always a political decision. Donor interests are important in
this decision, yet they comprise more dimensions than those included in the
statistical analysis. Aid efficiency and effectiveness, the ability to mobilise
additional resources (for instance from the private sector), or public
visibility are factors that influence aid allocation decisions and that could
be subsumed under a broad understanding of donor interests. Finally, we
address other issues and challenges related to adaptation finance, notably
questions of additionality, reporting and accounting, and the overall level
of adaptation funding (Sect. 6.3). Interviewees thus emphasised that it is
important to distinguish conceptually between development assistance and
climate finance; that measuring and tracking adaptation aid flows is difficult
because precise definitions and guidelines are lacking; and that current
levels of funding are inadequate to cover the costs of dealing with climate
change in developing countries.

6.1 CLIMATE CHANGE, ADAPTATION, AND
DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION

Before we delve further into the question of how recipient need, recipient
merit, and donor interests drive adaptation aid allocation in Germany,
Sweden, and the UK, let us first take a look at how important adaptation
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and adaptation aid are for these three donors. All three countries are
large donors of both bilateral and multilateral aid, including in the area
of climate change. Germany has not yet met the international goal of
spending 0.7% of GNI; in 2013, its net ODA represented 0.38% of GNI,
just below the OECD DAC average of 0.39% (OECD 2015, 101)—although
both the previous and current governments confirmed their commitment
to increasing the aid budget to meet the 0.7% target (Government of
Germany 2009, 2013). Sweden and the UK, by contrast, have both met
the 0.7% target. The UK met this target for the first time in 2013 and
enshrined this target into law in 2015: the International Development
(Official Development Assistance Target) Act 2015 requires that, from
2015 onwards, ODA amounts to 0.7% of GNI (Parliament of the United
Kingdom 2015). Sweden ‘has a long tradition of generous and ambitious
aid’ (Government of Sweden 2016, 4; see also e.g. Government of Sweden
2012, 2014a) and was the first country to meet the 0.7% target in 1975
(OECD 2013). Since 2006, Sweden has met its national target of providing
1% of GNI for aid (Government of Sweden 2014a; see also Government
of Sweden 2013, 2014b; OECD 2013, 18).

6.1.1 Climate Change as a Priority Area

While only a small—but growing—share of total development aid targets
climate change adaptation (see Chap. 4), there is no doubt that climate
change is a political priority in Germany, Sweden, and the UK, including in
development politics, as both interviews and policy documents emphasise.

Climate change, including adaptation, is a core priority for German
politics and development cooperation. Germany is among the largest
climate donors and ‘has been consistently expanding its commitment in this
area’ (BMU and BMZ 2013, 4; BMZ 2013, 2015b; OECD 2015, 16). The
coalition agreements of 2009 and of 2013 specifically commit Germany to
assisting development countries deal with climate change impacts (Gov-
ernment of Germany 2009, 2013). The International Climate Initiative,
established in 2008, is a key part of Germany’s climate finance and its
fast-start finance commitment; it received additional funding through
the special Energy and Climate Fund (BMU 2013; BMZ 2013, 107).
Furthermore, since 2011, all development projects have to be screened
against environmental and climate concerns (DE1; DE4; BMZ 2013, 106f;
OECD 2015, 40). Interviewees confirm that climate change and climate
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change adaptation are high on the German political agenda: ‘adaptation
is a topic that has spread with a lot of clout’ says one interviewee (DE4),
while another adds: ‘climate politics is extremely important for German
development cooperation. It is one of the big issues with very high priority’
(DE3; see also e.g. DE5; DE8).

Sweden sees itself as a global leader on climate change mitigation and
adaptation and on development (e.g. Government of Sweden 2011, 2014c,
2016). Climate change is a concern domestically as well as internationally
(SW3; Government of Sweden 2011). Several government policy state-
ments explicitly promise to increase Swedish climate and environmental
aid as well as to climate-proof this aid (Government of Sweden 2010, 21,
2014c, 18, 2015, 11; see also Alliansen 2010, 35). Climate change is one
of three thematic priorities in Swedish development cooperation, the other
two being democracy and human rights as well as gender equality. These
three priorities were selected as critical elements for poverty reduction and
are to guide Swedish aid policy (Government of Sweden 2014a; OECD
2013, 45). Accordingly, ‘environmental and climate aspects are a central
basis for all development cooperation’ (Government Offices of Sweden
2010). Between 2009 and 2012, Sweden had a Special Climate Change
Initiative focused on adaptation (Wasielewski Ahlfors 2011) as part of its
fast-start finance commitment, but turned to a mainstreaming approach
thereafter (SW1; SW2; Dzebo and van Asselt 2014), though more needs
to be done in this respect according to the OECD peer review (OECD
2013, 17, 45). One step toward more mainstreaming and a clear indicator
of the importance given to climate issues was the government reshuffle
in May 2016 that brought international climate issues and development
cooperation together under the Minister for International Development
Cooperation and Climate within the Ministry of Foreign Affairs1 (see also
SW5; SW4). The new 2016 Aid Policy Framework further promises that
‘the government increases its focus on environment and climate change
issues’ (Government of Sweden 2016, 15).

In the UK, combating climate change is one of six priorities in the
business plan 2011–2015 of the Department for International Develop-
ment (Df ID), which includes supporting adaptation as well as low-carbon
growth in developing countries (Df ID 2011). The 2010 Liberal Democrat
Manifesto promised to ‘ensure that the developing world is prepared to
deal with the consequences of a changing climate’ through additional
finance (Liberal Democrats 2010), while the Conservative Party promised
to ‘work towards an ambitious global deal that will limit emissions and
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make available substantial financial resources for adaptation andmitigation’
(Conservative Party 2010, 91; see also Conservative Party 2015). The
2010 coalition government set up the International Climate Fund to help
‘the poorest people adapt to the effects of climate change on their lives and
livelihoods’ (Df ID 2012, 19). Further, climate and environmental concerns
are mainstreamed in British development cooperation (Df ID 2012; OECD
2014).

In all three countries, as well as globally, the role of climate change,
adaptation, and adaptation finance has increased over the past 10 years
or so (e.g. DE12). In Sweden, interviewees note that climate change
has received much attention since around 2007–2008, in line with the
growing international focus on the topic, Al Gore’s climate change film,
and global climate negotiations leading to the 2009 Copenhagen Summit
(SW6; SW5; SW1). In Germany, the last 5 years in particular have seen
a rise in adaptation (DE3); by now, ‘climate change and adaptation are
the new buzzwords that everybody is talking about’ (DE11). In the UK,
the preferred term is ‘resilience’ rather than ‘adaptation’, because of its
broader scope (UK3)—although in practice many people ‘use resilience and
adaptation quite interchangeably’ (UK1).

6.1.2 Adaptation or Development?

That adaptation has taken centre stage in development cooperation is not
surprising given the close links between adaptation and development, as we
have already seen in Chap. 2 (see also e.g. SW4; DE6). Both interviews and
policy documents understand climate change and sustainable development
as linked, even inseparable; one without the other is impossible (e.g. DE1;
Government of Sweden 2014a; Government Offices of Sweden 2010;
Raabe et al. 2013). Aid practitioners recognise that climate change affects
development and threatens past achievements:

Our view generally is that climate change is a threat to our development
cooperation, to put it broadly like that. It has the potential to slow down, or
reverse, some of the gains that we have made (UK1; see also e.g. UK4; DE4;
BMZ 2015b; Df ID 2012).

Accordingly, development needs to be made climate-proof, ‘prepared for
whatever change that is going to come’ (SW5; see also SW7; Government of
Sweden 2010, 21). If development cooperation does not take into account
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climate change, it is a ‘waste of money’ (DE12). The British Conservative
Party promised in 2010 they would ‘work to make our aid “climate-
smart”’ (Conservative Party 2010, 118), and Df ID seeks to become a
‘climate SMART organisation’ (Df ID 2012, 18; emphasis in original). One
observer uses the term ‘climate compatible development’, and adds that
this ‘resonates quite well in developing countries, because it has the focus
on development’ (UK5).

There is no doubt that making development climate-proof, climate-
smart, or climate compatible is perfectly sensible and ‘just constitutes
good development practice’ (UK1; see also e.g. DE9; DE10). But whether
climate-proofing is adaptation is contested. While admitting to the dif-
ficulties of separating the two concepts on the ground, one interviewee
explains that climate-proofing is a misnomer: ‘Actually, it shouldn’t be
called climate-proofing. From a classical sustainability perspective, any
[development] project should be designed so as to hold 50 to 100
years’ (DE9). What, then, is adaptation? Although everybody talks about
adaptation, there is no clear definition of adaptation. ‘Climate adaptation
could be almost anything’, explains one interviewee (SW8). Another one
similarly asks: ‘How do you adapt to climate change? What does it mean?’
(SW2); the answer, for another interviewee, is context dependent: ‘exactly
what is an adaptation intervention in a given context is really defined by
that local context’ (SW1). Adaptation is ‘a very broad issue’ (SW7)—hence
the preference for the term ‘resilience’ over ‘adaptation’: ‘we are rather
taking about resilience, including climate adaptation. That is the trend’
(SW2; see also UK3). Resilience also encompasses both adaptation to long-
term climate change and shorter-term climate variability:

Lots of people talk about adaptation when they actually mean building
resilience to current variability. It is not in the strict definition of adaptation
to long-term climate change. […] That is why the terminology around
resilience has come along (UK1; see also UK4 and Chap. 1).

The lack of clear definitions is problematic for reporting —and raises the
question of additionality (see Sect. 6.3 below). Accordingly, an observer in
Germany criticises the fact that many projects are now called adaptation
projects, but are not necessarily directly about adaptation. Rural develop-
ment, for instance, can contribute to climate change adaptation, but this
does not happen automatically; projects need to take into account and
reflect the risks from climate change (DE11; see also DE10). This stands
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in contrast to the comment by a government interviewee in the UK, who
argues that

there are a lot of things that are considered adaptation which aren’t labelled
as adaptation. Work on energy, work on innovation, work on strengthening
basic services, they are not labelled as adaptation, although they could be
(UK1).

From this perspective, adaptation is also nothing new. Particularly in
Sweden, interviewees emphasised that much of their development work
of the past 20 years or more is, at least in parts, work that is now labelled
‘adaptation’ (SW1; SW2; SW6; SW7). To some extent, then, the different
labels—climate-proof, adaptation, resilience—are just ‘artificial divisions of
labelling’ (UK1). On the other hand, observers also see a danger insofar
as resilience, or climate-proofing, might supersede adaptation: ‘I think
personally that the move to resilience means that climate change adaptation
might lose’ (UK4; see also DE9; DE10).

6.1.3 Adaptation or Mitigation?

A related distinction is between adaptation and mitigation. Adaptation is
not only related to development, but also to mitigation. While adaptation
and mitigation are treated as separate issues in the negotiations (see
Chap. 2), this has not always been the case. ‘In the beginning, it was about
climate. Really just about climate. It was only later that the distinction
between adaptation and mitigation came up in the global debate’ (DE4).
The history of the Rio markers reflect this development; remember that
the OECD first introduced a climate marker and only in 2009 decided
to use two separate markers for adaptation and mitigation (OECD 2011).
Indeed, mitigation and adaptation are linked; not only because there is ‘no
adaptation without mitigation’, as one interviewee very concisely explains
(DE1), but also because mitigation projects may have adaptation benefits
and vice versa. In particular by working with an ecosystem approach,
development cooperation kills two birds with one stone, as projects often
‘have those benefits: it is good for adaptation and for mitigation’ (SW1),
and so the distinction is sometimes difficult to make, particularly on the
ground (SW8; SW4; DE6).

Just as with the distinction between adaptation and development, how-
ever, the distinction between adaptation and mitigation is important from
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a justice perspective. The Copenhagen Accord and the Paris Agreement
both call for a ‘balanced’ allocation of funds to adaptation and mitigation
(UNFCCC 2009, Decision 2/CP.15, para. 8; UNFCCC 2015, Article 9,
para. 4). Developing countries emphasise adaptation over mitigation (see
Chap. 2). In practice, however, there is an imbalance between the two,
with mitigation receiving much higher levels of funding.2 Adaptation ‘has
traditionally been sidelined’ (SW5; see also e.g. DE9). We see this imbalance
also in our case study countries. In Germany, for instance, one interviewee
admits that the country needs to focus more resources on adaptation in the
future (DE3). Sweden, in contrast, has put more emphasis on adaptation,
partly in response to other donors’ focus on mitigation: ‘Sweden also
had the perception that because many other donors focus so much on
mitigation, we had maybe an even stronger focus on adaptation’, explains
a government interviewee (SW1; see also SW8).

6.2 THE AID ALLOCATION PROCESS

Having discussed the importance of adaptation aid and its relationship
to development and mitigation aid in our three countries, we turn to
the core topic of this study, that is, how is adaptation aid allocated?
Partly because adaptation is hard to distinguish from development more
broadly, the decision-making process for allocating adaptation aid is closely
linked to how development aid is allocated; after all, adaptation aid is a
subset of overall development aid (see the discussion of adaptation finance
versus adaptation aid in Chap. 2). This close link can also be seen in the
statistical analyses—both in the pooled and the separate country models—
presented in Chap. 5. Before examining the role of the three determinants
in Germany, Sweden, and the UK in more detail, let us first briefly look at
the framework of this overall aid allocation process.

There are at least three stages in any aid allocation decision. Donors have
first to decide whether they want to give aid bilaterally or multilaterally.
For bilateral aid, they then need to decide to which countries they want
to give aid; and finally, which programmes and projects they want to
support within the selected recipients.3 All of these questions have an
important political dimension. Bilateral aid, for instance, gives the donor
more control as well as more visibility than multilateral aid (see Sect. 6.2.3
below and Chap. 4). Bilateral aid tends to focus on a small number of
‘partner’, ‘focus’, or ‘priority’ countries, and in line with global agreements
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on aid effectiveness (see OECD DAC 2005, 2008, 2011) and OECD
recommendations donors seek to reduce the number of such partner
countries on which they focus their aid (e.g. DE8; DE4). Accordingly, the
UK now has 28 priority countries, down from 43 in 2010 (Df ID 2015, 9;
OECD 2014, 38). Germany currently has 50 partner countries, compared
to 92 in 2005 and 57 in 2010 (OECD 2015, 46).4 Sweden cut down the
number of partner countries from 42 to 32 in 2013 (OECD 2013, 38f; see
also SW1).5 Additionally, all donors are also active in countries that are not
focus countries, including through regional programmes and partners such
as NGOs (e.g. Df ID 2015, 9; BMZ 2013; SW7; SW8).

How these partner countries are selected is rather opaque, and politics
clearly plays a role (e.g. UK1; UK4; DE7). Sweden explicitly describes
its allocation decisions as political in nature: ‘the decision as to which
countries Swedish bilateral aid will focus on is a political decision’ (Ministry
for Foreign Affairs 2007, cited in OECD 2013, 41).6 In contrast, both
Germany and the UK officially list criteria for aid allocation. The 2009
coalition agreement in Germany thus explains: ‘We will work with a limited
number of partner countries. […] Good governance, need, significance of
our aid, security risks and strategic partnerships will be important aspects’
(Government of Germany 2009, 128; see also BMZ 2013). The 2010
Bilateral Aid Review in theUK focused British aid on fewer countries, based
on recipients’ ‘development need, the likely effectiveness of assistance
and strategic fit with UK government priorities’ (Df ID 2011, 5; see also
OECD 2014). Despite such lists of criteria, aid allocation remains a political
process. Our interviewees confirmed that different factors such as poverty
influence their countries allocation decisions, but that such decisions are
never the outcome of a purely mechanical exercise. There is no formula
which computes whether a country receives aid, and if so, howmuch, based
on factors like income or governance (e.g. DE7; DE8).

Donors are in principle fairly free in terms of their selection of partner
countries—that is, the geographic distribution of aid—although of course
they take into account what other donors do (e.g. Davies and Klasen
2013; Government of Sweden 2016; Klasen and Davies 2011). In contrast,
the selection of programmes and projects within recipients—that is, the
thematic or sectoral distribution of aid—is made jointly with the recipients,
as all donors emphasise. At least this stage of the allocation decision
is not a top-down process but negotiated with the recipients. Usually,
donor government and recipient government have regular dialogues or
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negotiations to develop country strategies and to identify priority areas in
which to work together (e.g. SW1; DE4; DE1; Df ID 2012; Government
of Sweden 2016). And while in practice donors may approach a recipient
and suggest work in a specific area, it is important that aid interventions
formally must start with an ‘impulse’ from the recipient side, as German
interview partners in particular highlight (DE4; DE1; DE8).

6.2.1 Recipient Need or Vulnerability to Climate Change

Need is clearly an important consideration for donors’ aid allocation
decisions, and need, in an adaptation context, comprises both poverty
and vulnerability to climate change. Indeed, poverty and vulnerability
are closely related, as policy documents acknowledge: ‘it is the world’s
poorest people and the world’s poorest countries—those who are also least
responsible for environmental and climate change—that have most to lose
from climate change’ (Df ID 2012, 2)—and who have the least capacity
to cope with change (Government of Sweden 2014a; Government Offices
of Sweden 2010; see also e.g. Raabe et al. 2013). Accordingly, all three
countries emphasise in policy documents that they seek to focus their aid,
including their adaptation aid, on poor, if not the poorest, countries, as well
as fragile and conflict affected states, because of the greatest need in these
countries (e.g. OECD 2013, 44, 2014, 2015; BMU 2013; Government of
Germany 2009; Government of Sweden 2003, 2014a; Wasielewski Ahlfors
2011; Df ID 2012, 19).

Interviewees confirmed that poverty as well as vulnerability play a role.
‘Vulnerability is important, of course’, says one government interviewee
in Germany (DE3; see also DE1), and observers confirm this (e.g. DE11;
DE10). In the UK, one observer similarly notes: ‘I would say, by and
large, the UK is quite good in prioritising poverty and vulnerability to
climate change’ (UK2; see also OECD 2014). Similarly, in Sweden, ‘the
overall notion is we should focus on the most vulnerable and the LDCs’
(SW1; Government of Sweden 2016, 47f). This is also what we find in our
quantitative analysis: by and large, poorer and more vulnerable countries
are more likely to receive adaptation aid, and also tend to receive higher
amounts of it, all else being equal (see Chap. 5).

But while poverty can be relatively easily measured, vulnerability to
climate change impacts is neither clearly defined nor easily measured (see
Chaps. 1 and 3). It is not always clear who is actually vulnerable, and how
this affects, or should affect, funding, as one interviewee explains:
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I do think this questions of vulnerability, and who is vulnerable, is really
challenging. Lots of countries are vulnerable, and some of these countries,
such as Ethiopia and Bangladesh, are receiving a much higher proportion
of finance flows than others. That’s justified, they are vulnerable. But there
are many vulnerable countries who are not receiving anywhere close to that
scale. (UK6; see also e.g. DE10).

Vulnerability assessments and indicators exist and have been used, but are
not without problems (DE3; see also DE10; Chap. 2). One solution is to
follow global negotiations, which recognise the SIDS, the LDCs, and, to a
lesser extent, the African countries as particularly vulnerable. There seems
to be political will to become active in these countries (DE1; DE3)—after
all, given their special status in the 1992 Convention, it is ‘easy’ to accord
them special treatment (DE10). On the other hand, interviewees also
recognise the limitations of these categories, as one observer comments:

There are the LDCs, the SIDS. But of course there are also always borderline
cases. Take the Philippines for example. It is neither an LDC nor a SIDS but
of course environmental disasters threaten the Philippines every year. It does
not belong to these two groups, but the Philippines is a very vulnerable state.
So it’s very difficult to say whether vulnerable countries receive the support
they need (DE10).

Given the heterogeneity of the country groups—with South Africa for
instance being part of the group of African countries, or Singapore a
SIDS7—there is also opposition to this special treatment: ‘A country
like Honduras that is very strongly affected [by climate change] says of
course that they find this [special treatment of SIDS] unfair’, explains one
interview partner (DE10).

We find in our quantitative analysis (Chap. 5) that vulnerable
countries—vulnerable in terms of physical exposure and sensitivity,
as measured by different indicators—tend to receive more support.
Interviewees explain this relationship partly in terms of demand. Donors
emphasise that they closely work with partners and jointly identify priority
areas (see above). What partner countries want or demand influences what
donors fund, and demand varies: ‘the developing countries are divided,
because they really have different needs. The developing countries are
not a homogeneous group’ (DE12). Some countries are more aware
about climate change, often because they are more vulnerable (UK5) and
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hence more often ask specifically for adaptation projects: ‘particularly
vulnerable countries are of course particularly vocal in asking for support
with adaptation’ (DE12; see also DE5; DE11). For other countries, climate
change is not so high on the agenda, for instance because other issues are
more urgent, as in the countries of the Middle East and Northern Africa:
‘there are some countries that say, yes, climate change is important, but
right now, we have other problems’ (DE4; see also DE3; DE5). Demand
further depends on capacities—as well as the ease of accessing funds.
While poorer countries are more interested in adaptation (compared to
mitigation; DE3), (very) poor countries lack capacity. They are thus unable
to articulate their adaptation needs (DE12), and ownership cannot be
guaranteed (DE4; see also SW4). Accordingly, the level of adaptation aid
may be lower despite high vulnerability. Finally, countries that struggle
with attracting development funding use the ‘climate card’:

Countries that otherwise would miss out on development aid are now
interested in climate change. Out of self-interest, they pin their hopes on
climate finance. You see this in Latin America. Latin America is fairly rich
compared to Africa and no longer receives that much development aid, so
they say we are particularly affected by climate change. […] By now, almost
all countries play the climate card. They recognise that it is almost impossible
to obtain funding without [reference to] climate (DE3).

Vulnerability clearly plays a role in adaptation aid allocation. Donors
explicitly seek to support the poorest and most vulnerable countries, those
where the need is greatest. Policy documents as well as our interviews thus
confirm the relationship between vulnerability and the level of adaptation
aid we found in the quantitative analysis. Yet, we found this relationship
only for the physical dimension of vulnerability in the statistical analysis;
countries with low adaptive capacity in contrast received less adaptation aid
according to our regression models. Our qualitative analysis sheds light on
this finding. While countries that already feel the effects of climate change
tend to be more aware and specifically ask for support with adaptation,
countries that lack institutional and adaptive capacity are often unable to
articulate this demand, and donors are reluctant to invest in countries
where ownership cannot be guaranteed, despite potentially high levels of
vulnerability in these countries.
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6.2.2 Recipient Merit

That countries with low institutional and adaptive capacity receive less
adaptation aid already points to the relevance of recipient merit. Interview
partners and policy documents emphasise that good governance is clearly
a criterion, even precondition, for working with a recipient country. Two
additional aspects came up under the category of recipient merit: absorptive
capacity on the one hand, and what we could term ‘climate commitment’
on the other, both of which are related to institutional capacity and thus
to adaptive capacity. We discuss these three points in turn.

Good governance is an important factor for all three donors, since
successful and sustainable development necessitates basic freedoms and
human rights. Promoting good governance, the rule of law, and human
rights are explicit goals of the German government (OECD 2015, 35).
The German Charter for the Future accordingly states that ‘human rights
are central to sustainability in all its dimensions. […] We are therefore
determined to strengthen and deepen a human rights based approach
across all of Germany’s international development cooperation’ (BMZ
2015a, 35f). The 2009 and 2013 coalition agreements similarly emphasise
the importance of human rights and good governance as preconditions for
development cooperation; only for humanitarian reasons will the German
government cooperate with countries ‘whose governance conflicts with our
values’ (Government of Germany 2013, 182; see also OECD 2015, 36;
BMZ 2013, 158). In the UK, the government follows its ‘golden thread’
theory, ‘which focuses on conditions that are enablers of development: the
rule of law, the absence of conflict and corruption, property rights, and
strong institutions’ (OECD 2014, 36). Respecting human rights, governing
well and transparently, fighting corruption, and being accountable to
citizens are partnership principles; ‘a deterioration in any of these areas can
result in assistance being reduced, suspended or delayed’ (OECD 2014,
68). Swedish development cooperation similarly pursues a rights based
approach (Government of Sweden 2016). The overarching Policy for
Global Development specifies that ‘development cooperation will promote
and be characterized by respect for human rights, democracy and good
governance’, among other things (Government of Sweden 2003, 59).8

The yearly government policy statements highlight the Swedish govern-
ment’s work to advance respect for human rights and civil liberties globally,
including through its development policy (e.g. Government of Sweden
2010, 24, 2012, 13, 2015, 11f).
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Interviewees similarly emphasise that good governance is critical for the
selection of partner countries: ‘it is definitively a factor in the overall selec-
tion and cooperation with [recipient] governments, and which counties to
act in’ (SW1; see also e.g. DE11). Suspicions of mismanagement of funds
and corruption might end cooperation. ‘As soon as there are corruption
issues, Sweden basically stops funding it’, says one observer in Sweden
(SW4), while another one comments for the UK: ‘governance, ability to use
money well, corruption, whichever indicator you want to use to build this,
is part of making the decision on who should be given funding […] and the
lack of good governance can be the reason for not giving money’—even in
cases that score high on the other criteria, that is, vulnerability to climate
change and poverty (UK2). Zimbabwe is a case in point. While Zimbabwe
is among the most vulnerable and poorest countries and therefore requires
support with adaptation and development more broadly, corruption is
widespread. Aid therefore is unlikely to reach those who need it the most:
‘giving money to Mugabe does not mean giving money to people who
need it. So, quite rightly, the UK does not give money to Mugabe’ (UK2;
see also DE5).

Good governance tends to correlate with institutional capacity, which in
turn relates to absorptive capacity, or the capacity to use funds in an efficient
and effective way. Absorptive capacity is a ‘bottleneck’, as interviewees
emphasise:

Poor countries first of all need a lot of capacity development before you can
invest in them. If I went to a relatively poor country, say Burkina Faso, and
I told them, you need a big project to promote drip irrigation and dams and
what not, they would be overwhelmed (DE3; see also e.g. DE6; DE4).

Accordingly, capacity building may have to precede more thematic projects
such as climate change adaptation projects. This may also explain why
we find a negative effect for LDCs and African countries in our statistical
analysis. According to our results, these two groups of countries are less
likely to receive adaptation aid than other countries (see Chap. 5). Donors
acknowledge the need for capacity building and enabling countries ‘to
utilise the means and opportunities made available to them’ (Government
Offices of Sweden 2010). A Swedish government officer for instance
explains:
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our concern is also that the absorption capacity and the institutional capacity
to plan and implement adaptation measures in many developing countries is
the real bottleneck. So we do try to focus quite a bit of our efforts on capacity
building (SW1).

In countries with a certain level of institutional capacity, efforts tend to lead
to better results (DE4).

This aspect of achieving better results, in the context of adaptation
aid, also has to do with what we term ‘climate commitment’. Donors
reward countries that are more committed to climate change issues and that
they perceive as constructive partners in the climate change negotiations.
This aspect also relates back to the question of ownership and demand,
as countries where climate change is high on the agenda tend to ask
specifically for support with climate change adaptation (see Sect. 6.2.1
above). Some countries are better at articulating these demands, for
instance because they have specific climate change units in the government
(DE4; DE12). It is easier to achieve ownership of climate change projects in
such a context (DE5). From a donor perspective, working with committed
countries is therefore attractive:

The countries had to have shown clear interest in being pioneers of climate
compatibility, taking it seriously. […] Some countries happened to be
more proactive than others. Ethiopia being a very strong partner, Kenya,
Colombia. And in Asia, Bangladesh and Pakistan, interestingly. Peru, being
the host of COP20, there was a lot of attention on climate issues at the time,
and that has helped to push the agenda. Some countries are pioneers and we
like to work with them, and their experience can be shared with others (UK5;
see also DE5).

This climate commitment not only refers to domestic policies, but also
engagement in the climate change negotiations, as one observer explains:

In particular with regard to climate finance, Germany argues that they
want to support countries that are themselves ambitious. A country that
has very ambitious mitigation targets and that very ambitiously implements
measures at home, and that additionally behaves in a constructive way at the
international climate summits – they are the countries that will be prioritised
when it comes to financial support (DE12).
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6.2.3 Donor Interests

Our qualitative analysis as well as the quantitative analysis has shown that
both recipient need and recipient merit influence donors’ aid allocation
decisions. What about donor interests? The quantitative analysis suggested
that donors do take into account their own economic interests, and to
a lesser extent their political interests (see Chap. 5), and our qualitative
analysis confirms this. However, the qualitative analysis offers a broader
understanding of donor interests that goes beyond trade or historical ties;
donor interests also include aspects like efficiency and effectiveness or
public visibility.

One observer comments for donors in general:

Traditionally, politically, aid has been used as a political tool of foreign policy.
As I said, the UK gives money to Commonwealth countries. The French give
money to Francophone countries. The Belgians give money to their former
colonies. The US gives the biggest amount of money to Israel. You know,
Israel is by no means poor. They get aid because of political reasons. There is
a political economy dimension to giving aid. It is another means of foreign
policy. They give aid to countries where they want to influence something,
they want to buy influence, or they want to maintain good relations. And
so every developed country with a development budget uses that budget for
their political purposes. There is politics behind that money, it is not just
charity (UK2).

The UK acknowledges rather openly and explicitly that development
cooperation is (also) about its own national interest:

We believe that promoting global prosperity is both a moral duty and in our
national interest. […] Development represents tremendous value for money.
In short, it is good for our economy, our safety, our health, and our future
(Df ID 2011, 2).

Value for money and aid effectiveness are crucial factors in British develop-
ment cooperation, with results-based or evidence-based spending being
keywords (UK1; Df ID 2011, 1). Df ID accordingly ‘has a strong focus
on results across all of its work and takes action to identify ways to
improve implementation and ensure it delivers real and lasting results on
the ground’ (Df ID 2015, 31; see also Conservative Party 2010; OECD
2014).
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Politics and national interest are certainly also relevant for Germany.
The 2009 coalition agreement emphasises German interests and German
values: ‘In pursuing the goals of our development policies, equal weight
is given to our values and interests’ (Government of Germany 2009,
127). The list of partner countries has been revised according to ‘Ger-
man interests (including strategic partnerships and global environmental
goods)’, among other things (BMZ 2013, 158). Our interview partners
also highlight that interest influences aid allocation: ‘Germany does not
only decide where to give aid based on need, but also based on the general
political climate’, says one observer (DE12), while another adds: ‘national
interests, geostrategic interests […] historical ties play a role. […] Of
course, that always plays a role’ (DE8; see also DE5; DE7). This is not
specific for adaptation aid, but applies to development aid more generally
(DE4; DE1). While it is hard to assess to what extent interests matter,
there is little doubt that countries where Germany hopes to ‘get something
out’ are more likely to get development aid (DE12)—and this ‘getting
something out’ could mean economic or political advantages, or simply
international support:

That Germany cooperates with so many countries has certainly also been
motivated by foreign policy objectives, because supporting somany countries
of course means that you also get a lot of support internationally (DE7).9

Compared to Germany and the UK, Sweden is probably the least guided
by self-interest. In general, Swedish policy documents do not specifically
refer to Swedish national interest as a factor for geographic aid allocation,
as British and German policy documents do, although the 2016 Aid Policy
Framework acknowledges that its ‘development cooperation contributes
to and establishes a basis for broader relations between Sweden and
cooperation countries’ (Government of Sweden 2016, 44). Scandinavian
countries in general have a reputation of being not only very generous
but also focused on need, and Sweden seems to be particularly altruistic.
Even compared to Denmark and Norway, ‘Sweden seemed to have the
least national interest. But that doesn’t have to be true, it might just be well
hidden’ (SW4). Another observer also acknowledges that national interests
matter, but less so for Sweden compared to other countries: the role of
donor interests ‘also varies substantially between donor countries. Some
countries are very strong [on self-interest …]. You want to have something
out of it. Sweden has been, I would say, quite altruistic’ (SW6).
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6.2.4 Additional Factors

While Sweden does not directly seem to be guided by its foreign policy
interests, there are additional factors related to effectiveness and efficiency
on the one hand, and influence and visibility on the other, that could be
subsumed under donor interests broadly understood.

We have already seen the importance of effectiveness and efficiency for
the UK, but these also matter for Sweden and Germany. All three donors
seek to work in countries where their aid has the most impact, where
they have a ‘comparative advantage’ (e.g. OECD 2014, 47; Government
of Sweden 2016). One aspect in this context relates to path dependency:
a history of working together increases the chances of future cooperation
(UK2; DE1; Government Offices of Sweden 2010, 21). Existing working
relations reduce transaction costs by building on existing structures, know-
how, and expertise (DE7). In particular in the area of financial cooperation,
having a local partner that has proven its ability to implement projects
successfully may even be a precondition for some projects (DE3; see also
SW2), or at least an indicator for the likely success of future projects.
Donors are keen to keep working in countries where past projects have
been implemented successfully: ‘Maybe an implementation agency says
that is a great country, they put our resources to very good use. So why
should we leave a country in which things work well?’ (DE7; see also SW1).

Working relations or even past project success is one aspect of effective-
ness and efficiency; another aspect of these relates to the ability of a project
to leverage additional funding. Remember that the industrialised countries
promised to ‘mobilise’ $100 billion every year by 2020, from both public
and private sources (see Chap. 2). In particular the UK seeks to bring in
additional resources through its aid, as one observer explains:

they want to have this more catalytic effect, they want that every dollar spent
can generate ten other dollars of contributions from other countries. So that’s
the argument they want to find, that is why they always allocate when there
are also other donors also allocating. It is important for them that there is
additional funding to what they spend. That is the UK model (UK7).

There is a general trend to bring in private money: ‘There is a huge interest
in supporting private actors and also to help mobilise money from private
actors. […] The discourse is shifting, here like everywhere else, toward
private finance and toward private actors’ (SW4; see also UK3; DE6; BMZ
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2011; Df ID 2012; Government of Sweden 2016). While donors see the
benefits of leveraging private finance, observers are critical of this approach
because the private sector will only invest ‘where there is some profit to
be made’ (DE6). Adaptation projects, however, tend to be non-profit. It
is almost impossible to invest in adaptation and make a profit, so private
finance ‘is very, very difficult to get […] for adaptation’ (SW5; see also
SW7; DE9). Additionally, investors require a certain level of development
and institutional capacity, so countries like the LDCs with very low levels
of development are unlikely to attract private finance, even with subsidies
from donors (DE6). For these reasons, observers call for public resources
for adaptation: ‘we need public funds to safeguard that adaptation needs
are met’, says one interviewee (SW7), while another adds, ‘we want the
share of public finance to be as high as possible. And we want to go into
countries that the private sector basically ignores’ (DE6).

Finally, donors seek to use their resources in a way that maximises
influence and, at least for Germany, visibility —which is why donors prefer
bilateral over multilateral channels (see also Chap. 4). Bilateral aid gives
donors much more control over where and for what their aid goes:

If the money is going through their own aid agency, then they control it
100% in deciding where it goes, who it goes to, what it goes for. And more
importantly, who does not get it. They can choose not to give it to people, or
to give it to people. When they give it to the United Nations and multilateral
banks, they have some control, but not total control (UK2; see also DE11;
DE5).

Until 2013, Germany had an official target of spending one-third of its
development budget multilaterally, and two-thirds bilaterally, ‘so as to
widen the scope of German development politics and to improve the effec-
tiveness of used resources’ (Government of Germany 2009, 129; OECD
2015, 36f). In practice, however, Germany tends to give only 10 to 15% of
its funding for climate finance multilaterally (DE11; DE12). Sweden gives
significant amounts of its development aid, including its adaptation aid,
through multilateral channels (OECD 2013, 52; see Chap. 4). ‘Multilateral
cooperation constitutes a central channel for Swedish development coop-
eration in the environmental and climate area’ and elsewhere (Government
Offices of Sweden 2010, 21). Overall, bilateral aid flows nevertheless
dominate, as they not only provide more control but are also more visible
than multilateral contributions, which seems to be a factor for Germany.
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Public announcements of finance get media attention, particular during
large summits, and even more so during summits that take place in the
donor country, such as the 2015 G7 summit (DE6) or the 2014 first Green
Climate Fund donor summit (DE5) that both took place in Germany. In
the UK, by contrast, visibility and public attention seems to be counter-
productive given the criticism toward aid, and climate aid in particular, in
some sections of the population:

In the UK, a lot of our finance commitments are under the radar, at the
moment at least. The minister doesn’t really want to be associated with the
new multibillion announcement on finance to Mozambique or whatever.
Profile is not an overarching principle. […] So when the UK makes climate
announcements, they try not to draw too much attention (UK6).

6.3 ISSUES AND CHALLENGES

The previous section reviewed the three determinants of aid allocation:
recipient need, that is, vulnerability to climate change, recipient merit, and
donor interests. Our interviews confirm the results from our quantitative
analysis: all three factors come into play, in different forms and to different
degrees. Overall, however, aid allocation is a political decision. Many actors
and factors are involved and there is no simple allocation formula. The
qualitative analysis raised additional issues that our quantitative analysis is
unable to detect, notably difficulties related to defining and measuring
adaptation, as well as questions about the additionality of adaptation
finance and related accounting and reporting problems (see also Chap. 2).
We now discuss these issues in turn.

6.3.1 Additionality

We have already discussed that adaptation is a rather vague concept that
is hard to distinguish from development, and that it is accordingly also
difficult to distinguish adaptation aid from development assistance more
generally (see Chap. 2). This debate has also come up very clearly in
our interviews. While interviewees recognise that the distinction between
adaptation and development is hard, if not impossible, to make on the
ground, they also insist that it is important from a conceptual point of
view: climate change is an additional burden for developing countries,



6.3 ISSUES AND CHALLENGES 191

which therefore require additional support. Climate change should not
divert resources away from other development challenges: ‘for us it is
very important to make the distinction of the finance flows to ensure
that development funding is not decreased, that is, to ensure that climate
finance is additional to ODA’, explains one observer (SW5), while another
adds:

Spendingwise, you can’t have one project that is adaptation and one project
that is ODA. It makes no sense. […] The separation is relevant, but it is more
relevant here in the policy accounting, […] at the advocacy level. More as an
argument to raise money (SW7; see also e.g. SW4; DE9; DE12; UK6).

In principle, donors accept this argument and have agreed to provide ‘new
and additional’ resources for climate action in the developing world in the
Copenhagen Accord—although the term ‘new and additional’ has disap-
peared from the Paris Agreement (see Chap. 2; see also e.g. SW5; SW4).
The pledge of additional resources has been repeated domestically; the
Liberal Democrats in the UK for instance promised that they would ‘ensure
that adaptation and mitigation measures are financed by industrialised
nations on top of existing aid commitments’ (Liberal Democrats 2010,
63), while the German Social Democrats similarly emphasise that climate-
proof development ‘must not come at the expense of efforts to reach the
Millennium Development Goals. Funds for climate change mitigation and
adaptation must therefore be additional to ODA commitments’ (Raabe
et al. 2013, 23; see also Olivier et al. 2013). But while politicians and
parties understand the need for additionality and separating climate finance
from development aid on paper, commitment to concrete action is lacking
(DE12; UK2).

As we have seen previously, the discussion also revolves around the
lack of a baseline. It is unclear as to which resources should be new
and additional (see Chap. 2). Without an agreed baseline, the term ‘new
and additional’ is just ‘empty words’ (DE12; see also e.g. SW5), open to
interpretation. And different interpretations abound:

[The donors] have different interpretations of that. Our interpretation is, it
means over and above development assistance. Their interpretation is, it is
just more development assistance. New and additional just simply means, this
year’s budget is new compared to last year’s budget (UK2).
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In Sweden, the debate in particular focused on 0.7% of GNI as a baseline.
Given that Sweden has provided 1% of its GNI for development cooperation
since 2006, in line with its domestic target, one interpretation is that the
additional 0.3% that Sweden provides above the 0.7% target could count as
‘new and additional’ resources—which civil society strongly criticises (e.g.
SW8; SW4; SW5).

6.3.2 Reporting and Accounting

Without clear baselines and agreed definitions, it is not only difficult to
assess whether resources are new and additional, but also to monitor
and track adaptation finance. Observers have been rather critical of the
reporting and data reliability, including for the OECD CRS, since reporting
guidelines are too vague and incoherent: ‘In the end, every country reports
in the way they see fit’ (DE10). This entails a risk that funds are mislabelled
as adaptation, that the adaptation relevance of projects is overstated, and
that funds are double-counted against several objectives and pledges—all
of which seems to take place, to differing degrees, and not necessarily on
purpose. Projects that consider climate change in some way are readily
counted as adaptation aid and reported as (additional) climate finance:
‘they take the entire bilateral package […] and relabel it as climate. But
it does not contain as much climate as the label promises’ (DE12; see also
DE11; DE9). We discussed the question as to whether climate-proofing is
adaptation earlier (Sect. 6.1.2), and whether adaptation aid counts as new
and additional climate finance (Sect. 6.3.1). Donors on the one hand count
regular development assistance as climate finance. On the other hand, they
also double-count commitments against multiple pledges. A development
project may have several environmental objectives at the same time, as
well as addressing other objectives like health. While the multiplicity of
objectives reflects the reality on the ground, namely that different areas
are related (DE11), it also results in over-reporting and double-counting,
as one interviewee comments: ‘Sometimes you wonder where all these
committed funds come from. But it is easy when you count it three or
four times. Once as a health project, once as a water project, once as a
climate project’ (DE6; see also DE11).

How do donors, those who are responsible for reporting and account-
ing, see these issues of over-reporting, mislabelling, and double-counting?
Donors are aware of the difficulties of reporting but take this task very
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seriously. As we have seen, there are no clear definitions of what adaptation
is, and hence also no clear ways of measuring and reporting it. In practice,
donors rely on OECD definitions and Rio markers, on which any additional
guidelines are built (e.g. SW2; DE1). Yet, the Rio markers ‘are also not very
clear in the definitions, and that is a problem for all donors’ (SW2; see also
SW1; DE1). ‘Applying the OECD markers […] has its problem. It is not
easy to apply the markers’ (DE3). Part of the problem stems from who is
applying the Rio markers, and how familiar they are with adaptation and
the adaptation marker: ‘There is a lot of room for interpretation and it
depends a lot on the knowledge and capacity and competence of the person
using the markers, what they actually signify’, says one observer (SW5; see
also SW4; DE9), while a government interviewee admits: ‘depending on
the knowledge you have you will mark different contributions differently’
(SW2). Another data problem concerns projects with significant adaptation
objectives, that is, projects where adaptation is a co-benefit. It may only be
a small part of a given project that is about adaptation, but this would still
justify applying the adaptationmarker to the entire project, thus overstating
the adaptation relevance and therefore the amount of adaptation aid
(DE12). Sweden and Germany count 50% of significant projects as climate
finance (DE1; DE3; SW5; see also AdaptationWatch (Weikmans et al.) 2016,
24), while the UK computes a percentage for each project depending on
how much of the project targets adaptation:

They are going through every single project and they are saying: is that
relevant for climate change? Yes, building the bridge was, maybe you can
classify that. And then they say what proportion of the project should we
count (UK6; see also DE1; UK5).

Such difficulties notwithstanding, donors realise the importance of good
quality data and take reporting seriously (e.g. DE2). One observer says
for Finland: ‘They actually think very hard what sort of score they assign
to each project. They know that NGOs and others are watching. Nobody
wants to be caught greenwashing’ (UK5). Adaptation projects are really
about adaptation, donors insist: ‘if it says adaptation, it is adaptation’ (DE1;
see also DE3). When using the Rio markers, staff must make very clear
why the project is about adaptation and what the causal mechanisms are
(DE3; SW1). Even though studies find significant over-reporting in the
OECD data (Adaptation Watch 2015; Donner et al. 2016; Junghans and
Harmeling 2012; see also SW4), this finding may partly result from the
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methodology used: these studies have recoded projects listed in the OECD
CRS based on project descriptions and found considerable discrepancies
between the numerical Rio markers and the project descriptions. Yet,
project descriptions in the OECD CRS are often filled in last, explains
one government interviewee. Even when the project description does not
suggest a connection to climate issues, this does not necessarily mean the
project is not about climate change, so numerical codes like the Riomarkers
may actually be more robust than project descriptions (DE2). Still, the
reporting system relies entirely on self-reporting and this is fundamentally
problematic (UK2).

6.3.3 Level of Funding

Clearly, it is difficult to define and measure adaptation and accordingly
to distinguish adaptation aid from development assistance, and the OECD
data are by no means perfect, but arguably the most comprehensive and
comparable data that is available (see Chap. 3). The OECD data suggested
an overall increase in adaptation aid—though adaptation remains a rather
small portion of total development aid (see Chap. 4). We conclude our
qualitative analysis by reviewing our interviewees’ comments on the level
of funding and their expectations for the future.

In line with the growing attention paid to adaptation (see Sect. 6.1.1),
the level of adaptation aid has been increasing. Donors emphasise their
commitment to adaptation and climate more broadly. Sweden for instance
is proud to be the largest per capita contributor to the Green Climate Fund
(SW5; SW7; see also Government of Sweden 2015, 11). Sweden, together
with Germany, also helps to keep the Adaptation Fund alive through
regular contributions (DE10; SW7). German interview partners repeatedly
mentioned Chancellor Angela Merkel’s announcement to double climate
finance frome2 billion toe4 billion by 2020 (DE4; DE5)10—note that the
chancellor made this announcement during the 2015 G7 summit in Ger-
many, which relates back to the visibility argument (see Sect. 6.2.4). Policy
documents confirm the commitment to increase the overall development
budget to reach the 0.7% target (Government of Germany 2009, 2013;
CDU-CSU Fraktion im Bundestag 2013; Raabe et al. 2013), as does the
2015 International Development Act enshrining the 0.7% target in law in
the UK (Parliament of the United Kingdom 2015).
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Accordingly, further increases in adaptation aid are to be expected, not
least after the Paris Agreement upgraded the status of adaptation with a
separate global adaptation goal (e.g. DE4; SW7). To some extent, it is not
so much political will that is the bottleneck of mobilising climate finance,
but the capacity of both the donors and the recipients, as one aid agency
staff explains: ‘We could be doing much more if we had more staff and
more resources. […] We are actually at the limit of what we can do.
So we cannot complain that we are provided with too little money for
the implementation of adaptation [measures]’ (DE3). Just pouring more
money into adaptation, however, does not automatically lead to more, or
more effective, adaptation:

Of course we can see that there is a lot of need for adaptation finance. But
that does not alsomean that insertingmore would automatically deliver more
results. […] Our concern is that the absorption capacity and the institutional
capacity to plan and implement adaptation measures in many developing
countries is the real bottleneck (SW1).

Whether the expected increases are effective and enough to meet develop-
ing countries’ needs is questionable. Civil society calls for more ambitious
targets and is rather pessimistic: ‘I don’t think there are grounds to be
optimistic, that we will see the scale up of adaptation finance that we
need. There was real reluctance in Paris to agree to a specific number on
adaptation’, concludes one interviewee (UK6; see also UK4). Another one
similarly argues for more ambitious action: ‘Donors just need to provide
more funding for adaptation […] Not enough is happening’ (DE10; see
also DE12; SW5; DE6). Not enough is happening in particular when you
compare available funding to actual climate change impacts and adaptation
needs: ‘I think on the one hand that a lot is happening, and that is really
positive. But on the other hand, whenever you work on climate change,
you cannot avoid the feeling that it is never enough’ (DE11).

This chapter has delved deeper into the aid allocation processes in
Germany, Sweden, and the UK. We used semi-structured interviews and
key policy documents to look ‘behind the numbers’ and to understand
more deeply how donors make their aid allocation decisions, what role
recipient need, recipient merit, and donor interests play in such decisions,
and what additional factors or criteria are considered. We first gave an
overview of the development aid architecture in the three selected countries
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and noted how climate change and adaptation are core priorities in
development cooperation.

We then discussed the three determinants of aid allocation—recipient
need, recipient merit, and donor interests—in detail. The qualitative
analysis confirmed that these three factors play a role, if to differing degrees.
Donors for example take into account recipients’ vulnerability to climate
change, but note how difficult it is to identify vulnerable countries. They
also pointed to additional considerations such as the absorptive capacity
of recipients—which may be at odds with vulnerability considerations: the
poorest and least developed countries may need the most support but at
the same time be the least able to put resources to good use. There are
thus additional factors beyond recipient need, recipient merit, and donor
interests that donors consider when allocating aid. In the end, aid allocation
decisions are fundamentally political decisions.

Finally, we also addressed three points that the qualitative analysis
brought up: first, the question of additionality. Adaptation finance must
be additional to development aid for equity and fairness reasons, as
donors acknowledge, but concrete action is often lacking. Second, the
issue of reporting and accounting. Interviewees highlight that measuring
and tracking adaptation aid flows is difficult without clear definitions,
guidelines, and baselines. Finally, the level of funding for adaptation.
Although there was some room for optimism and hope for increasing
levels of adaptation finance in the future, interviewees also noted that the
available funding is unlikely to meet needs.

NOTES

1. The Minister for International Development Cooperation and Climate is
at the same time Deputy Prime Minister, see http://www.government.se/
press-releases/2016/05/government-reshuffle-25-may-2016/

2. Globally, the Landscape of Climate Finance reports estimate that about 17%
of public climate finance focused on adaptation (Buchner et al. 2015, 9).
In the OECD CRS, about 57% of all climate-relevant aid targets mitigation
only, 25% targets adaptation only, and 18% targets adaptation as well as
mitigation. See also Chap. 1.

3. Our quantitative analysis considers these three stages: we focus on bilateral
aid (first stage) and separately model the selection (which countries) and
allocation (which programmes and projects) stages.

4. Germany additionally works with 29 ‘cooperation countries’ with ‘focussed
regional or thematic cooperation’ (see BMZ 2013, 158f).

http://www.government.se/press-releases/2016/05/government-reshuffle-25-may-2016/
http://www.government.se/press-releases/2016/05/government-reshuffle-25-may-2016/
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5. Partnerships were phased out in 12 of the 42 partner countries; Myanmar
and South Sudan became new partner countries.

6. Interestingly, our quantitative analysis does not suggest that political and
economic factors influence the allocation of Swedish adaptation aid. On the
one hand, this may relate to the broader understanding of donor interests
than what our variables capture. On the other hand, focusing for instance
on LDCs and the poorest countries is also a political decision, but we would
interpret this as recipient need in our quantitative analysis.

7. Singapore, like some other SIDS, is too wealthy to be eligible for ODA. This
shows just how diverse the category of SIDS is.

8. The Policy further lists ‘gender equality, the sustainable use of natural
resources and protection of the environment, economic growth and social
development and social security’ (Government of Sweden 2003, 59).

9. The interview partner called this the ‘water can principle’ (‘Gießkannen-
prinzip’), maybe best translated as ‘shotgun approach’ – that is, giving
everybody a share of the pie.

10. For the full speech (in German), see https://www.g7germany.de/
Content/DE/Rede/2015/05/2015-05-19-merkel-klimadialog.html
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CHAPTER 7

Conclusion

In this concluding chapter, we first briefly look back at the research
question and the research design of this book, as well as the theoretical
expectations we derived from theory and past work for our empirical
analyses. We then draw together our findings from the empirical analyses,
both quantitative and qualitative. We briefly summarise key results, with a
focus on similarities and differences across the three stages of our empirical
analysis. To what extent do donors keep their promises and provide
adaptation aid with priority to the most vulnerable? What about other
factors? How do recipient merit and donor interests influence adaptation
aid allocation? How do these factors play out at the aggregate level for
all donors combined, and at the country level for Germany, Sweden, and
the UK? How do the results for the case study countries differ from the
aggregate results, but also from each other? To what extent, and how, do
the interviews confirm or depart from the statistical results?

Finally, we discuss the implications of our study for future research
as well as for policy-making. We will consider the limitations of our
research and suggest avenues for future research that builds on our study.
For example we have only focused on the allocation of adaptation aid
between countries; we have not paid attention to how adaptation aid is
then distributed at the subnational level, and thus to the extent to which
adaptation aid reaches the most vulnerable and needy populations within a
recipient country. Similarly, we have not paid attention to how adaptation
aid is used on the ground: what kind of projects are supported, and to
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what extent do the supported measures effectively reduce vulnerability and
increase resilience?

Research on adaptation aid is still in its early stages, and there are
many as yet unanswered questions. Our study takes one step toward a
more comprehensive and detailed understanding of adaptation aid and
its distribution. We hope that the book has shed light on the decision-
making process of how adaptation aid is allocated, but also that our work
contributes to a fruitful discussion among academics and practitioners
about the role adaptation aid should play in the future, and how the funds
should best be used.

7.1 OVERVIEW

Our research started out with the promise of industrialised countries to
support adaptation to climate change in developing countries, especially in
those ‘particularly vulnerable’ to climate change. While the 1992 Frame-
work Convention already includes this pledge, the 2009 Copenhagen
Accord turned it into concrete numbers: donors agreed to provide $30
billion between 2010 and 2012, and to mobilise $100 in ‘new and
additional’ resources per year by 2020, for both mitigation and adaptation.
To what extent do industrialised countries keep their promise? How much
adaptation aid is available, where does this aid come from, and how is it
allocated to the recipient countries (see e.g. Peterson Carvalho and Terp-
stra 2015)? Do donors really ‘tak[e] into account the urgent and immediate
needs of developing countries that are particularly vulnerable to the adverse
impacts of climate change’ (UNFCCC 2007, e.g. Decision 1/CP.13, para.
1(c)), as they have promised repeatedly during the UNFCCC climate change
negotiations (see Chap. 2)? To answer these questions, we focus on
bilateral ODA targeting climate change adaptation in recipient countries—
what we call adaptation aid throughout the book. While adaptation aid
and adaptation finance are conceptually different (Bird 2011), donors do
draw on their aid budgets to fulfil adaptation finance commitments: most
adaptation finance to date has come as adaptation aid (e.g. Ayers and
Abeysinghe 2013; Weikmans 2016). There are good reasons to support
adaptation through development aid, but if donors do so, they must
respect their international commitments, notably the focus on vulnerable
countries.
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Drawing on the large literature on development aid as well as the much
smaller but growing literature on adaptation aid and the policy discussions
just mentioned, we derived three major expectations for adaptation aid
allocation (see Chap. 2). Our first hypothesis (H1a and H1b) builds on the
recipient need model of aid allocation and expects donors to be guided by
recipient need, or vulnerability to climate change impacts. In other words,
more vulnerable countries should receive more adaptation aid—as donors
promised. Having discussed vulnerability at some length, we divided this
expectation into two parts, in line with the two dimensions of vulnerability
(see particularly Sect. 1.1 in Chap. 1). First, vulnerability has a physical
dimension, namely the degree to which countries are physically affected by
climate change, that is, their exposure and sensitivity to climate risks. The
more physically exposed and sensitive countries are, the stronger the impact
a warming climate has on them, and the more adaptation aid they should
receive (H1a). Second, vulnerability also has a socio-economic dimension,
namely the degree to which countries are able to cope with, recover from,
and adapt to climate change impacts, that is, their adaptive capacity. The
lower a country’s adaptive capacity is, the more vulnerable it is, and the
more adaptation aid it should receive (H1b).

In contrast to the recipient need model of aid allocation, the donor
interest model of aid allocation posits that donors are mainly motivated
by their own self-interests: donors use aid, including adaptation aid, to
promote their own foreign policy objectives. Accordingly, recipients should
receive higher amounts of adaptation aid the more important they are for
a specific donor—from an economic, political, or security point of view.
Our hypothesis H3 accordingly expects that donors give more adaptation
aid to economically or politically relevant countries. This may imply that
donors do not, or only partially, keep their promises to direct adaptation
funds to the countries most in need, if we assume that the most vulnerable
countries are not necessarily the most economically or politically relevant
countries.

A third model of aid allocation is more recent: the recipient merit
model. This model argues that donors ‘reward’ countries that are well
governed and implement the ‘right’ policies by allocating more aid to such
countries, for two reasons. First, better governed countries use resources
in a more efficient way; allocating aid to such countries hence increases
aid effectiveness. Second, donors intrinsically value and seek to promote
good economic and political governance. In other words, when donors
consider recipient merit, they both make sure that their aid—that is,
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taxpayers’ money—is used efficiently, and at the same time that they reward
and promote democratic institutions. Our hypothesis H2 accordingly
expects well governed countries to receive more adaptation aid. As we
discuss, good governance is not always clearly separable from recipient need
because of the close links between good governance and adaptive capacity.

To test these three hypotheses on aid allocation decisions across all
donors, we compiled a dataset using data from the OECD CRS (see
OECD 2016) and the Rio marker for adaptation to construct measures
of adaptation aid flows (see Chap. 3, especially Sect. 3.1, including for
limitations of this data). For all recipient–donor dyads and each year
from 2010 through to 2015, we obtained a record of adaptation aid
flows, and then calculated (a) the amount of principal adaptation aid per
capita from donor j to recipient i in each year t; and (b) the amount
of principal and discounted (at 50%) significant adaptation aid per capita
from donor j to recipient i in each year t. We used these two dependent
variables in the descriptive analysis in Chap. 4 and notably in the statistical
models of Chap. 5. Table 3.1 in Chap. 3 lists all independent variables used
to operationalise the three hypotheses, and Table A.1 in the Appendix
provides summary statistics for all variables.

To investigate adaptation aid allocation decisions in more detail, we
took a closer look at three carefully selected donor countries: Germany,
Sweden, and the UK (see Sect. 3.3 in Chap. 3). In a first step, we repeated
the quantitative analysis for these three countries and tested the three aid
allocation models separately for them. This allowed us to draw conclusions
about how our three country cases relate to the overall sample of all donor
countries, but also to compare directly the results of the three country
models. In a further step, we investigated the underlying decision-making
processes in Germany, Sweden, and the UK (see Chap. 6), based on semi-
structured interviews with policy-makers, aid practitioners, and experts in
the three countries as well as key policy documents. Table 3.2 lists all
interviews and institutions who participated in our research endeavour;
Table 3.3 shows all policy documents used in the analysis; and Table A.2 in
the Appendix describes the questionnaire that guided our semi-structured
interviews.
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7.2 RESULTS

Over the time period under investigation in this study—the 6 years
from 2010 through to 2015—donor countries committed just under
$75 billion for adaptation to recipient countries, or approximately 4.8%
of total development aid provided over that same period of time. The
majority of these adaptation aid commitments—$50.9 billion—had ‘only’
significant adaptation objectives, while the remaining projects worth $23.9
billion had principal adaptation aid objectives. Almost 72% of all adaptation
aid flows with either significant or principal adaptation objectives were
provided through bilateral channels, while around 28% were distributed via
multilateral funds and institutions (see Sect. 4.1 in Chap. 4). Over the years,
adaptation aid has slowly been growing in absolute terms and as a share of
total development aid. While it only made up about 3.8% of all develop-
ment aid in 2010, the first year donors reported adaptation aid flows to the
OECD; this fraction grew to 6.3% in 2015. This increase demonstrates that
adaptation aid is an increasingly prominent form of development assistance,
and we expect its significance to further increase in the years to come. It
also indicates that developed countries—on aggregate—are serious about
their promise to scale up climate and adaptation finance, including through
development aid.

All three selected countries—Germany, Sweden, and the UK—are
among the six largest donors. Germany has so far committed $11.9 billion
for significant and principal adaptation projects, second only to Japan
($13.5 billion). Note though that Germany has disbursed only about half
that sum ($6.2 billion) in the period of analysis. For commitments, the UK
and Sweden are in fourth and sixth place, respectively, with $4.4 and $3.2
billion committed to adaptation projects, with disbursements in excess of
(UK) or equal to (Sweden) commitments. In terms of disbursements, the
UK was the largest adaptation donor, followed by Germany, Japan,1 and
Sweden. Sweden was also the single largest donor of adaption aid on a
per capita basis, in terms of both committed and disbursed adaptation aid
(closely followed by Norway and Denmark, see also Fig. 4.5 in Chap. 4).

The largest recipients of adaptation aid are mostly populous countries in
Asia such as Vietnam, the Philippines, Bangladesh, or Indonesia—countries
that are also known as fairly vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. On
a per capita basis, each inhabitant of the recipient countries in our dataset
combined received on average about $7.20 in significant and principal
adaptation aid over the 6 years covered by our study. However, this ranges
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from only a couple of cents in countries such as Kazakhstan, Argentina, or
China, to thousands of dollars in some very small SIDS such as Niue and
Tuvalu. At least at first glance, donors seem to consider the vulnerability
(in terms of physical exposure and sensitivity) of recipient countries when
making adaptation aid allocation decisions.

Turning to our statistical analysis in Chap. 5, we first of all find very
similar results (and hence allocation patterns) for both dependent variables
under investigation—principal per capita adaptation aid on the one hand,
and principal plus discounted significant per capita adaptation aid on the
other. The results reported in Tables 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, and 5.4 are also very
stable across the partial models. In other words, the three partial models
on physical vulnerability, adaptive capacity and recipient merit, and donor
interests are rather similar to the full model. Thus, our statistical results
seem to be fairly reliable, for both the selection stage, at which donors
decide to which countries they provide adaptation aid, and the allocation
stage, at which donors decide how much adaptation aid they allocate to
countries selected at the first stage. Figure 7.1 summarises the statistically
significant results of the full models for principal adaptation aid only, for
the selection stage and the allocation stage, shown in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 in
Chap. 5. In the figure we juxtapose, for both stages, the size of the effects of
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b)  Allocation stage

Fig. 7.1 All substantive effects for the full model for both adaptation aid alloca-
tion stages. (a) Selection stage. (b) Allocation stage
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the various indicators we used to capture our hypotheses. More specifically,
we show at the selection stage the change in the probability of being
selected—all else being equal—when the variable in question changes
(from the first to the third quartile for numerical variables, from zero to one
for our dummies). At the allocation stage we show the percentage change
in adaptation aid received for all the significant variables in the model.

As Fig. 7.1 shows, we find evidence in support of all three hypothe-
ses: recipient need, recipient merit, and donor interests all help us to
understand how adaptation aid is distributed, for both allocation stages.
We have three measures of physical vulnerability, one of which—the ND-
GAIN exposure sub-index—is significant at both stages of all models. One
measure—the CRI—provides additional evidence for physical exposure
playing a role at the selection stage, as does our third measure of physical
vulnerability—the EVI—at the allocation stage. Taken together, the results
for physical vulnerability indicate that donors allocated more adaptation
aid to countries that are exposed and sensitive to climate risks, as expected
(H1a).

We also find some evidence that adaptive capacity matters (H1b),
though the evidence is less strong than for physical vulnerability. The results
for GDP per capita shows that the richer recipients are, the less likely they
are to receive some adaptation aid, and the less funding they receive in
the case where they did receive some adaptation aid. The results of our
other measures of adaptive capacity, in contrast, suggest that governance
is more important than adaptive capacity, as our second hypothesis (H2)
predicts. The results of the ND-GAIN adaptive capacity sub-index and the
composite WGI index indicate that well-governed countries receive more
adaptation aid, presumably because donors consider them to be able to use
funding more effectively, even though such countries can also be seen as
better able to deal with the challenges of climate change and hence are less
vulnerable.

Finally, using trade flows from donor to recipient countries, we find
strong evidence in favour of the donor interest model of aid allocation
(H3). Developed countries use adaptation aid to promote their own
economic interests by allocating more funds to their trading partners.
Political interests, on the other hand, do not appear to be very impor-
tant for adaptation aid allocation decisions. We find no or only a very
weak relationship between adaptation aid and geographic distance, former
colonial ties, or voting behaviour in the UN General Assembly. Given that
adaptation aid is closely linked to development aid more broadly, however,
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we should not conclude that donor interests do not matter at all. Rather,
our measures of foreign policy interests may be too broad to capture
donors’ climate interests, as our qualitative analysis also indicates.

When we take a closer look at the individual results for Germany,
Sweden, and the UK, we find that the various hypotheses are supported
by one country case or the other, at either the selection or the allocation
stage. Overall, however, the results are much weaker than those of the
aggregate analysis across all donors, partly because of the smaller number
of observations. Adaptation aid allocation patterns in the three selected
countries seem to be quite divergent. This should not be too surprising,
especially as we selected our case study countries based on a most different
systems design. While the UK for instance did consider physical vulner-
ability according to the statistical results, we did not find such an effect
for Germany and Sweden. Sweden, in contrast, paid particular attention to
good governance. Political interests did not seem to affect adaptation aid
allocation in any of the three countries.

Our qualitative in-depth analysis based on interviews and policy doc-
uments helped to shed more light on these findings (see Chap. 6). The
interviews and policy documents strongly suggest that donors take into
account recipient need—both in terms of physical vulnerability and adap-
tive capacity. Poverty is an important criterion for allocating adaptation
aid in all three countries. Interviewees and policy documents emphasise
that donors seek to support adaptation in vulnerable, poor, and least
developed countries in particular. This commitment is in line with the
findings of the quantitative analysis across all donors. However, for the UK,
we do not find evidence in the statistical analysis that poverty is indeed a
criterion for how British adaptation aid is distributed, while we find that
Germany and Sweden consider poverty but not as strongly as the aggregate
results would have suggested. Similarly, there is strong statistical evidence
that donors—in general—consider physical exposure and sensitivity in
their decision-making processes, but only limited evidence that Sweden or
Germany do so. These diverging results demonstrate the value of looking at
both patterns in adaptation aid allocation in aggregated form and trends for
individual countries. They also underline the need for qualitative analyses
that ‘look behind the numbers’.

We find similar patterns for the other two hypotheses, which are
supported by the general models, but only partially by individual country
data. Interviews and policy documents suggest that good governance plays
a critical role for donors’ decisions to provide adaptation aid. However,
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the interviews also suggest that for very poor countries institutional
capacity often needs to be built before large-scale adaptation projects can
be initialised. This goes back to the discussion of how recipient need
(adaptive capacity) and recipient merit (good governance) are related and
cannot easily be disentangled, which was problematic particularly for the
quantitative analysis. If building institutions and capacity is a precursor
of adaptation aid, should funds targeting such developments then also be
considered adaptation aid? The case studies suggest that donors implicitly
incorporate this connection in their adaptation aid allocation decisions,
while the statistical models have a much harder time to pick up such
intricacies.

Finally, the qualitative analysis also supports the findings that donor
interests are—to various degrees—at play when adaptation aid is dis-
tributed. The UK acknowledges rather explicitly that development coop-
eration in general is in the country’s interest and hence a political tool of
foreign and economic policy. The interviews in Germany similarly show
that political considerations motivate the distribution of adaptation aid.
Other than the statistical analysis suggests, political motivations therefore
seem to trump economic ones—at least in Germany and the UK. In
Sweden, on the other hand, neither the qualitative nor the quantitative
analysis point to a strong role of self-interest in development cooperation,
including in adaptation aid allocation, although the country explicitly
describes its allocation decision as ‘political’ in nature (Ministry for Foreign
Affairs 2007, cited in OECD 2013, 41). The qualitative analysis further
confirms the strong link between adaptation aid and development aid.
There is no separate decision-making process for allocating adaptation aid.
Donors hence support adaptation in countries in which they have been
engaged in development cooperation in the past. This puts into question
the additionality of adaptation aid to regular development aid, a point that
was raised repeatedly in interviews and that we will address in the next
section.

7.3 IMPLICATIONS

Having discussed the methods and results of our analyses, we now briefly
turn to the empirical and theoretical implications of our study, and finally
discuss the policy implications of our findings.
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Empirically, our analysis provides the most comprehensive assessment
of adaptation aid allocation to date. Using quantitative and qualitative
methods, we show that the three models of aid allocation—recipient need,
recipient merit, and donor interests—also influence the distribution of
adaptation aid (see Fig. 7.1 and summary of results above). Theoretically,
our study complements the broader aid allocation literature. We show that
the three basic models of aid allocation apply to different types of aid.
Yet while recipient merit and donor interests remain stable across different
types of aid, we show that recipient need is a concept that is broader than
just poverty and specific to the type of aid studied. In the context of climate
change adaptation, recipient need translates into vulnerability to climate
risks. The recipient model of aid allocation thus predicts that countries
more vulnerable to climate change should receive more adaptation aid. As
we discussed at greater length in Chaps. 1 and 2, identifying vulnerable
countries is, however, a difficult task and necessarily involves political
decisions (e.g. Klein 2009).

This brings us to the policy implications. We are specifically interested in
whether donor countries keep what they promised during the international
climate change negotiations, namely to assist ‘particularly vulnerable’
developing countries deal with the effects of climate change (see Chap. 2).
While the 1992 Convention only vaguely stipulates that developed coun-
tries assist ‘particularly vulnerable’ developing countries ‘in meeting costs
of adaptation to those adverse effects [of climate change]’ (UNFCCC
1992, Article 4.4), the 2009 Copenhagen Accord requires ‘scaled up,
new and additional, predictable and adequate funding’ for climate change
mitigation and adaptation, with adaptation and funding for adaptation
to focus on ‘reducing vulnerability and building resilience in developing
countries, especially in those that are particularly vulnerable, especially least
developed countries, small island developing States and Africa’ (UNFCCC
2009, Decision 2/CP.15, para. 3 and 8). Donors hence formally agreed
to allocate their support for adaptation based on recipient need. Donors
further agreed to provide this support for adaptation additionally to other
forms of development assistance.

The ‘new and additional’ aspect of adaptation finance has since disap-
peared from newer UNFCCC documents, notably the Paris Agreement.
While the Paris Agreement does call on developed countries to ‘signif-
icantly increas[e] adaptation finance from current levels and to further
provide appropriate technology and capacity-building support’ (UNFCCC
2015, Preamble, para. 114), it no longer specifies that such finance be new
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and additional, nor does it include any concrete financial commitment (see
also e.g. Roberts and Weikmans 2015). Not surprisingly, then, there is
some concern that donor countries are—at least to some degree—simply
rebranding development aid as adaptation (or mitigation) finance (see
e.g. Ayers and Abeysinghe 2013; Carty et al. 2016; Ciplet et al. 2013;
Roberts and Weikmans 2017; see also Chap. 6). As there is no clear and
agreed baseline for what constitutes ‘new and additional’ adaptation aid,
such claims are hard to assess (Roberts and Weikmans 2017; Stadelmann
et al. 2010). Additionally, there are clear synergies between adaptation and
development, which not only makes it difficult to separate the two forms
of assistance, but also risks duplication of efforts and misallocation of funds
(see Smith et al. 2011). According to donors’ own classification, adaptation
aid has grown in importance, from $8.9 billion in 2010 to $20.3 billion
in 2015. This is by no means enough to meet the global climate challenge
(see Ha et al. 2016) and moreover is probably an optimistic upper bound
of actual adaptation aid flows, given problems of over-reporting in the
OECD data (see e.g. AdaptationWatch (Weikmans et al.) 2016; Donner
et al. 2016; Junghans and Harmeling 2012; Roberts andWeikmans 2017).

Given these problems, it is hard to assess to what extent donors have
kept their promise of providing or ‘mobilising’ new and additional funds.
It is also hard to assess to what extent donors have kept their promise
of prioritising ‘particularly vulnerable’ countries because identifying vul-
nerable countries is partly a political decision (Klein 2009; Roberts et al.
2017). Therefore, we left out these questions and instead examined the
development assistance that donors themselves marked as relevant for
adaptation, regardless of whether these resources were new and additional,
and related this adaptation aid to various measures of physical vulnera-
bility and adaptive capacity. Even if we leave aside the question of what
baseline to use for identifying additional resources and the question of
how reliably quantitative indicators can measure vulnerability, our analysis
addresses both these questions. Indeed, allocation and additionality are
related: if adaptation aid was new and additional to, and hence different
from, ‘regular’ development aid, the two forms of assistance should be
distributed according to different logics. Adaptation aid shouldmainly flow
to vulnerable countries and not to the same countries that receive ‘normal’
development aid.

In practice, however, we find that total development aid is by far the
strongest driver of adaptation aid allocation. At both the selection stage,
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and in particular at the allocation stage (see Fig. 7.1 above), we find a strong
effect of total development aid. This means that funding for adaptation to
a large degree follows development aid: donors provide adaptation aid to
those countries to which they also give other forms of development aid.
This is not too surprising, given that adaptation is a subset of development
aid and that there is no separate decision-making process for the former (see
also Chap. 6). The strong link between adaptation aid and development
aid is particularly evident in our quantitative models for the three selected
country cases, Germany, Sweden, and the UK. We do find some evidence
in these models that one or the other hypothesised drivers of adaptation
aid allocation—recipient need, recipient merit, and donor interests—plays
a role in all three countries, and more so at the selection than at the
allocation stage. Yet, the results are comparatively weak—except for total
development aid. Across the three case study countries, development aid is
a very strong predictor of adaptation aid allocation. The qualitative results
point in a similar direction. Interviewees emphasise that adaptation aid is
part of development aid, and that past working relations are important for
both forms of aid. Successful completion of development projects signals
to donors that the recipient is capable of putting resources to good use and
that development assistance is likely to be used effectively and efficiently.
Furthermore, recipient merit and economic interests are also relatively
strong drivers of adaptation aid allocation (especially at the selection stage,
see panel (a) of Fig. 7.1).

Understandable as this is, these quantitative and qualitative findings
imply that—indirectly—the allocation logic of development aid is trans-
ferred to adaptation aid. This also locks in allocation patterns that may
be problematic—from the perspective of delivering adaptation aid to
those most in need—such as path dependencies that lead to preferential
treatment of recipients with long-lasting relationships to donors (see
Barrett 2014; Robertsen et al. 2015) and network effects that lead to
aid ‘darlings’ and ‘orphans’ (see e.g. Davies and Klasen 2013; Hoeffler
and Outram 2011). Such patterns are not in line with promises made
during the UNFCCC negotiations. So far, much of the criticism targeted at
adaptation funding is connected to questions of additionality: adaptation
finance should be over and above development aid and therefore the two
aid flows must be more clearly separated from each other (e.g. Brown
et al. 2010; Duus-Otterström 2015; Huhtala et al. 2010; Stadelmann et al.
2010; Weikmans 2016). However, the idea that development and climate
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aid (including of course adaptation aid) should be more clearly separated
has also this second, less discussed dimension: that donors simply provide
adaptation aid to the same set of recipient countries to which they provide
development assistance. If this is the case, then the most important raison
d’être for adaptation aid must be called into question. If donors simply
provide adaptation aid to the same set of recipients, to what extent do they
indeed support ‘particularly vulnerable’ countries in meeting the cost of
climate change impacts as agreed to in the 1992 Convention? This relates
back to the discussion of adaptation aid versus adaptation finance (see
Chap. 2).

Adaptation finance—which is the subject of the UNFCCC negotiations—
must be new and additional and prioritised on particularly vulnerable
countries. Donors use their development aid budgets to comply with their
climate finance commitments, and there are good reasons to do this. Yet, if
adaptation aid is used to meet climate finance commitments, donors must
not treat adaptation aid as development aid, but as climate finance. One of
our interview partners aptly summarises this discussion:

We see development assistance as charity that the rich countries have
promised. They have not kept their promise, but that does not matter.
They choose who to give it to, we cannot tell them, logically. Whereas, when
we agreed under the UNFCCC treaty on funding to be given for adaptation,
the treaty it is saying that the Annex I countries have obligations. When
we agree to something under the UNFCCC, it is a treaty obligation. The
UNFCCC is not a development treaty, it is a climate change treaty. The
Annex I countries are the polluters, they have caused the problem. The
developing countries are the victims of pollution. If they are being given
money to help them deal with that pollution, it is a very different paradigm
(UK2).

Because adaptation aid is not a gift, but an obligation, adaptation aid
allocation should first and foremost be based on needs. However, our
research shows that recipient need—although not insignificant—is only
one among several determinants of adaptation aid allocation, and not the
strongest one. Perhaps donor countries are still in a learning process of
how to handle a new form of finance. So far, they rely to a large extent
on their experience with development aid, but they have already started to
diversify the allocation of adaptation aid and to consider both the physical
vulnerability and adaptive capacity of recipients, albeit so far not to a
desirable degree.
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From a policy point of view, developing (non-Annex I) countries
should closely monitor how donors distribute adaptation aid and insist
on allocation based on need during the UNFCCC negotiations. From
a research point of view, the observed allocation patterns represent an
opportunity to study further how adaptation aid allocation changes over
time, which we did not do in this study. Our study, however, provides a
baseline for examining changing patterns over time, and as such, a first step
towards a better understanding of adaptation aid and adaptation finance.

NOTE

1. Japan disbursed $5.7 billion (41.9% of its commitments) for adaptation
projects between 2010 and 2015.
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APPENDIX

Table A.1 Summary statistics for all variables used in the quantitative analysis

Mean St. dev. Median Min. Max. Valid N

Principal adapt. aida 0.025 0.216 0 0 7.432 22,962
Princ. and sign. adapt.
aida

0.051 0.291 0 0 7.432 22,962

ND-GAIN exposure 0.503 0.065 0.499 0.360 0.743 22,908
EVI 3.278 0.764 3.230 1.670 5.130 22,742
CRI (inverted) 51.427 31.908 47.500 0.660 123 20,946
GDP per capitaa 7.819 1.061 8.025 5.369 10.139 22,380
WGI-index �0.474 0.630 �0.472 �2.410 1.214 22,824
ND-GAIN adaptive
capacity

0.563 0.161 0.536 0.283 0.944 22,908

Exportsa 14.976 5.535 16.303 0 26.204 23,406
Distancea 8.618 0.821 8.795 0 9.848 22,908
UN voting 0.480 0.337 0.520 �1 1 22,880
Total aida 1.093 1.567 0.183 0 8.732 23,406
Populationa 15.560 2.251 15.909 9.191 21.034 22,990
African dummy 0.362 0.481 0 0 1 23,406
SIDS 0.248 0.432 0 0 1 23,406
LDCs 0.343 0.475 0 0 1 23,406
Colony dummy 0.029 0.168 0 0 1 23,406

aNatural logarithm used
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Table A.2 Questions guiding our semi-structured interviews

1. What is the role of [ORGANISATION/UNIT] in adaptation and in adaptation aid? How
would you describe your personal role?

2. How do you see the role of climate change generally and climate change adaptation in
particular in [COUNTRY’S] development cooperation?

(a) How has climate change affected the way [ORGANISATION/UNIT] works (if at
all)?

(b) How does [COUNTRY] compare to other European and global donors with
regard to climate change and aid?

(c) How does adaptation compare to mitigation?
3. Can you help us understand the decision-making process on how much climate change

and adaptation aid [COUNTRY] provides and to whom?
(a) Countries receive different levels of support for adaptation from [COUNTRY].

Can you highlight some of the specific reasons why recipient countries receive
more or less adaptation aid?

(b) How do you evaluate current reporting on adaptation, especially in the OECD

CRS using the Rio marker for adaptation?
4. How satisfied are you with the outcomes—that is the volume and allocation of adaptation

aid by [COUNTRY]?
5. How do you see the future? Where is [COUNTRY’S] and global adaptation aid heading to

after Paris?
6. Is there anything else we should know about climate change, adaptation, and aid?
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