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The Seville Commitment, the outcome of the 2025 UN Fourth Financing for Development global summit 
(FfD4) recognizes ODA’s “significant contribuKon to implemenKng the 2030 Agenda and realizing 
sustainable development,” while acknowledging that “recent shiPs and reducKons of ODA amidst 
changing poliKcal prioriKes have put development cooperaKon under stress, with ODA commitments sKll 
falling short.”  [para 35] 
 
In reality, internaKonal development cooperaKon is in deep crisis.  This crisis is not only one of resources, 
although the absolute drop and diversion of ODA resources is profound.  But there is also a crisis of 
governance and legiKmacy, mixed purposes and complex modaliKes, with weakening and shallow public 
support in both the global north and global south.  This note explores some of the dimensions of these 
compounding crises for the future of Official Development Assistance (ODA) as a resource for reducing 
poverty and inequaliKes.   
 
ODA has long been a key resource for global development, but recent crises have severely strained its role.  
ODA budgets are under pressure as provider countries cut aid or shiP prioriKes toward their geopoliKcal 
interests and global public goods such as climate finance.  ODA was never designed to address today’s 
overlapping crises of climate change, mass displacements and migraKon, and global pandemics. In the 
context of the Trump administraKon’s shut-down of USAID and large cuts by major providers, aid is 
stretched to the breaking point, and its core mission — as a catalyst for the reducKon of poverty and 
inequality — is deeply compromised and perhaps on the verge of collapse. 
 
1.  Major providers indicate devasta2ng reduc2ons in their ODA finance for 2025 and beyond. 
 
The sudden demise of USAID, its worldwide reach, and the cancelaKon of some 10,000 US aid contracts 
has seen the immediate pause/terminaKon of $60 billion in aid resources.  These resources in 2023 
represented half (51%) of all provider funding for humanitarian assistance, a third (32%) of all provider 
support for health, and 40% of finance for reproducKve health.  The consequences are catastrophic for 
people and organizaKons affected by this abrupt terminaKon of US humanitarian and other aid programs. 
(See the Charts in Annex One for provider shares of support in sectors criKcal for reducing poverty.) 
 
While extreme in its scope and cruel in its implementaKon, US aid cuts are not alone.  SEEK Development’s 
Donor Tracker has documented an addiKonal seven providers implemenKng or planning reducKons in their 
aid between 2024 and 2025, with two more (Canada and Norway) and perhaps others likely to make cuts.1  
The impact is compounded by the fact that these providers include three of the largest providers aPer the 
United States --- France (37% cut), Germany (at least 12%), and the UK (cuts up to 40% from 2026 onward).  
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As part of its cuts, Germany indicated that it is reducing humanitarian assistance by a half.  In 2023 this 
German assistance represented another 11% of humanitarian efforts beyond the US 51% share.  These 
three providers (France, Germany and the UK), alongside the United States and Japan, made up close to 
70% of total ODA in 2024.  Only Japan has indicated no planned cuts to its ODA, but its aid is largely loan 
finance directed to infrastructure and private sector iniKaKves.  Accordingly, Donor Tracker has esKmated 
that total DAC provider ODA will be approximately US$62 billion less in 2026 than it was in 2023.2 
 
Global south civil society organizaKons (CSOs), with linkages to the aid regime as humanitarian and 
development actors, are parKcularly vulnerable.  They have few immediate or medium-term alternaKve 
opKons for support.  The United States accounted for more than 40% of total provider support in 2023 for 
CSOs, including 52% of this support in Sub-Saharan Africa and 48% in the Americas.  CSOs are not only key 
channels for reaching and organizing vulnerable and marginalized populaKons, they hold governments 
and other actors to account, oPen in contexts where civic space is already narrow and under ahack by 
authoritarian regimes.   
 
Among the largest other supporters for civil society in development, the Netherlands is cuing its ODA for 
CSOs by three quarters in 2026, and several key DAC providers for civil society are also making overall cuts 
to their ODA (Germany – accounKng for 7% of CSO support; UK – 5% of CSO support; Canada – 4%; and 
Sweden – 4%).  While the EU InsKtuKons conKnues to be a strong supporter for CSOs at 20% of total 
support in 2023, as noted below future direcKons for EU ODA are also uncertain.  These trends leave CSOs 
very exposed to the vagaries of provider policies, oPen struggling to survive, and breaking someKmes 
fragile trust with affected communiKes. 
 
2.  The geopoli2cal, economic and na2onal poli2cal contexts, within which the reduc2ons in ODA are 
occurring, point to a paradigm shiF underway reshaping development coopera2on. This shiF is 
marginalizing those with a shared commitment to interna2onal human rights norms, global jus2ce and 
equity. 
 
Development cooperaKon, and aid in parKcular, has relied on a broad elite consensus in provider countries 
in which a basic ethical (charitable) raKonale for aid has been integrated within provider foreign policies.  
Within this consensus, provider policies have changed and evolved and domesKc and foreign policy 
interests have always been present in varying degrees.  
 
This framing of aid commitments through global norms was best expressed in 2015 in the UN Agenda 2030 
and its commitment to “leave no one behind”.  But this consensus has been unravelling in many provider 
countries in recent years, and in its place an approach is emerging in which aid prioriKes are transacKonal, 
defined by compeKKve and naKonal interests.  Aid is explicitly seen as a tool for advancing providers’ 
foreign policy and economic goals.  Aid as a catalyst for long-term development goals, based on global 
solidarity, is becoming marginalized among progressive internaKonal CSOs.3 
 
This rupture in consensus in the global north has its parallel in the global south.  High levels of distrust in 
the global south are rooted in decades of provider-imposed false development soluKons, mulKple 
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condiKonaliKes accompanying assistance, and a failure to deliver (most profoundly in support for 
pandemic responses and in a just commitment of climate finance at COP29).  Similarly, challenges have 
been coming from CSOs in the global south, who want a transformed, not a reformed, power dynamic, 
including direct access to resources and a retooling of roles for northern CSOs. 
 
These shiPs run deep, not only affecKng the directons of aid.  A liberal internaKonal rules-based “world 
order” has been fracturing and is in retreat, with collapsing norms and insKtuKons, signalling an increasing 
retreat from mulKlateralism.  This world order has always been controversial and challenged by many 
CSOs.  It has largely understood internaKonal cooperaKon and development finance as a resource for 
promoKng economic growth through globalizaKon, while supporKng poverty reducKon and ill-defined 
sustainable development in “developing” countries.  But the results have been highly unequal, socially and 
poliKcally divisive, parKcularly for the poorest countries and people.  It is a world order in which the United 
States has played an oPen-compromised but leading role.   
 
This order has been framed by the global north through policies that advance their interests in freer trade 
and investment, alongside mulKlateral acKon to address global challenges.  In this context, support for the 
SDGs and “leaving no one behind” has been an oPen rhetorical foundaKon for government acKon 
addressing poverty and inequaliKes in the global south, supporKng democraKc (civic) pracKce through 
development cooperaKon, but with limited advancement on the 2030 targets.  Structurally-based 
inequality between the countries of the north and the south have largely remained unchanged since 2015, 
when India and China are put aside.  Diminished inequaliKes within countries have largely stagnated, with 
the most unequal countries in the world now in Sub-Saharan Africa.4 
 
PoliKcs is becoming highly polarized by the poliKcal right in increasing numbers of countries.  The noKon 
of a shared humanity (cosmopolitanism) is dismissed in public discourse, with direct ahacks on migrant 
populaKons and sexual minoriKes; mulKlateral approaches and insKtuKons are defunded and 
marginalized; humanitarian norms and internaKonal humanitarian law are undermined daily, with 
genocidal impunity in Gaza; and popular protest is increasingly criminalized.  The rise of the far right in 
provider poliKcs, whether or not in government, has effecKvely challenged major tenets of the liberal 
world order and strongly influenced these shiPs in social and poliKcal norms. 
 
While many CSOs were vigorous criKcs of this liberal order, they have also been deeply embedded within 
it, through their dependency on governments’ aid resources, but also in their acceptance of its charity-
oriented narraKve, which has also frayed.  For the past 60 years, northern CSOs have largely promoted a 
parallel and mutually reinforcing model of “partnership”, promoKng and depending upon a charity 
mindset with their consKtuencies in provider countries.  The laher persists, parKcularly in response to 
humanitarian contexts.  But the social and poliKcal foundaKons for transformaKve roles for northern CSOs, 
as envisaged by CSOs in the global south, one rooted in ciKzens’ relaKonships of solidarity, responsibility 
and internaKonal jusKce, are weak to non-existent among populaKons in many provider socieKes.  A 
poliKcal fabric within these populaKons to resist ahacks on aid is consequently weak and marginalized. 
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Today, the policy prescripKons and insKtuKons of liberal internaKonalism are widely seen as woefully Ill-
equipped in the face of polycrisis and escalaKng regional conflicts (Gaza, Ukraine, Sudan, DRC etc.).   The 
internaKonal community has failed to respond to a climate emergency out of control.  ‘Vaccine apartheid’ 
and related economic support focused recovery in the global north, leaving many countries in the global 
south in a destabilizing recovery from COVID-19, parKcularly among the poorest countries.  The levels of 
distrust are deep and jusKfied.   
 
For civil society, the push back against authoritarianism, rising patriarchy, and closing civic space is all the 
more urgent, as these poliKcal forces are rising in the United States and Europe.  Governments are 
responding to economic instability and trade threats through the lens of economic naKonalism, with lihle 
acKon to address unsustainable debt among a growing number of countries.   
 
A dysfuncKonal aid system is both a symptom and a consequence of this fracturing internaKonal order.  
The aid system and its insKtuKons has been challenged for many years by civil society criKcs, parKcularly 
in the global south, for its neo-colonial pracKces, but remains largely unreformed.  Others from the far 
right see aid as a distracKon from naKonal self interests and seek to reclaim aid resources for other 
xenophobic purposes.  
 
Provider governments in the meanKme are reorienKng aid resources towards immediate foreign policy 
preoccupaKons with geo-poliKcal security and defense investments, challenging the rise of China, and 
addressing “irregular migraKon”.  Last year, the EU shiPed its prioriKes away from humanitarian assistance 
and country programs towards regional pools that could be accessed for its Global Gateway infrastructure 
iniKaKves.5  SKll others have been promoKng a “beyond aid” agenda seeing aid as a catalyKc resource for 
private sector investments in middle income countries.6 
 
3.  The diversion of ODA has been a long-standing prac2ce, with significant amounts now diverted for 
in-donor refugee costs and support for Ukraine’s recovery from war.  Affected popula2ons in other 
conflicts, including Gaza, Sudan, the DRC and the Rohingya, are leF largely on their own. 

In-donor refugee costs have been a growing share in DAC providers’ ODA.  In 2024, these costs amounted 
to US$27.8 billion, which is allocated for the support of refugees in DAC provider countries for their first-
year sehlement costs.  While these costs are a human rights obligaKon under internaKonal law, CSOs have 
long argued that they do not belong in ODA, a metric to measure donor concessional efforts in support of 
poverty reducKon in developing countries.  Many of these refugees were displaced by the Russian war of 
aggression against Ukraine, and since they only cover the first year in the provider country, these costs 
may decline somewhat by 2025, thus freeing up some resources for other ODA purposes. 

Sustaining Ukraine in the face of mounKng destrucKon of its infrastructure and related social economy has 
been a driving foreign policy priority for several providers, including the United States, Canada, and 
Germany as well as European Union InsKtuKons.  Total support for Ukraine through ODA in 2024 was 
US$15.5 billion by DAC providers, with an addiKonal US$19.0 billion by EU InsKtuKons, for a total of 
US$34.5 billion of ODA in that year.   Ukraine will remain a major DAC provider priority in the coming years.  
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According to the World Bank, reconstrucKon of Ukraine will require at least US$524 billion over the next 
decade.7 

Humanitarian support is in crisis.  In 2025, the UN and partner organizaKons are appealing for over US$47 
billion in humanitarian assistance to assist nearly 190 million people across 72 countries.8  But for 2024, 
UN OCHA reported that only US$21.2 billion was contributed in an appeal for US$49.6 billion, covering 
43% of this appeal.  With the chaos caused by the US aid pause in early 2025, it remains unclear how much 
humanitarian finance will eventually come from the United States (represenKng 51% of humanitarian 
assistance in 2023).  In light of other donor cuts (e.g. Germany), it is expected that many of the 190 million 
people in urgent need of assistance will be abandoned by the humanitarian community.  

In March 2025, the Under-Secretary-General for Humanitarian Affairs warned that the global humanitarian 
system has reached a breaking point, with UN agencies forced to substanKally scale back life-saving 
operaKons across mulKple countries.  He has instructed country humanitarian teams to “prioriKze funding 
for local and naKonal organizaKons, ensuring that those closest to the crises have more control over 
resources.”9  Without new sources of funding, the humanitarian system will not only be profoundly 
reshaped, perhaps with greater ahenKon to local humanitarian actors, but with very limited resources for 
local actors to address need in complex protracted crises. 
 
4.  Providers are diver2ng increasing shares of aid alloca2ons to Global Public Goods, with reduced 
finance reaching developing countries for country-defined long-term sustainable development 
priori2es. 

Spending on Global Public Goods (GPGs) — such as climate miKgaKon, refugee costs, food security, and 
infecKous diseases — now takes a growing share of DAC providers’ ODA.  Many of these aid investments 
are directed to programming that respond to global issues, whose benefit is available equally to everyone, 
not only those in developing countries.   

A criKcal example is internaKonal climate finance.  Climate miKgaKon and adaptaKon finance is assuming 
a larger share of ODA, amounKng to US$31.6 billion in 2023, of which US$22.6 billion was for climate 
miKgaKon efforts.10  While miKgaKon investments may be located in developing countries, the resulKng 
reducKon in Greenhouse Gas emissions is for the benefit of all.  As DAC providers ramp up finance to meet 
the new US$300 billion 2035 climate finance goal, ODA resouves for for purposes beyond climate 
miKgaKon will be significantly constrained.  Energy transiKons for climate miKgaKon are urgent and benefit 
all.  But do such investments in developing countries belong in an ODA metric, whose priority is provider 
efforts for reducing poverty and inequaliKes in developing countries?  There are acKve debates on the 
treatment of GPGs in ODA. 

This focus on GPGs has also shiPed the ahenKon of ODA towards mulKlateral and regional plavorms and 
away from support for developing country defined prioriKes.  The DAC’s Country Programmable Aid (CPA) 
is a key measure of the amount of aid that can be directly programmable by developing country partners.  
In this regard, the DAC esKmates that CPA has declined to about half of total DAC ODA.11  Excluding 
humanitarian assistance, CPA was US$74.8 billion in 2023, or only 42% of gross bilateral ODA, down from 
US$77.0 billion in 2022.12 
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ParKcularly since the COVID pandemic, the Breton Woods InsKtuKons (IMF and World Bank) have 
expanded their mandate and roles in development cooperaKon.  The IMF have created a trust fund for 
low-income and vulnerable middle-income countries to build resilience to external shocks and ensure 
sustainable growth as well as a major Fund Facility Arrangement for Ukraine.  The World Bank has 
expanded its mandate to channel resource for climate change and global public goods alongside its focus 
on poverty reducKon and economic development.  The call for a significant expansion of the roles in 
development cooperaKon finance roles for mulKlateral development banks (MDBs) and naKonal 
development finance insKtuKons is coming from the G20, expert groups on development finance and the 
FfD4 Seville Commitment, which calls for a tripling of MDB loan finance. 
 
4.  Given substan2al reduc2ons in ODA, coupled with diversions of resources to in-donor refugee costs 
and necessary support for Ukraine, ODA in 2025 for other purposes and countries may be as low as 
US$105 billion, a reduc2on of 27% over 2023 actuals.13  Efforts to reduce poverty are taking a major hit. 
 

1.  ODA in 2023:  US$216 billion 

Deduct: 
In-Donor Refugee Costs:  US$30.5 billion 
Imputed Student Costs:  US$3.1 billion 

2.  2023 ODA for other Purposes:  US$181.4 billion 

Deduct: 
Support for Ukraine (including EU):  US$36.9 billion 

 
3.  2023 ODA for other Purposes and Countries:  US$144.5 billion 

Projected Changes in 2025 ODA: 
Es2mated Reduc2on of US ODA: Less US$32.9 billion14 

Net Reduc2ons / Increases for Other DAC Donors: Less US$6.9 billion 
(Assumes no increase or reducKon for Ukraine, and not including announced reducKons beyond 2025) 

4.  Projected es2mated ODA for 2025 for development and humanitarian purposes  
(net of in-donor refugee costs and Ukraine):  US$105.1 billion 

 
The above projecKon suggests that ODA available for development, poverty eradicaKon and humanitarian 
purposes in 2025, outside of conKnued support for Ukraine and in-donor refugee costs, may decline by 
about 27% over 2023.  How might this aid be allocated?  If one assumes that humanitarian assistance will 
conKnue at levels at least as high as 2023 (less half of US 2023 humanitarian assistance), climate miKgaKon 
finance at least at the level of 2023, core support for UN organizaKons and for MDBs (mainly the World 
Bank’s IDA window), and donor administraKon at similar levels, ODA finance available for all other 
purposes, and in parKcular poverty reducKon (health, educaKon, support for civil society, agriculture, etc.), 
would amount to approximately US$32 billion.  A mere 30% of the esKmated US$105 billion in ODA for 
other development purposes and countries (down from to 46% in 2023).   
 



 7 

As a point of reference for the potenKal allocaKon of this US$32 billion, bilateral DAC providers in 2023 
disbursed US$54.2 billion for key sectors for reducing poverty and inequaliKes: US$10.0 billion for 
EducaKon; Health and NutriKon: US$8.5 billion; ReproducKve Health: US$6.5 billion; Water and SanitaKon: 
US$10.3 billion; Agriculture: US$5.6 billion; and Government and Civil Society: US$13.3 billion.  Programs 
in these areas, criKcal for advancing on the SDGs, and leaving no one behind, will likely experience deep 
and sustained cuts in 2025 and going forward. 
 
5.  Is this the moment for far-reaching measures to safeguard ODA  as a transparent resource for poverty 
reduc2on?  What might be some ways forward? 

These daunKng trends unfortunately are not transitory.  They are deeply embedded in decades of failures 
of globalizaKon for many people in both the global north and global south, and in the hypocrisy of northern 
governments.  Governments in the global south are also facing mounKng ciKzen discontent as cuts in 
economic acKvity, social protecKon, educaKon, and health give rise to more people living in poverty and 
expanding inequaliKes.  CiKzens conKnue to demonstrate for their rights, seeking ways to uphold 
democraKc norms and demand government accountability.15   

At a Kme when volaKlity, uncertainty, and complexity seem overwhelming, it is essenKal to stay engaged 
with values-based countervailing proposals and efforts.16  These efforts must focus on safeguarding 
democraKc and internaKonal norms, inclusivity, the rights of women, children and LGBTQ+ people, the 
support for marginalized populaKons, and the promoKon of social/poliKcal dialogue to build trust and 
mutual solidarity across global fault lines.  Ahempts on the part of CSOs to raKonalize conKnued support 
for aid in provider countries’ budgets in relaKon to government trade, security or control of irregular 
migraKon concerns, however legiKmate the laher may be, will only further undermine these values. 

Global challenges of poverty, inequaliKes, protracted conflict and climate change remain.  Yet the tools of 
internaKonal development cooperaKon are largely broken or diverted to other purposes.  The 
concessional aid resources actually available for catalyzing efforts for poverty reducKon were always 
limited, but are now scant as providers conKnue to cut their aid budgets.   

This then is a moment for considering far-reaching measures to transform aid, in the context of proposals 
for wider reforms of internaKonal financial architecture.  These measures should safeguard internaKonal 
norms with respect to eradicaKng poverty and reducing inequaliKes, with aid and other development 
flows guided by the development effecKveness principles. How can we strengthen a broad public 
consKtuency for poliKcal support to increase public resources dedicated to reducing poverty, tackling 
inequaliKes and climate jusKce? 

The exisKng poliKcal dynamics playing out in many countries are clearly difficult for a renewal of 
development cooperaKon along these lines.  There is no blueprint or easy poliKcal path, including those 
suggested below.  It will likely require years of concerted effort.  The paths forward will be uneven, 
tentaKve and challenging.  Safeguarding a focus on poverty and inequaliKes in development cooperaKon 
in the current context will require creaKve approaches beyond tradiKonal frameworks, open discussion 
and exchange.   
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What might be some elements for civil society actors involved in the aid system to consider in developing 
a rebuilding effort?  The suggesKons below are by no means exhausKve or definiKve, but may point to 
some direcKons, which can be part of a wider discussion of the future for aid, reinvigoraKng 
mulKlateralism, and the role of the DAC and its members. 

a) How can ODA be a more focused metric for measuring concessional resource flows for the core 
purposes of reducing poverty and inequali2es, par2cularly for the poorest countries and peoples?  
Billions of people conKnue to live in condiKons of poverty, extreme vulnerability and marginalizaKon. 
ODA is currently a metric with rules about what can count as a concessional effort in promoKng the 
economic development and welfare of developing countries.  While many policies and resources are 
essenKal for this laher purpose, a reformed mandate for ODA as a metric should be exclusively a 
measure for providers’ direct efforts to reduce poverty and inequaliKes, to leave no one behind in the 
achievement of the SDGs.    

As such, a reformed ODA may be more limited in both scope and levels of provider resources, but 
would create a transparent and strong foundaKon pushing provider efforts clearly commited to this 
purpose, including the agency of people living in poverty and experiencing marginalizaKon.  ODA as 
currently consKtuted is acutely compromised for reducing poverty and inequaliKes by the inclusion of 
mulKple purposes as well as by provider calls on this resource to serve foreign and commercial 
interests.  From the partner country perspecKve, including partner country government, civil society 
and the private sector, it is severely fragmented and opaque as a resource for country prioriKes.   

An official poliKcal narraKve of “mutual interest” in guiding internaKonal development cooperaKon is 
gaining momentum, away from ethical and values-based commitments relaKng to persistent poverty 
and inequaliKes.17  At the same Kme, providers are also more explicitly focusing their raKonale for aid 
on reducing irregular migraKon, supporKng transacKonal trade relaKons, or addressing global public 
goods.  The assumpKon, presumably, is that aid resources deployed for these purposes are the result 
of shared interests with partner countries.  However, the narraKve of “mutual interest” seldom take 
account power dynamics, that is, who is seing these prioriKes.  Providers stress, for example, 
miKgaKon climate finance within their ODA, with much less ahenKon to adaptaKon and loss and 
damage finance, hardly an equitable determinaKon of “mutual interests”. 
 
InternaKonal cooperaKon for advancing economic and social development confirms the importance 
of a range of internaKonal policy tools beyond ODA (relaKng to trade and investment) required to 
create condiKons for sustainable economic growth in partner countries.  But equally, it is clear that 
these tools alone are not only insufficient.  They have oPen failed to create condiKons for sustainable 
economic growth in partner countries, accentuaKng greater inequaliKes and further marginalizing 
populaKons in many country contexts.  The strategic investment of a very substanKal and dedicated 
highly concessional catalyKc resource, i.e. ODA, focusing on the mulKple drivers of poverty and 
marginalizaKon and the enablers for greater equity, is crucial for sustainable growth that leaves no 
one behind. 
 
If ODA is to center on provider effort for reducing poverty and inequaliKes, at a minimum, the rules 
governing what can be included must be narrowed and directed towards these purposes.  The DAC 
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Community of PracKce on Poverty and InequaliKes is currently developing a “Guidance on Reducing 
Poverty and InequaliKes through Development Co-operaKon”, which will also include work on refining 
a metric along these lines.18    
 
Whether the DAC remains the locaKon for considering this fundamental refocus is debatable, given its 
nature and exclusivity as a “donor club”.  Following from FfD4, the DAC has agreed to a review process 
that will examine the implicaKons of the changing landscape of development co-operaKon, including 
the role of ODA and of the DAC itself.  This process is an opportunity to not only assess the legiKmacy 
of the ODA metric (see (b) below), but also to reform the DAC itself with permanent and substanKal 
representaKon of countries in the global south.   A proposal, on the sidelines of FfD4, to create an 
independent commission on the future of the internaKonal aid system19 or an intergovernmental 
working group under the auspices of the General Assembly, supported by the Development 
CooperaKon Forum, with parKcipaKon of all relevant development actors, could be another fora for 
these reflecKons. 

 
b) Safeguarding ODA for poverty eradica2on in partner countries requires a metric that actually 

measures concessional flows for this purpose.        ODA can be an essenKal indicator of the 
commitment of DAC provider countries to global jusKce.  But to be so, it must be substanKally 
reformed as a metric.  Currently, the metric that has lost trust and confidence in this regard.  A metric 
more focused on poverty and inequali2es will exclude significant areas of Global Public Goods, 
currently included, such as in-donor refugee costs, imputed student costs, and climate finance for 
mi2ga2on purposes.  These are important human rights obligaKons and criKcal global goods, but as 
such, these areas are unrelated to a core provider mandate for poverty eradicaKon in partner 
countries.  Concessionality in ODA must return.  This means assessing the current methodologies for 
grant equivalency on loans, and either removing risk premiums or disallowing the counKng of debt 
relief for these same loans.  It means disallowing ODA private sector instruments where 
concessionality and poverty impact cannot actually be demonstrated.   

 
c) While ODA focuses on DAC provider efforts towards poverty eradica2on in partner countries, the 

interna2onal community must also enhance its capaci2es to capture and build accountability for 
the full scope of interna2onal development coopera2on.               An innovaKve metric already exists 
to enable this level of transparency.  It is TOSSD – Total Official Support for Sustainable Development.  
Under its first Pillar, TOSSD includes both concessional and non-concessional official resources towards 
the SDGs and their Targets, with repor2ng open to all providers, including south south providers and 
mulKlateral organizaKons.  It reports all cross-border flows from a recipient perspec2ve (i.e. those 
flows from mulKlateral organizaKons to partner countries, not just provider flow to these 
organizaKons).  Under its second Pillar, TOSSD captures all provider flows for Interna2onal Public 
Goods (i.e. both global and regional) of benefit to developing countries and its populaKons.  In 
clarifying ODA as a metric for poverty eradicaKon, all potenKal areas to be excluded are, or can be, 
collected at the acKvity level and reported in TOSSD. 

While not officially embedded in the UN system, TOSSD is now governed by the InternaKonal Forum 
for TOSSD (IFT), which is a representaKve body of diverse providers and recipients, with a strong 
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Observer presence and voice for CSOs (tradiKonal DAC providers are in a minority).  The 
comprehensiveness of TOSSD has grown over the past five years, but it is sKll a work in progress.  CSOs 
can play a very acKve role with providers and partner countries in conKnuing to develop this metric to 
create full transparency for all internaKonal development cooperaKon flows. 

Many of the non-ODA flows captured by TOSSD currently lack transparency by the provider 
insKtuKons.  TOSSD is a major step forward in extending transparency for the full scope of 
development cooperaKon.  In may also have potenKal to introduce some aspects of accountability to 
development effecKveness and impacts for realizing Agenda 2030. 

 
TOSSD offers a strong complement to, but not a replacement for ODA, which remains highly relevant 
as a staKsKcal standard for measuring donor effort towards reducing poverty and inequaliKes.   
 

d) Clarifying the purpose of ODA must go hand-in-hand with transforming / ‘de-colonizing’ modali2es 
with counterparts in the global south.               ExisKng ‘partner’ relaKonships are characterized by 
deep distrust of provider commitments by southern stakeholders. There is skepKcism about oPen-
stated commitments to reform, alongside a growing concern for aid dependencies at both the 
organizaKonal and country level.  The abrupt and cruel aid cuts by the United States have revealed 
unsustainable levels of dependency.  Should crucial health systems, even in the poorest countries, be 
dependent upon external voluntary and volaKle aid resources?  Stakeholders in the 2025 FfD4 process 
called for substanKal ramping up of country level programming, but on what terms?   

Are aid and development effecKveness principles – country ownership, inclusive partnerships, 
alignment with country results frameworks, and transparency and accountability – mere rhetoric?   
Recent evidence for the laher is strong, and quite apparent for many in the global south.  Yet providers  
conKnue to recognize these four principles in FfD’s Seville Commitment as well as the the Global 
Partnership for EffecKve Development CooperaKon’s (GPEDC) flagship monitoring exercise.  The 
GPEDC launched its 2030 Pact for Effec6ve Development Co-opera6on in Seville.20  This iniKaKve has 
the potenKal to bring evidence from comprehensive monitoring  into partner country-led dialogue on 
effecKveness bohlenecks and tensions for more impacvul co-operaKon, one that strengthens trust.  
The GPEDC’s monitoring and dialogue could provide a reference point for comprehensive 
development cooperaKon effecKvieness, with ODA as a poverty-focused resource and TOSSD as 
complementary resources for achieving the SDGs.  

Country ownership is crucial in a renewal of ODA’s purpose and mandate.  Central to country 
ownership are transformed partnerships and structures through which country-level actors 
(government and civil society) lead and direct development programming, rather than implement 
largely provider-determined prioriKes (including those mediated by INGOs or mulKlateral 
organizaKons).  If ODA is to focus exclusively on poverty eradicaKon, all aid actors must mainstream 
“leaving no one behind.” In doing so, they should pay close ahenKon to the exercise of agency and 
power affecKng the most vulnerable, rather than promoKng opportuniKes for different provider 
stakeholders to engage in country programming.  Full engagement with naKonal and local civil society 
actors, mediated by locally-controlled plavorms and local stakeholders, are crucial in this regard. 
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e) Providers should put renewed efforts into resourcing and transforming an effec2ve humanitarian 
system .  Implemen2ng the DAC Recommenda2on on the Humanitarian, Development and Peace 
Nexus (triple nexus) is a key part of this transforma2on.                     Increasingly, the most vulnerable 
people and those most likely to be leP behind are found in fragile and conflict affected context, oPen 
in Middle-Income Countries.  At the same Kme, several providers are cuing humanitarian assistance, 
with the United States alone represenKng 51% of humanitarian assistance, and Germany, 
represenKng 9%, cuing this aid by half.  The poliKcal and humanitarian pressure on other providers 
to increase their humanitarian aid will be acute, parKcularly as loss and damage from climate impacts 
intensify, likely affecKng resources available for longer term health, educaKon etc.    
 
While not an answer to the huge gap in humanitarian resources, the triple nexus approach emphasizes 
coordinaKon on the ground of humanitarian, development and peace iniKaKves, support for locally-
led approaches, and synergies that may help reduce the drivers for fragility and conflict.  It calls for 
increased resources and poliKcal ahenKon to the peace pillar of the nexus.  Humanitarianism is in 
urgent need of a “reset”, but it must also be a “principled transformaKon that shiP power, resources, 
and decision-making to local and naKonal actors who are closest to the communiKes we aim to 
support.”21 

 
f) All development actors must devote substan2al resources and efforts to rebuild an ac2ve and broad 

cons2tuency for global ci2zenship.              The consKtuency for aid in most provider countries is 
shallow, largely framed by a charitable narraKve, oPen reinforcing patronizing and colonial 
approaches, and accentuaKng a provder ‘saviour complex’.  Any hope for transformed development 
cooperaKon oriented to solidarity rests in transforming this opKc among ciKzens in the global north, 
aligned with ciKzen movements, human rights defenders and change leaders in the global south.  

The long-term goal is populaKons that internalize an orientaKon rooted in norms for global jusKce, an 
ethical/solidarity foundaKon for all forms of internaKonal cooperaKon, not just ODA, and a 
commitment to urgent and proporKonate acKon for climate jusKce.  The efforts to strengthen this 
consKtuency must be a north/south collaboraKon informed by the lived experience of people in both 
the global south and global north.  DAC providers, CSOs (north and south), faith-based organizaKons, 
academia, partner countries and Un organizaKons must all be part of these efforts.  It will take 
deliberate sustained engagements between communiKes, as well as with the wider publics, to which 
substanKal financial and insKtuKonal resources must be devoted.  

In recent years sustained efforts in public engagement have been marginalized or diminished, which 
is perhaps reflected in the ease by which governments can change and cut ODA in many DAC countries.   
DAC providers currently spend an almost negligible 0.2% of their Real ODA (excluding in donor refugee 
costs) on public awareness.  CiKzens largely rely on mainstream medias’ frame for aid, which are 
largely humanitarian.  It is these frames that provider poliKcians draw support and inspiraKon for aid 
iniKaKves.  CSO communicaKons with their publics likewise are predominantly geared towards short-
term charity appeals, increasingly influenced by humanitarian emergencies, and/or personalisKc 
appeals “to make a difference”.  CommunicaKons with consKtuencies is highly fragmented, 
dominated by social media, campaign messaging, and audience segmentaKon. 



 12 

Reinforced through decades, these messages are a long way from progressive noKons of global 
ciKzenship.  As climate change impacts inevitably escalate, creaKng a progressive consKtuency for 
solidarity will be essenKal to challenge growing insularity of the north, which was so evident in the 
Covid-19 responses. 

g) Strengthening the diversity and leadership of southern civil society as actors in development and 
humanitarian assistance is crucial for effec2ve ac2on in tackling poverty and inequali2es.  They are 
on the front lines in communi2es, as human rights/environmental defenders, dedicated to “leaving 
no one behind”.       The strengths of civil society are its diversity, its rootedness in communiKes and 
locales, its direct development experience, and its capaciKes for advocacy, accountability and public 
engagement.  CSOs need to reclaim the narraKve on the value of the work of CSOs in development 
and humanitarianism in ways that reclaim democraKc values and norms. 

Development opKons are oPen contested, while shrinking civic space and poliKcal polarizaKon 
undermine efforts to build trust and social cohesion.  Progress for gender equality is reversed when 
women’s rights organizaKons are defunded, and women human rights defenders are harassed, 
sKgmaKzed and face various forms of gender-based violence.  CollaboraKon among like-minded 
development actors is crucial to protect and promote civic space and enable a rich civil society 
ecosystem across different naKonal and local contexts.   

This civil society ecosystem is facing existenKal shocks, with abrupt US aid cuts highlighKng their 
vulnerability in the aid system – a reliance either directly or indirectly on a few DAC providers.  These 
are not transitory shocks as other providers – the Netherlands, Sweden, Finland and perhaps Germany 
– reduce their aid and programs with civil society.   

NaKonal and local CSOs have been most affected by the unprecedented scope of the crisis.  But it is 
also true that different forms of civil society are embedded in naKonal and local contexts irrespecKve 
of the aid system.  These are a foundaKon for resilience. 

The crisis has further eroded trust, when USAID localizaKon policies and pracKces were supposedly 
based on trust and mutual respect with local counterparts.  It calls into quesKon civil society’s 
relaKonship with the infrastructure of development cooperaKon. 

What might be some approaches for providers, northern CSOs and INGOs to strengthening the 
resilience and sustainability of naKonal and local CSOs in the global south? 

v Enable the diversifica2on of sources of funds for southern CSOs with philanthropic donors, 
community philanthropy, companies’ corporate responsibility iniKaKves, social impacts 
investments, and other forms of local resource mobilizaKon.  Special ahenKon should be directed 
to heavily affected human rights, women’s rights, sexual minoriKes and democracy organizaKons 
to assist in their financial recovery. 

v Engage more directly with philanthropy on feminist an2-colonial funding, which means long-
term flexible funding, core funding, funding for organizaKonal infrastructure, simplifying access 
and reporKng on funding, and support for staff mental health and well being. 
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v Reimagine roles and added-value for northern CSOs and INGOs to complement increased 
agency and leadership of southern CSOs as actors in their own right.  Northern CSOs and INGOs 
have scope to change the ways they work in partnerships.  They need to interrogate how these 
partnerships may potenKally increase vulnerability, while strengthening organizaKonal 
sustainability. 

v Support and expand roles for sustainable local intermediaries as well as south to south civil 
society coopera2on.  The funding models for CSOs to date have been very northern intermediary 
led.  There is a need to sustain more local and diverse funding mechanisms, building local 
intermediaries, supporKng coaliKons-building among local organizaKons.  Pooled funds may be a 
financial vehicle that could allow for more shared risk and diversity of funding sources, while 
avoiding fragmentaKon in individual donor accountability requirements. 
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Annex One 
Donor Shares of Support in Sectors Cri2cal for Reducing Poverty 
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