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Abstract
The paper analyses the 1996 EU food aid reformaalalesses the question of its impact on
improving EU food aid allocation in terms of reaapithose countries which are most
vulnerable to food insecurity. Using a two-staggression model the analysis finds that EU
food aid in kind is increasingly targeted towardsveloping countries affected by food
insecurity. Most importantly, characteristics suat low calorie supply and balance-of-
payments difficulties gained in importance in Eldaaid allocation during the recent years.
However, even though progress is noticeable, tlseltee suggest a lack of coordination
between the EU and other food aid donors which exkates food aid variability and may

lower aid effectiveness.
JEL-Codes013, Q18, Q19
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Evaluating the 1996 EU food aid reform:
Did it really lead to better targeting?

1 Introduction

Prior to 1996, the European Union’s (EU) food alidaation was primarily intended as a
means to dispose agricultural surpluses, charaetérby a poor responsiveness to actual
recipients’ needs. Facing strong internationaliaisitn, EU food aid policy was subject to
major modifications in course of the adoption of tiew food aid regulation in 1996. Under
the new regulatory framework, EU food aid intenolsapport long-term reduction of poverty
and food insecurity, thereby responding effectivaty coherently to recipients’ needs. This
paper examines thus whether or not EU food aidadlgtsucceeds in realizing these well-
intended objectives. The paper proceeds as follds. next section briefly reviews major
modifications of EU food aid policy under the 198&orm. Section 3 and 4 present the
empirical model and the methodology used for egtona The results are discussed in
Section 5. Finally, the last section summarisesctireclusions and major implications of the

present study.

2 Review of the 1996 EU food aid reform

After the establishment of EU food aid in 1967, EHié rapidly advanced to the second largest
bilateral food aid donor after the US. As it waosgly linked to the Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP), EU food aid was primarily intended aslisposal mechanism of agricultural
surpluses and therefore resulted in a supply-drregmer than demand-based policy (Barrett
and Maxwell, 20055.In the early 1990s however, the reduction of agical surpluses as a
result of the CAP reforms and the strong criticishthe rich world’s food aid systems led to
a reform process of EU food aid policy which wasafiy completed in 1996. With the
adoption of the Council Regulation 1292/96, EU ecbjand program food dicessentially
moved towards a holistic approach with the majgective being “to overcome problems of

temporary food shortages, to manage post-crisistsans for food recovery and finally to

' In fact, Council Regulation 67/120 explicitly fodsi the purchase of cereals in third countriessf th
interventions stocks contain sufficient inventooy food aid deliveries.

> Emergency food aid was separated from non-emerdendyaid by initiating the European Community
Humanitarian Office (ECHO) in 1992.
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address structural food security problems” (EC,200The new regulation explicitly specifies
several allocation criteria, according to which tdd aid is allocated in accordance to:

the food situation and food shortages in thepieot country using human development
and nutritional indicators;

- per-capita income and the existence of partibuf@wor population groups;

- social indicators of the population’s welfare;

- the recipient’s balance-of-payments situation;

- the economic and social impact and financial obshe proposed operation;

- the existence of a long-term policy on food siégun the recipient country (EC, 1996).

Altogether, the EU food aid policy — it is claimednoved towards a demand-based approach
more sensitive to recipients’ needs. In recognitimat the causes of poverty are complex and
to enhance coherence with European Commission’y (le@elopment strategies, program
and project food aid was integrated in the conadpftamework of an overall poverty
reduction strategy (Yourand Abbott, 2008).

3 Methodology — The two-stage model

In this paper food aid allocation is assumed t@ Iwwo-stage decision-making process. In the
first step, those countries which are deemed ééidir food aid are selected among a pool of
potential recipients (selection decision). In teeand step, the amount of food provided to
each previously selected recipient is determindtbo@ion decision) (Neumayef005).
Given the non-negative nature of the dependentabi@iand the fact that a large share
(i.,e. 66%) of the observations equals zero, thdyaisaof food aid data poses specific
problems. That is, by simply applying Ordinary Le&xuares (OLS) regardless of the
censored dependent variable the analysis will yiglssed estimates (Prin2994). The
appropriate approach to analyse this process istvibbestage model which separates the
selection and the allocation decision by applying different estimation methods.

In the first step the selection of a limited numbgcountries among all potential recipients is
considered a yes-or-no-decision which is modellga Ibinary choice approach, i.e. a Probit
model. To illustrate the general panel frameworlPadbit estimation consider the following

model
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(1) FAtt = x{tﬁ + 6[ i = 1,2, ...,N; t = 1,2, ...,T
FAy =1 if FAZ, > 0

FA;; =0 otherwise

where the subscripts refer to countryat time t. The unobserved latent variabi;,
represents the difference between the marginalasasthe marginal benefit of food aid. For
positive values of the latent variable — the maabibenefit exceeds marginal cost — the
observed outcome4;, equals one. That is to say, food aid is only mediif the marginal
benefit outweighs the marginal cost. In contrdsnarginal cost of food aid is higher than the
marginal benefit, i.e. for negative values of thgenht variable, food aid equals zerarifi,
1994).

For the subsequent allocation decision an OLS meised. In order to allow for OLS
estimation the dependent variable is transformenchfan originally censored to a continuous
variable by dropping all observations equal to zé&tt is, the OLS model takes into account
those countries that actually receive food aid.ddwhately, using only the positive values of
food aid may yield biased and inconsistent estimatethe non-random sample selection of
the endogenous variable leads to a violation ofcbassumptions of OLS (Cameramd
Trivedi, 2006). By use of Monte Carlo simulations Mannat@l.(1987),however show that
bias of OLS estimates is typically small in fore@d applications.

Additionally, some remarks on the estimation praredare warranted. Insufficient data
availability for very poor, undemocratic countriasd countries at war or civil strife could
introduce sample selection bias. Therefore, thexs#g#twas constructed with a view to
maximizing the number of countries in the datasgher than the number of years by
choosing explanatory variables with respect to éwsyistematic exclusion of countries (see
also Neumayeg003).

In modelling food aid allocation the informationa@lable at the time of decision-making is
relevant. In order to imitate the decision-makin@gess, most non-constant explanatory
variables, i.e. the recipients’ per-capita incomm&l gopulation size, child mortality, the
current account balance, corruption, and democeaagr the regression lagged by one year.
Also food aid contributions of other donors, cadosupply per capita, and the degree of self-
sufficiency enter the model with one-year lag idesrto avoid endogeneity bias (Neumayer,
2005).

The data cover the period 1993-2003 for 106 coesitrso that panel data techniques are
employed for estimation so as to account for irmdliali heterogeneity across countries

(Greene2008). More precisely, a random effects (RE) apginda considered as appropriate
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because it allows estimating coefficients of tinoestant variables. To test for the effects of
the food aid reform the dataset is split into tvesigds (i.e. 1993-1997 and 1998-2003). The
second period starts in 1998 as policy changesdarexpected to be fully implemented until
1998. The significance of differences is testedgisi Chow test of structural chance.

Finally, a Breusch-Pagan test adjusted to the pdatl context indicates the presence of
heteroscedasticity. In order to obtain reliableerehce, robust standard errors are calculated
for the selection and allocation stage using GeénEstimation Equations (GEE) and
Generalised Least Squares (GLS), respectively (dimlge,2002).

4 Specification of the food aid model and data

In order to evaluate whether the 1996 food aidrrefm fact led to a better targeting of most
vulnerable and food insecure countries an empinwadiel including recipients’ needs, good
governance, and donors’ interests is proposed.géneral specification of the model to be

estimated is

FA, = f(GDR,,POR,, IMORT,,,CAL,,SS,,CAB ,, SHOCK ,,WAR,, NATDIS ,,
REFUGEE,,EXP,, DEM, ., DIST,, LOME,,COL _UK,,COL_F,,ODON, ,,FA ).

(2)

An overview of all abbreviations, definitions andta sources of the variables is given in

Table 1 and will be explained in greater detaiblel

4.1  Dependent variable

As already mentioned in Section 2, the presentmpi@peses on project and programme food
aid which is specified as the delivery of food mead in tons, with cereals being expressed
in grain equivalents. Food aid data are providedhayInternational Food Aid Information
System of the World Food Programme (WFP/INTERFAE®sides in kind deliveries, food
aid is also given as financial assistance tiechéopurchase of food commodities. However,
due to lack of data it is not possible to incluties ttorm of food aid in a comprehensive
manner and is thus excluded from the analysis &&® Neumayer2005). This is a major
limitation of the study as the share of food aitivdeies in kind declined from from 89% of
total EU food aid in 1993 to 39% in 2000 (EC 20@hd should be kept in mind when
interpreting the results.
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Table 1.List of variables and data sources

Variable Definition Data Source
FA Food aid (tons, with cereals specified in grain WFP/INTERFAIS
equivalents, other commodities in actual quanjities
ODON Food aid deliveries from other donors to th@pient WFP/INTERFAIS
(see above)
SS Self-sufficiency in cereal production (%) FAOSIT&008a,b)
CAL Per-capita calorie supply per day FAOSTAT (2608
SHOCK Year-to-year change in calorie supply (%) FSA@\T (2008c), own
calculations
GDP GDP per capita in Purchasing Power Parity (PPP) IMF (2008)
(‘000 international Dollar)
CAB Current account balance (USD) IMF (2008)
POP Population (Mio) World Bank (2008a)
IMORT Infant mortality rate, under-5 (per 1,000) NDP (several years)
REFUGEES Number of refugees residing in the rentpteuntry UNHCR (2008)
CORR Index of corruption in the recipient count?yy lowest World Bank (2008b)
level, -2.5 highest level of corruption)
DEM Freedom of the population in the recipient doyn Freedom House (2008)
separated into free, partly free, and not freexpfor
democracy)
EXP Share of bilateral cereal exports from the glthe UN (2008)
recipient country (%)
DIST Distance between Brussels and the capitdief t Havemar(1998), completed
recipient (‘000 kilometers) with the Geobytes (2008)
database
COL_UK Dummy variable for former colonies of the UK Prinz (1994)
COL_F Dummy variable for former colonies of France Prinz (1994)
LOME Dummy variable for member states of the Lomé EC(2008)
Agreement
CIS Dummy variable for countries of Eastern Eurapd ~ WFP/INTERFAIS
the CIS

Note: Dummy variables equal one if the event takes pldseurce Author's own
composition.

The accurate specification of the dependent variabéxtensively discussed in the foreign aid
literature (see for instance Neumay2003). Essentially, aid allocation may be modelted
total or in per capita terms. However, McGillivragd Oczkowski (1991) point out that it is
difficult to allocate food aid in per-capita terrsgice decision-makers have to be careful
neither to exceed nor to fall short of a fixed betdg\s such aid distribution per capita is an

outcome of the aid allocation process rather thpriaary consideration. Food aid allocation

5|Page



is therefore specified in total terms while inclhuglithe population size as a control variable.
Moreover, to reduce the impact of outliers the aeleat variable is defined as the logarithm
of food aid deliveries which is an approach widebed in foreign aid literature (Dolland
Levin, 2006)3

4.2  Explanatory variables

The EC claims that EU food aid focuses on humaaitaobjectives. To test for the
responsiveness of EU food aid to recipients’ nessleeral measures are considered in the
upcoming analysis. More precisely, the EC’s statgdntions outlined in Section 2 are
captured by the per-capita income measured as Gasestic Product (GDP) per capita, the
infant mortality rate as an indicator for non-ecomo well-being, the population size, the
current account balance, the degree of self-saficy in cereal production, and the
recipient’'s average calorie supply per capiiafortunately, data of the per-capita calorie
supply obtained from the Food Balance Sheets ofthed and Agriculture Organisation of
the UN (FAO) are only available until 2003, so ttie estimation period has to be restricted
to 1993-2003. Furthermore, to test whether the Etponds to sudden changes in food
availability in recipient countries a shock varmldalculated as the percentage change of
calorie supply from one year to another and the bemof refugees residing in the recipient
country is included.

Good governance as a criterion for aid allocategaining in importance as multilateral aid
donors, for instance the IMF and the World Bankreasingly condition aid transfers on
reforms ensuring good governance in the recipieanty (World Bank, 1998). In order to
test whether the EU is selective towards countxigls sound policies the complex concept of
good governance is captured by the degree of diwrupnd democracy. These variables
serve as an indicator for the importance of hunigints and the population’s opportunities to
participate in the political decision-making prage¥he level of corruption in the recipient
country is measured by the World Bank’s Worldwidev&rnance Indicators @UFMANN et

al. 2003). Since these indicators are only coltkatéermittently since 1996 and on an annual
basis since 2002 years with no data availableepkaced by the latest available observation,
making use of the reasonable assumption that thel lef corruption does not vary

considerably from year to year. Due to better datalability as compared to the Worldwide

* The dependent variable is calculated as log(1+BASnsure that zero observations are not deleté¢akityg the
logarithm.
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Governance Indicators, data measuring the degreembcracy in the recipient country are
obtained from Freedom House which classifies a tglas free, partly free or not free with
respect to political rights and civil libertiestbie population.

Food aid donors are often accused to provide foddviah a view to commercial interests.
Important trading partners or promising export netskare thus expected to receive a higher
amount of food aid, measured by bilateral cerepbes from the EU to the recipient country
as a share of total cereal exports of the EU.

Moreover, food aid may be used as an instrumestpport particular regimes or systems. In
the aftermath of the Cold War the EU donated lang®unts of programme food aid to the
Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS) which maye been intended to support the
newly adopted economic system and to increaseiqablgtability in the region (Prin4,994).

It is reasonable to argue that political and ecanastability in the former Soviet Union was
particularly important to the EU since potentialgnaints of these countries are prone to be
attracted by EU countries due to its wealth andygggahical proximity, which is captured by
a dummy variable for Eastern Europe and the CIS.

The EU may also intend to assure their traditi@xdérnal influence by favourable treatment
of specific countries. These may include formeron@s or member states of the Lomé
agreement which are captured by dummy variablesfdomer colonies of the United
Kingdom (UK) and France and Lomé membership (Newna8005).

In order to explore whether EU food aid respondstteer donors’ food aid contributions,
food aid donations of other donors enter the mdgeklly, in the foreign aid literature it is
commonly argued that aid allocation is based onylear's budget with only a narrow range
of increases and decreases from one year to an&dowing, inter alia, Prinz(1994)and
Barrett and Heisey (2002) the hypothesis of incrgalebudgeting is tested by introducing

the lagged value of food aid in the model.

5 Results and discussion

The analysis shows that the policy reform indeeldt¢teconsiderable changes in EU food aid
allocation as the null hypothesis of no structwtange (Chow test) is rejected at the 0.1%
significance level. Detailed results of the anaygiresented in Table 2, are discussed in the
following. Most importantly, the estimation resuitglicate that the reform led to a stronger
focus on the recipients’ food situation. That isile the calorie supply did not systematically
affect food aid allocation in the period 1993-19@has a highly significant negative impact
in the second period. Also the results for theeniraccount balance clearly suggest that food
7|Page



aid allocation improved in recent years. In theiqeerl993-1997 countries with a higher
current account balance were more likely to beldkgor food aid than countries with a poor
balance-of-payments situation. This result is irsistent with humanitarian objectives as
countries with a poor current account balance fzalv ability to mitigate shortfalls in food
availability by imports. After the 1996 reform howves, countries with a poor current account
balance receive more food aid than countries withose comfortable balance-of-payments
situation both at the selection and the allocastage. Overall, the evidence suggests that
food aid allocation moved from a rather supply-oi@el policy to a policy highly responsive
to the recipients’ financial and nutritional status

The results further show that neither the numbereffigees nor sudden shocks in food
availability affect the allocation of project andogramme food aid which may be addressed
by emergency food aid, suggesting an efficient dimation of EU emergency and non-
emergency food aid.

Interestingly, the analysis shows that the recifsgoer-capita income had a negative impact
on food aid allocation in 1993-1998 but does néitence EU food aid allocation in the post-
reform period. That is, EU food aid is primarilyrdated towards food insecure countries
(recall the significant negative coefficient of CAkather than towards poor countries in
general which may be addressed by other types\@dla@ment assistance more appropriate
to alleviate poverty. Moreover, the results verife hypothesis of population bias at the
selection stage for the period 1998-2003, whicimt®nsistent with theory as “there is no
reason to presume that less populous countriesrardess in need of food aid than more
populous ones” (Neumay&005).

As EU self-interest is concerned the results shawcEreal exports to the recipient do not
affect the allocation of project and programme faod following the food aid reform,
whereas commercial interests determined food docation prior to the 1996 reform.
Moreover, the EU seems to fail in consistently neliveg good governance in the recipient
country. First, the degree of democracy does rfecEU food aid allocation, neither at the
selection nor the allocation stage. Second, evelandicates that the importance of the
recipients’ degree of corruption is diminishing.skecorrupt developing countries received a
larger amount of food aid at the allocation stagant countries with higher levels of
corruption in 1993-1998, whereas corruption wascancern for food aid allocation in the
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period 1998-2003 anymofeThis most likely leads to efficiency losses of gnamme food

aid and contrasts the intention to reward counfaesound policies and institutions.

Table 2: Estimation results for EU food aid allocation

GEE model GLS model
Explanatory (Selection decision) (Allocation decision)
variable 1993-1997 1998-2003 1993-1997 1998-2003
Constant .250 741 7.552%** 3.421
(.906) (1.194) (1.237) (2.587)
In food aid (t-1) 305*** AA48** 500*** .318*
(.057) (.147) (.079) (.159)
In GDP per Capita -.556** -.093 -.504 -.005
(t-1) (.188) (.288) (.315) (1.004)
In population size -.058 .366*** .299* .330
(t-1) (.089) (113) (114) (.327)
Infant mortality .003 .003 .003 -.004
(t-1) (.002) (.003) (.002) (.007)
Self-sufficiency -.826* 110 -.288 .387
(1) (.330) (.438) (.430) (1.216)
Calorie supply -.000 -.002%** -.000 -.000
(t-1) (.000) (.000) (.000) (.001)
Shock .009 .020 .045 .045
(.012) (.030) (.023) (.074)
Current account .042* -.032* .088 - 127k
balance (t-1) (.019) (.016) (.061) (.036)
In number of .018 -.125 -.134* -.064
refugees (.050) (.064) (.068) (.138)
Bilateral cereal 455* 582 .150 2.381
exports (186) (330) (364) (1308)
Democracy (t-]_) .319* -.025 -.388* .033
(.140) (.131) (.182) (.405)
Corruption (t_]_) -.100 .343 525* -.280
(.233) (.227) (.243) (577)
In other donor’s .090*** 106*** 127+ .149
food aid (t-1) (.025) (.025) (.054) (:117)
Lomé -.006 178 -.564 1.462
membership (:267) (:296) (-338) (.785)
Former Colony of '355 '006 '155 269
UK (.256) (.261) (.291) (.968)
Former C0|Ony of '207 305 '.632* 085

“ Note that the reverse interpretation of this valgavhich is defined from -2.5 to 2.5 with the Ist&alue
corresponding to the highest degree and 2.5 ttothest degree of corruption.
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Eastern Europe -1.228*** .784* 2.182%** 2.562*

and CIS countries  (-311) (.386) (.505) (1.146)
Chow (F) test 185.79*** 51.21***

Wald test 149.54*** 06.24*** 323.52*** 65.00***
Pr(Y>0) 534 187

Pr(Y*>0) 536 185

E(nY) 8.067 8.025
E(In Y*) 8.074 8.047
Observations 530 636 283 119
Countries 106 106 84 39

Values in parenthesis are robust standard errotheofregression coefficients, *** (**, *)
statistically significant at the 99.9% (99%, 95%ydl. Pr = Probability, E = expected value,
Y* = predicted value, Y = observed value, furth&@beeviations are explained in Table 1.
Source Own calculations.

The results for the CIS countries suggest that fmdddelivered towards Eastern Europe and
the CIS gained in importance following the food amform. While Eastern European
countries were less likely to be eligible for foaid, this is not the case for the period 1998-
2003. Instead, food aid deliveries are biased tdsvéine CIS both at the selection and the
allocation stage, thereby indicating that EU foatlia biased towards neighbouring countries.
Finally, the analysis provides evidence that the@amh of other donors’ project and program
food aid positively affects the amount of food & EU provides to a particular recipient.
Instead of pursuing an effective coordination aidaid contributions among donors (which
would imply a negative coefficient), the evidencggests that EU food aid allocation might
thus be influenced by peer pressure. Unfortunatbly,lack of coordination among donors
exacerbates food aid variability and is likely émluce aid effectiveness. However, the results
indicate that the importance of peer pressure ¢dfaid allocation declined following the
policy reform (allocation stage). But as food did@ation continues to be influenced by other
donors’ food aid contributions at the eligibilittage, there is still scope for further

improvement towards a better co-ordination amongpda

6 Summary and major conclusions

This paper empirically investigated the 1996 refaiitU food aid policy using a two-stage
model. In order to examine whether the reform lealstb a significant improvement of EU
food aid in targeting recipients’ needs, an ex-aaue ex-post examination of food aid
allocation is performed. In general, the analyswmviges evidence that EU food aid in kind

today is to a larger extent allocated with a viewthe nutritional status of the recipient
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country. That is, EU food aid increasingly addresseuntries with a low per-capita calorie
supply and a poor current account balance. Colytrdnie recipients’ income per capita does
not affect the allocation of food aid in kind argnber suggesting that poor countries in
general are targeted by other instruments of dewedémt assistance more appropriate to
alleviate poverty. Despite the positive developreenthere is still room for future
improvement of EU food aid allocation. More pretys&U food aid in kind is likely to suffer
from efficiency losses as it does not consisteadlgiress less corrupt governments and is also
positively associated with other donors’ food aahtributions which exacerbates food aid

variability and reduces food aid effectiveness.

References

Alesina, A. and Dollar, D. (2000) Who Gives Foreigid to Whom and Why3ournal of
Economic Growth5(1), pp. 33-63.

Barrett, C. B. and Heisey, K. C. (2002) How Effeety Does Multilateral Food Aid Respond
to Fluctuating NeedsRood Policy 27(5-6), pp. 477-491.

Barrett, C. B. and Maxwell, D. G. (2006pod Aid After Fifty Years: Recasting Its Role
(Routledge, London).

Cameron, A. C. and Trivedi, P. K. (2009)croeconometrics: Methods and Applications
(Cambridge University Press, Cambridge).

Dollar, D. and Levin, V. (2006) The Increasing Sty of Foreign Aid, 1984-2003/Norld
Development34(12), pp. 2034-2046.

EC (1996) Council Regulation (EC) No 1292/96 ofJ2inhe 1996 on Food-Aid Policy and
Food-Aid Management and Special Operations in Sagdd-ood Security. Official
Journal L 166, 05/07/1996, pp. 1-11.

EC(2001):Evaluation and Future Orientation of Council Regata(EC) No. 1292/96 on
Food Aid Policy and Food Aid Management and Spégf@rations in Support of Food
Security. Communication from the Commission toEuweopean Parliament and the
Council, Brussels.

EC (2004) Desk Phase Report — Thematic Evaluafi¢iood Aid Policy and Food Aid
Management and Special Operations in Support ofl Smxurity. Report prepared by
PARTICIP GmbH, Freiburg, Germany.

EC (2008) Regions and Countries: http://ec.eurapdeyelopment/
geographical/regionscountries_en.cfm?CFID=919251RQKEN=70913306&jsessioni
d=2430ed76d8d06e6f4f4a (20/05/2008).

FAO (2008a) FAO Statistical Database (FAOSTAT) adeSTAT:
http://faostat.fao.org/site/535/default.aspx#ar(@8/06/2008).

FAO (2008b) FAO Statistical Database (FAOSTAT) ed3TAT:
http://faostat.fao.org/site/567/default.aspx#ar(@8/06/2008).

l1|Page



FAO (2008c) FAO Statistical Database (FAOSTAT) oe&d@alance Sheet:
http://faostat.fao.org/site/368/default.aspx (082068).

Freedom House (2008) Freedom in the World — CouRatyngs 1972-2006:
http://www.freedomhouse.org/template.cfm?page=580&2008).

Geobytes (2008) Geobytes — City Distance Tool:
http://www.geobytes.com/CityDistanceTool.htm?loagpé26/05/2008).

Greene, W. H. (2008 conometric Analysié" edition, Prentice Hall, Singapore).

Haveman, J. (1998) Distance Between Capital Cdigsbase:
http://www.macalester.edu/research/economics/pagerfhan/Trade.Resources/Data/Gra
vity/dist.txt (15/06/2008).

Herrmann, R., Prinz, C. and Schenck, P. (1990) Howod Aid Affects Food Trade and How
Food Trade Matters to the International AllocatadrFood Aid. Discussion Papers in
Agricultural Economics No. 6, Institute of Agricutal Policy and Market Research,
University of Giessen.

IMF (2008) World Economic Outlook Database — ARGI08 Edition:
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/iweo/2008/01/vata/index.aspx (16/05/2008).

Kaufmann, D., Kraay, A. and Mastruzzi, M. (2003)v@mance Matters lll: Governance
Indicators 1996-2002. The World Bank, Washingto@.D.

Manning, W. G., Duan, N. and Rogers, W. H. (198 0Oni# Carlo Evidence on the Choice
between Sample Selection and Two-Part Modlarnal of Econometri¢85(1), pp. 59-
82.

McGillivray, M. and Oczkowski, E. (1991) Modellirtge Allocation of Australian bilateral
aid: Two-Part Sample Selection ApproaElsonomic Recordb7(197), pp. 147-152.

Neumayer, E. (2003)he Pattern of Aid Giving: The Impact of Good Gongrce on
Development Assistan¢Boutledge, London).

Neumayer, E. (2005) Is the Allocation of Food Ai@& from Donor Interest Biag®urnal of
Development Studied1(3), pp. 394-411.

Prinz, C. (1994) Die Nahrungsmittelhilfepolitik déuropaischen Gemeinschaft: Darstellung,
Analyse und polit-6konomische Erklarung. Schriftls Zentrums fiir regionale
Entwicklungsforschung der Justus-Liebig-Univers@éssen Band 58, Lit-Verlag,
Munster-Hamburg.

UN (2008) United Nations Commodity Trade Statisiiegabase (COMTRADE):
http://comtrade.un.org/.

UNDP (several years) Human Development Report.ddnitations Development Program,
New York.

UNHCR (2008) UNHCR Statistical Online Populationt&lzase:
http://www.unhcr.org/statistics/45c063a82.html| (Z32008).

Wooldridge, J. M. (2002.conometric Analysis of Cross Section and PanehdiT Press,
Cambridge, Mass).

World Bank (1998Assessing Aid: What Works, What Doesn’t and {@xjord University
Press, Oxford).

12|Page



World Bank (2008a) World Development Indicators d&hatse: http://ddp-
ext.worldbank.org/ext/DDPQQ/member.do?method=gethis
&userid=1&queryld=135 (05/07/2008).

World Bank (2008b) Governance Indicators:
http://info.worldbank.org/governance/wgi/index.48p/07/2008).

Young, L. M. and Abbott, P. C. (2008) Food Aid Dordlocation Decisions After 1990.
Canadian Journal of Agricultural Economicds6 (1), pp. 27-50.

13|Page



