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Aid for Trade (AfT) has moved up both the aid and trade agendas. There is now a need
for quantitative evidence which can be used to identify needs and inform an analysis of
how AfT can best be provided.

The WTO Aid for Trade Task Force has identified six categories of AfT and builds
upon the definitions used in the WTO/OECD trade-related and capacity building data-
base (WTO database). They are: trade policy and regulations; trade development; trade-
related infrastructure; building productive capacity (including  private sector develop-
ment); trade-related adjustment (including support for adjustment associated with
changes in international trade regimes); and other trade-related needs. The aim of this
study is to increase understanding of whether and how AfT can help develop ing coun-
tries to trade and improve their economic performance.

Section 2 discusses expected pathways of the effects of AfT. If it is used effectively,
AfT can have a positive effect on trade by tackling both market and governance failures.
It can:

• Improve trade policy co-ordination (AfT category: trade development);

• Develop standards to improve access for exports (AfT category: trade facilitation);

• Improve skill formation (AfT category: trade-related adjustment);

• Improve infrastructure (AfT category: trade-related infrastructure);

• Overcome governance failures, such as weak institutions or weak administrative  pro -
cedures (AfT category: trade policy and rules).

The paper uses statistical evidence to examine the effects of AfT on the costs of trading
and the level of exports. It goes beyond previous evidence on the effects of aid, and in
particular of AfT, on trade. It examines specific aid categories and sectoral relationships.
AfT reduces the costs of trading, an important investment climate indicator and one
which is particularly relevant for importing and exporting. This result holds when con-
trolling for other factors affecting trade costs, such as governance generally, being land-
locked and income status. For a sample of 120 developing countries, it is estimated that
an increase of 1 per cent in AfT (for trade policy and regulations) leads to a fall of
approximately 0.15 per cent in the cost of exporting. Thus, an increase of US$15,000
(from the mean of US$1.48 million) is associated with a reduction of US$1.80 (from the
mean of US$1324) in the cost of packing goods and loading them into a 20-foot con-
tainer, transporting them to the port of departure and loading them on a vessel or truck.

Aid for trade fosters exports, although the relationship is non-linear and the effect
depends on a careful specification of the types of aid and exports, in line with existing
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literature on aid. We model aid to productive capacities by sector, while the effects of
aid to infrastructure depend on empirical specifications. The paper uses a new estima-
tion identification strategy based on inter-sectoral and intra-sectoral (over time) differ-
ences in exports and AfT. It divides aid to productive capacities into aid to the different
sectors and then correlates sectoral aid to sectoral exports. The identification of AfT
effects comes from analysing whether sectors that receive more aid relative to other sec-
tors in the same country experience relatively faster growth in their exports, as well as
whether exports of a sector grow faster in years in which that sector receives relatively
higher levels of aid. The main advantage of this strategy is that it allows control for all
time varying country factors which may influence exports, such as effective demand,
policies, size of the economy, economic fundamentals and country-level shocks. The
results based on this new identification strategy are clear: they show that aid has a robust,
positive and non-linear effect on productive capacities in relation to exports. 
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Aid for Trade has moved up both the aid and trade agendas. Several studies have
described the rationale for AfT, but it is now time to move beyond the descriptive stage
and analyse the needs and design its implementation. A key motivation behind the
research presented in this paper is that there is a lack of good quantitative evidence on:

1. Actual AfT flows in-country;1 and 

2. The possible effects of AfT.2

This study is designed to provide an understanding of whether and how AfT can help
developing countries trade and improve their economic performance. It also illustrates
the scope and limitations of a quantitative approach towards AfT, and should be read in
conjunction with a study of whether AfT flows can actually be measured (Turner, 2008).

The paper discusses the effects of AfT. There are two ways of defining the scope of
this question. The first is to focus on the Aid for Trade initiative adopted by the WTO
during the Doha negotiations. This now has legal status as a WTO agreement. Specifi -
cally, the Aid for Trade Task Force argued that developing countries ‘expect Aid-for-
Trade to go well beyond the scope of the IF’ (WTO, 2006). The Integrated Framework
(IF) performs trade diagnostics rather than supporting productive capacities or infra-
structure. The Task Force identified six categories of AfT and builds upon the definitions
used in the WTO/OECD trade-related and capacity building database:3

• Trade policy and regulations;

• Trade development;

• Trade-related infrastructure;

• Building productive capacity (including private sector development);

• Trade-related adjustment (including support for adjustment associated with changes
in international trade regimes);

• Other trade-related needs.

On this definition, AfT contributes to the provision of governance public goods, such as
trade rules (to help countries implement and benefit from multilateral trade liberalisa-
tion) and regional public goods, such as cross-border infrastructure facilities (to facilitate
intra-regional trade). Such effects could be measured by volume of funds and the emer-
gence of new cross-border initiatives such as corridor approaches.

However, this focuses on a different way of examining the effects of aid for trade
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(lower case). This approach recognises that donor countries were already providing this
form of aid long before the Aid for Trade (upper case) label was introduced. Therefore,
we should be able to address whether aid for trade has any impact using historical data
on trade-related aid, as collected by the OECD. (This is, of course, subject to the relia-
bility of reporting by donors to the OECD.) 

The paper is organised as follows. Section 2 examines how AfT is expected to affect
trade, growth and economic performance more generally. Section 3 suggests an empirical
framework and describes the data used to test the theoretical hypotheses. Section 4
 provides new empirical results. Section 5 sets out the policy implications and suggests
directions for future research. 
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Expected pathways

We first discuss why certain types of aid should produce particular effects on trade, so that
we can propose hypotheses and assess the relevance of empirical patterns in the context
of Aid for Trade. Table 2.1 identifies potential market and governance failures affecting
the development of trade and suggests policy responses to address these failures. It identi fies
whether a proposed response could be assisted by an AfT package and what part of the
package would be relevant to the task (on the basis of its current classification in the
OECD Credit Reporting System (CRS) aid statistics).

Table 2.1 suggests that if employed effectively AfT can:

• Improve trade policy co-ordination (AfT category: trade development);

• Develop standards to improve access for exports (AfT category:trade facilitation);

• Improve skill formation (AfT category:trade-related adjustment);

• Improve infrastructure (AfT category:trade-related infrastructure);

• Overcome governance failures, such as weak institutions or weak administrative pro-
cedures (AfT category:trade policy and rules).

AfT also has a number of other more indirect effects. For example, the shift to giving
trade priority in aid spending aims to put more emphasis on economic development and
the supply side. The share of aid going to economic infrastructure decreased dramatically
after a mid-1990s donor consensus that social sectors had to be supported (Figure 2.1). 

The actual macroeconomic effects of aid depend on the functioning of a number of
channels, e.g. whether the exchange rate appreciates due to inflationary expansion, so
that exports decline, or whether aid actually improves trade competitiveness through
better infrastructure. From an economic point of view, if more support goes via invest-
ment and productive uses, rather than to consumption or other projects with less growth
potential, this will help to remove or reduce the Dutch disease effects of increased aid.
This is confirmed by Adam and Bevan (2006). They use a computable general equilib-
rium model to show that aid-funded increases in public investment yield potentially
large medium-term welfare gains, as public infrastructure investments offset short-run
Dutch disease effects.

We do not have enough information to predict what channels may be relatively more
important for trade-related outcomes. Our hypothesis is that both the direct and indirect
effects of AfT are potentially important in stimulating competitiveness and exports.
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Table 2.1. How Aid for Trade can address market and governance failures

Broad source/ Examples of failures Responses: policies Role for Aid for 
area of failure and activities Trade?

Market failures
Co-ordination Externalities ignored. Capacity building for Yes, training and 

Linkages not exploited trade policy to identify institutional 
Complementarities not linkages and externalities. development.
exploited. National trade strategy 

Developing, Incomplete and Facilitate technology Yes, trade facilitation.
adapting and  imperfect information. transfer and adoption. Assisting co-ordination 
adopting Network externalities. Support for quality with the private sector.
technology control to meet export 

standards.

Skills formation Under-investment in Better co-ordination and/ Mostly not included 
training due to inability or subsidies for training. under AfT. Could be 
to appropriate Strengthen information included in trade-
externalities (in training flows. related
workers) due to adjustment. 
imperfect information.

Capital markets Difficult access to credit. Credit schemes. Normally not included
Access to finance High interest rates. Formal sector subsidy under AfT.

based on improved 
information about 
borrowers.

Infrastructure Lack of good quality Provide incentives for Yes, aid to economic 
infrastructure because public-private infrastructure and  
lumpy investment gets partnerships. better co-ordination  
postponed in uncertain Provide grants in the with development  
times. case of low financial finance institutions/  

return/high economic private sector.
return.

Governance failure
Regulatory and Burdensome Streamline Yes, trade policy and 
administrative administrative administrative regulations (especially 
structure requirements. procedures and trade facilitation).

regulation. 

Source: Adapted from Te Velde (2008)

These effects are the product of a complex causality chain running from aid to country
outcomes and mediated by domestic policy makers, implementation agencies, policies
and country conditions. Bourguignon and Sundberg (2007) define this  chain as a ‘black-
box’, as models usually do not include the actual way. ‘If a dollar of aid produces little dis-
cernible change, was the objective ill-defined, the service delivery inefficient, bureaucratic
measures inadequate, or was money diverted?’ (Bourguignon and Sundberg (2007,  p. 317).
This problem applies to our analysis as well, but it is less significant than for  models  which 
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Figure 2.1. Share of total aid to economic infrastructure and productive sectors

Source: OECD CRS disbursements

estimate a relationship between aid and growth, as here we identify the links between
AfT and specific outcomes.

These outcomes can be linked directly to certain types of aid for trade, for example
trade-related administrative support, or they can be linked less directly, for example the
impact of aid for infrastructure on the values of exports and imports, which are also influ-
enced by many other factors. Moreover, some outcomes can be clearly measurable (e.g.
streamlined administrative procedures could be measured through the cost of processing
an export), while others are less easily measurable (e.g. improved trade policy co-ordina-
tion). We will try to measure the impact of different types of aid for trade on measurable
outcomes, direct and indirect. 

Empirical literature on aid effectiveness

There is a large empirical literature on the macro relationships between aid, growth and
investment, although not specifically on the effects of AfT. This literature tries to
 investigate the effects of aid on growth on the basis of a neoclassical growth model,
where aid provides a boost in capital accumulation and thus to growth.4 The findings of
this  literature have been at best mixed, with no consensus on the direction of the effects,
let alone on their size. 

Consider first the effects of general aid. Burnside and Dollar (2000) argue that aid has
no identifiable additional effect on growth once other factors have been accounted for,
including economic policies. Aid raises growth only in countries with ‘good’ policies.
Hansen and Tarp (2001) use different econometric specifications and find that aid is
effective and that the results do not depend on policy. In a number of recent studies,
Rajan and Subramanian (2005; 2007) use longer time spans and show that the impact
of aid on growth is less positive. The authors (2005) use an innovative strategy to exam-
ine the impact of aid across sectors within one country. In this way, they can  better
 control for omitted variables bias or model specification. Their main finding is that aid
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has systematic adverse effects on a country’s competitiveness, which is reflected in a
reduction of the share of labour-intensive and tradable industries in the manufacturing
sector. They suggest that these are Dutch disease effects, related to the real exchange
rate overvaluation caused by aid inflows. Using a large panel of countries and instrumen-
tation strategy to correct for the bias in conventional OLS estimation, Rajan and
Subramanian (2007) do not find any positive relationship between aid and growth.

After analysing 97 different empirical studies on the impact of aid on growth,
Doucouliagos and Paldam (2007) conclude that the impact of aid on growth is not signifi -
cant. A number of factors may explain the inconclusiveness of these research efforts.
Bourguignon and Sundberg (2007) argue that these mixed results are not surprising,
given the heterogeneity of aid motives and the complex causality chain linking foreign
aid to growth. Further, the impact of aid might depend on domestic economic policies,
institutions and other conditions. Hansen and Tarp (2001) point to the lack of a satis-
factory theoretical framework underpinning the empirical analysis. The simple neo -
classical growth model of capital accumulation does not offer a framework to derive an
exact empirical specification for a very complex relationship such as the one between aid
and growth. Moreover the direction of causality (from aid to growth or vice versa) is to
some extent still an unresolved issue. 

There are number of studies that disaggregate aid by type or category. McPherson and
Rakowski (2001) use a multi-equation system and find that the impact of aid on GDP
per capita growth is positive but indirect through investment. Also emphasising that aid
affects growth through investment, Gomanee, Girma and Morrissey (2002) find on the
basis of 25 sub-Saharan African countriesin the period 1970–1997 that every 1 percentage
point in the ratio of aid to GNP contributes one-third of 1 percentage point to growth.

Clemens et al. (2004) split aid into different types and identify the types of aid that
could plausibly stimulate growth in the short run. These include budget and balance of
payments support, investments in infrastructure and aid for productive sectors. The
study finds that this type of aid has a large positive effect on short-term growth: a $1
increase in aid raises the present value of output by $8, although this effect decreases at
the margin. These results survive a number of checks for robustness, but they are based
on a short time horizon (1997–2001). 

A few studies have quantified the effects of infrastructure provision from trade and
growth and all find a positive correlation. François and Manchin (2007) estimate a large
panel of bilateral trade flows over the period 1988–2002 for a number of countries and
focus on the effects of communications and transport infrastructure. They estimate that
an increase of one standard deviation (from the mean) in the communications infra-
structure raises the volume of trade by roughly 11 per cent, compared to a 7 per cent
effect on transport infrastructure and a 2 per cent effect on trade for tariffs. For least
developed countries (LDCs), transport is more important than communications. The
effects of communications infrastructure on trade grow as a country reaches the middle-
income range. Buys et al. (2006) find that upgrading a primary road network connect-
ing the major 83 urban areas in sub-Saharan Africa would expand overland trade within

TOWARDS A QUANTITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF AID FOR TRADE6



the region by around US$250 billion over 15 years. Other studies have quantified the
positive relation between infrastructure and growth, although they have been unable to
properly address the problem of causality (e.g. Canning et al., 1994; Canning, 1998). It
seems natural to hypothesise that more aid to infrastructure should foster growth and
exports.

By focusing our analysis on Aid for Trade, we can depart from the aid-growth conun-
drum by isolating the impacts of specific types of aid on specific outcomes. The rationale
and objectives behind AfT are clearly narrower than those behind general aid and this
should allow a more precise identification strategy. We test for the effects of total trade-
related aid and specific types of AfT on trade-related outcomes, including the costs of
trading and the level of exports. 
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We use two broad ways of assessing the impact of AfT: its effect on the costs of trading
and on exports. 

Aid for Trade and the costs of trading

First, we estimate whether particular types of AfT have affected trade costs as measured
investment climate indicators at the macro level, such as the time taken by customs to
clear imports and exports, and the cost of exporting and importing goods across countries
and over time (conditioning on other variables). These variables measure separately the
time and the costs (in US$) of handling and transporting a 20-foot container to (or from)
the port of departure (or entry). In the case of costs, these include costs for documents,
administrative fees for customs clearance and technical control, terminal handling
charges and fees for in-country transport. The cost measure does not include tariffs or
trade taxes. Only official costs are recorded. These cost and time variables only capture
the efficiency with which exports and imports are handled within the country of interest.
For instance, in the case of exports, procedures start after the goods are packed at the
factory and include all official costs until the goods’ departure from the point of exit. For
imports, procedures start when goods are unloaded from a vessel at the port of entry or
when the vehicle carrying them has crossed the border and go on until delivery at the
factory or warehouse (see Appendix 1 for a more complete description). Therefore these
measures are not affected by the degree of isolation of the country (e.g. its distance from
its trading partners), as the costs of transporting the goods from (or to) the point of
departure (or destination) are excluded. This analysis is important, as the costs faced and
the time taken by firms to trade goods are significant determinants of a country’s
 competitiveness. Djankov et al. (2006) find that each additional day that a product is
delayed prior to shipping reduces trade by at least 1 per cent.

The equation we test at the macro level is:

1n(IC)Z
i,(2008) = α + β1 1n(1 + Atpr)i,(2006) + β21n(IC)i,(2007) + ΓZi + εi (1)

where IC is an investment climate indicator (country i, indicator z), Atpr(2006) is aid for
trade policy and regulation (in thousands US$) lagged two years, and Z is a vector of
other determinants of IC. We use 1n(1+Atpr) to avoid missing and negative values.5

Specification (1) tests whether this type of aid for trade does indeed determine signifi-
cant changes in the procedural costs of and the time taken to trade across borders. This
is a direct test, as a substantial part of Atpr is aimed at reducing the costs of trading across
borders.6 In particular, AfT facilitation is one of the parts of Atpr specifically target ing
the reduction of these types of costs. 
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According to the data description by WTO/OECD:

… trade facilitation relates to a wide range of activities such as import and export
procedures (e.g. customs or licensing procedures); transport formalities; and pay-
ments, insurance, and other financial requirements […] Cutting red tape at the point
where goods enter a country and providing easier access to this kind of information
are two ways of ‘facilitating’ trade. WTO/OECD (2008)

We will also test the effects of aid for trade facilitation on IC variables.7 We relate the
IC variable in 2008 to the aid for trade regressor in 2006, as the former is measured at
the beginning of the year to which it refers.

Other investment climate indicators which may also affect trade include variables
such as being landlocked, income levels, size of the country and governance indicators
from Kaufmann et al. (2007). Kaufmann indicators measure perceptions of the effective-
ness of government. Income levels are important because higher levels are associated
with better institutions and rules. The size and geographical status of countries clearly
affect trade costs.

Aid for Trade and exports

Secondly, we will estimate the effects of AfT on exports directly, using an augmented
export demand equation which includes AfT. We need to justify adding (aid to) infra-
structure and productive capacities to an export demand equation. Better infrastructure
and capabilities should improve productivity and hence prices, which would be reflected
in the standard specification. But as this normally measures relative prices by the real
effective exchange rate based on the consumer price index, and the demand for exports
depends on trade prices (production prices in the source country plus the costs of trans-
porting the product to the other country), a reduced form equation includes aid to infra-
structure and productive capacities because these types of aid affect the costs of trading
via infrastructure and developing trade.

For example, better infrastructure, better marketing links or improved standards
should make it easier to trade, but they tend to be excluded from traditional export and
import demand equations:

Ln(E)it = αi + γ1 1n(1 + Apc)it–1 + γ2(1 + Ai)it–1 + KEZit + λt+ εit (2)

Where E is the volume of exports (country i, time t), Apc is aid for productive capacity
and Ai is aid for economic infrastructure, αi country effects, λt estimation period effects
and Z a vector of controls, including relative prices and a measure of international
demand. 

Specification (1) has a number of potential problems that may bias the results,
including omitted variable bias, owing to unobserved cross-country heterogeneity, and
potential endogeneity of the AfT variable (e.g. if better reforming countries tend to
receive more aid). Specification (2) is less subject to omitted variable bias than (1), as
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it controls for time invariant country characteristics (such as geography, location,  and
history). However, this specification still suffers to some extent from omitted variable
bias of cross-country regressions due to time varying differences across countries. 

To overcome these problems, we use a strategy based on inter-sectoral and intra-
 sectoral (over time) differences in exports. We divide aid to productive capacities into
aid to the different sectors and then relate sectoral aid to sector-specific exports. This
helps to identify whether sectors in the same country that receive more aid experience
relatively faster growth in their exports (between group component), as well as whether
exports of a sector grow faster in years in which that sector receives relatively higher
 levels of aid (within group component). The main advantage of this strategy is that it
allows us to control for all time varying within country factors that may influence
exports, such as effective demand, policies, size of the economy, economic fundamentals,
country-level shocks, etc. Because of this, we can also use value of exports as the depend-
ent variable instead of real exports (as in the specification (2)), which allows us to have
more observations. We use four large sectors of the economy for which export data (from
the World Development Indicators) are available: food production, manufacturing, min-
eral extraction and tourism. These account for all exports of goods and part of services
exports of the countries in the panel. We match these sectors with their counterparts in
the aid data: agriculture and fishing, industry, mining and tourism.

We estimate the following equation:

1n Xijt = αit + δ11n Apcijt–1 + δ21n(Apcijt–1)2 = φΔ1nXijt–1 + λjt + εijt (3)

where X is the value of exports (for country i, sector j and time t), Apc is aid to produc-
tive capacity, αij is country-year fixed effects, λjt is time varying sector fixed effects and
ΔX is the proportionate rate of growth of exports in country i and sector j in the previ-
ous period. The latter variable serves to control for the endogeneity of aid, i.e. if aid for
productive capacity may also be allocated on the basis of the growth of exports.

Data

We employ data from a variety of sources. Aid data is taken from the OECD CRS data-
base on disbursements. This database has covered a number of AfT activities since the
mid-1970s; reporting to the CRS is improving and improvements are being made to the
data. We use different types of AfT data from this database, including aid for trade
 policy and regulations, aid to productive capacity (both total and sectoral) and aid for
economic infrastructure. These categories, as well as the basic structure of the database,
are described in Box 3.1. We have also used the WTO/OECD (2008) database for trade
facilitation data. This was a joint effort by the OECD and WTO, and covered a large
number of trade-related technical assistance projects between 2001 and 2006.8 As the
OECD CRS is likely to become the standard for aid for trade data collection, we use data
from WTO/OECD only for robustness checks. 

Data on investment climate indicators have become available for a large number of
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countries through the World Bank report, Doing Business. These surveys cover the num-
ber of documents, and the time and costs required to change a certain regulation (e.g. in
relation to registering property or dealing with licences). We focus on indicators for
trade across borders provided in Doing Business (see Appendix 1). For total export data,
we construct real exports series using IMF (2008) data on values and unit values, and we
extract  sectoral export data (in current US$) from World Bank (2008). We also use the
real effective exchange rate from the IMF (2008) and the volume of world imports or
GDP from World Bank (2008). 

Box 3.1. Aid for Trade data in the OECD CRS database

The OECD Development Co-operation Directorate bases its classification of the
destinations of aid on the specific area of the social or economic structure in the
receiving country that the aid transfer is intended to foster. The categories therefore
refer to the overarching goal (e.g. trade facilitation), rather than the service provided
through the funds (e.g. funding of regional trade agreements (RTAs) or training). The
system of purpose codes summarises this classification in five digits: the first three
refer to the respective DAC5 sector, and the remaining two represent numbering from
more general (10–50) to more specific (60–90).

• Ainf Economic Infrastructure, coded as number 200, includes transport and storage,
communications, energy, banking and financial services, and business and other
services, each with its own sub-components.

• Apc Production sectors, coded as 300, includes the four sectors treated separately:
agriculture-forestry-fishing, industry-mining-construction, trade policy and
regulations, and tourism. 

• Atpr Trade Policy and Regulations, coded as 331, is composed of trade policy and
administrative management, trade facilitation, regional trade agreements,
multilateral trade negotiations, trade-related adjustment and trade
education/training. The same holds true for tourism, which has only one final
component: tourism policy and administrative management.

The other destinations for sectoral aid for productive capacity all have multiple
ramifications and are further focused. Under the category agriculture-forestry-fishing,
agriculture (coded 311) has 18 final components, ranging from the general agricultural
policy and administrative management (31110) to specific livestock/veterinary 
services (31195). The same applies for fishing (313), which incorporates five possible
destinations for aid. The category industry-mining-construction has among its sub-
sections industry (321) and mineral resources and mining (322), which we use for
proxying aid to manufacturing and minerals sectors respectively in the analysis below.

Source: OECD CRS website; see also Turner (2008)
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Aid for Trade and the costs of trading
Principal results

Table 4.1 presents the estimation results of the equation for costs of trading (exporting
first) in 2008. We focus on this variable because it has an obvious relation to trade, but
it is straightforward from a statistical point of view to examine some other indicators as
well. The costs of trading variables are not particularly suitable for constructing time
series due to data availability, so we focus on one year. We estimate equation (1) for a
cross-section of around 120 developing countries.

There are a number of important findings. Aid to productive capacities (Atpr) has a
mildly negative effect on the costs of exporting, but is not significant when it is used in
a parsimonious specification with only the total size of the economy as a control
 (column 1). The results are not in line with expectations, but they are not surprising
given the way the cost index is constructed. The index includes the official costs for
transport from the factory to the point of departure. These are likely to be much larger
for a factory situated in a landlocked country. The small effect of Atpr on that specifica-
tion is probably because of omitted variable bias, as its coefficient becomes larger and
highly significant (at the 1 per cent level) when other important variables relating to
costs of exporting are added (column 2). These include a good governance indicator,
which reduces costs of exporting, income per capita, which reduces costs of X, although
it is not significant, and a dummy for being landlocked, which significantly increases the
cost of exporting. 

The coefficient of the size of the economy remains negative, but becomes insignifi-
cant in column 2. This suggests that the cost-reducing effect recorded in column 1 was
probably due to that variable capturing a negative effect of income per capita (which is
an indicator of better governance indicators). The cost reduction associated with an
increase of 1 per cent in Atpr is considerable at around 0.136 per cent of the costs of
exporting. Put differently, an increase of US$15,000 in Atpr (from the mean of US$1.48
million) is associated with a reduction of US$1.80 (from the mean of US$1324) in the
costs of packing goods and loading them into a 20-foot container, transporting them to
the port of departure and loading them on the vessel or truck. 

The results for column 2 may be biased due to reverse causality if, for example, more
efficient procedures for handling exports lead to countries receiving more Atpr.9 To deal
with this issue, we include in the regression the costs of exporting index lagged one year
(for 2007) (see column 3). The coefficient of Atpr remains highly significant to this
addition and it is the only variable which does not experience a reduction in its level of
significance. These results are also robust to the restriction of the sample to countries for 
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which a positive value of Atpr is reported (column 4). This robustness check is impor-
tant to verify that results are not driven by potential misreporting. That would be the
case if, for instance, countries which appear not to have received any Atpr are in fact just
non-reporting countries. The cost-reducing effect of Atpr holds also when a dummy for
Egypt (by far the largest Atpr recipient in our sample) is included, and dummies for the
main continents (columns 5 and 6).10 The effect of Atpr in Africa is slightly lower than
for the whole sample (column 7), and it appears to be mainly driven by Egypt (column
8). If Egypt is included as an additional variable, Atpr does not have a significant effect.
This calls for a closer evaluation of the effects of this type of aid on African countries.
Finally, the results are robust to the use of the average value of Atpr between 2005 and
2006, to excluding the possibility that cross-country year-to-year fluctuations of aid are
not driving the findings (column 9). The high values of R-squared for columns 3–9 sug-
gest that these regressions are well specified, explaining up to 86 per cent of the cross-
country variability in the changes of the costs of exporting.

Figure 4.1 suggests that the negative relationship found in the regressions is not due
to the presence of outliers or influential observations (Egypt is excluded from the picture). 

Figure 4.1. Conditional relation between costs of exporting and Atpr

The relationship shown in the graph is conditional on the control variables found in
Table 4.1 (column 6)
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Costs of importing, and time of exporting and importing

We carried out additional tests to check whether our findings are robust to the use of other
dependent variables as well as to other main regressors. Table 4.2 presents the results.
The results of Table 4.1 hold when using costs of importing (rather than exporting) as the
dependent variable (columns 1 and 2), and the coefficient of Atpr is very similar (only
slightly smaller) than that of Table 4.1.

Higher Atpr is associated with decreases in the time taken to export goods (column
3). The results in column 4, where a control for the number of documents is added,
 suggest that this result is not driven by a lower number of documents to be processed.
These results for time (to export) do not to apply to the same extent to dynamic specifi -
cations. Adding the time taken for exporting in 2007 (column 5) makes the coefficient
of Atpr insignificant and reduces its value substantially (although it is still negative).
This suggests that Atpr does not significantly affect changes in time to export, which is
rather explained by other control variables, such as governance, the size of the economy
and being landlocked. This case is confirmed in the case of Africa (column 6). 

The negative effect of AfT on the costs of exporting is confirmed by the use of aid for
trade facilitation (Atf a sub-category) in place of Atpr. Unlike the latter, this variable has
a non-linear U-shaped relationship with the costs of exporting (as suggested by the
 difference in the coefficient’s significance between column 7 and 8). This implies that
Atf reduces the cost at a diminishing rate up to a trough, after which it even increases it.
This is consistent with the idea of diminishing returns to aid already found by other
 studies (e.g. Hansen and Tarp, 2001; Clemens et al., 2004). This relationship is robust
to restrict ing the sample to those countries which report positive levels of Atpr (column
9), but not when using the time of exports as the dependent variable (column 10). In
the latter case the relation appears negative and linear, although not significant.11

TOWARDS A QUANTITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF AID FOR TRADE16
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Aid for Trade and exports
Macro analysis

We use a standard export demand equation as in equation (2), where the volume of exports
depends on relative prices and the demand for exports. We proxy these two variables
through the Real Effective Exchange Rate (REER) and world GDP, respectively. We
employ two aid measures: aid to economic infrastructure and aid to productive capacities.

Table 4.3 presents the results of the analysis. Aid for productive capacity (Apc) has
an insignificant effect on real exports (column 1), while world demand is highly and
 positively related to real exports and REER has the expected negative sign but is not
 significant (column 1). When we re-run the same regression using year effects, the co -
efficient on aid for productive capacity becomes more negative and mildly significant,
while the coefficient for REER is insignificant (column 2). 

This negative result for Apc is driven by the restricted sample we are using (44
develop ing countries), which is constrained by the availability of REER data. Given the
insignificance of the REER coefficient (which is also orthogonal to the aid variable), we
drop it, and the Apc coefficient then becomes insignificant (column 3). 

The effect of restricting the sample to countries for which REER data are available is
even more distorting when we use aid to economic infrastructure (Ainf). With this
restricted sample, this variable exerts an insignificant effect on exports (column 4); this
positive effect becomes much larger (and the coefficient highly significant) when we use
the full sample (column 5). 

The impact of Ainf on exports appears to be highly non-linear U-shaped (column 6).
This type of relationship is confirmed when both aid variables are included (column 7).
In this case, Apc appears to exert a negative and significant impact on real exports, while
Ainf has a negative and then a highly positive effect on exports. The latter effect may be
explained through the lumpiness of the investment in economic infrastructure. If this
investment is insufficient, the infrastructure would not reduce export prices and thus
stimulate exports.

It is more difficult to explain the negative coefficient of Apc. It is possible that this
effect is driven by omitted variable bias due to unobserved time varying heterogeneity
across countries (e.g. specific country shocks) or by problems with the identification
strategy, i.e. Apc has mainly sectoral effects and considering its impact on the whole of
exports may be misleading. Of course it could also be the case that this type of aid is not
actually spent effectively and actually harms exports via Dutch Disease type effects by
subsidising inefficient production within the country.

The positive effects of aid to infrastructure are clearer for non-African countries than
for African countries. These results are robust to the exclusion of country-year pairs for
which a value of zero for both types of aid is reported (column 8). These effects appear
to be magnified when world demand is higher (negative and significant effect for the
interaction between Apc and world demand and positive and significant effect for the
interaction between Apc and world demand (column 9)). Finally, the results for Africa
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are qualitatively in line with those of the whole sample but less robust (column 10). The
most important findings are that different types of aid can have different effects and that
these vary across regions.

Sectoral analysis

The surprising impact of Apc on exports suggests problems in the type of specification
used to estimate the equations in Table 4.3. In order to deal with these issues, we adopt
the specifications based on equation (3), analysing the impact of sectoral aid on sectoral
exports. We study how the inter-sectoral, as well as intra-sectoral (over time), variation
in aid and exports is related, using data from four sectors: food production, manufactur-
ing, mineral extraction and tourism.

The results are clear and show a robust, positive and non-linear effect of Apc on
exports. In line with the results shown in Table 4.2, as well as with other findings on the
impact of aid on growth (e.g. Hansen and Tarp, 2001; Clemens et al., 2004), this relation-
ship has the shape of an inverted U. Aid has a positive impact on exports at a diminish-
ing rate.

These results are robust to a variety of specifications, control variables and sampling
strategies. Tables 4.4 and 4.5 show that they are robust to the inclusion of country and
sector-year fixed effects (columns 1–3), country-year fixed effects only (column 4) and
both country-year and sector-year fixed effects (columns 5–13). They are also robust to
using different types of samples: including only observations with positive values of Apc;
including all observations (columns 7 and 8); and including only years after 1990
(columns 6 and 7). The power of the results also holds when including a lagged change
in export variables (which has a highly negative association with the dependent variable).
This controls for a potential source of endogeneity in aid allocation, as discussed above.
Moreover, Apc also has a positive (although only at 10 per cent) impact on the rate of
export growth (column 11, where a lagged export variable is included). The effect of Apc
is around 50 per cent larger when country-year fixed effects are included, instead of only
country effects (see columns 1 and 5), confirming that time varying country- specific
effects (e.g. policies, shocks and state of the economy) play an important condition ing
role in determining the impact of aid on exports.

There are a number of other interesting findings from the regressions reported in
Tables 4.4 and 4.5. First, aid to economic infrastructure appears to exert a positive and
significant effect on exports (columns 2–3). Such an effect is linear, unlike that found in
regression (2) and reported in Table 4.3.12 Moreover, Ainf appears to interact with Apc
in affecting exports in a non-linear way (columns 10 and 12). Apc has a smaller positive
impact for higher levels of Ainf, although the effect of this interaction changes as Apc
increases, becoming positive for high levels of Apc. This suggests that positive comple-
mentarities between these two types of aid tend to emerge for relatively large amounts
of Apc. Such complementarities appear to be positive in the case of landlocked econ -
omies (column 12).
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Table 4.4. Sectoral exports and sectoral aid for productive capacity (1985–2006)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Sample Apc>0 Apc>0 Apc>0 Apc>0 Apc>0 Apc>0 and post-

post-1990 1990

Aid for productive capacities
Log (1 + Apc) t–1 0.446 0.438 0.423 0.624 0.658 0.710 0.629

(7.93)c (7.75)c (8.58)c (8.23)c (8.21)c (8.62)c (8.72)c

Log (1 + Apc)t–1 sq. –0.049 -0.048 -0.050 -0.071 -0.073 -0.078 -0.090
(4.14)c (4.09)c (4.72)c (4.38)c (4.28)c (4.58)c (5.67)c

Aid for infrastructure 0.055 0.035
Log (1+ Ainf )t–1 (2.74)c (1.75)a

Manufacturing 0.646
(11.11)c

Minerals –1.120
(9.68)c

Tourism 0.561
(5.73)c

Δ Exportt–1 –0.030
(6.02)c

Country effects YES YES YES 

Country-year NO NO NO YES YES YES YES 
effects

Sector-year effects YES YES YES NO YES YES YES

Constant 16.701 16.659 17.958 19.129 18.549 18.494 18.721

Observations 3647 3595 3167 3647 3647 3340 6176

R-squared 0.79 0.79 0.81 0.84 0.84 0.83 0.79

Robust t-statistics in parentheses; asignificant at 10 per cent; bsignificant at 5 per cent; csignificant at
1 per cent; dependent variable is log of export value (in current US$).

The effects of Apc are relatively more important in supporting exports in mining and
manufacturing than in tourism and agriculture (column 13). This suggests that the more
capital-intensive sectors (such as mining and manufacturing) are also the ones where the
lack of domestic resources has been most penalising in developing countries. Aid can
thus play a role helping to move the comparative advantage of (certain) developing
countries away from non-capital intensive sectors.

TOWARDS A QUANTITATIVE ASSESSMENT OF AID FOR TRADE22



Table 4.5. Sectoral exports and aid for productive capacity, developing countries
(1985–2006)

(8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13)
Sample All Apc>0 Apc>0 Apc>0 Apc>0 Apc>0

Aid for productive capacities
Log (1 + Apc) t–1 0.492 0.622 0.976 0.033 0.614 0.480

(7.16)c (8.55)c (5.77)c (1.89)a (3.74)c (2.78)c

Log (1 + Apc) t–1 sq. –0.068 –0.072 –0.156 –0.167 –0.060
(4.47)c (4.54)c (3.39)c (3.87)c (1.34)

Δ Exportt–1 –0.038 –0.038
(6.10)c (5.93)c

(Apc x Ainf )t–1 –0.081 –0.006 –0.076 –0.034
(2.31)b (0.99) (2.32)b (1.00) 

(Apc sq. x Ainf )t–1 0.020 0.000 0.023 –0.004
(2.31)b (0.53) (2.88)c (0.51) 

Log (export)t–1 0.948 
(62.50)c

Apc x Ainf x landlocked 0.069
(3.65)c

Apc x America 0.381
(4.02)c

Apc x Asia and Oceania 0.201
(2.07)b

Apc x Africa 0.280
(2.84)c

Apc x Mineral 0.436
(4.13)c

Apc x Manufacturing 0.380
(8.18)c

Apc x Tourism –0.060
(0.57)

Country-year effects YES YES YES YES YES YES

Sector-year effects YES YES YES YES YES YES

Constant 18.220 18.807 18.931 1.095 18.820 19.176

Observations 9963 3216 3595 3375 3167 3595

R-squared 0.77 0.85 0.84 0.98 0.85 0.84

Robust t-statistics in parentheses; asignificant at 10 per cent; bsignificant at 5 per cent; csignificant at
1 per cent; dependent variable is log of export value (in current US$).
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This paper has a number of key findings. We have argued that Aid for Trade should
affect trade directly or indirectly by improving the investment climate in which trade
takes place. We found that AfT can have a positive effect on investment climate indica -
tors. We found that AfT that falls into the category of trade policy and regulations has
helped to reduce the costs of trading, controlling for a number of other factors such as
governance generally, being landlocked and income status. This is a key policy finding
because it shows that AfT is effective where it aims to be effective (subject, of course, to
the quality of reporting by donors to the OECD CRS database).

The results are clear and show that Apc has a robust, positive and non-linear effect
on exports. In line with the results shown in Table 4.2, as well as with other findings on
the impact of aid on growth (e.g. Hansen and Tarp, 2001; Clemens et al., 2004), this
relationship has the shape of an inverted U. Aid has a positive impact on exports at a
 diminishing rate. The second finding is that it is more difficult to establish a direct relation-
ship between AfT, especially aid to productive capacity, and total exports. We have under -
taken a number of regressions which tend to suggest that different types of aid affect
exports differently, hence the difficulty in finding an aggregate effect in the literature.
But on closer inspection, it seems that aid to productive capacity must be  modelled by
sector, while aid to infrastructure has a positive or negative effect depending on empirical
specifications. 

To overcome this problem, we employ a new strategy based on inter-sectoral and
intra-sectoral (over time) differences in exports. We divide aid to productive capacities
into aid to the different sectors and then relate sectoral aid to sectoral exports. The iden-
tification comes from analysing whether sectors that receive more aid relative to other
sectors in the same country experience relatively faster growth in their exports (between
group component), as well as whether exports of a sector grew faster in years in which
that sector received a relatively high level of aid (within group component). The main
advantage of this strategy is that it allows us to control for all time varying country
 factors which may influence exports, such as effective demand, policies, size of the econ-
omy, economic fundamentals, country-level shocks, etc. The results based on this new
identification strategy are clear and show there is a robust, positive and non-linear effect
of Apc on exports. 

The paper examines other aid categories and new dependent variables. There are a
number of policy implications:

• There are a number of pathways through which AfT affects trade;

• AfT has significant and measurable effects in reducing the cost of trading, which is an
important investment climate indicator relevant to exporting;
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• While the effects of AfT on exports are more ambivalent depending on the specifica-
tion used, when properly specified, AfT does foster exports in productive sectors, up
to a point;

• Aid for infrastructure has significant positive effects at both macro and sectoral level;

• Aid for Africa (if Egypt is excluded) has smaller, and sometimes insignificant, results.

The paper extends the literature on aid and growth by showing that refining the aid
 category into sub-groups related to AfT and examining effects at a more disaggregated
level yields significant results. It started the impact assessment of trade-related aid using
a number of outcome variables, as well as different measures of aid. Many extensions of
the analysis are possible based on available data, which may bring about further insights
into the effects of different types and modalities of aid on different countries, regions and
variables. We propose some of these extensions below.

1. One possible extension could be to run a similar analysis to that in Table 4.1, but with
panel data to control for country-specific time invariant effects. This would make
estimation of the cost-effectiveness of this type of aid more precise.

2. It would also be possible to examine the effects of aid on specific regions and coun-
tries, performing the analysis in equation 3 on a subset of countries, such as small
islands, landlocked economies, Africa, ACP countries or LDCs, and also on countries
which  differ in terms of economic specialisation. The methodology described in sec-
tion 2 is robust enough to also extract consistent policy implications on fairly small
subsets of countries. This is important, given the apparently varying effects.

3. Provided that the data in the OECD CRS database do not suffer from classification
error at fairly disaggregated levels, we could slice the data further by purpose code and
examine the effects of different types of specific trade-related aid on the investment
 climate and exports.

4. We could examine the impact of AfT on other types of dependent variables, such as
the real exchange rate, to test whether and to what extent this aid can prevent Dutch
disease type effects. 

5. There is a need for more analysis and data on the ‘trading climate’ so that the type of
analysis set out in this paper does not need to rely on data collected for investment
analysis.
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Appendix 1 

Defining ‘Trading Across Borders’
(taken from http://www.doingbusiness.org/MethodologySurveys/

TradingAcrossBorders.aspx) 

Doing Business compiles procedural requirements for export ing and importing a standard-
ised cargo of goods by ocean transport. Every official procedure for exporting and import-
ing the goods is recorded – from the contractual agreement between the two parties to
the delivery of goods – along with the time and cost necessary for completion. All
 documents required for clearance of the goods across the border are also recorded. For
exporting goods, procedures range from packing the goods at the factory to their depart -
ure from the port of exit. For importing goods, procedures range from the vessel’s arrival
at the port of entry to the cargo’s delivery at the factory warehouse. Payment is made by
letter of credit. 

Local freight forwarders, shipping lines, customs brokers and port officials provide
information on required documents and cost as well as the time to complete each proce -
dure. To make the data comparable across countries, several assumptions about the busi-
ness and the traded goods are used. Since 2007, assumptions have been refined to adjust
for particularities of landlocked countries and reduce variations related to documenta-
tion involving private parties. In the case of landlocked countries, any port-related data
are based on information provided by the relevant sea port country. Inland transport costs
are based on number of kilometres. Any documentation between the shipper and trader
is excluded.

Assumptions about the business 

• A business with 100 or more employees 

• Is located in the country’s most populous city 

• Is a private, limited liability company; it does not operate within an export process-
ing zone or an industrial estate with special export or import privileges 

• Is domestically owned with no foreign ownership 

• Exports more than 10 per cent of its sales. 

Assumptions about the traded goods 

The traded product travels in a dry-cargo, 20-foot, full container load. The product: 

• Is not hazardous nor does it include military items 

• Does not require refrigeration or any other special environment 
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• Does not require any special phytosanitary or environmental safety standards other
than accepted international standards. 

Measuring documents required to export and import

All documents required to export and import the goods are recorded. It is assumed that
the contract has already been agreed upon and signed by both parties. Documents include
bank documents, customs declaration and clearance documents, port filing documents,
import licenses and other official documents exchanged between the concerned parties.
Documents filed simultaneously are considered different documents but with the same
time frame for completion. 

Measuring time required to import and export

Time is recorded in calendar days. The time calculation for a procedure starts from the
moment it is initiated and runs until it is completed. If a procedure can be accelerated
for an additional cost, the fastest legal procedure is chosen. It is assumed that neither the
exporter nor the importer wastes time and that each commits to completing each remain-
ing procedure without delay. Procedures that can be completed in parallel are measured
as simultaneous. The waiting time between procedures – for example, during unloading
of the cargo – is included in the measure. 

Measuring costs required to import and export

Cost measures the fees levied on a 20-foot container in US$. All the fees associated with
completing the procedures to export or import the goods are included. These include
costs for documents, administrative fees for customs clearance and technical control, ter-
minal handling charges and inland transport. The cost measure does not include tariffs
or trade taxes. Only official costs are recorded. 
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Appendix 2 

Doing Business ‘Trading Across Borders’

Table A1. Trading across borders (sorted by costs of exporting)

Region or economy Documents Time for Costs of Documents Time for Costs of 
for export export exporting for import import importing 
(number) (days) (US$ per (number) (days) (US$ per 

container) container)

East Asia and Pacific 6.9 24.5 885.3 7.5 25.8 1,014.50
Eastern Europe and Central Asia 7 29.3 1,393.40 8.3 30.8 1,551.40
Latin America and Caribbean 7 22.2 1,107.50 7.6 25.8 1,228.40
Middle East and North Africa 7.1 24.8 992.2 8 28.7 1,128.90
OECD 4.5 9.8 905 5 10.4 986.1
South Asia 8.6 32.5 1,179.90 9.1 32.1 1,417.90
Sub-Saharan Africa 8.1 35.6 1,660.10 9 43.7 1,985.90
Afghanistan 12 67 2,500 11 71 2,100
Albania 7 21 745 9 22 750
Algeria 8 17 1,198 9 23 1,378
Angola 12 64 1,850 9 58 2,325
Antigua and Barbuda 5 19 1,107 6 19 1,174
Argentina 9 16 1,325 7 20 1,825
Armenia 7 30 1,165 8 24 1,335
Australia 6 9 930 6 12 1,120
Austria 4 8 843 5 8 843
Azerbaijan 9 56 2,715 14 56 2,945
Bangladesh 7 28 844 9 32 1,148
Belarus 8 24 1,672 8 29 1,672
Belgium 4 8 1,600 5 9 1,600
Belize 7 23 1,800 6 26 2,130
Benin 7 34 1,167 7 41 1,202
Bhutan 8 38 1,150 11 38 2,080
Bolivia 8 24 1,110 7 36 1,230
Bosnia and Herzegovina 6 19 1,030 7 18 985
Botswana 6 33 2,328 9 43 2,595
Brazil 8 18 1,090 7 22 1,240
Brunei 6 28 515 6 19 590
Bulgaria 5 23 1,329 7 21 1,377
Burkina Faso 11 45 2,096 11 54 3,522
Burundi 9 47 2,147 10 71 3,705
Cambodia 11 37 722 11 46 852
Cameroon 9 27 907 8 33 1,529
Canada 3 7 1,385 4 11 1,425
Cape Verde 5 21 1,024 5 21 1,024
Central African Republic 8 57 4,581 18 66 4,534
Chad 6 78 4,867 9 102 5,520
Chile 6 21 645 7 21 685
China 7 21 390 6 24 430
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Table A1 (continued)

Region or economy Documents Time for Costs of Documents Time for Costs of 
for export export exporting for import import importing 
(number) (days) (US$ per (number) (days) (US$ per 

container) container)

Colombia 6 24 1,440 8 20 1,440
Comoros 10 30 971 10 21 974
Congo, Dem. Rep. 8 46 2,307 9 66 2,183
Congo, Rep. 11 50 2,201 12 62 2,201
Costa Rica 7 18 660 8 25 660
Côte d’Ivoire 10 23 1,653 8 43 2,457
Croatia 7 22 1,200 8 16 1,200
Czech Republic 5 16 775 7 18 860
Denmark 4 5 540 3 5 540
Djibouti 8 22 960 6 18 960
Dominica 7 16 1,197 8 18 1,107
Dominican Republic 6 12 815 7 13 1,015
Ecuador 10 22 1,090 8 44 1,090
Egypt 6 15 714 7 18 729
El Salvador 8 21 540 11 18 540
Equatorial Guinea 7 29 1,403 7 46 1,403
Eritrea 9 59 1,331 13 69 1,581
Estonia 3 5 675 4 5 675
Ethiopia 8 46 1,617 8 42 2,793
Fiji Islands 13 25 573 13 25 570
Finland 4 8 420 5 8 420
France 4 11 1,028 5 12 1,148
Gabon 6 19 1,510 7 35 1,600
Gambia 7 23 809 8 23 869
Georgia 8 12 1,105 7 14 1,105
Germany 4 7 740 5 7 765
Ghana 6 19 895 7 29 895
Greece 5 20 998 6 25 1,245
Grenada 6 19 820 5 23 1,178
Guatemala 11 19 1,052 11 18 1,177
Guinea 7 33 570 9 32 995
Guinea-Bissau 6 27 1,445 6 26 1,749
Guyana 7 30 850 8 35 856
Haiti 8 52 1,650 10 53 1,860
Honduras 7 20 1,065 11 23 975
Hong Kong, China 4 6 525 4 5 525
Hungary 5 18 975 7 17 975
Iceland 5 15 469 5 14 443
India 8 18 820 9 21 910
Indonesia 5 21 667 6 27 623
Iran 8 26 860 10 42 1,330
Iraq 10 102 3,400 10 101 3,400
Ireland 4 7 1,090 4 12 1,139
Israel 5 12 560 4 12 560
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Table A1 (continued)

Region or economy Documents Time for Costs of Documents Time for Costs of 
for export export exporting for import import importing 
(number) (days) (US$ per (number) (days) (US$ per 

container) container)

Italy 5 20 1,291 5 18 1,291
Jamaica 6 21 1,750 6 22 1,350
Japan 4 10 989 5 11 1,047
Jordan 7 19 680 7 22 1,065
Kazakhstan 12 89 2,730 14 76 2,780
Kenya 9 29 1,955 8 37 1,995
Kiribati 6 21 1,550 7 21 1,550
Korea 4 11 745 6 10 745
Kuwait 8 20 935 11 20 935
Kyrgyz Republic 13 64 2,500 13 75 2,450
Lao PDR 9 50 1,750 10 50 1,930
Latvia 6 13 800 6 12 800
Lebanon 5 27 1,027 7 38 810
Lesotho 6 44 1,188 8 49 1,210
Liberia 10 20 1,032 9 10 1,032
Lithuania 6 10 820 6 13 980
Luxembourg 5 6 1,250 4 6 1,250
Macedonia, FYR 7 19 1,130 7 17 1,130
Madagascar 4 28 1,182 10 49 1,282
Malawi 12 45 1,623 10 54 2,500
Malaysia 7 18 432 7 14 385
Maldives 8 21 1,200 9 20 1,200
Mali 9 44 1,752 11 65 2,680
Marshall Islands 5 21 765 5 33 765
Mauritania 11 35 1,360 11 42 1,363
Mauritius 5 17 728 6 16 673
Mexico 5 17 1,302 5 23 2,411
Micronesia 3 30 1,145 6 30 1,145
Moldova 6 32 1,425 7 35 1,545
Mongolia 10 58 1,807 10 59 3,197
Montenegro 9 18 1,580 7 19 1,780
Morocco 8 14 600 11 19 800
Mozambique 8 27 1,155 10 38 1,185
Namibia 11 29 1,539 9 24 1,550
Nepal 9 43 1,600 10 35 1,725
Netherlands 4 6 880 5 6 1,005
New Zealand 7 10 725 5 9 800
Nicaragua 5 36 1,021 5 38 1,054
Niger 8 59 2,945 10 68 2,946
Nigeria 10 26 1,026 9 46 1,047
Norway 4 7 518 4 7 468
Oman 10 22 665 10 26 824
Pakistan 9 24 515 8 19 1,336
Palau 6 29 1,160 10 35 1,110
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Table A1 (continued)

Region or economy Documents Time for Costs of Documents Time for Costs of 
for export export exporting for import import importing 
(number) (days) (US$ per (number) (days) (US$ per 

container) container)

Panama 3 9 650 4 9 850
Papua New Guinea 7 26 584 9 29 642
Paraguay 9 35 720 10 33 900
Peru 7 24 590 8 31 670
Philippines 8 17 800 8 18 800
Poland 5 17 834 5 27 834
Portugal 6 16 580 7 16 994
Puerto Rico 7 15 1,225 10 16 1,225
Romania 5 12 1,075 6 13 1,075
Russia 8 36 2,050 13 36 2,050
Rwanda 9 47 2,975 9 69 4,970
Samoa 7 27 1,010 7 31 1,375
São Tomé and Principe 8 27 690 9 29 577
Saudi Arabia 5 19 1,008 5 20 758
Senegal 11 20 828 11 26 1,720
Serbia 6 12 1,240 6 14 1,440
Seychelles 6 17 1,839 5 19 1,839
Sierra Leone 8 31 1,282 7 34 1,242
Singapore 4 5 416 4 3 367
Slovakia 6 25 1,015 8 25 1,050
Slovenia 6 20 971 8 21 1,019
Solomon Islands 7 24 1,056 4 21 1,238
South Africa 8 30 1,087 9 35 1,195
Spain 6 9 1,000 8 10 1,000
Sri Lanka 8 21 810 6 21 844
St Kitts and Nevis 6 15 750 6 17 756
St Lucia 5 18 1,375 8 21 1,420
St Vincent and the Grenadines 6 15 1,770 6 16 1,769
Sudan 7 39 1,700 7 54 2,300
Suriname 8 25 905 7 25 815
Swaziland 9 21 1,798 11 34 1,820
Sweden 4 8 561 3 6 619
Switzerland 4 8 1,238 5 9 1,333
Syria 8 19 1,300 9 23 1,900
Taiwan, China 7 13 747 7 12 747
Tajikistan 10 82 3,000 11 83 4,500
Tanzania 5 24 1,212 7 30 1,425
Thailand 7 17 615 9 14 786
Timor-Leste 6 25 990 7 26 995
Togo 6 24 872 8 29 894
Tonga 7 19 545 6 25 620
Trinidad and Tobago 5 14 693 7 26 1,100
Tunisia 5 17 540 7 22 810
Turkey 7 14 865 8 15 1,013
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Table A1 (continued)

Region or economy Documents Time for Costs of Documents Time for Costs of 
for export export exporting for import import importing 
(number) (days) (US$ per (number) (days) (US$ per 

container) container)

Uganda 6 39 2,940 7 37 2,990
Ukraine 6 31 1,045 10 39 1,065
United Arab Emirates 7 13 462 8 13 462
United Kingdom 4 13 940 4 13 1,267
United States 4 6 960 5 5 1,160
Uruguay 10 24 925 10 23 1,180
Uzbekistan 7 80 2,550 11 104 4,050
Vanuatu 7 26 1,815 9 30 2,225
Venezuela 8 45 2,400 9 65 2,400
Vietnam 6 24 669 8 23 881
West Bank and Gaza 6 25 830 6 40 995
Yemen 6 33 1,129 9 31 1,475
Zambia 8 53 2,098 11 64 2,840
Zimbabwe 9 52 1,879 13 67 2,420
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Notes
1 For instance, we found large disparities between the AfT data recorded by the OECD/WTO and the AfT data

as recorded by ministries in-country (Calì, 2007). The analysis also highlights the need for a better definition
and a harmonisation of the categories used to record AfT, along with clear criteria on how to calculate the
trade component in multipurpose projects. See also Turner (2008).

2 Te Velde et al. (2006) argue in relation to the evaluation of EC trade-related assistance activities: ‘there is
generally little quantitative evidence provided – descriptive or analytical – which is a significant gap. The
EC’s own assessment was based on interviews and analysis of documents, with no quantitative estimation of
the impact of these activities on trade and economic development.’

3 WTO (2006).
4 See Burnside and Dollar (2000) and Rajan and Subramanian (2007) for illustrations.
5 The main results are robust to using ln (Atpr).
6 For instance, types of projects included in this category of aid include simplification and harmonisation of

international import and export procedures (e.g. customs valuation, licensing procedures, transport formal -
ities, payments, insurance) and support to customs departments.

7 We prefer to base the analysis on aid for trade policy and regulation data, rather than on aid for trade facilita-
tion data for two reasons: first, the former encompasses a broader range of activities which may still be impor-
tant in influencing the costs of trading across borders; second, the former data come from the OECD CRS
database, which is likely to soon become the standard for aid for trade data (see below).

8 WTO/OECD reports on the WTO/OECD database and Calì et al. (2006) have discussed this database in
detail to describe the pattern of past aid for trade spending by donors, recipients and category. 

9 Such could be the case, for instance, if aid were allocated on the basis of the expected efficiency of its use (so
that it would target relatively more efficient bureaucracies). 

10 Oceania is included in Asia.
11 We test for nonlinearities, but the robust t-statistics for the coefficients of the linear and squared terms of Aft

were 0.08 and 0.38 respectively (not reported here).
12 When we tried to include a squared term for Ainf, it made both terms jointly nonsignificant, according to an

F-test.
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Quantifying Aid for Trade: A Case Study of Tanzania
Liz Turner
Commonwealth Economic Paper Number 82, 2008

Using Tanzania as a case study Liz Turner shows how different definitions of Aid for
Trade lead to different estimates of the amount being delivered. She suggests an
alternative simple and practical methodology for recipient countries to classify and
quantify it.
ISBN: 978-0-85092-888-4
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What are the characteristics of current intra-Commonwealth trade, and how can 
it be encouraged to grow? Trading on Commonwealth Ties identifies opportunities 
for stimulating trade within the Commonwealth, and for boosting trade in general.
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