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About the project

The Southeast Asia Aid Map — launched by the
Lowy Institute in 2023 — is a comprehensive
database tracking official development finance
(ODF) flows in Southeast Asia. By promoting greater
transparency of ODF flows, the Lowy Institute seeks
to increase coordination, improve accountability, and
strengthen decision-making and policy debate on
aid, development, and geoeconomic competition in
the region.

This second edition of the Southeast Asia Aid Map
encompasses the period from 2015 to 2022. It
includes data on more than 120,000 projects carried
out by 107 development partners, totaling $255
billion. The research covers all 11 Southeast Asian
nations: Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia,
Myanmar, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand,
Timor-Leste, and Vietnam.

The Map synthesises millions of data points from
official reporting mechanisms and databases. It
combines this with information from thousands

of publicly available documents including annual
reports, financial statements, budget documents,
news media reporting, and social media sources.
The resulting database is the most comprehensive
account ever assembled of development projects in
Southeast Asia.

This 2024 Key Findings report includes an analysis
of Southeast Asia’s evolving development finance
landscape and a series of profiles on each of the 11
Southeast Asian countries covered in the database.

Key findings in 2024

After a pandemic-related surge in support, total
official development finance to the region fell to a
new low of $26 billion in 2022.

There has been a sharp decline in new Chinese
development financing, though ongoing projects
mean Beijing looks set to remain the dominant
infrastructure financier in the region.

Traditional development partners collectively
continue to dominate total financing, accounting
for nearly 90% of total ODF disbursements to
Southeast Asia in 2022.

The Asian Development Bank and Japan played the
most substantive roles in supporting crisis man-
agement and recovery.

Climate development finance dropped 15% in
2022 despite increased policy emphasis from the
international community, leaving the region’s green
transition at risk.

More than 40% of ODF incorporates gender
equality as a significant objective. The Asian
Development Bank, Australia, and the United
States are the top funders for projects with gender
equality as their principal objective.

Despite a political premium placed on “ASEAN
centrality”, relatively little development support is
directed through ASEAN rather than bilateral and
other multilateral channels.

Intra-regional development financing and assis-
tance between ASEAN member states is growing,
but from a low base. Thailand does the most (85%),
followed by Vietnam (12%).

To see more and use the fully interactive features of the
Southeast Asia Aid Map, visit seamap.lowyinstitute.org
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Overview

The role of official development
finance in Southeast Asia

Southeast Asia, home to almost 700 million people,
is one of the most economically dynamic regions in
the world. It is also one of the most diverse. Levels of
development in the region vary significantly. Per cap-
ita annual incomes in 2022 hovered around $5,000
in Myanmar and Timor-Leste to well over $120,000
in Singapore (calculated using the Purchasing Power
Parity metric, or PPP).

Economic recovery from the Covid-19 pandemic
and Russia’s invasion of Ukraine is underway, and
the region has returned to relatively strong growth.
Nonetheless, the impact from these global shocks

and ongoing developments in the world economy, in-
cluding China’s slowing growth, has been substantial.
The costs have been high in terms of foregone growth,
weakened investment, sharp learning losses, slower
poverty reduction, and constrained policy space due
to large budget deficits and still elevated inflation.
While the region’s outlook for growth and develop-
ment generally remains strong, it has become more
difficult and is expected to proceed more slowly.!

1 Robert Walker, Roland Rajah, and Gilliane De Gorostiza,
“Constrained Recovery: Global Shocks and Emerging
Southeast Asia”, Lowy Institute Data Snapshot, May
2024, https://interactives.lowyinstitute.org/features/con-
strained-recovery-shocks-emerging-southeast-asia/.

Official Development Finance (ODF)

Public funds for the promotion of economic
development and welfare of developing countries.

Official Development Assistance (ODA)

® Public or official source
® For the purpose of development
® Concessional

ODA consists of grants (donations that do not
have to be paid back) and concessional loans
(below market rate and on terms favourable
enough to contain a substantial grant equivalent).

ODA is primarily provided to low-income countries
with little capacity for repayments, or for projects
that are unlikely to generate commercial returns.

Other Official Flows (OOF)

® Public or official source
® For the purpose of development
® Semi- or not concessional

OOF consists of financial instruments that do not meet
ODA criteria. In Southeast Asia, it mostly includes
loans that are provided on a semi- or non-concessional
basis, meaning the finance is not on favourable enough
terms to contain an adequate grant equivalent.

OOF is most commonly extended to middle-income
countries with capacity for repayment.

Standards of concessionality are defined by the OECD’s “grant equivalent”. The income level of a recipient country determines the
grant equivalent threshold. For example, for a transaction to a low-income country to be considered ODA, the grant element must
be 45%, while the threshold is 15% for a lower middle-income country, and 10% for an upper middle-income country.
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Official development finance (ODF) — encompassing
grants and concessional loans (ODA), and other forms
of assistance (OOF) from governments and multilateral
bodies — plays an important role in supporting and
accelerating Southeast Asia’s development. Though
only accounting for about 1% of GDP in the region,
ODF has in recent years been equal to around 10%
of all government spending on infrastructure, health,
education, and social safety nets. It is also equivalent
to a third of total foreign direct investment inflows to
the region.

However, outside of the pandemic crisis years, total
development support has been declining in Southeast
Asia. Given the importance of external support to
financing key development priorities in the region, a
continuation of this trend would bode ill for Southeast
Asia’s recovery and future developmental progress.

The objective of the Southeast Asia Aid Map is to
understand official development finance. The project,
now in its second year, tracks and analyses all ODF
in the region. At the Map’s core is a publicly acces-
sible database tracking all ODF flowing to the region
at the project level, incorporating not only financing
through traditional aid, largely in the form of grants
and concessional loans, but also other forms of gov-
ernment-backed development finance, most notably
non-concessional loans.

Official development finance, major development partners

Development partners explained

In terms of development finance, partners are
commonly separated into two categories:

Traditional development partners

Southeast Asia’s traditional partners are
governments, organisations, or entities that
have a long-standing history of providing
assistance and support to the region. These
partners typically include established
development partner countries such as the
United States and Australia, international
organisations such as the United Nations, and
multilateral development banks such as the
Asian Development Bank and the World Bank.

Non-traditional development partners

This group includes emerging partners who are
not members of the OECD’s Development
Assistance Committee, such as China, Saudi
Arabia, Qatar, India, and Russia, as well as
multilateral entities where non-traditional
partners play a key role in their governance,
such as the Asian Infrastructure Investment
Bank and the Islamic Development Bank.

Spent, constant 2022 US$

10B

8B

6B

4B

2B

2015 2016 2017 2018

2019

2020

2021

©® WORLD BANK
® ADB
® JAPAN

CHINA

® GERMANY

©® UNITED STATES
® AlIB

©® SOUTH KOREA

@ o AUSTRALIA

® FRANCE
2022

Overview 3



Analysis

1. After a pandemic-related surge in
support, total official development
finance to the region fell to a new
low of $26 billion in 2022.

Development finance to Southeast Asia — at $26 bil-
lion in 2022 — has been steadily decreasing outside
the pandemic crisis years. Between 2015 and 2022,
Southeast Asia received $255 billion in official de-
velopment finance, averaging $32 billion annually (in
constant 2022 US$). Likewise, ODF as a share of GDP
fell to its lowest level recorded by the Map, accounting
for 0.7% of regional GDP, down from 1.1% in 2020.

The lion’s share of ODF has targeted the region’s
emerging and developing economies, excluding
high-income Singapore and Brunei. Three-quarters of
that ODF consists of loans (with 30% being conces-
sional). Grants make up the remaining quarter of total
development finance.

ODF disbursement in Southeast Asia reached a peak
in 2020, driven by the swift response of traditional
development partners, especially the multilateral de-
velopment banks, to the pandemic. But in 2022, ODF

decreased to its lowest point in the eight-year report-
ing period covered by this report. The decline was led
by a fall in concessional and non-concessional loans,
whereas grant funding remained broadly steady.

In 2022, Indonesia was the largest recipient of ODF in
the region, accounting for 34% of ODF to Southeast
Asia, trailed by the Philippines (22%) and Vietnam
(12%). Smaller low-income economies experienced
a more significant contraction in development
finance. However, ODF still counts for far more in
these countries relative to their GDP — Timor-Leste
(13%), Laos (9%), and Cambodia (8%). On a per capita
basis, Timor-Leste receives nearly six times the
amount of development finance ($183 per person)
than Indonesia. While in Cambodia, for example,
development finance is equivalent to 80% of public
development spending.

Myanmar received the least ODF of any Southeast
Asian country in 2022 due to the withdrawal or scaling
back of activities by traditional donors, and obstacles
to the delivery of humanitarian and development as-
sistance, amid the country’s worsening civil war.

Official development finance in Southeast Asia, by type
Spent, constant 2022 US$
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2. There has been a sharp decline in
new Chinese development financing,
though ongoing projects mean Beijing
looks set to remain the dominant
infrastructure financier in the region.

In 2022, Chinese development finance to Southeast
Asia reached its lowest level in eight years. This was
mirrored by a collapse in the signing of new Chinese
ODF projects. Disbursements of $3 billion in 2022
were only a third of what the country spent on devel-
opment projects across the region in 2015. Likewise,
new agreements signed in 2022, amounting to $1.4
billion, were well below China’s historical average of
$19 billion in ODF commitments made to the region
annually since 2015.

Care must be taken not to over-interpret annual
changes in Chinese ODF commitments or disburse-
ments as its funding of infrastructure megaprojects
has generated large swings in financing from year
to year. Development finance data for China is also
challenging to interpret due to a lack of transparency.
Beijing has no official ODF reporting obligations, nor
does it voluntarily disclose detailed ODF information.

President Xi Jinping’s signature Belt and Road Initiative
(BRI) has been undergoing a gradual recalibration,
shifting away from megaprojects towards smaller
programs. This shift to more targeted initiatives fur-
ther complicates the assessment of China’s regional
ODF activities. It coincides with Beijing’s decreasing
reliance on policy banks — owned or controlled by the
government and operating with the primary objective
of implementing its economic and social policies —
such as the Export-Import Bank of China and China
Development Bank, while increasing its use of state-
owned commercial banks, such as ICBC and Bank of
China, for new investments in the region.?

Chinese infrastructure development projects signed
and implemented in Southeast Asia

Constant 2022 US$
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However, the BRI seems likely to continue to play a
significant role in infrastructure development in the
region. China has projects worth some $70 billion
still under implementation and is involved in 24 out of
34 infrastructure megaprojects in Southeast Asia —
those costing $1 billion or more.

China’s current implementation rate for infrastructure
projects, as assessed by the Southeast Asia Aid Map,
is relatively low at 37%, reflecting both the cancelling
or downsizing of projects but also delays and slow im-
plementation for those still proceeding.3 Applying this
rate to Beijing’s outstanding infrastructure commit-
ments of $67 billion suggests China might disburse an
additional $25 billion in Southeast Asia in the coming
years. To put this in perspective, even if Japan were
to implement all its current commitments while China
maintained its existing pace of delivery, Japan would
still fall short of catching up with China’s infrastructure
disbursements in Southeast Asia.

Despite a sharp decline in new financing in recent
years, Beijing looks set to remain the dominant infra-
structure financier in the region.

2 ltisimportant to note that these commercial banks are not
included in the Southeast Asia Aid Map as they do not meet
our criteria for official development finance. This decision is
made to ensure comparability across different development
partners.

3 Alexandre Dayant and Grace Stanhope, “Mind the Gap:
Ambition Versus Delivery in China’s BRI Megaprojects in
Southeast Asia”, Lowy Institute, Data Snapshot, March 2024,
https://interactives.lowyinstitute.org/features/mind-the-gap-
chinas-bri-southeast-asia/.
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3. Traditional development partners
collectively continue to dominate
total financing, accounting for nearly
90% of total ODF disbursements
to Southeast Asia in 2022.

The bulk of official development finance in Southeast
Asia still originates from traditional development
partners. In Southeast Asia, these include the major
multilateral development banks, Japan, South Korea,
European countries, the United States, and Australia.
Taken together, these Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) member states,
and the institutions funded largely by them, are the
main source of development finance in all Southeast
Asian countries except for Brunei, Malaysia, and Laos,
where China dominates.

Whereas China’s financing is heavily concentrated
in certain countries and on infrastructure, traditional
development partners provide more diversified sup-
port across the region and across sectors, with a
particular focus on governance and human develop-
ment. They also played a much larger role in providing
pandemic-related assistance to the region in 2020
and 2021.

Top 5 development partners
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Between 2015 and 2022, traditional partners ac-
counted for nearly 80% of development finance con-
tributions in the region. In 2022, this grew to 87% of
total ODF and 95% of total official development assis-
tance (grants and concessional loans) — the highest
ever relative shares of total ODF and ODA disburse-
ments in Southeast Asia by traditional partners in the
timeline covered by the Map.

4. The Asian Development Bank
and Japan played the most
substantive roles in supporting
crisis management and recovery.

The Southeast Asia Aid Map now provides a complete
picture of the roles ODF and different donors played
in providing countercyclical and emergency support
during the Covid-19 pandemic. Between 2020 and
2022, $31 billion was pledged, and $27 billion spent,
on activities explicitly earmarked for pandemic man-
agement and recovery in the region.

The Asian Development Bank (ADB), Japan, Asian
Infrastructure Investment Bank (AlIB), and Australia

Traditional vs non-traditional development
partners in Southeast Asia, by country

% total ODF spent, 2015-22, constant 2022 US$
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Covid-19 related ODF financing to Southeast Asia
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did much of the heavy lifting. By contrast, other major
development partners, including China, the United
States, and South Korea, provided relatively little ad-
ditional ODF during the pandemic.

Total ODF to the region ramped up by 55% in 2020
on the previous year. Much of this additional financial
assistance came in the form of direct budget support
programs. At least $10 billion in Covid-related budget
support was disbursed in the first year of the pandemic
by Japan, the ADB, Australia, and the European Union,
with an additional $5 billion delivered over 2021 and
2022. By 2021, total ODF flows were still about 25%
higher than the pre-Covid level. Indonesia was the big-
gest recipient of Covid-related ODF, followed by the
Philippines and Thailand.

The ADB more than doubled its pre-Covid support to
Southeast Asiain 2020 and 2021, before falling back in
2022. Nonetheless, between 2020 and 2022, the ADB
accounted for more than a third of overall pandemic-re-
lated support to the region. Japan contributed a further
13%, while the AlIB and Australia each contributed a
further 10%. The latter stands out among mid-sized

bilateral development partners, notably by tripling the
scale of its ODF to the region in 2020 through a $1.1 bil-
lion budget support loan to Indonesia for social protec-
tion initiatives and the health system. The World Health
Organization and targeted donor initiatives such as the
Covid-19 Response and Recovery Multi-Partner Trust
Fund, a UN mechanism, also played significant roles.

By 2021, Covid-19 vaccine donations began arriving
in Southeast Asia. China, Australia, and Japan were
among the largest donors of vaccines, followed by
South Korea and Team Europe — encompassing major
contributions from France and Germany, along with
those from other EU members and institutions. But
it was through multilateral mechanisms that vaccines
were delivered in greatest numbers. Gavi, the vaccine
alliance, delivered approximately $2 billion worth of
vaccines through its Covid-19 Vaccines Global Access
(COVAX) initiative.

By 2022, vaccine deliveries decreased, while new
Covid-related ODF commitments dropped to just over
a quarter of 2020 levels as regular development pro-
gramming resumed.
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5. Climate development finance
dropped 15% in 2022 despite
increased policy emphasis from the
international community, leaving the
region’s green transition at risk.

As pandemic-related support was wound back in
2022, climate development finance declined by a
troubling 15% on the previous year (though its share
of total ODF rose modestly).

The outlook is decidedly mixed. For a second year in
2022, development finance for renewable sources of
energy exceeded spending on non-renewable energy
projects in Southeast Asia. However, this primarily
reflects the decline in spending on fossil fuel projects,
rather than increased renewable energy investments,
which have instead also been declining. Moreover, there
are at present few signs that ODF is being successfully
mobilised to the extent required to support the region’s
transition to resilient low carbon development.

Southeast Asia’s climate change adaptation needs, and
renewable energy transition, will require some $210
billion per year in climate financing through to 2030,

according to estimates by the ADB. The Southeast
Asia Aid Map finds an average of $8.1 billion per year
in climate-related development finance was disbursed
annually in Southeast Asia between 2015 and 2022.

Tracking climate-related ODF is difficult due to dif-
fering accounting approaches and limited reporting,
even among traditional development partners. The
Southeast Asia Aid Map nonetheless attempts to
capture this, relying on climate finance reporting to
the OECD where this exists and otherwise seeking to
identify projects that would appear to qualify using
similar criteria. This approach identifies whether pro-
jects have climate-related objectives (i.e. mitigation or
adaptation) as their “principal” purpose or as a “signif-
icant” objective within a project otherwise focused on
other development objectives.

Japan is the largest provider of climate-related finance
to the region, spending $14.7 billion or 43% of its total
ODF budget on climate-related projects. The two major
multilateral development banks — the ADB and World
Bank — spent $23.3 billion combined on climate-re-
lated objectives, or 30% of their total ODF to the region.
Specialised green multilateral funds such as the Global

Climate-related development finance to Southeast Asia
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Disbursements on energy
sources in Southeast Asia
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Environment Facility, Green Climate Fund, Climate
Investment Funds, and the Adaptation Fund contrib-
uted a further $1 billion to the region between them.

Despite the apparent prioritisation of climate-related
ODF by a host of development partners, there remain
several negative signs.

First, the increase in climate development finance
over the past decade has only been through projects
rated as having a “significant” climate objective. By
contrast, projects with a “principal” climate objective
have remained flat in volume terms and declined as a
share of total climate-related ODF.

Second, among this “principal” climate financing,
China has been the leading source of ODF, particularly
through its long-standing hydropower investments
in Laos. However, there are significant concerns re-
garding the secondary impacts of these large-scale
projects, notably adverse effects on local ecosys-
tems, food security, and social equity as well as debt
sustainability. At present, Laos remains engulfed in an
acute debt crisis, with China as by far its largest credi-
tor. China also invests in wind farms in Thailand, along
with hydropower projects in Indonesia and Cambodia.

Climate-related development finance
in Southeast Asia, by partner

Spent, 2015-22, constant 2022 US$

0 3B 6B 9B 12B 15B
ADB m
CHINA [ %:1:]
WORLD BANK

[
GERMANY
208

FRANCE

UNITED STATES

AUSTRALIA l
[

PRINCIPAL SIGNIFICANT

Third, in terms of financing the energy transition, the
Map finds that while financing for non-renewable en-
ergy projects (fossil fuel and waste fired) has declined
significantly, so too has financing for new renewable
energy projects. To the extent that there has been a
switch in financing focus, this has to date simply been
achieved through a sharp reduction in overall energy
support, at odds with the region’s need for both
cleaner and more energy.

Related to this, a fourth issue is that rising climate-re-
lated ODF has occurred within a broader context of
relatively stable total ODF over the entire 2015-22
period, indicating that climate amounts have not
been additional to existing development support.
Commitments for future climate-related spending
went upin 2022, but are lower than they were in 2020.
The Just Energy Transition Partnerships (JETPs) in
Indonesia and Vietnam may unlock additional renewa-
ble energy financing in those countries, but implemen-
tation has been slower than hoped for.

Overall, the trajectory of climate development finance
therefore appears far from the dramatic scale-up
needed to support the region’s transition to resilient
low carbon development.
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6. More than 40% of ODF incorporates
gender equality as a significant
objective. The Asian Development Bank,
Australia, and the United States are the
top funders for projects with gender
equality as their principal objective.

Gender discrimination in Southeast Asia remains high
compared with the rest of the world,# and the eco-
nomic cost of discriminatory social institutions in the
region will amount to around $200 billion to 2030,
according to the OECD.

Gender equality financing in
Southeast Asia, per financing flow
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Between 2015 and 2022, ODF spending with gen-
der-related objectives in Southeast Asia reached $59
billion. A peakin 2020 is attributable to large ADB loan
programs to Indonesia and the Philippines for inclusive
recovery from the pandemic. As a proportion of total
ODF, gender equality finance averages 41% across
Southeast Asia. Of that amount, only 11% is spent on

4 Based on OECD, “SIGI 2021 Regional Report for Southeast
Asia”, Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and
Development, Executive Summary, https://www.oecd-ili-
brary.org/sites/236f41d0-en/index.html?itemld=/content/
publication/236f41d0-en.
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projects that target gender equality as a “principal”
objective, with the rest going to projects that incorpo-
rate gender equality as a “significant” objective. Levels
of gender-related ODF in 2021 and 2022 remained
relatively stable as a proportion of total ODF spending.

Timor-Leste, the Philippines, and Myanmar are the top
recipients of gender equality finance as a proportion
of total ODF received. Across the region, the ADB is
the primary provider by a large margin, spending $27
billion or 64% of its total ODF budget on projects with
gender objectives, accounting for 45% of total gender

Gender equality financing
in Southeast Asia

Spent, constant 2022 US$

40B

30B

20B

10B

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
BN PRINCIPAL [ SIGNIFICANT B NOT GENDER-RELATED

equality finance supplied to the region. Japan ($11b)
and Germany ($3.5b) are also major providers of gen-
der-related ODF. The ADB, Australia, and the United
States are the top funders for projects with gender
equality as their “principal” objective.

In 2015, most gender equality finance was supplied in
the form of grants. The volume of grants has stayed
consistent, however non-concessional loans have
grown since 2019 and now outstrip grant financing.
This reflects increased integration of gender equal-
ity considerations into more ODF projects, including
as part of large loans from the ADB to Indonesia,
Thailand, and the Philippines in 2020.



7. Despite a political premium placed
on “ASEAN centrality”, relatively little
development support is directed
through ASEAN rather than bilateral
and other multilateral channels.

The ten-member Association of Southeast Asian
Nations (ASEAN) has been the region’s primary inter-
governmental organisation since its establishment in
1967. Timor-Leste received in-principle approval to
become its newest member state in 2022.

ASEAN member states and external partners alike fre-
quently stress the importance of “ASEAN centrality”
and of multilateralism for addressing Southeast Asia’s
shared challenges. Nonetheless, the Southeast Asia
Aid Map reveals that ODF dispersed through ASEAN
to support the grouping’s objectives and operations
represents less than 1% of total ODF delivered to the
region.

From 2015 to 2022, the Map identifies $1.75 billion
spent on ASEAN-related projects, consisting mostly
of grants. As ASEAN does not publicly disclose data
on finance received from its partners, this figure may
be an underestimate. Regardless, the relatively low
sum likely reflects the fact that ASEAN is still a mod-
est organisation, with limited operational capacity or
ability to coordinate substantial regional development
initiatives. Despite ASEAN’s political significance in

regional affairs, its stretched Secretariat has a budget
equivalent to that of a large university department.>

Many development partners such as Australia, China,
the United States, the European Union, Japan, and
South Korea have Dialogue Partnerships and asso-
ciated funding arrangements with ASEAN. These
partners often support ASEAN’s facilities, including
the ASEAN Coordinating Centre for Humanitarian
Assistance on Disaster Management, and the nascent
ASEAN Agreement on Disaster Management and
Emergency Response.

A third of ASEAN-related ODF is directed to govern-
ment and civil society sectors, with projects ranging
from regional counter-trafficking programs to English
language training, mostly financed by the European
Union and Australia. Australia also emerges as the
primary financier for health and education projects
— combined in the Human Development category —
managed by ASEAN. Germany is the leading ASEAN
partner in financing environmental protection initia-
tives, funding the bulk of projects focused on climate
change and biodiversity conservation.

5 Malcolm Cook, “ASEAN-Australia Relations: The Suitable
Status Quo”, Lowy Institute, Analysis, 6 August 2018, https://
www.lowyinstitute.org/publications/asean-australia-rela-
tions-suitable-status-quo.

ASEAN-channelled funding by sector focus
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8. Intra-regional development financing
and assistance between ASEAN
member states is growing, but from
a low base. Thailand does the most
(85%), followed by Vietnam (12%).

As Southeast Asian countries experience strong
growth and development, some have transitioned
from recipients to providers of development finance.
But even those with lower incomes are increasingly
embracing dual recipient-donor roles to express sol-
idarity with fellow ASEAN member states.

Official development funding from Southeast Asian
governments to other countries within the region con-
stitutes a very small percentage (0.25%) of total ODF.
Between 2015 and 2022, $633 million was disbursed
intra-regionally, with an annual average of $79 million.
Levels peaked in 2020 during the global pandemic,
with $115 million disbursed mostly on vaccine dona-
tions and grants.

The dominant provider of intra-regional assistance is
Thailand, responsible for 85% of the total. The Thailand
International Cooperation Agency (TICA) was estab-
lished in 2004 and is especially active in the Mekong
sub-region. Vietnam is the second-largest partner to

its neighbours, accounting for 12% of intra-regional
assistance. The region’s two wealthiest countries and
only high-income economies — Singapore and Brunei
— contribute just 0.9% and 0.1% of intra-regional ODF,
respectively.

Laos is the biggest recipient of intra-regional ODF, ab-
sorbing 64% of the total. One-fifth goes to Myanmar
and 11% goes to Cambodia, which is simultaneously the
third-largest recipient and donor of intra-regional ODF.

Interestingly, Timor-Leste, the region’s smallest econ-
omy, has been the largest provider of intra-regional
humanitarian ODF. This speaks to the dual roles that
most Southeast Asian nations play in this space, with
even the poorest countries contributing to regional
humanitarian assistance and disaster relief, especially
in the event of natural disasters.

Two-thirds of intra-regional ODF is provided as grants,
while the remaining portion is distributed in the form of
concessional loans. Almost 40% is spent on infrastruc-
ture, largely by Thailand on road construction in Laos
and Cambodia, and by Vietnam on a hydroelectric dam
project in Laos. Just 3% is directed to education and
health, and a similar amount of intra-regional financing
is recorded as having climate-related objectives.

Intra-regional official development finance to Southeast Asia, by provider
Spent, 2015-22, constant 2022 US$
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Key concepts

Official development finance (ODF) refers to public
funds provided by governments and international
organisations to promote economic and social devel-
opment in low- and middle-income countries. It is the
combination of official development assistance (ODA)
and other official flows (OOF).

Official development assistance (ODA) is defined as fi-
nancial flows that are provided by official agencies and
are administered with the promotion of the economic
development and welfare of developing countries as
the main objective and are concessional in character.

Other official flows (OOF) consist of financial flows
that do not meet the conditions for ODA either be-
cause they are not primarily aimed at development or
because they do not meet Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) concession-
ality standards.

Development partners

A development partner is an entity, such as a govern-
ment or organisation, that provides foreign assistance
to support economic and social development in other
countries. The Southeast Asia Aid Map focuses on
107 official agencies or partners, both bilateral and
multilateral.

Recipients

The recipient countries in alphabetical order are
Brunei, Cambodia, Indonesia, Laos, Malaysia,
Myanmar, Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, Timor-
Leste, and Vietnam.

Methodology

Committed vs spent

There is an important distinction between what de-
velopment partners have committed in the region and
what they have actually spent. Large commitments,
typically in infrastructure, can often take a long time to
disburse, meaning commitments can often overstate
a partner’s overall footprint. Spent funds are a better
indication of annual flows into the region.

Sectors

Sectors have been drawn from the OECD sector cat-
egories and condensed for formatting purposes. The
sectors are: agriculture, forestry, and fishing; banking
and financial services; communications; education;
energy; general environmental protection; government
and civil society; health; humanitarian aid; industry,
mining, and construction; transport and storage;
water and sanitation; and other/unspecified.

Sources

There are two major existing databases for track-
ing aid and development finance: the OECD’s
Development Assistance Committee (OECD DAC)
and the International Aid Transparency Initiative (IATI).
Unfortunately, neither dataset has comprehensive re-
porting on new but significant partners such as India,
China, and Taiwan. Steps have been taken by the Aid
Map team to both fill the gaps in existing reporting
mechanisms and validate what has been reported
through official channels. The team collected, cleaned,
and analysed data from open sources such as govern-
ment budget documents, press releases, news media
and social media, and websites of resident embassies.
These sources are available via hyperlinks in the Aid
Map database.
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This approach, while detailed, will never be entirely
comprehensive and some projects will likely be miss-
ing, especially from non-traditional partners. However,
we are confident that this approach has produced the
most complete picture of non-traditional development
partner activities to date.

Climate development finance and
gender development finance

The OECD policy marker system provides an indi-
cation of the degree of mainstreaming a policy goal,
such as climate change mitigation and adaptation or
gender equality, receives within an ODF project. The
Southeast Asia Aid Map applies a novel methodology
to expand coverage of climate and gender develop-
ment financing data to all development partners.

A modified version of the OECD’s marker system has
been applied to all projects in the Aid Map dataset,
sorting projects into three categories: “principal”,
where the policy goal (climate or gender) is explicitly
stated as fundamental to the project; “significant”,
where the policy goal is explicitly stated but not fun-
damental; and “not climate/gender-related”, where
the policy goal is not targeted in any significant way.
The Aid Map team has taken at face value the mark-
ing given to projects by those development partners
who self-report using the OECD system. For those
partners who do not report, each project has been
allocated a rating based on relevant criteria such as
partner information, project descriptions, Sustainable
Development Goal indicators, and OECD sub-sectors.

Data caveats

The research covers the period from 2015 to 2022.
Data for 2023 and 2024 is partially complete and not
representative of all aid flows to the region. Data for
non-traditional development partners is likely to be
incomplete. Additionally, the OECD relies on partner
self-reporting of OOF flows, and partners report into
it to varying degrees. It likely understates the actual
volume of OOF being transferred to the region.
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Review process

The clean dataset was provided to both recipient and
main partner governments and organisations for con-
firmation. The full methodology and a representative
subset of the data was sent to an independent, exter-
nal organisation for robust peer review and to validate,
test, and recreate the results.

Currency

In the Southeast Asia Aid Map Key Findings Report,
values are expressed in constant 2022 US dollars.
This is to adjust for inflation and allow for meaningful
comparisons over time.

To calculate constant US dollars based on 2022 for a
target year, we:

1. Find the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for 2022 and
for the target year.

2. Divide the 2022 CPI by the CPI of the target year
to get the adjustment factor.

3. Multiply the target year US dollar amount by this
adjustment factor to get the value in constant
2022 US dollars.

This calculation removes the effects of inflation, pro-
viding a clearer view of real ODF changes rather than

changes influenced by fluctuating prices.

All currency is quoted in US dollars.
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