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Abstract
As research on the empirical link between aid and growth continues to grow, it is time to revisit the accumulated evidence
on aid effectiveness. This study extends previous meta-analyses, noting that the increased availability of data enables us
to conduct a sub-group analysis by disaggregating the sample into different time horizons to assess whether there are
temporal shifts in aid effectiveness. The new and updated results show that the previously reported positive evidence of
aid’s impact is robust to the inclusion of more recent studies and this holds for different time horizons as well. The authen-
ticity of the observed effect is further confirmed by results from funnel plots, regression-based tests, and a cumulative
meta-analysis for publication bias.
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1. Introduction

Analyzing the aid-growth nexus continues to be an area
of focus in development economics. The empirical re-
search on the effect of aid on growth goes back as far
as the early 1970s. Though the methodological rigour
varies, the profession has made numerous efforts since
then to empirically analyze the effectiveness of aid in
promoting growth. Results range from ‘aid works’ to ‘aid
does not work’ and yet in other cases ‘aid works but only
under certain conditions’. Until 2007, the empirical evi-
dence from individual studies varied but the past decade
has witnessed convergence towards a positive assess-
ment regarding the potency of aid in spurring economic
growth (see, among others, Arndt, Jones, & Tarp, 2010,
2016). Over the years a variety of efforts have been made
in the aid effectiveness literature to scrutinize and criti-
cally analyze the nature of the existing mixed aid growth
evidence with the aim of showing where the balance
of evidence lies. For instance, Hansen and Tarp (2000)
carefully analyzed three generations of the aid effective-

ness literature, and more recently, Arndt et al. (2010)
discussed a fourth generation. Our aim here is to com-
plement these efforts, by synthesizing the existing em-
pirical results from the accumulated evidence on aid and
growth. In particular, we are interested in knowing what
the range of findings (negative, zero, or positive) that
have been evolving over the years, on average, tell us
about aid’s impact on growth.

Mekasha and Tarp (2013) addressed this issue relying
on aid and growth empirical studies carried out over the
period from 1970 to 2004. The accumulated evidence
showed a positive impact of aid on growth during the
34-year period in question, and the authors documented
that this effect is authentic, rather than an artefact of
publication selection.

As the sample period in the work of Mekasha and
Tarp (2013) only stretches until 2004, and given that
more than a decade has passed since then, we present
an update of the accumulated evidence here by includ-
ing aid and growth empirical articles produced after
2004. Apart from enlarging the sample coverage and
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Figure 3. Contour enhanced funnel plot. Source: authors’ computation.

Figure 4. Cumulative meta-analysis: 1970–2011. Source: authors’ computation.

estimate as less and less precise studies are added to the
analysis. For instance, the most precise study has an ef-
fect estimate of 0.076 with a confidence interval from
0.037 to 0.115, while the cumulative meta-analysis of the
ten most precise studies shows an estimate of 0.05. Af-
ter that, the combined effect estimate starts to increase,
reaching 0.07 and 0.08 with the top 20 and 30 most pre-

cise studies added, respectively. As more and more (rela-
tively less precise) studies are added, the cumulative ef-
fect rather shows a decline reaching 0.05 and gradually
converging at 0.074.

In general, further addition of the less and less pre-
cise studies does not reveal a steadily increasing clear
pattern of the cumulative effect estimates to suggest the
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Table A5. (Cont.) Cumulative random-effects meta-analysis of 141 studies: Assessing publication bias (studies sorted from
most to least precise).

Study Cumm. Est. [95% Conf. Interval] Study Cumm. Est. [95% Conf. Interval]
Lower Upper Lower Upper

Lensink & Morrisey 0.066 0.044 0.089 Feeny 0.070 0.046 0.093
Rana & Dowling 0.067 0.044 0.090 Mosley et al 0.070 0.047 0.093
Mahdavi 0.068 0.045 0.090 Gupta & Islam 0.070 0.047 0.094
Campbell 0.068 0.045 0.091 Abidemi, Abidemi & O 0.072 0.049 0.095
Bhandari, Pradhan, D 0.068 0.046 0.091 Mosley, P., Hudson, 0.072 0.049 0.095
Ang 0.066 0.043 0.089 Gounder 0.072 0.049 0.096
Trevino, Len J. and 0.067 0.044 0.089 Murthy, Ukpolo & Mba 0.073 0.050 0.097
Gupta 0.068 0.045 0.091 Jayaraman & Ward 0.073 0.050 0.096
Kellman, Rottenberg 0.067 0.044 0.090 Sakyi 0.074 0.051 0.097
Kourtellos, Tan & Zh 0.065 0.042 0.088 Mavrotas 0.074 0.051 0.097
Dowling & Hiemenz 0.066 0.043 0.089 Giles 0.074 0.051 0.098
Brumm 0.065 0.043 0.088 Griffin and Enos 0.074 0.051 0.097
Gullati 0.066 0.043 0.089 Mbaku 0.073 0.050 0.096
Eris 0.066 0.043 0.089 Most & van den Berg 0.073 0.050 0.096
Muhammad & Qayyum 0.066 0.043 0.089 Islam 0.073 0.050 0.096
Obwona 0.069 0.046 0.092 Amavilah 0.074 0.051 0.097
Rao, Sharma and Sing 0.069 0.045 0.092 Gullati 0.074 0.051 0.097
Levy 0.070 0.047 0.093

Source: Authors’ computation
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