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Abstract:

This thesis is designed to analyze the impact of the predictable yet volatile funding patterns of
the United States to the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA) on the funding trends of other
donors. Historically under Republican presidential administrations, funding to this UN entity has
been cut to zero, restored once the Democratic administration returns to power. When the United
States is funding UNFPA, they are the largest contributor of funds, making their absence
noticeably detrimental to the overall budget of UNFPA. By looking to see how other countries
react to this funding pattern, it was interesting to observe which ones stepped in to try to fill the
gap that the United States leaves behind and which chose to follow the United States as a global
influence. Research was conducted through a combination of literature, statements from other
donor countries, and by analyzing the data trends reported by UNFPA. Overall contributions for
each year from 2014 to 2024 were mapped out to analyze the trends that other countries had
while the United States seesaws with their donations. Using these collected numbers, correlation
coefficients were run, both directly (year-to-year) and lagging (dependent country one year
behind the independent United States). The findings of this study indicated that many of the
other top donors to UNFPA tended to increase their funding to try to close the gap between the
United States’ presence and its absence. In addition, there were two countries which did not alter
their funding patterns, and one which nearly matched the United States’ pattern perfectly. The
concluding thoughts surrounding this thesis were that while the United States is a powerful
global influence, this does not necessarily mean that it influences other countries to act the same

way and can even cause other countries to directly oppose what the United States is doing.
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Introduction

This study seeks to find out how the United States influences other governments’ funding
trends to the United Nations Population Fund (UNFPA). The UNFPA is the United Nations’
entity on sexual and reproductive health and rights (SRHR). Focusing on issues such as family
planning, maternal health, and gender-based violence, UNFPA seeks to make SRHR widely
accessible in developing countries. Their “mission is to deliver a world where every pregnancy is
wanted, every childbirth is safe and every young person's potential is fulfilled” (UNFPA 2025).
In 2015, the United Nations adopted the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs). One of these
goals, SDG 5, is to “Achieve gender equality and empower all women and girls” (SDGs UN
2015). Specifically, SDG 5.6 is set to “ensure universal access to sexual and reproductive health
and reproductive rights” which includes “informed decisions” in relation to SRHR (SDGs UN
2015). Universal access to SRHR is crucial to keeping women around the world safe regarding
their health and their autonomy.Informed decision making refers to the patient being fully
educated on the entire scope of a diagnosis, treatment, or procedure, including all known
consequences, so that they can make the proper choice for themselves based on their options.

This research calculates the correlation effects taking place alongside US changes: when
the US decreases funding, are other country funding trends negatively or positively correlated?
Specifically focusing on UNFPA, this paper seeks to find out how Republican administrations’
(more right leaning) repeal of funding to UNFPA through the Mexico City Policy influences
other countries’ decisions. The Mexico City Policy is also known as the ‘global gag rule’
prohibits receipt of US funding if an institution provides any type of referral to or direct

provision of abortion services. In order to accomplish this, the study looks at data from 2014 to
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2024 on UNFPA’s interactive donor map, a tool used to display contributions from all countries
around the world, to see specifically if the United States withdrawal of funding support impacts
other countries, and if so, who steps in to compensate for this loss of funds. In addition to this,
data was also collected from the Kaiser Family Foundation to track the behavior of the United
States’ funding patterns. Because correlations do not necessarily imply causality, I also adopt a
case study approach by looking in more depth at the funding patterns of the United States,
Czechia, Canada, Sweden, Denmark, Norway, the Netherlands, Germany, and Japan in order to
examine different governmental frameworks and their resulting funding patterns through the
same window as the United States’ volatility. This importance of this research is displayed
through determining how much influence the United States has on the actions of other countries
based on its domestic behavior. While the United States is known as a global superpower, it is
interesting to see how much power it actually wields over other countries and whether it sways
their decisions, positively or negatively.

The timeline of the United Nations Population Fund’s existence is crucial to
understanding the significance of this study. Originally coined the “United Nations Trust Fund
for Population Activities” in 1967, the organization was created as a reaction to the growing
global fear about “demographic change and the promise of new family planning technologies”
(UNFPA 2026). In 1971, UNFPA was permanently instated as a UN entity, receiving voluntary
contributions from“Member States”. Yet, it wasn’t until the International Conference on
Population and Development (ICPD) in Cairo in 1994 that conversations began changing
globally surrounding the issue of demography. As a result of this conference, it was determined
that population control itself was not the issue, but access to sexual and reproductive health and

rights were the solution to the concerns being voiced. UNFPA transformed into a defender of
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SRHR, a provider of essential services, and a global advocate of “dignity and bodily autonomy”

(UNFPA 2026).

WHO

Revenue Proportions of UN Entities (USD) 2024
Source: UNSCEB Revenue Agency
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Figure 1 - Revenue Proportions of UN Entities (USD)

Figure 1 indicates that of the total UN revenue, UNFPA only receives 2.5%, regardless of the

type of Presidential administration the United States is currently under. Ranked at the tenth

highest recipient of funding, UNFPA receives less funding than the Food and Agriculture

1.6%

Organization (FAO) and more than the United Nations Office for Project Services (UNOPS). It is

important to note that the United States, when funding UNFPA, is the largest donor, having

provided 17% of its contributions in 2024 (UNFPA 2026). This makes the pullback of United

States funding even more detrimental, as this is a large portion of the overall UNFPA budget.
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History of ODA

The formal creation of Official Development Assistance (ODA) was in March 1961,
inspired by the United States’ previous efforts to lessen the cost of development to countries
requiring assistance as demonstrated post-World War II in 1948 through the Marshall Plan
(Hynes and Scott 2013, Runde 2020). With aid flows previously coined “Resource Flows”, they
resulted in lump sums given to developing countries by the Development Assistance Committee
with no official designation of funds. For example, some aid was given for general assistance
while other support was for specific purposes. By the end of the 1960s, countries realized that
there were widespread differences in the types of aid given and to whom the recipient was,
despite the fact that they all fell under the same “Resource Flows” title (Hynes and Scott 2013).
Upon the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)’s adoption of ODA
in 1969, the main funding was taken over by their Development Assistance Committee (DAC) to
be the “gold standard of foreign aid” (OECD 2026). Additionally, some aid needed to be repaid
while others were in the form of grants. This led to a need to define what ODA truly is in order
to form a consensus among the donor countries. Official sector involvement designated that all
ODA must be in the public sector through government entities. Private sector donations would
not be included within the ODA breadth. Secondly, developmental purpose determined that all
assistance should be “economic development and welfare” in recipient countries. It was from this

consensus that ODA is known as what it is today.
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In addition to this, the United Nations has a target that each of the donor countries would
be required to contribute a minimum of 0.7% of their Gross National Income (GNI) for their
donation amounts (OECD 2024). To date, only five countries have achieved this mandate:
Germany, Sweden, Norway, Denmark, and Luxembourg (Ritchie and Arriagada 2025).

Bilateral aid is defined as the movement of funds from one country directly to one in
development. These include addressing goals such as “debt relief, administrative costs, and
spending on development awareness” through internal affairs or active NGOs (Gulrajani 2016,
7). Multilateral aid, however, refers to a donation given to a developing country through an
international institution with the premise that it can be used for anything which heads towards
the goal of economic and social development. One of the crucial differences between bilateral
and multilateral aid is that bilateral aid usually is earmarked for a specific project or country,
whereas multilateral aid can be used for a multitude of projects and other sources. There is a
scenario in which multilateral aid can be earmarked for specific projects, known as “multi-bi”
aid (Gulrajani 2016). It is classified as bilateral aid under official documentation, but results in
multilateral aid. Multi-bi aid is what’s known as a non-core disbursement, separate from
traditional core donations through multilateral streams. Core multilateral donations are directly
from a donor country to a multilateral agency, not earmarked for any particular purpose in
contrast to the non-core Multi-bi aid (OECD 2022).

It is important to understand these concepts when looking at a discussion surrounding
UNFPA and its impact on SRHJ. UNFPA, when it receives non-earmarked funding, can use this
funding to deal with any issue for which it sees a need to be addressed. This helps with SRHJ in
that it helps provide more autonomy to the recipients of the donations, with their explicit

concerns being taken into account. With tied-aid (or earmarked aid), the donations go to specific
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projects which may not be the main need required in the recipient country. The earmarked funds
could be a way for the donor country to spread their priorities abroad, without considering the

actual need of the recipient, taking away their autonomy.

How is the United Nations Funded?

The United Nations is funded primarily by its 193 member states, with contributions split
into two categories: the regular budget towards social and economic development and the
peacekeeping budget. Both budgets are paid for by each country’s assessment determining their
capacity to pay, ranging from 0.0001% for the least developed countries to a maximum of
twenty-two percent, assigned currently to the United States. However, the peacekeeping budget’s
allocations are divided differently, with the majority of the contribution coming from the five
permanent members of the United Nations Security Council (China, France, Russia, the United
Kingdom, and the United States of America) (Leppert 2025). For the purposes of this study, the
primary focus will be on the contributions to the regular budget. The allocations put towards this
budget are dues from the member states, contributed towards core funding. This means that
money paid due to responsibilities of member states can be used for anything deemed necessary
for economic and social development, without a specific entity or project for it to be assigned to,
for core operating costs (Multi-Partner Trust Fund n.d.). In 2019, the assessed contributions of
member states only accounted for 24% of total United Nations funding (Multi-Partner Trust
Fund n.d.).

DAC contributes to most of the UN’s funding, with 58% of funding coming from these

members. The United States and China (despite not being a DAC member) are the top two
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donors respectively, distantly followed by Japan and the remaining DAC members (Leppert

2025; Multi-Partner Trust Fund n.d.). This makes up a significant portion of the 72% of funds
directly allocated from governments to the United Nations in 2019. Only 15% of donations to the
United Nations were from multilateral aid channels that are not from governmental entities
(Multi-Partner Trust Fund n.d.).

Eichenauer and Reinsberg (2016) delve further into the determinants behind choosing
multi-bi aid versus traditional bilateral or multilateral funding streams as the number of
earmarked contributions has risen to over twenty percent of total donations. They propose that
this rise could be a combination of two factors: increased action towards fighting poverty within
developing countries or to provide clarification for where the funds go to address ambiguity in
reporting (Reinsberg et al. as cited in Eichenauer and Reinsberg 2016). However, they point out
that none of these reasons account for the heterogeneity of funding allocation among the
countries which choose to use multi-bi aid. Much of the earmarked funding is allocated to
multilateral organizations such as the United Nations entities, the World Bank, and regional
development banks. This allows for the funding to be given for a specific project by
governmental entities without a direct interaction between developed and developing countries.
The reasoning behind giving multi-bi (or earmarked funds) versus traditional multilateral
funding is that it is given when bilateral funding streams are not an option, but gaps in the
traditional allocations need to be addressed, according to officials from donor countries
(Eichenauer and Reinsberg 2016).

Baumann (2020) further emphasizes this reasoning, arguing that part of the reason for
earmarking for funding is to hold agencies such as the UN accountable for their funding and how

it is used. However, he offers the possibility that this is not the only reason for earmarked
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funding. The argument follows that while transparency of donations is needed, the donor
countries should reflect on the original intentions of the multilateral organizations and move to
entirely multilateral funding streams as opposed to earmarked funds, which at this point have
been deemed to be “self-perpetuating” (Baumann 2020). The author follows that the core aid is
absolutely critical for the functioning of the UN system itself, and therefore needs to receive
non-earmarked funding to continue supporting the work of the multilateral institutions (Baumann
2020). In other words, the donor countries should continue to contribute to multilateral
organizations so that their original purpose can be achieved, rather than a donation which is
specific to a particular project.

In a study researching the effectiveness of bilateral and multilateral aid, Biscaye et al.
(2017) discuss how the increase in earmarked funds is partially due to a concern of “aid
effectiveness”. What they mean by this is that donors are intrigued to know where the money is
going and if the project it is going to is adequately being accomplished. However, Biscaye et al.
(2017) also determined that despite discourse regarding the effectiveness of bilateral aid versus
multilateral aid, there was no significant evidence to prove that one form of aid was better than
the other. Both are effective forms of aid, influenced by the specificities of the project and donor
profile, and less so to do with the method of delivery of the aid. Additionally, an article
evaluating the practices of foreign aid contributions determines that there is a lack of available
transparency in aid contributions, resulting in confusion and unclear data (Easterly and Pfutze
2008). Part of the reason for earmarking, as stated above by Baumann (2020) is to determine
where the funding goes, and to gain the transparency that Easterly and Pfutze (2008) request in
their article. However, it is interesting that despite the increase in earmarked funds, there is no

better aid stream than the other in terms of aid effectiveness.
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To develop these concepts further, one can look into the reasoning for what a country
provides for why they provide aid. In a study focusing primarily on bilateral aid, it can be seen
that smaller donors focus more on the needs of the recipient country whereas larger donors focus
on promoting their own priorities with their donations (Rabehajaina et al. 2023). An example of
this is through the use of the Mexico City Policy, known more widely as the “Global Gag Rule”.
The United States uses their power of funding during Republican administrations to cut off all
support towards SRHR efforts. While the aid they provide during Democratic administrations
does not promote abortion as a form of birth control, the United States is able to use their
funding power to cut off family planning aid entirely during said periods in order to align with
their interests by punishing health clinics that provide abortions or refer their patients to abortion
services. Cuts to these clinics also means that other services are unintentionally directly affected,

such as Malaria treatment and other forms of care which are not related to SRHR.

Sexual and Reproductive Health and Rights and their Importance

The working definition of sexual and reproductive health and rights (SRHR) as defined
by the World Health Organization is “...a broad range of services that cover access to
contraception, fertility and infertility care, maternal and perinatal health, prevention and
treatment of sexually transmitted infections (STIs), protection from sexual and gender-based
violence, and education on safe and healthy relationships” (WHO 2025). While this is the broad
terminology used by international institutions surrounding this issue, one can also use the
acronym SRHJ, which stands for Sexual and Reproductive Health and Justice. This approach
“emphasizes not just the right to end a pregnancy but also the right to choose to become a parent

and to raise a child in safe, healthy, and affirming conditions” which is important in order to
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grasp the full extent of what protections are being influenced under conservative government
administrations (Olmsted and Killian 2023, 148).

In order to understand what causes sexual health to be considered “taboo” so to speak
(and why it needs to have a justice component attached), it is important to grasp the concept of
conservatism. Merriam-Webster defines conservatism as “a political philosophy based on
tradition and social stability, stressing the importance of established hierarchies and institutions
(such as religion, the family, and class structure), and preferring gradual development to abrupt
change” (Merriam-Webster 2025). In this scenario, the primary focus will be on the importance
of religion as a tenet of conservatism.

Reproductive rights have a significant impact on women’s economic autonomy, health,
and social status. A woman’s autonomy, in the most basic terms, is the right to be able to make
decisions about her own body. Not only is this inclusive of reproductive rights, but involves her
as whole, with the UNHCR stating that “the right of a woman or girl to make autonomous
decisions about her own body and reproductive functions is at the core of her basic rights to
equality, privacy, and bodily integrity” (OHCHR 2017). To specify, economic autonomy is
defined as a “women’s ability to access and control resources such as their own income, assets,
productive, financial and technological resources and time” (ECLAC 2025). If a woman does not
have access to reproductive rights, she may experience negative consequences regarding
economic autonomy, such as not being able to get a job due to not having access to childcare or
not being able to terminate an unwanted pregnancy, leading to financial burden. This then further
takes away her right to equality because she is unable to make decisions about her own body. It

also goes to reason that something as vulnerable as an abortion would want to be dealt with in
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private. If someone is preventing access to reproductive care, this then publicizes the already
sensitive time someone is going through, taking away the basic right of privacy.

Overall health is affected if access to SRHR is not available. There can be complications
such as STIs, ectopic pregnancies, pre-eclampsia, depression, and much more. For example, if
there is a lack of emphasis on SRHR, this can then cause an increase in pregnancy, an increase in
possible reproductive complications, and an increase in transmissions of STIs such as HIV/AIDS
due to lack of contraception use (Lindberg 2011). If there is no support for someone should they
either get pregnant or contract an STI, this can have detrimental effects not only to the physical
health of the person, but also to their mental health.

Additionally, reproductive rights can impact social status. Depending on the region where
a person is located and the demographics of the area, if a woman receives an abortion, her entire
reputation as viewed by her bubble of society can be shattered. Furthermore, the woman’s
self-image can be impacted by the public stigmatization of abortion, dealing with fear and the
need for secrecy post-procedure (Hanschmidt et al. 2016). But it is not just perception of the
procedure itself, but the legality of abortion and therefore the image of breaking the law which
can impact social status. Criminality of the act of abortion varies, but it can be anything from
punishing someone for providing safe abortion to someone actually having the abortion (Berer
2017). If someone is seen as a criminal for taking part in anything to do with an abortion, it can

ruin their social status among their peers, potential employers, and future relationships.

The Role of Global Governance in Sexual and Reproductive Health and Rights (SRHR)
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To further understand the role of global governance in SRHR, we must first understand
the concept of global governance. Global governance refers to “the system of institutions, rules,
norms, and procedures that enable international cooperation on issues that cross national
borders” (Global Challenges Foundation 2025). Global governance impacts SRHR in that there
are many treaties and conventions put in place which are mechanisms for promoting
reproductive rights. For example, one can examine CEDAW (the Convention on the Elimination
of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women) and the impact it has had globally since the UN
adopted it in late 1979. While the entire premise of CEDAW was adopted, it is up to the
individual countries as to which parts of the treaty to implement into their own country. Still,
CEDAW is a step forward into implementing gender equality and safety rights in countries
around the world. The main tenets of CEDAW revolve around discriminations within the
workplace, equal opportunities, and reproductive rights access. For example, “CEDAW (article
16) guarantees women equal rights in deciding "freely and responsibly on the number and
spacing of their children and to have access to the information, education and means to enable
them to exercise these rights."” (OHCHR 2025). To date, 189 countries have ratified CEDAW to
some degree — although whether these tenets have been upheld since ratification is up for debate
in several countries (OHCHR 2025). That being said, the United States was one of the few
countries which did not ratify CEDAW, crucial information for understanding the volatility of the
actions of the country.

The “Cairo Declaration on Population and Development” (1994) is a document which
discusses the overall world’s population and what measures have been put in place in order to
maintain the population number. More specifically, the declaration places an emphasis on

equality and human rights, including on women'’s rights in regards to population and
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development policies, something which had not been done prior. The document specifies that
there are at least five hundred thousand deaths from pregnancy and childbirth, with a large
portion of said complications being caused by HIV/AIDS (UNFPA 1994). With continued lack
of access to either contraception or comprehensive sexual education, the death toll remains high.
This can then cause an increase in pregnancy, an increase in possible reproductive complications,
and an increase in transmissions of STIs such as HIV/AIDS due to lack of contraception use
(Lindberg 2011). Additionally, “The strategy adopted since Cairo — abortion as a public health
issue — has been effective in forging WHO policy and technical guidance, and in various inter-
governmental negotiations, where asserting a woman’s right to abortion would not have worked”
(Corréa, Germain, and Petchesky 2015, 250). Ultimately, this declaration was one of the first to
truly outline how prioritizing women’s health was key to maintaining overall population health
and wellbeing.

This wasn’t the only declaration which was aimed towards the development of women
globally. The “Beijing Platform for Action” (1995) outlines critical areas which need to be
addressed in order to help remove systemic barriers to women, stating that the ideal outcome is
“to advance the goals of equality, development and peace for all women everywhere in the
interest of all humanity,” (Beijing Declaration 1995). This document has been imperative to
establishing the modern-day framework for how governments view human rights. It expressly
laid out human rights in a way which mentions sexual and reproductive rights by name, as well
as a push forward for gender equality while using gendered language.This being said, the coming
of this platform did not come without its challenges.

There was a backlash surrounding the use of gendered terms and explicit mentioning of

“sexual and reproductive rights”, garnering a pushback which resulted in, in one case, “thirty-one
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pages of amendments” proposed to alter just two paragraphs of the original declaration (Baden
and Goetz 1997). One theory of why the Beijing Platform for Action had such controversy was
due to the lack of agreement on term usage during the aforementioned Cairo Declaration on
Population and Development just one year prior. The pushback came from predominantly
Catholic countries, uncomfortable with the terminology being used in global governance
structures. During this time, “The ICPD witnessed the first illustration of an “unholy alliance”
whereby a number of Muslim majority countries, together with some Catholic-majority countries
in Latin America, and the Vatican, expressed reservations regarding certain provisions, words,
and phrases in the PoA that were deemed by their representatives to conflict with their national
laws and/or cultures (ICPD 1994a, ICPD 1994b)” (Karam 2017, 700). Additionally, “C-FAM has
urged formation of a “permanent UN pro-family bloc,” predicting that “our victory will come”
from this “potent alliance between Catholic and Muslim countries, ... new in the world, new to
history,” what “[o]ur enemies call ... an un-holy alliance” (Ruse, 1999)”, calling for a unification
of said conservative viewpoints to work together in global governance (Bob 2015, 215). So the
question to ask is why the governance is able to be affected by these coalitions and how is SRHR

influenced by religion as a whole?

How is SRHR influenced by religion?

From the Reagan era of the United States onwards, the issue of reproductive rights has
been an ongoing battle. Despite the separation of church and state, the growth of the “Religious
Right” in the U.S. has had consequences for reproductive rights (Di Mauro and Joffe 2007). The

“Religious Right” can be defined as Christian Nationalism within the political sphere. More
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specifically, it is the tenets of fundamentally conservative christianity being transposed into
politics, everyday law and policies. While this example is centered in the United States, it is
important to note the power that the United States holds as an influence on other countries,
which will be detailed more later in the paper.

As briefly mentioned earlier, part of reproductive rights and understanding sexual health
includes access to sexual education. Unlike other subjects taught in school, the topic of sexual
education “generates strong opinions that are steeped in social values, ideology, religion and
morality” (Allotey et al. 2011, 57). This can be evaluated through varying levels of education
received around the world, ranging from a complete absence to a comprehensive overview of
SRHR. The influence of religion on sexual education makes a broad impact on the availability of
knowledge throughout the globe and greater society. “Religious conservatives...oppose
comprehensive sexuality education (CSE) programs and promote abstinence-based teaching by
appealing to the human right of parents to an education for their children in accordance with their
convictions” (Vik and Moe 2019, 12). This creates a huge disparity between secularized
education and religious institutions, causing a great divide between education levels among
adolescents and young adults.

While this has previously been centered around conservative Christianity, the idea of
restrictions surrounding SRHR can be extended to other religions. In fact, regarding the prospect
of abortion,“Carlson [Organizer of the World Congress of Families], meanwhile, remains
convinced that conservative Christians have more in common with conservative Muslims than
they do with Western liberals. ‘They share a common foe, which is a radical secular
individualism that has turned against a common value system resting on the Abrahamic

traditions, which involves a recognition of marriage and family as parts of the created order, as
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expectations,” he said” (Goldberg 2015). Considering the fact that the World Congress of

Families is staunchly anti-abortion, the organizer stating that he feels as though his organization
is aligned more-so with conservative Muslim values rather than Western ones is interesting when
contemplating the fact that the United States is full of so-called “Western liberal” influence.

For example, when referring to conservative Muslim viewpoints, one could examine one
of the said “backlashes” listed above towards the Cairo Declaration, with Brunei stating that
“reproductive health” and “reproductive rights” violate Islamic sharia law (Karam 2017).
Additionally, “Iran objected to the use of the term “individuals” in SRHR, citing the potential to
sanction sexual relations “outside the framework of marriage” which was “totally unacceptable”
and also disliked “sexual education for adolescents outside the boundaries of the home because it
can only be ‘productive’ and ‘appropriate’ if given by parents to prevent ‘moral deviation’ and
‘physiological diseases’.” (Karam 2017). This being said, the majority of the Muslim-majority
countries in attendance at the conference did eventually agree to the declaration, while
maintaining reservations surrounding the sections regarding SRHR policies and the right to
implement them domestically as they see fit (Hameed 2018). While the reservations were made

publicly and attempts to change wording were made, the coalition was unsuccessful in altering

this declaration. However, pro-SRHR sentiment prevailing is not always the case.

Global Influence:

Roe v. Wade was passed in 1970, inciting a movement among conservative groups which

then “pressured Congress to pass the Helms Amendment to the US Foreign Assistance Act”

prohibiting the use of international aid from paying for abortions “as a method of family
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planning” (van der Meulen Rodgers 2018, 44). “The Global Gag Rule prohibits foreign

nongovernmental organisations (NGOs) from receiving funding from the US government if they
provide, advocate for, or refer to abortion services” (MSI Reproductive Choices 2024). Proposed
as the Mexico City Policy, this rule from the United States is applied globally as a “hallmark of
Republican administrations” (van der Meulen Rodgers 2018, 1). U.S. contributions are being
consistently repealed and then reinstated depending on the sitting administration at that time (van
der Meulen Rodgers 2018, 1). This being said, it is important to note that “the policy explicitly
allows NGOs to continue to treat the complications of unsafe abortions (post-abortion care)” as
well as provide referrals to other organizations (abortions not included) and emergency
contraception (Crane and Dusenberry 2004, 129). So while the act of abortion cannot be
completed (unless there are extenuating circumstances such as rape or incest, specifically
outlined within the policy), resources can be provided which can assist the woman in need.

The Kemp-Kasten amendment denies federal funding to any organizations or programs
that “support or participate in a program of coercive abortion or involuntary sterilization”” (Vik
and Moe 2019, 34). In a statement by Congressman Chris Smith in 2002, the UNFPA is one of
said programs. He writes that the UNFPA “clearly supports a program of coercive abortion and
involuntary sterilization” (Goldberg 2015) (Congressman Chris Smith, 2002). This amendment
slashes funding to the UNFPA under the guise of preventing abortions, but instead ends up
causing the SRHR movement to be defunded drastically. This then creates an issue distributing
comprehensive SRHR education, resources for contraception, and undermines providing
healthcare to women so that they can make informed decisions about SRHR for themselves.

The Kemp-Kasten Amendment is not the only conservative policy brought forth with the

rise of conservative governance. Several countries have endorsed conservative global policies in
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recent years, one of the most prominent being the Geneva Consensus Declaration (GCD) signed
in 2020. The Geneva Consensus Declaration, introduced by the United States in conjunction with
Brazil', Hungary, Uganda, Egypt, and Indonesia, states that there is no international right to an
abortion as one of its tenets, (Institute of Women’s Health 2025). While the GCD is not a binding
agreement, it is an overall statement of countries taking a multilateral step to promoting
conservative policies in the reproductive rights sphere (Morgan 2022). Furthermore, the
appearance of this declaration appears to be part of a larger movement in retaliation against the
progressive feminist movement of the current age. This is displayed through a parallel set of
structures (such as the Geneva Consensus Declaration and the Kemp-Kasten Amendment) to
what is being passed under more liberal government administrations.

Additionally, the city “Geneva” being placed in the title of the declaration has a clear
message undermining the connotation of human rights associated with the city. Geneva is known
for being the epicenter of human rights organizations, but “They wanted the symbolism of an
anti-rights, anti-multilateral coalition speaking at the global epicenter of multilateralism and
human rights” in order to make a powerful statement against the human rights advancements
which have been done thus far (Morgan 2022, 187). Not only does the Geneva Consensus
Declaration state that there is no international right to an abortion, but its proponents also choose
to co-opt the space in which many pro-human rights legislations have been put forth. There are
now thirty-nine members of the Geneva Consensus Declaration, despite the fact that many
believed once the United States withdrew the entire declaration would be dismantled (The

Institute for Women’s Health 2025; Morgan 2022).

! Brazil formally withdrew from GCD on January 17, 2023 despite initially cosponsoring the initiative
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The United States is a large power which they harness to spread their influence on other
countries. “Through restrictions and funding conditionalities, the United States has ensured that
these foreign aid programs and policies reflect the ideology of the Religious Right, instead of
effectively providing services and enabling organizations to promote women's human rights”
(Petroni and Skuster 2008, 9). By harnessing the power that the United States holds, it's able to
control the narrative which is spread regarding reproductive rights. This is altered depending on
the ideology of the government at that time. During conservative administrations, the United
States will pull funding and create doctrines such as the Geneva Consensus Declaration.
However, during democratic administrations, the United States is likely to pull out of said
organizations and reinstate funding to international organizations (Petroni and Skuster 2008).

Through the provision of United States foreign aid, we can also see how governance
structures such as the aforementioned “Global Gag” can be spread. Starting in the mid-1960s,
USAID provided reproductive rights access to developing countries, not only to aid in population
control, but also to provide some form of economic stability amid the Cold War ((van der
Meulen Rodgers 2018, 43). The United States holds back its ODA (Official Development
Assistance) funding to developing countries in an attempt to combat abortion as a method of
family planning. This not only affects abortion policies, but also “maternal and child health,
nutrition, HIV/AIDS (including The President's Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief), infectious
diseases, malaria, tuberculosis, and neglected tropical diseases” (Molobela 2020, 7). The impact
of the rule stems back to the original consensus regarding the effect of SRHR restrictions on

overall health.

United States
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Beginning with the United States, it is interesting to see the marked predictable volatility
to which all other countries were compared. The United States’ political system mainly relies on
two main electoral platforms: Republican and Democrat. This bipartisan system invokes a
polarity in which the two parties could not be further divided. One of the main issues on which
these two entities are split is the matter of funding to the UN, particularly to UNFPA. During
Republican administrations, all funding to UNFPA is cut off. In contrast, during Democratic
administrations, funding not only is restored, but sometimes increased. For example, the first
Trump administration cut funding to UNFPA from 2017-2020. When funding was restored under
the Biden administration in 2021, an unprecedented extra $5 million was added to the UNFPA
Supplies Partnership in order to support widespread distribution of contraceptives, maternal
healthcare, and family planning assistance to women in countries suffering from humanitarian
crises (UNFPA 2021).

But it isn’t just the actions of the United States itself which makes the study so
fascinating; it’s the impact that the United States’ decisions has on other countries around the
world. The United States has a strong global influence on how other countries behave,
particularly on SRHR topics through the previously mentioned Mexico City Policy.

Figure 2 - United States Funding to UNFPA
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United States Funding to UNFPA (1985-2024)
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Source: Kaiser Family Foundation — years marked with an asterisk are Republican administrations

From the graph displayed above, it can be shown when the United States was in a
Republican administration versus when it was in a Democratic one, based on funding falling to
zero and then restarting again at an exponential rate. The dramatic increase in funding is difficult
to describe considering its stark difference to pre-Republican administration. One reason could
be for the aforementioned joining of the UNFPA Supplies Partnership with extra funds during
the Biden administration. Additionally, there were specific humanitarian crises revolving around
Afghanistan, Sudan, Tigray, and Rohingya refugees from Myanmar which resulted in additional
funding being allocated to UNFPA with the repeal of the Kemp-Kasten Amendment (US
Department of State 2021). Regardless of the reasoning behind the drastic increase in funds, the
aid was enough to land the United States back in the top donor position for the entirety of the

Biden administration.
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One anomaly which should be addressed is the dip in 1999 during the Clinton

administration. Despite this being under a Democratic president, “in a last-minute maneuver in
the massive budget deal for FY [Fiscal Year] 1999, instigated by anti-family planning activists in
Congress, the United States suspended its entire contribution to UNFPA” (Cohen 1999). This is
crucial to understanding the way that the United States’ decisions are run; while the
administration in power tends to make the choice as to whether Kemp-Kasten is invoked or not,
the Congressional body also has a say. So, if there are more conservative individuals representing
in Congress, as in 1999, it is more likely that there will be backlash or difficulty passing funding

to UNFPA despite there being a Democratic President.

Data and Methodology

This study uses data collected from the interactive UNFPA Donor Contributions map,
listed under the donor portal for funding transparency on their website in order to observe how
other donor countries act whilst the United States has pulled their funding. Data was collected
from 2014 until 2024, which was the availability of the website, covering the last ten years of
contributions. The countries selected were the thirty-two DAC countries plus Russia, China, the
European Union, and the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. The DAC countries include
Austria, Australia, Belgium, Canada, Czechia, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany,

Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Japan, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Netherlands,
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New Zealand, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, Spain, South Korea,

Sweden, Switzerland, the United Kingdom, and the United States?.

Within this data, a subset was identified, splitting the contributions into core and
non—core funding to see if there is any impact of this on countries’ funding allocations or not.
Some entities, such as the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and the European Union, are
strictly non-core entities, meaning that the entirety of their donations are earmarked. These
entities have no mandate to donate towards core operating costs, however, they do fund projects
for individual United Nations entities, potentially making up the 15% of aid that was made up of
multilateral channels determined by the United Nations Multi-Partner Trust Fund above. Part of
my research will be examining which donors contributed core funds versus non-core funds,
whether one is used more than another (for example, when the United States drops out), and the
general trends of individual donors using more core funds or non-core funds.

Two important factors were noted when collecting this data: the Bill and Melinda Gates
Foundation may have given their donations in lump sums during certain years with the intention
of the funds being spread over a given time period for a specific project. In addition, during the
COVID-19 pandemic of 2020, nearly all donations increased significantly, presumably to aid the
developing countries during the height of lockdown. Therefore, the year 2020, while still
important to the data set, will not be identified as a specific correlation due to the external factor
of the pandemic affecting the data.

The decision for Czechia to become a case study did not spawn directly from the
correlation coefficient. From the data, it actually was not the highest positive correlation by far.

However, there has been a rise in right-wing conservatism in Eastern Europe. With this in mind,

2 While the coefficients were run for both Latvia and Lithuania, since their UNFPA contributions are consistently
zero, they were left out of the table.
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a deeper dive into Czechia’s donation schedule and political history proved to be a valuable
addition to the thesis.

Noticing the correlation coefficients, Russia is marked as having the second
most-negative lagging correlation coefficient. Naturally, the goal was to attempt to evaluate
Russia, especially considering the fact that Putin (Russia’s President) and Trump have a
historically somewhat amiable relationship. Unfortunately, upon attempting to do further
research into Russia’s donor profile, there was no indication or acknowledgement of their
funding patterns. Whereas Denmark and Sweden both had Ministry of Foreign Affairs websites
which detailed their priorities, Russia’s last piece of information surrounding their foreign
donations which could be found was over a decade ago. Beyond the lack of transparency, their
donation pattern was rather odd, mostly giving a set $300,000, but including some jumps to
higher donations and a most recent drop to a mere $400 in 2024. With no explanation for this
funding pattern, it was hard to provide a comprehensive case study despite the interesting traits
that Russia’s funding patterns possess.

Two non-country entities are major contributors to UNFPA, the European Union and the
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation. The reason that these entities were included in the study was
that they both are large donors to UNFPA. However, these entities were not included as
individual case studies for two separate reasons. For the European Union, this entity is a
collection of governments working together in a coalition. Their funding does not necessarily
reflect the ideologies of one particular government, resulting in funding which is hard to track
the reasoning behind. For the Gates Foundation, the reason that they were not included was
because they contribute to UNFPA in lump sums, making donation tracking more difficult. In

fact, on UNFPA’s interactive donor map, there are several years where the Gates Foundation is
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listed as $0 in contributions. However, when referencing the Foundation’s financial reports, they
have UNFPA listed as their lump sum distributions. With this creating issues with correlation

coefficients and proper pattern tracking, they themselves were not included in the study.

Correlation Coefficients

In this data set, a correlation coefficient was calculated with the other entities in relation
to the United States in order to determine who acts with the United States and who reacts to
them. The reason behind the United States being the independent variable is due to the fact that it
has a predictably volatile funding pattern to the UNFPA; when a Republican president is in
power, the funds to the UNFPA are halted and then reinstated when a Democratic president is
elected, excluding the previously mentioned 1999 blip. In addition to this, the United States is
the biggest donor for the UNFPA when they are in a period of donating, so it is imperative to see
who steps in when they drop out. If the dependent country’s correlation coefficient was positive,
that means that they act similarly to the United States’ pattern. If their correlation coefficient is
negative, that means that they act opposite to the United States. Both a direct correlation and a
lagging correlation coefficient were calculated when examining this data set. The lagging
correlation coefficient was calculated by examining the dependent country’s donations one year
after the United States’ donations to potentially determine if any responses were reactionary, a
conclusion only reached after further research into whether the pattern was deliberate or a

coincidence.

Table 1 - Top 10 Donors and the European Union Ranked by Donor Average
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Country/Entity Donor Ranking Average Lagging Coefficient (%)
United States 2.57 N/A
United Kingdom 2.64 -0.3
Sweden 291 -0.5
Norway 3.73 -0.26
Netherlands 4.82 -0.38
Canada 5.55 -0.42
Denmark 6.09 -0.41
Germany 8.36 -0.09
European Union (non-core) 9 -0.28
Japan 9.18 -0.05
Finland 10.27 -0.29
Australia 11.09 -0.16
Table 2 - Data Set with 2020 Omitted, Direct and Lagging
Country/Entity Direct Coefficient (%) Lagging Coefficient (%)
Sweden -0.45 -0.73
Russia (non-DAC) -0.41 -0.40
Canada 0.11 -0.32
Denmark -0.13 -0.32
Netherlands -0.13 -0.22
Estonia -0.06 -0.21
Hungary -0.06 -0.12
Poland -0.10 -0.03
United Kingdom -0.26 -0.01
Slovak Republic -0.06 0.00
Italy 0.40 0.01
European Union (non-core) 0.22 0.02
Finland 0.14 0.02
Slovenia 0.50 0.04
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Country/Entity Direct Coefficient (%) Lagging Coefficient (%)

Norway 0.33 0.12
New Zealand -0.05 0.16
Switzerland 0.26 0.17
Australia 0.45 0.21
Iceland 0.56 0.24
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation

(non-core) 0.74 0.27
Austria 0.40 0.31
Belgium 0.10 0.32
Spain 0.69 0.36
Czechia 0.34 0.39
Germany 0.71 0.44
Luxembourg 0.55 0.48
Greece 0.73 0.51
France 0.83 0.54
Ireland 0.88 0.66
Portugal 0.89 0.73
Japan 0.92 0.73
South Korea 0.83 0.80

Figure 3 - Top Donors to UNFPA 2014-2024
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Top Donors to UNFPA 2014-2024

Source: UNFFPA Interactive Donor Map
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Figure 4 - Top Donors to UNFPA 2014-2019, 2021-2024

Top Donors to UNFPA 2014-2019, 2021-2024
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Figure 5 - Case Study Countries Funding to UNFPA 2014-2024
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Case Study Funding to UNFPA 2014-2019, 2021-2024 (USD)

Source: UNFPA Donor Map
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Figure 6 - Case Study Countries Funding to UNFPA 2014-2019, 2021-2024
Case Study Funding to UNFPA 2014-2024 (USD)
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Case Studies

The case studies were chosen for a variety of reasons, but the main ones were correlation

coefficients and transparency availability. The United States was chosen because it is the

Czechia Funding (USD)
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reference to which the other countries were compared, our independent variable so to speak.
With some of the most volatility in its voting patterns, it was evident that the U.S. needed to be
part of the case studies. Czechia was chosen because of its extremely similar pattern to the
United States. While their system is parliamentary, they seem to follow a similar voting outcome
to the United States, mirroring it with only a one year lag. Despite its low funding values, this
was too much of a coincidence to ignore. Sweden and Denmark were chosen to represent the
Nordic aid section of this paper. The inclusion of Nordic countries was crucial because they are
some of the key countries who consistently provide funding to UNFPA, compensating when the
United States drops out. Canada was included for similar reasons, but with the addition that their
aid jumps exponentially when the United States withdraws from donating to UNFPA.

Japan was included because of its high funding values and representing a developed
country in Asia. While the majority of the case studies are focused on the West, it was crucial
that there be perspective from an Asian country, particularly one which funds at a similar level as
the largest donors to UNFPA, being one of the top ten donors displayed above.

While I was hoping for Russia to be a part of the case studies, their government lacks
transparency in their reasoning behind aid allocations. Whereas Sweden and Denmark have
dedicated foreign aid pages as part of their governmental websites, Russia is only mentioned in
official UNFPA documents, with little to no documentation from the country itself. This was not
an uncommon occurrence — my research found that many of the countries who provide
consistently large donations to UNFPA often had much clearer transparency through their

governments in comparison to countries with smaller, variable funding values.
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Czechia’s Mirrored Pattern to the United States

An unexpected result to have such a high positive correlation with the United States is
Czechia. A small country in the southeast of Europe, their politics have mirrored the United
States’. Similarly to President Donald Trump, the Prime Minister Andrej Babis is on his second
non-consecutive term in Parliament, serving first from 2017-2021 and now re-elected as of
October 2025. Babis founded the right-wing party of Czechia, “Action of Dissatisfied Citizens
(ANO)” in 2012 with the acronym also representing the Czech word for “yes” (Hajek 2017).
While the original foundation of the party was based on a business-centric model, it tended to be
more independent, leaning traditionally on the ideology of right wing populism. However,
following the most recent October 2025 elections, the party has shifted to be more right-wing
and conservative (LSE 2025). Interestingly, this seems to follow a similar pattern to Trump’s
election in the United States, with his first term being on the more conservative middle ground
and his second being extremely right-wing.

Trump and Babis have shown interest in each other, often congratulating each other on
their achievements and accomplishments during their time in office. In addition, both individuals
have staunch opinions on migration, with Babis withdrawing from the United Nations Migration
Pact in 2018 because it blurred the line between legal and illegal forms of migration (Radio
Prague International 2018). In Trump’s second term in office, he has taken an aggressive
approach towards immigration in the United States, with Immigration and Customs Enforcement
(ICE) being given a large budget through the “Big Beautiful Bill” passed in 2025 (PBS 2026).

There are some key differences between Trump and Babis, however. Babis maintains that

abortion rights and basic LGBTQ+ rights should be protected while Trump does not. The key
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goal of Babis while he is in office is to put the focus of his country first, as does Trump. As
shown from the data, both leaders withdrew from the UNFPA around similar time frames. But
was this related, or was this simply because two elected individuals with similar beliefs were
elected at the same time?

Despite the fact that Trump and Babis do agree on many topics and praise each other, it is
not that the United States influenced Czechia, but rather that their conservative ideologies
influenced each country individually to withdraw from the UNFPA. It does not have to do with
the individuals’ stances on reproductive rights either, but simply because both Trump and Babis
believe in prioritizing domestic issues over providing foreign aid. In fact, when Czechia does
donate to UN organizations, they comprise only 8.1% of the country’s donations to multilateral
organizations (OECD 2023). Additionally, the majority of that funding is to the UN’s migration
entity, followed closely by the UN’s entity on food and agriculture (OECD 2023). However,
Czechia did allocate 17.7% of its bilateral ODA to gender equality and women’s empowerment,
though this number is down from the previous percentage of 38.3% and significantly below the

DAC average of 45.8% (OECD 2023).
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Czechia v USA Funding to UNFPA 2014-2024 (USD)
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As displayed in the above graph, it is clear that Czechia decreased its funding
dramatically when Babis was in power. With a stark increase in post-pandemic funding like the
United States, it is interesting to see the same patterns of funding paralleled in Czechia’s
contributions to UNFPA. That being said, it is also clear that Czechia dropped out of funding
UNFPA prior to the United States in 2024. Interestingly, the United States dropped out in 2025
with Trump’s reelection, followed by Babis’s reelection in October of 2025. While this most
recent pattern may not be directly correlated, it is interesting to see how the voting patterns of
each country elected similar leadership which acts the same way when it comes to UNFPA
funding.

Who Steps In?
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WHO STEPS IN: Funding to UNFPA 2014-2024 (USD)
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It was interesting to discover that of the countries which increased their funding to
UNFPA, they were all within the top ten donors to the entity already. So, when answering the
question of who steps in, the evaluation of Canada, Denmark, Sweden, Norway and the
Netherlands were crucial to understanding why this aid pattern exists and if the gap is ever truly
filled.

As one of the largest donors to UNFPA, it was imperative that Canada be included in the
case studies. Canada is committed to aiding UNFPA as one of the leaders of the Campaign to
End Fistula®, as well as focusing on providing SRHR to developing countries and participating in
the UNFPA Supplies Partnership to make contraceptives more accessible (Government of
Canada 2017; UNFPA 2026). As shown from Figure 4, Canada has historically increased their
funding to UNFPA when the United States dropped out, shown through the first Trump
administration. Canada joined forces with countries such as Sweden and Denmark to fill the
funding gaps through alternative “initiatives such as SheDecides” (Action Canada for Sexual

Health and Rights 2025, para. 5).

3 This campaign is to ensure that women do not get abscesses in their perineal tissue from stalled labor and stillbirth
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From the graph above, it can be seen that Canada had a sharp increase in funding in 2017
when the United States dropped out of UNFPA funding. It can also be seen that once the United
States started contributing again in 2021, Canadian funding dropped back to what it was pre-first
Trump administration, in a directly negative relationship with the United States.

Historically, Sweden and Denmark are two of the top contributors to foreign assistance as
a whole. The UN set a goal for donor countries to put at least 0.7% of their GNI (Gross National
Income) towards foreign aid. As of 2024, Denmark’s aid sits at 0.74% and Sweden at 0.91%
(OECD 2024). With both of these countries surpassing the UN’s goal, it is no surprise that they
are large contributors to UNFPA, particularly when the United States drops out of funding. In
fact, Nordic aid provided much of the support during the years when the Trump administration
cut funding to the UNFPA, with the top contributors being Norway, Sweden, and Denmark.
Their additional core contributions on top of their bilateral funding were able to keep the
UNFPA’s funding patterns steady, despite the invocation of the Kemp-Kasten amendment
causing the United States to withhold funding (Wexler et al. 2021).

Denmark’s foreign aid contributions are mainly divided into five pillars: Economic
Growth, Conflict and Migration, Sustainability, Democracy and Human Rights, and Education
and Health (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark 2026). For the purpose of this study, the
focus will be on the fourth pillar, Democracy and Human Rights. Their mission actively states
that “Denmark must defend our fundamental values and actively promote gender equality and
the rights of women, girls, and LGBT+ persons, including the fight against sexual and
gender-based violence, both online and in the physical world” (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of
Denmark 2026, para. 2). With this declaration, Denmark states that they will not be reducing any

funding towards these ideals and will ensure that their values are shared. Furthermore, Denmark
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consistently provides a large amount of core contributions to UNFPA, allowing for flexibility in
where the funding goes (UNFPA 2025). Additionally, Denmark is a “key donor” to the UNFPA
Supplies Partnership, which provides “contraceptives and vital maternal health medicine”
globally (UNFPA 2025, 1). The country’s contributions remain unwavering and only continue to
increase as time passes.

Sweden, as previously mentioned, has an even higher rate of foreign aid as a percentage
of GNI, donating 0.91% of its GNI towards foreign aid (OECD 2023). Sweden’s foreign aid is
also split into strategies, with one being a focus on health and SRHR (SIDA 2026). In a plan
framed for the upcoming 2025-2029 years, the Swedish government will be channeling SEK 4.3
billion (or roughly $482.4 million USD) to this initiative. Furthermore, as of March 2025, the
Swedish government approved an additional SEK 75 million ($8.4 million USD) upon the
announcement of the United States pulling funding under the second Trump administration
(Government Offices of Sweden 2025). This is especially telling due to the fact that Sweden
actually decreased its overall foreign assistance budget for 2026 by about $325.5 million
compared to 2025 (Concord Sweden 2026).

In addition, as previously displayed in the data collected, this is not the first time that
Sweden has stepped in to compensate for the United States’ pull back of funding. Sweden had a
clear increase in their funding during the times that the first Trump administration dropped out as
a response to help keep UNFPA supported and thriving. In addition, “Sweden is the main
contributor to UNFPA’s Maternal Health Thematic Fund”, as well as HIV prevention, work
preventing gender-based violence, SRHR programs, and work to “abandon female genital

mutilation” (UNFPA 2024). With this information, it can be determined that Sweden helps keep
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funding to the UNFPA stable while the United States does not provide funding under Republican

administrations.

Norway too has a strong investment in keeping SRHR a main priority. According to
Norad, the Norwegian government’s foreign affairs ministry, “SRHR is one of Norway’s political
priorities and the government has committed, politically and economically, to contributing NOK
9.6 billion [just over $1 billion USD] to strengthening SRHR efforts during the 2020-2025
period. Norwegian SRHR efforts will contribute to achieving SDG 3, which is about ensuring
good health for all and SDG 5 on gender equality” (NORAD 2024. And this is proven by their
consistent funding to UNFPA, with an increase in funds while the United States drops out. They
continue to prioritize SRHR because “the right to autonomy over one's own body and sexuality
lacks international consensus, making sexual and reproductive health and rights (SRHR) a
frequent target for anti-democratic forces” (NORAD 2024). Norway is determined to keep
SRHR a funded entity in its foreign assistance budget.

In addition to this, Norway released a statement on January 30, 2026, resulting in a 92
million NOK (nearly $10 million USD) increase to their UNFPA allocation as a direct response
to the United States’ reinstatement of the Global Gag rule (Norway in Geneva 2026). This
increase is going to be used to attempt to keep UNFPA a functioning entity to support SRHR
efforts in developing countries while the United States drops out of funding entirely. Similarly to
Sweden, Norway actively is making an effort to combat the United States’ actions during the
second Trump administration.

The Netherlands is perhaps one of the most steadfast donors to UNFPA. The Netherlands
has a vested interest in making sure that access to sexual education, antivirals, and safe abortions

are accessible in developing countries. In fact, the Netherlands was one of the founding members
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of SheDecides, proudly advertised on the Netherlands’ government website. An organization
which is not directly involved with UNFPA, SheDecides is a multilateral organization which
several countries turn their attention to when the United States drops out of funding the UNFPA.
SheDecides was created in 2017 by the Netherlands, Sweden, Belgium, and Denmark “as an
urgent response to the return and expansion of the Global Gag Rule” (SheDecides 2026). Now,
the organization partners with over sixty countries to maintain access to SRHR. For example,
even though Luxembourg does not necessarily increase their funding to UNFPA, they do
increase funding to SheDecides in order to help satisfy some of the same initiatives they might
have achieved through UNFPA.

SheDecides is mainly focused on bodily autonomy, with abortion more at the forefront of
its initiatives, a stark contrast with UNFPA which promotes overall SRHR. With Canada being
the current country participating in the “Guiding Group” which leads SheDecides, they help to
control where funding goes and helps bring in funding when UNFPA isn’t receiving from the
United States (SheDecides 2026). So, even though the Netherlands does not expressly say that
they increased funding to UNFPA as a response to the first Trump administration, it is clear that
they still prioritize SRHR as a whole, just through an alternate funding stream which is still

dedicated to protecting SRHR and ensuring that “SheDecides”.

Which top donors appear to remain impartial?

Both Germany and Japan are interesting to explore considering the fact that they are two

of the largest donors to UNFPA and yet their correlation coefficients are negligible and there is
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no clear indication of following a pattern. Despite the fact that several other of the largest donors
are also the ones who step in to keep UNFPA afloat during times of United States volatility, these
two countries maintain firm in their original placements. That being said, while these countries
do not necessarily react to the United States, they do consistently provide large amounts of
funding to UNFPA, stabilizing its mission otherwise to the United States’ agenda.

Germany, the eighth largest contributor to UNFPA, has a mission which “aims for equal
participation of all people in social, political and economic life” (UNFPA 2026). With this being
a priority domestically, it transfers over to ensuring that UNFPA’s mission is being achieved
internationally. In both 2021 and 2024, Germany agreed to deepen its relationship with UNFPA,
aiming to help women who were neglected in severe humanitarian crises (Germany Ministry of
Foreign Affairs 2021; UNFPA 2024). Consistently, Germany aims to help with family planning
efforts, fight against fistula, and end female genital mutilation, all of which are supported

through UNFPA’s efforts in developing countries.
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Germany, Japan, and United States Funding to UNFPA
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Marked as UNFPA’s ninth largest contributor, Japan is committed to obtaining the United
Nations’ SDGs. They remain firm in their contributions to UNFPA and IPPF (the International
Planned Parenthood Federation) in order to achieve the UN’s 2030 SDGs. The Japanese
government states that “The provision of services relating to sexual and reproductive health and
rights is essential for realizing universal health coverage (UHC), that ensures affordable access to
basic health services for all whenever they need them throughout their lives, and this is stated
clearly in the Basic Design for Peace and Health, Japan’s global health policy, and the G7
Ise-Shima Vision for Global Health, an official outcome document of the G7 Ise-Shima Summit
under Japan’s chairmanship” (Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan 2017).

What is particularly interesting about Japan is that its correlation coefficient shown in
Table 1 is negligible, meaning that their funding stays relatively consistent regardless of the

United States’ actions. It reaffirms that Japan is committed to meeting their goals despite what



Silverberg 44
other global powers are doing. In their UNFPA profile, Japan has specifically collaborated with

the entity through “delivery of reproductive health services for women in conflict areas, the
provision of safe spaces in the Middle East, efforts to end gender-based violence, and maternal
and newborn health and emergency obstetric care in the Middle East and Africa”, accounting for
their non-core contributions aside from their flexible core contributions given to the entity itself
(UNFPA 2026).

Similarly to countries aside from the United States, Japan also did have a spike of
funding in 2020, again due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Interestingly, while their funding
remains relatively consistent through to 2024, their post-pandemic contributions are slightly
higher than pre-pandemic, not unlike the United States. Unfortunately, due to Japan’s foreign
affairs website only having data through 2017, it is difficult to know exactly what caused the
increase in funds and whether this was caused by the United States’ increase or not. For the most
part, however, Japan appears to be committed to reaching its own goals and maintaining its path
in helping to achieve the SDGs, particularly in the field of sexual and reproductive health and
rights. So while Germany and Japan do not necessarily align with the United States’ funding
patterns, they remain committed to their own contributions to UNFPA, never faltering in their

donations and obligations to the entity.
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Conclusion

While the study’s correlation coefficients proved helpful in determining which case
studies to choose, it was not a truly reliable indicator of whether or not the United States
influences a particular country or not. For example, while the coefficients were helpful in
explaining the relationship between countries such as Canada, Sweden, Denmark (negative), and
Czechia (positive) and the United States, it also indicated that the United States was positively
correlated with countries such as Portugal, Spain, and France. Yet, through further research, there
was no sign that Portugal, Spain, and France were influenced by the United States’ funding
decisions, they just happened to be funding in a similar way. That being said, the coefficients
were particularly useful in determining who steps in to fund UNFPA when the United States
stops contributing and actively fights to keep the agency afloat.

What became clear throughout this research is that the interesting story is not who aligns
with the United States, but who steps in when the United States drops out. As the correlations
were discovered, it became clear that more countries actually fought against the United States
rather than aligning themselves with the global superpower. The original impression that
countries would follow the United States’ funding paths because of their large influence was
disproven by the evidence stating the opposite: the United States does have an influence, just not
in the way originally speculated.

One thing which would have been more desirable is if each donor country had a
dedicated profile on UNFPA or clear, updated data on a foreign affairs governmental website.

Transparency was a large issue for this project, with governments that I might have wanted to
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study such as Russia being difficult to find any information for. It would also be beneficial in that
if the profiles were transparent, one could see exactly what each country was funding (for
example, are they only funding maternal health, or are they putting money towards family
planning as well?)

It is important to note that as of January 8, 2026, an update to an executive order from
February 4, 2025 states under Section 2 (b):xxvi that funding is again withdrawn from UNFPA
under the second Trump administration (Trump 2026). However, it is unclear who will step in as
the large donor drops out. With Canada facing a change in administration and dealing with trade
negotiations with the United States, it is uncertain whether they will hold the same bandwidth
they did in the first administration. Furthermore, many other countries’ governments have
changed administrations as well, such as the United States, the UK, Germany, and France, with
certain ones slashing any foreign aid budgets which may have been used previously to support
UNFPA (Action Canada for Sexual Health and Rights 2025).

In addition to this update, it is important to revisit the impact that these cuts have had on
SRHJ as a whole. Rogers (2018) states in her book that “the direct effects result from cuts in
funding to programs that deliver vital health services. With interruptions to these services,
individuals risk not receiving the preventive care and medical treatment that they need. The
indirect impacts occur through higher fertility rates that are likely to result from reduced
contraceptive access” (Bingenheimer and Skuster 2017 as cited in van der Meulen Rogers 2018).
This means that individuals are unable to plan to have a child when they want to and under their
preferred conditions. Furthermore, Rogers discusses how it is impossible to come up with a true
number of just how vast these impacts will spread, especially with the uncertainty of alternate

donor funding. As previously mentioned, even though several donors step in to fill the gap that
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the United States creates when they drop out, it is not enough to fully compensate for the

complete lack of funding from UNFPA’s largest donor.

In the future, I would like to examine the Global Gag rule further, particularly since the

second Trump administration has expanded it to include discussion of Diversity, Equity, and

Inclusion (DEI) and gender (Stolberg 2026). It would be interesting to see if this decision would

have any mirroring impact on other countries and if any patterns would stay consistent or change

dramatically.

Appendix

Table 3 - Full Data Set, Lagging Coefficient and Donor Ranking Average

Country/Entity Donor Ranking Average Lagging Coefficient (%)
Austria 24.45 0.38
Australia 11.09 -0.16
Belgium 15.09 -0.17
Canada 5.55 -0.42
Czechia 27.09 0.44
Denmark 6.09 -0.41
Estonia 25.73 -0.30
European Union (non-core) 9.00 -0.28
Finland 10.27 -0.29
France 16.82 0.47
Germany 8.36 -0.09
Greece 29.55 0.51
Hungary 29.73 -0.08
Iceland 22.27 0.28
Ireland 18.00 0.02
Italy 17.36 -0.21
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Country/Entity Donor Ranking Average Lagging Coefficient (%)

Japan 9.18 -0.05
Luxembourg 15.36 0.29
Netherlands 4.82 -0.38
New Zealand 19.18 -0.28
Norway 3.73 -0.26
Poland 26.91 0.05
Portugal 24.55 0.70
Russia (non-DAC) 22.73 -0.33
Slovak Republic 28.82 -0.03
Slovenia 28.00 0.16
Spain 20.36 0.12
South Korea 15.18 0.64
Sweden 2.91 -0.50
Switzerland 12.09 -0.26
United Kingdom 2.64 -0.30
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