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A COliiiEMT OH THt V.HITE PAPLR 

The L h i t c Paper on B r i t i s h aid p o l i c i e s , published i n October 

i s tho f i r s t such formulation of o f f i c i a l strategy to -ppoar i n eight 

years. Although i t s t i t l e includes tho word "changing" and tho 

economic sit u a t i o n of both developed and developing countries has 

altered d r a s t i c a l l y since 196?, tho V.'hito Paper does not h c r a l l further 

changes i n B r i t i s h aid p o l i c i e s . Instead i t marks a point i n t h e i r 

continuing development, *und i t s greater significance l i e s i n tho fact 

that the B r i t i s h government has made a formal statement of i t s aid 

strategy. 

Th'o s p e c i f i c and proper objective of any aid strategy i s tho reduction 

of poverty. This can be uohicvod i n both tho short term (c.g, dicastor 

r e l i e f , funds f o r the purchase of essentials) and the long tcr.-a (through 

cconpijiid-dc.vclopmeflt). Tho UK cannot expect i t s aid prograamo to 

reduce poverty world-wide. Aid-funds arc a scarce resource and i f 

thoy are not to bo spent on a first-oomo-first-aorved basis, tho 

B r i t i s h govornmont must select sectors and/or countrios to v^hioh i t 

w i l l allocate funds - and so, implicitly,thoso to which i t w i l l not. 

I t i s on thi s issuo-alloc.ition - that the \.'hito Paper concentrate's. 

It defines a standard: aid should "give more help to tho poorest 

countrios and the poorest people within those countrios". This 

statomont i s to bo v/olcomod. I t puts stress on what a i d _shojjji bo 

about. This b r i e f i n g paper f i r s t summarises the White Papei- and 

then asks vjhethcr the p o l i c i e s and actions outlined i n i t w i l l help 

reduce poverty i n tho target group. 

A BRIEP SUMMARY OF THE WHITE PAPER 

Chapter I. Our new aid p o l i c i e s and why 

Tho rapid r i s e i n prices o f o i l ar^ cereals i n recent years, and the 

repercussions of t h i s event, have made more serious the Ions-standing 

problems of many developing countries - unemployment and underompioymont, 

rapid population growth, malnutrition and food shortages. One group 

has boon p a r t i c u l a r l y har^Z-'^-^ho poorest countrii,s, with incomes por 

head below ji200 (some £ 9 0 ) . Uoro a i d i s essential i f thoix l i v i n g 

standards arc to show any improvement i n tho next five years. But 

aid funds are a scarce resource, so p r i o r i t i e s hi.ve to bo set i n the 

a l l o c a t i o n of B r i t i s h aid to ensure that i t h.is "the most effoct i n 

a l l e v i a t i n g the worst poverty over the long torm". Those ai'c threefold: 

"(a) to givd an increasing emphasis i n our b i l a t e r a l aid towards 

the poorest countries, especially those i n t h i s group most 

seriously a~ffccted by the r i s e i n the price of o i l nnJ. other 

commodities: 

(b) to give a special cmpha j i s to progriumnes oriented towards 

tho poorest groups within those countrios, and c s p c c i n l l y 

to r u r a l devolopmont: 

The Changing Emphasis i n B r i t i s h A i d P o l i c i e s : Tore Help fo:r Jbho 
Poorest. Htisol Cmnd 6270. 
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(c) to promote situations i n which B r i t i s h concessional aid 

funds O'.n best servo to stimulate matching contributions 

. from other governments, and to encourage the deployment 

of such aid through both m u l t i l a t e r a l and b i l a t e r a l channels, 

towards the poorest countrios." 

Chapter I I . i.llocatinfi UK aid between countries 

In a l l o c a t i n g aid between countries account v ; i l l be taken of tho 

current l e v e l of national income and the prospects for i t s grovrth 

i n the future, the flow of aid from other donors and of export earnings, 

the a b i l i t y to u t i l i a o the aid funds and the effectiveness of such use, 

and " h i s t o r i c a l factors and wider considerations". 

In lino with tho govornmant's policy of rol.-.ting the terms of aid to 

tho economic circumstances of tho recipient country, a i d commitments 

to countries with income per head of less than ^200 have since mid-1975 
been mado on grant terms. 

Chapter I I I . The problems of ensurin/; that B r i t i s h aid d i r e c t l y benefits 

the poorest sections of the community 

Tho determining factor here i s the attitudes and p o l i c i e s of the recipient 

government. The White Paper proposes detailed country-by-country 

consultation between the B r i t i s h aiod recipient governments on projects 

and programmes benefitting tho poorest spotions. This w i l l require 

more work by B r i t i s h o f f i c i a l s , p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the area of r u r a l 

development (see belov*). Recognising that aid programmes designed 

to help tho poorest are l i k e l y to involve a high proportion of l o c a l 

costs, the B r i t i s h government i s "ready to consider allowing i n exceptional 

cases a limited part of our f i n a n c i a l aid to meet l o c a l costs of individual 

projects".- The V.'hite Paper also rocognisea that poverty-oriented.projccts 

w i l l tend to have high recurrent costs. 

Chapter IV. Rural development 

Since most of tho poorest people i n developing countries l i v e i n r u r a l 

areas, special emphasis i s to be placed on r u r a l development. In t h i s 

process productivity and income i n agriculture must be raised and more 

jobs provided for the r u r a l population. Identifying and implementing 

progr:-.mmes i n t h i s area will't'end to take longer than i n other sectors. 

ODli i s building up i t s capacity to help put the emphasis into e f f e c t . 

Chapter V. P o l i c i e s i n the other main sectors 

Poverty-oriented programmes require action i n other major sectors: 

Hducation. The stress niust be on expanding basic education, and tho 

B r i t i s h government i s roa.dy to support projects i n t h i s area and for 

r a i s i n g technical s k i l l s . In view of the continuing need i n tho 

poorest countries for administrative s k i l l s , tho B r i t i s h government w i l l 

maintain i t s support for education at a l l l e v e l s i n these countries. 

Housing and urban'dovclopmcnt. B r i t i s h aid l a to be focussed- on " s i t e 

and service", schemes, which encourage self-help and benefit tho poorest 

sections. 

Population. i multi-faceted approach i s required, with family planning 

services supplemented by measures to provide jobs, education, cjnd health 

care. 

Health. There i s to be increasing emphasis on mcdiccil aid to oommuriity 

health and preventative health schemes i n r u r a l areas, as against largo 

hospitals and s p e c i a l i s t curative services. 



Chapter VI. The special problams of viorld food and f e r t i l i s e r s 

\ h i l e there may be an immediate need f o r food a i d , the focus of 

attention must bo aja inorc.-se i n a g r i c u l t u r a l production i n developing 

countries, and assistance toward this i s a n essential p-.xt of Britain's 

aid for r u r a l development. 

In addition,at a time of world shortage o'f f e r t i l i s e r , the UK i s 

supplying some of t h i s essential input' to developing countries, and 

at a time of food scar c i t y , i s supporting m u l t i l a t e r a l food-aid 

programmes. 

Ch-ipter V I I . Disaster r e l i e f 

Tho l.hite Paper d̂ 'aoribos the B r i t i s h government-''s contributions i n " 
t h i s area, in'vparticulrx the work of the Disaster Unit !\t the ODi;. 

Chapter V I I I . Co-operation with other donors and international 

organisations 

Tho V.hito Paper outlines the ways i n which the British'government i s 
trying to stimulate matching contributions of a i d fromothcr governments 
and to encourage tho deployment of such a i d , both b i l a t e r a l l y and 
multilater'ally, towards tho poorest countries, via the '.'orld Bank Croup, 
the I n t e r n a t i o n a l IJonotary Fund, tho Development Committee-',co-operation 
with o i l - r i c h countries, the Development Assistance Committee of the OECD, 
and the UN and i t s sDccialiscd agencies. 

' Chapter JX. The EEC -—-a new dimension 

The Vhite Paper t r a c e s - B r i t a i n ' s :fims for the development policy of the 
European Economic Community, and i n particular for more aid for the. 
most populous and poorest countrios of the developing ivorld, who arc 
not signatories of tho Lome Convention. 

Chapter X. Tri'.do p o l i c i e s 'nd the-poorcst -countries 

The V.'hite Paper outlines the govornment's m.-.jor p o l i c i e s i n the .^jrea 

of trade - i t s support of ttlC-Tokyo Doclar.-ition of tho C.-̂ TT Council 

of-Ministers, of, l i b e r a l i s a t i o n i n the E I C s Generalised. Schema of. 

Preferences, of export promotion and of a genor;-.! agreement, on commoditiios. 

• T H E Jj'.JOR PR0BLL!.;S 

Tihich are tho poorest? 

The i'hite Paper defines as tho poorest countries those developing countries 
v;hich have annual incomes per he.ad of less than ^200, vihioh did not, share 
i n tho 1973-74 commodity boom, v;hich h,-.ve v;or3e-than-aver:\£C growth 
prospects, which arc "under-aided" (t.aking' into account a i l other donors) 
and v;hioh .oro u n l i k e l y to earn s u f f i c i e n t foreign exchange i n tho near 
future to finance t h e i r development. The '• hito Paper i s therefore arguing 
that aid be conocntr.tod on those countries which are poorest now and 
l i k e l y to rom/iin so. But at no point docs i t name s p e c i f i c countrios. 
The appendix to t h i s b r i e f i n g paper l i s t s a l l countries with GNP por head 

Tho D j F / I B H D Joint M i n i s t e r i a l Committee on the Transfer of Real 
Resources to Developing Countrios, sot up i n September 1974. 
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of ^200 or less i n 1972: of those, Kigeria end Indonesia w i l l have 

benefitted from higher o i l prices while others - notably I.auritanin 

and B o l i v i a - havo-gained from other mineri^l resources, Tho romaiEdar 

•would f i t into the Vhito Paper d e f i n i t i o n of "poorest". 

On on internatioaal .basis tho V.hite Paper argues only that tho under 
^200 income group recbivo i t s f a i r share of concessional funds - i . e . 
i n proportion to i t s share of developing.countries' t o t a l population. 
I t therefore proposes a target for tho Development-Assistance Committee 
(DAC) oouiitrics - i . e . tho t r a d i t i o n a l \,'estern donors - of" 60-per cent 
of a l l b i l a t e r a l o f f i c i a l development assistance. As the second table 
.in the Appendix shows, t h i s is well above the rate of recent, years -
24 per cent - although not f a r from the UK's performance. (In 1974 
about 70 per cent of new UK commitments - as agaixist disbursements -
went to tho poorest countries.) This i s consequently a target the 
UK f e e l s able to promote - i n sharp contrast to tho target for aid 
flows, of 0.7 per cent of GNP, which i t i s only just halfway to 
achieving (O.3B per cent i n 1974). But i f the proposed a l l o c a t i o n of 
funds i s to be effective i n reducing poverty, then the size of tho 
funds i s c r i t i c a l : 25 per cent of ;'. large sum can be more than 50 per 
(>ent of a wiaJJ. ono.. 

Heaching tho poorest people 

Once the countries have been selected, a much more d i f f i c u l t problem 
arises - how to ensure that aid funds benefit the poorest within those 
countries. (The V/hite Paper i m p l i c i t l y assumoc that the plight of 
very poor people i n less poor, more dynamic developing countries can 
be improvodby the governments of these countries, i f they so wish.) 
Unless'the retipient government puts i t s f i r s t p r i o r i t y on the a l l e v i a t i o n 
of poverty at the lowest l e v e l s , a donor cannot be sure that i t s aid 
funds w i l l be used for t h i s purpose. The donor w i l l have to.build i n 
some conditions v.hich w i l l influence the use of the funds,, ivhatever 
the p r i o r i t i e s of the rec i p i e n t . . 

The most direct way of doing t h i s i s to t i e tho funds to s p e c i f i c sectors 
and/ar projeuts. The t l i i t e Paper proposes that t h i s policy 'be pursued 
on a detailed country-by-country basis, after consultation, but not by 
sett i n g out general guidelines i n advance. " 

Yat the V.'hdto Paper does s p e l l out a sectoral, preference ~ f o r r u r a l 
development, defined as "the improvement of l i v i n g conditions i n rural 
areas through the increased productivity of a g r i c u l t u r a l and related 
enterprises and, i f i t i s to be'iicfi't lQvvpi--inoome groups, the equitable 
and-fair d i s t r i b u t i o n of the wealth so created";- • The preference i s 
cxplainod by the fact that most of the poorest i n dove loping-countries 
liwo i n r u r a l -vroas. But poverty-drionted programmes i n this sector 
poso- spowial problems, which tho T.hito Paper docs recognise but so f a r 
has l i t t l e to offer i n the v/ay of s o l u t i o n . I t i s more d i f f i c u l t to 
spend aid e f f e c t i v e l y and quickly on an a g r i c u l t u r a l extension service 
than on an urban motorvjay, the need and costs of v/hich can be e a s i l y 
i d e n t i f i e d . So concentration on t h i s sector means that B r i t i s h aid 
v ( i l l be spent more! slowly. And since there i s minimal provision for 
a carry-over of unspent funds from one f i n a n c i a l year to the next, more 
unspent funds are l i k e l y to bo " l o s t " . , 

In addition support for r u r a l development i::«ka8 another problem even 
more c r i t i c a l - that of the l o c a l content of projects and programmes. 
One way of spreading tho benefits of a i d spending to tho poorest people 



i s to ocTBiark a l.xgo proportion for l o c a l costs - - i . e . paying the 

wages of l o c a l people, buying the materials and equipment produced 

l o c a l l y . The ..hite Paper recognises that povorty-focusscd aid 

programmes are l i k e l y to havo .-. high proportion of l o c i costs, yet 

i t allows merely "we are ready to consider allowing i n exceptional 

oases a limited part of our f i n a n c i a l aid to moot l o c a l costs of 

indiv i d u a l projects". This i s ungenerous as well as inconsistent, _1 

since tho costs to the B r i t i s h balance of payments of allowing aid 

funds to bu spent l o c a l l y are well below what i s often assumed. 

Another very appropriate moans of reaching the poorest i s through 

financing r'i'currcnt costs. Those, are very often a c r i t i c a l factor 

i n tho success of a development programme or project: the salaries of 

extension workers or teachers, for example. And the need for additional 

.sources of recurrent revenue i s - by d e f i n i t i o n - greater i n tho poorest, 
least dynamic economies. Having recognised tho s i t u a t i o n , the VJhite 
Paper makes no commitment whatever on recurrent finance. In two 
important areas i t s emphasis on reaching the poorest people has thus 
been greatly d i l u t e d . 

"Y;ider considerations" 

This d i l u t i o n i s not, however, surprising since the 'hite Paper 
s p e c i f i c a l l y states that need i s not the only c r i t e r i o n i n the 
government's aid p o l i c y , rather i t s "primary purpose". "The a l l o c a t i o n 
of UK aid ("and character" should be added) i s conditioned by a number 
of considerations r e f l e c t i n g our wider interests and h i s t o r i c a l l i n k s . 
Those w i l l include p o l i t i o a j . and commercial factors." Their significance 
" w i l l vary vr'th time and circumstance". It would be t o t a l l y u n r e a l i s t i c 
to expect tho government to ignore p o l i t i c a l and commercial considerations. 
But i t i s reasonable to ask that the government ensure that one action 
(e.g. helping exports by tying aid funds to procurement of UK goods) 
does not undermine the effectiveness or v i a b i l i t y of another ( a l l o c a t i n g 
more aid funds to r u r a l development). 

The lack of figures 

This paper has already referred to the absence pf.names of countries which 
q u a l i f y as "poorest". The \'hito Paper:is also s i l e n t on tho amount of 
aid i t i s talking about. The governmcit obviously fools i t s e l f on stronger 
grounds on a l l o c a t i o n (which i s about shares - not about amounts) than 
on absolute siae, where the UK record i g dismal. The forao&ste of la s t 
January's Public Expenditure to 1978-79 - of a 14 per cent r i s e , i n 
r e a l terms, i n aid spending by-1979 - have already had to be modified, 
with the £20 m i l l i o n cut (eiO m i l l i o n each i n 1975 and 1976) made i n tho 
budget-.in A p r i l 1975. The government has apparently taken the view that 
since quantity i s not about to i s f r o T s , something should be done about 
qua l i t y . This i s both commendable and - i n the present intcriwtional 
and domestic situation - understandable. Vit the same time many recipients 
are - also understandably - more concerned about quantity. 

HliSO-Cmnd 5S79. 



The ratu of disbursement 

- The probable sloiving-down of aid spending i f more i s directed to the 

r u r a l sector h.:s been mentioned. This problem i s compounded by the 

second aspect of the government's strategy - "to promote situations i n 

v/hich B r i t i s h concessional aid funds can stimulate matching contributions 

of concessional funds from other governments". This i s a perfectly 

reasonable objective and one v/hich i s to be welcomed i f i t brings about 

a combination of B r i t i s h technicrJ- expertise and additional OPEC aid 

money, as i s s p e c i f i c i . l l y proposed i n the V-Tiite-Paper. But i t should 

not rank as a major consideration since i t could merely result i n tho 

"Who goes f i r s t ? " s i t u a t i o n which currently holds on ending procurement-

tying, and'Which could'- i n turn - delay expenditure. 

P o l i t i c a l w i l l 

A l l governments are - understandably - sensitive ?bout infringements of 
sovereignty. Tho White Paper b r i s t l e s with t h i s s e n s i t i v i t y : " we cannot, 
and do not desire to, impose our r u r a l development p o l i c i e s " . . Donor 
.specification on projects -'.nd sectors i t w i l l support "might well be 
offensive to national pride ,vnd resisted by many recipient countrios 
and not only those unsympathetic to tho objectives which tho donor, i s 
t r y i n g to promote". For obvious reasons of diplomacy, the T.hitc Paper 
does not take up the l a t t e r issue - tho unsympathetic r e c i p i e n t . Yet 
i t i s clear that some evaluation i s made of how a recipient government 
i s l i k e l y to use the extra resources v/hich an aid programme puts at i t s 
disposal - d i r e c t l y or, more important,.indirectly. This - presumably -
i s one of tho unidentified " p o l i t i c a l considerations" governing the 
al l o c a t i o n of a i d . Given that other p o l i t i c a l considerations w i l l 
operate, and arc known to operate anyr/ay - i . e . considerations of 
foreign policy - there sooms no good reason why the B r i t i s h government 
.should bo so coy about i t s ov/n country prei'crencos. It could make tho 
.pursuit of poverty-oriented programmes i n general one of i t s basic 
c r i t e r i a for e l i g i b i l i t y for aid funds. Then B r i t i s h aid funds could go 
to sectors where B r i t i s h endowments i n goods and s k i l l s arc most appropriate -
and where tying to B r i t i s h procurement would have less harmful effects -
and release l o c a l resources for poverty-oriented programmes for which thoy 
arc often more suitable. An e x p l i c i t statomont of such a c r i t e r i o n would 
make clearer tho basic :\nd continuing j u s t i f i c a t i o n for an aid programme, 
to a taxpaying public which-ourrontly f e e l s i t s e l f hard-pressod. In 
this w.ay greater quality might ac t u a l l y lead to greater quantity. i.nd -
vice versa - a re-alloc;ition of aid so that "more" does reach the poorest 
could bo .cuch more e a s i l y achieved i f more funds i n t o t a l axe available. 

December, 1 975. 
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APPEIIDIX 

Table 1; Background data on countries with CNP per head of ^200 and under 

GNP per head . Population 

Asia 

India 

Indonesia 

ngladesh 

Pakistan 

Burma 

North Vietnam . 

South Vietnam 

Afghanistan 

S r i Lanka 

Nepal 

Khmer Republic 

Yemen Arab Republic 

Laos 

Poople'3 Democratic 

Republic of Yemen 

thutan 

Portuguese Timor 

Lfecao 

Sikkim 

Maldive Islanda 

A f r i c a 

i^ig^ria 

Ethioji a 

Zaire 

Sudan 

Tanzania 

Kenya 

Uganda 

IJalagasy Republic 

Cameroon 

Upper Volta 

Mali 

(̂ =1972) 

110 
90 
70 

130 
.90 
110 
170 
80 

110 
80 

120 
90 

130 

100 
80 

120. 
160 

80 

100 

130 
80 

100 
120 
120 
170 
150 
140 
200 
70 
80 

90 
100 

90 
60 

80-

70 
80 

110 
190 
160 

(millions J 
mid-1972) 

Annual groirth i n 

GNP per head •--

(/'«1960-72) 

Guinea 

iJalawi 

Niger 

Rwanda 

Chad 

Burundi 

Somalia 

^homey 

Sierra ieone 

Togo 

Central African 

Republic I6O 
Mauritania 180 

Lesotho 90 
Gambia 140 
Comoro Islands 150 
Central America and Caribbean 

H a i t i ' ;̂ 3o 
South America 

B o l i v i a 2OO 
Oceania 

V/estern SJaaoa 

Sources: World Bank l ^ l a s ; OECD Development Cooperation 
Kembers of the Development Aasiatance Committee, 1974"^®^iey. 

565.5 
121.6 
72.5 
66.7 
28.9 
22.0 
19.3 
14-9 
13.2 

• 11.5 
7.3 
6.1 
3.1 

• 1.5 
0.9 
0.6 
0.3 • 
0.1 
e . i 

69.5 
25.9 
19.1 
16 .6 
13.6 
12.1 
10.5 
7.4 
6.1 
5.6 
5.3 
5.1 

•' 4,7— 
4.5 
3.9 
3.8 
3.5 
3.0 
2.9 
2.7 
2.1 

1.7 
1.2 
1 .0 
0.4 
0.3 

4.4 

5.2 

0.2 

1.1 
2.1 

3.3 
0.8 
0.7 
0.8 
0.3 
2.0 
0.7 

-0.9 
2.0 
2.1 

-4.5 
0.2 
1.1 

1.0 

2.0 
2.6 
3.3 

2.9 
3.6 
2.2 
0.4 
4.0 
0.9 
2.1 

3". 6 
-0.4 
-0.4 . 
0.5 
1.1 

-0.6 
2.8 

2.2 
2.7 

2.2 
1.9 
2.0 
1.9 
2.1 

e.3 

2.1 

-0.9 

Wet o f f i c i a l development 

assistance from D;\C 

countries and mult i l a t e r a l 

agencies per head 

(J5:1972) 

1.08 
4.09 
2.99 
4.55 
1.52 

29.57 
3^80 
4.19 

, 2.19 
9.11 
2.45 

21.43 

3.69 
0.20 
4.71 
5.52 

5.54 

1.19 
1.81 
6.36 
2.21 
4.31 
5.95 
2.79 
7.50 

10.44 
6.16 
7.35 
5.27 
7.69 

10.16 
7.65 
8.23 
7.25 

12.50 
7.11 
3.77 

10.94 
15.44 

7-54 
1.47 
1.31 

3.9.10 

1.62 

9.21 
9.93 

E f f o r t s and P o l i c i e s of the 



Table 2 t Flowa of not o f f l o l a l dovolopmont asslstanco to countriea with GNP por hoad 

of ^200 and under, annual average 1970-73 

Asia 

India — . 
Indonesia 

Bangladesh 
Pakistan 
Burma 
South Vietnam 
Afghanistan 
S r i Lanka 
Nopal 

Khmor Republic • 

Yemen Arab Republic 

Laos 

People's Domooratio 
Republic of Yemen 
Bhutan 
Portuguese Timor 
Macao 
Ivialdivo Islands 
A f r i c a 
Nigeria 
Ethiopia 
Zaire 
Sudan 
Tanzania 
Kenya 
Uganda 

Itolagaay Republic 

Cameroon 

Upper Volta 
Mali 
Guinea 
HalaT/i 

Niger 
Rwanda 

Chad 
Burundi 

Somalia 

Dahomey 

Sierra Leone 

Togo 
Central African Republic 

Mauritania 

Lesotho 

Gambia 

Comoro Islands . . 
Central America and Caribbean 

H a i t i 
South America 
B o l i v i a 
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and m u l t i l a t e r a l ageneios .. (£• j n i l l i o n ) 

( ^ mi l l i o n ) 

776.5 42.12 
772.8 5 - f b 
220.2 2.60° 
349.7 6.99 

53.5 0.28 
182.5- 0.25 
42.6 0.09 
60.6 3.73 
27.8 1.66 
64.9 0.16 
16.5 0.05 
70.2 0.89 

7.9 0.63 
0.3 -2.2 
2.1 -0.6 0.13 

179.9 5.29 
55.0 1.04 

287.5 0.11 
43.2 0.75 
90.0 1.19 

125.1 8.73 
29.9 3.71 
55.4 0.06 
76.7 0.26 
36.1 0.02 
41.3 0.05 
50.5 -39.3 6.51 
53.0 0.03 
29.0 0.01 
31.0 0.03 
23.2 0.004 
31.7 0.20 
22.6 0.02 
8.8 0.54 

22.3 0.04 
20.7 0.02 
14.9 0.02 
20.2 1.97 
4.1 0.6-5 

11.1 -
5.3 0.002 

50.1 0.08 

2.4 0.02 
24.5 0.8 

Sources 1 Dovelopmont Cooperation 1 B r i t i s h Aid S t a t i s t i c s 196? to 1973. mEO 


