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LORL HELP FOR THL POOQRLST:
A _COLLLNT ON _THEL LHITL PLPLR

The %hitc Paper on British aid policics, published in Octobe:x :9754,

is the first such formulation of offiecicl strotegy to ~ppear in cigiit
ycars.  Although 1ts title includes the word "changing® and tho
cconomie situation of both dcvelopcd and devoloping countrics has
alterod drasticnlly since 1967, the Vhito Paper docs not herald further
changes in British aid policics. Instcad it marks a point in their
contimiing development, *:nd its greator significance lies in the fact
that the British government has made a formcl statcment of its aid
strategy. ) )

The specific and proper objcctivo of any ajid strategy is the redusztion
of povorty. This can be uchicved in both tho short term (e.g. disasicr
rolicf, funds for the purchasc of cssentinls) and the long tcrm (through
cconpmic. dcvclopment). - Tho UK ‘¢connot cxpeet its aid programme to
reduce poverty world-wide. Aid tunds arc o searce rcsource and if
they arc not to bc spent on a first-como-first-scerved brsis, the
British govornment must selcct scctors and/or countrios to which it

will allocnte funds - ond so, implieitly,thosc to which it will not.

It is on this issuc-2llocation - that the Vhito Paper concentratds.
It definca o standard: aid should "give morc help to the poorcst
countrics and thc poorcst people within these countrics". This
statoment is to be welcomod. | It .puts stress on what 2id shouid be
about. This bricfing paper first summarises the Whkitce Papelr and
then asks whether the policics and actions outlined inm it will help
rcducc poverty in tho targct group.

A BRIEF SUMMARY OF THE WHITE PAPER

Chepter I.  OQur now 2id policics and why

Tho rapid risc in prices of '6il and cercals in recent years, and the
roporoussions of this cvent, hove made worce scerious the long-ctanding
problems of many developing countrics - uncmployment and underempioyment,
rapid population growth, mnlnutrition and food shortages. Onc group

has beoen particularly hcrq/~12ho poorcst countrics, with incomes por

hcad below %200 (some £90). llorc aid -is cssential if their living
standards arc to show any improvement in tho next five ycors. But

2id funds arc a scarce resource, so prioritics huve to be sct in the
allocation of British aid to cnsurc that it has "the most cifvct in
allcviating the worst poverty over the long term®. Thesc ave threefold:

"(a) to giv¢ an inercosing cmphasis in our bilateral aid towords
the poorest countrics, cspecislly thosc in this group most
seriously affccted by the rise in“the price of oil and other
commoditics: ’ ’

(b) to givc a spocial cmphesis to programmes orionted towards
the poorest groups within thesc countrics, and espocinlly
to rural dcvelopment:

The Changing Emphosis in British Aid Policios: lore Help fox the
Poorcst, HMSO. Cmnd 6270,
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funds e-n best serve to stimulate matching contrlbutlons
from othcr governmiments, and to cncournge the deployment

of -such aid through both multilatcral ond bllatcral channels
towards the poorcst countrics."

Chopter TI. [fllocating UK aid butwecn countrics

In allocating nid between countrics account will be token of the
currcnt level of notionnl incowc and the prospocts for its growth

in the futurc, the flow of 2id from other donors and of oxport ¢arnings,
thc bility to utilieo the n2id funds and the cffictivencss of such usc,
and “historical factors and wider considcrations®,

In line with the governmant's policy of rel.ting the terms of aid to
tho cconomie circumstances of the recipicnt country, aid commitments

to countrics with income per head of loss than £200 hove since mid-1975
been made on grant torms.

Chapter III, Thc problems of cnsuring: that British aid diroctly benefits
the poorcst scctions of the community

The dctermining factor herc is the attitudes and policics of the recipicnt
governoncnt, The Vhite Paper proposcs detailed country-by-country
consultation between the British and recipicnt governments on projects

and programmes boncfitting tho poorest scctions. This will require

morc work by British offici.ls, particularly in the arca of rural
development (sce below), Rucognising that 2id programmés designed

to help the poorest arc likely to involve a high proportion of local

costs, the British government is Y"rcady to consider allowing in cxceptional
cascs a limited part of our financial aid to mcct loecal costs of individual
projccts".: The Whitc Paper also rccognisce that poverty-oricnted. pro;ccts
will tend to have high recurrcnt costs.

Chapter IV, Rural dcvclopment

Sincc most of thc poorcst peoplc in developing countrics live in rural
arcrs, spccial cmphnsis is to be placed on rural development., In this
proccss productivity and income in ngriculturc must be raiscd and morc
Jjobs provided for the rurcl population. Identifying and implementing
progr-mmes in this arca will“tend to t~kc longer than in other scetors.
ODli is building up its capacity to help put the cmphasis into cficct.

Chopter V. Policics in the other main scctors

Poverty-oricnted programmes require action in othur major scctors:
Lducation. The stress must be on expanding basic cducation, and the
British government is rendy to support projccts in this arca and for
raising tcchnical skills. In vicw of tho continuing nced in the
poorcst countrics for administrative skills, the British government will
maintsin its support for cducntion ot all lovels in thesc countries.
Housing and urban dcvclopment. British aid 48 to bc focusscd--on "site
and servic@“. schemes, which cncourage sclf'-help and bencfit the poorest
scetions,

Population, L multi-faccted approach is requircd, with family planning
services supplemcnted by meosuros to provide jobs, cducntion, and health
carc, - -
Health. There is to be incrensing cmphasis on medical 2id to community
hcalth and preventative health schemes in rural arens, 2s cgainst large
hospit.ls ~nd spccialist curative services.




Chopter VI.  The speeinl problems of world food and fertilisers

tthile therc may be an immediate neud for food aid, the foecus of
attention must be an incrc..s¢ in agriculturnl production in devcloping
countrics, and assistance toward this is on esscntinl port of Brltuln‘s
n1d for rural devclopment. ’

"In 2ddition,nt ~ time of world shortagé of furtlllSLr, the UK is
supplying somc of this cssentinl input’ to devcloping countrics, ard
at o time of food senrcity, is supporting multilateral food. ~id
Programmes,

Chpter VII. Disaster relicf -
The \:hitc Pnﬂcrajgoribea the British government's contributions in’
_this area, inuparticular the work of the Discster Unit nt the ODIL.

Chapter VIIIL. Co—opbr_tlon with other donors and 1ntprnﬂt10n~1
orgﬂnlsttlonu o

The “hite Paper outlines the ways in which the British' government is
trying to stimul-te mntching contributions -of aid from-other govermments
and to cnecournge the deployment of such nid, both bilaterally ~nd
multil~tcrally, towards the poorest countrics, via the "orld Bank Group,
“the Intern: tional Nonetary TFund, tho Dcvclopmcnt Committce*,co-operation
with oil-rich countrlcs, the Devclopmont hssistance Committec of the OECD,
ond the UN nnd its soceinlised qgenclcs.

Chaptur IZ. The EEC :—- 2 now dlmcnslon

The Thite Paper tracef Brltuln' #ims for the development policy of the
Luropenn Economic Community, and in porticulsr for morc cid far the.
most populous and poorcst countrics of the devcloping world, who arc
not sign~torics of the Lomd Convuntion.

Chapter X. Tride policics nd tho?boorbst.countrics

The Vhite Paper outlines the government's m.jor policics in the aorca

of trade ~ its- support of the. Tokyo Declarsntion of the GaTT Council

‘of* kinisters, of. liberclisation in the EIC's Genernliscd. Scheme of.
Preferonces, of cxport promotion and of a generald agrecmoent.an commoditiics.

- THE hJJOR PROBLLLS

-t

Thich are the poorest’

‘The Vhite Paper defincs as the poorest countrics thosc devcloping countrics
which have anmu2l incomes por head of less than £200, vhich did not. shore
in the 1973-74 commodity boom, which hnve worsc-thon-avernge grouth
prospeets, which arc "undcr—aldcd" (tnking into account 211 other donors)
and which ~re unlikcly to ¢+irn suffic¢icnt forcign cxchange in the necar
futurc to fin:nce their development. The fhite Paper is thercfore arguing
that aid be concentr.ted on thosc countries which arc poorest now and
likcly to rcmain so. But ot no point docs it n~me specific countrics.

"The appendix to this bricfing paper lists 21l countries with GNP per head

The INF/IBRD Joint Iiinisterial Committec on the Transfor of Real
Resources to Developing Countrics, set up in Scptembor 197h.
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of #200 or less In 1972: of thesc, Nigeria ond Indonmesia will have
bencfitted from higher oil priccs while others - notably lauritania
and Bolivia - havo._goined from other mincrul resources. The remaicder
-would fit into the Thitc Paper definition of "poorost".

On an intoernational basis the Lhite Poper argucs only that the under
£200 income group rcceive: its fnir share of conccssion:l funds - i.c.
in proportion to its shore of devéloping. countrics' total population,
It thereforec proposcs a torget for the Devclopmnnt hssistonce Committee
(DAC) countrics - i.c. tho traditional Vestcrn donors - of 60 per cent
of 211 bilaterel officizl development assistence. As the sucond table -~
in the Lppendix shows, this is well above the rate of recent yecars -
2, per cent - although not far from the UK's performance. (In 1974
about 70 per cent of ncw UK commitments - as against disbursements -
went to tho poorest countrics.) This is conscquently ¢ target the

UK fecls ablc to promotc ~ in sharp contrast to the target for aid
flows, of 0.7 pcr cent of GNP, which it is only just halfway to
achieving (0 38 por cent in 1974). But if thc proposcd allocation of
funds is to be cffcective in rcduclng poverty, then the size of the
funds is critical: 25 per cent of : l"rge sum can be more than 50 per
ocnt of a amall omo,

Recaching the poorest people

Qnce the countriecs have beer sclocted, a much more difficult problem
ariscs - how to cnsurc that cid funds binefit thc poorcst within those
countrics., (The Thite Paper implicitly assumos thot the-plight of

very poor peoplc in lcss poor, morc dynomic developing countrics can

be. 1mproved by the governments of thesc countries, if they so wish,)
Unlcss' the resipient gevernment puts its first priority on thc alleviction
of poverty at the lowest 1levels, 2 donor cannot be surc that its cid

funds will b. used for this purposc. The donor will hove to.build in

some conditions which will inf'lucncc the usc of the funds,. whatever

the prioritics of thc recipicnt,.

The most diruet wey of doing this is to tie the funds to specific sectors

ar projeets. The Lhite Paper proposcs that this policy be pursued
on a detailed country-by-country basis, after’ consultation, but not by
setting out generul guldcllncs in "dvancc.

Yat the Vhite Paper does spell out a scctoral.prcference ~ far rural
development, defined as "the improvement of living conditions in rural
arczs through the incroased productivity of agriceultural ond related
enterpriscs and, if it is to bercfit lower-incomc groups, the equitable
and. fair dlstrlbutlon of the wealth so created”: - The preference is
. cxplminod by the feet that most of the poorest in dcvclop1ng-countr1es
lig> in rural -reas. But poverty-oriontcd programmcs in this scctor
_poso- spesizl problems, which the Thite Paper docs recognisc but so far
has little to offer in the way of solution, It is morc difficult to
sperd cid effcetively and quickly on nn ogricultural cxtension serviee
than on nn urban motorway, the nced 2nd costs of which can be casily
identificd. So concentration on this sector mcans that British aid
will be spent more slowly, And sincc thero is minjmel provision for
2 carry-over of unspent funds from onc fimncial vear to thc next, morc
unspent funds crc likely to be “lost". -
In addition support for rural devclopment rcakes anothcr problem cven
morc oriticzl - that of the loczl content of projects ond programmes.
One way of sprcoding the benofits of nid sperding to the poorcst people



is to carmork n large proportion for local costs - i.e. paying the
wages of local puople, buying the materials ond oquipment produced
locally. The ‘‘hitc Paper rccognises that poverty-focussed aid
progrommes are likely to hnve - high proportion of loc~l costs, yct

it allows mercly "wc arc rendy to consider allowing in exceptioncl
cascs a limited part of our fimancial aid to mect loczl costs of
individual projects”. This is ungenerous as well as inconsistent, ..
since thou costs to the British balance of payments of vllowing cid
funis to bu spent locally are well below what is often assumed.

Lnother very ~ppropriate means of rcaching the poorest is through
financing recurrcnt costs, These. nre very oftcn a critical factor

in the success of a dovelopment programme ar project: the sclarics of
oxtension workers or teachers, for cxample. 4nd the need for additional
.sourccs of rgcurrent reverwe is - by dcfinition - greater in the poorest,
least dynamic cconomics. Having rccogniscd tho situation, the VWhite
Papur mokes no commitment whatever on rccurrent finance. In two
important nreas its cmphasis on rceaching the poorest peoplc has thus
been greatly diluted.

"iider considerctions"

This'dilution is not, howevor, surprising since the *hitec Poper
specifically states that need is not the only c¢riterion in the -
govermment's aid policy, rather its “primary purposc. "The .c2llocation
of UK aid ("ond character" should bc added) is conditioncd by o number

of considcrations reflecting our wider interests and historical links.
These will include politicz] and commereial factors.” Their significance
"will vary v?th timc and circumstznce®, It would bc totally unrcalistic
to uxpeet the government to ignore politicel and commercial considerations.
But it is rcasonable to ask thot the government ensurc that onc action
(e.g. helping exports by tying 2id funds to procurcment of UK goods)

does not undermine the cffcetiveness or vicbility of another (allocating
more aid funds to rur:l development). o

The lack of figurcs

-

This paper has alrcady referrcd to the absence of nnmes of countrics which
quclify as "poorecst". The ''hite Paper:is also silent on the amount of
aid it is tzlking about. The govermnmert >bviously fecls itself on stronger
grounds on alloc~tion (which is about sharcs - not nbout cmounts) than

on cbsolute sise, where the UK rccord ig dismnl. The forecasts of last
January's Public Expcnditurc to 1978-79 - .of a 14 per cent rise, in

rcal terms, in aid spending by.1979 - have alrcady hnd to be modified,
with the £20 million cut (¢10 million each in 1975 2nd 1976) made in the
budget..in April 1975. The govermment hos apparcntly taken the view that
sinco quantity is'not about to irgrove, somcthing should bc done about
quality. This is both commendable and - in thc present international

and domestic situntion - understandable. it the same time mony recipients
are - also understandgbly - morc concerncd about quantity.

HLSO-Cmnd 5879.



The rate of disburscment

. The probable slowing-down of aid spending if more is dirccted to the
rural scetor h.is been mentioncd. This problem is compounded by the
secord aspcet of the government's strategy - "to promotc situations in
which British concessionnl aid funds con stimul:tc matching contributions
of concessional funds from othur governments®™. This is a pcrfectly
rcasonablc objcctive and one which is to be welcomed if it brings cbout
a combination of British technicel cxpertisc ~nd additional OPEC aid
moncy, as is specifically proposcd in the Thite-Paper.  But it should
not rank as 2 major consideration since it could mercly rcsult in the
"Who goes first?" situation which currently holds on ending procurcment-
tying, cnd - which could '~ in turn - delay cxpenditure.

Political will

111 governments arc - understandably -~ sensitive ~bout infringements of
sovereignty. The vhite Paper bristles with this scnsitivity:" we cannot,
and do not desirc to, imposc our rurnl development policics',. Donor
.. specifiention on projects nind scctors it will support "might well be
"offensive to nationsl pride and resisted by many reoipicnt countrics

and not anly .thosc unsympathctic to the objcctives which the donor. is
trying to promotc". For obvious rcasons of diplomacy, thc Thite Paper
docs not toke up the latter issuec - the unsympathetic recipicnt. Yct

it is clcar that somc cveoluation is mrde of how a rcecipient government

is likely to usc thc cxtra resources which an aid programme puts at its
disposal - directly or, morc importont,.indirectly. This - presumcbly -
is onc of tho unidontificd "political considerations" governing the
allocation of aid. Given that other political considerations will
opcratc, and arc known to operate anyway - i.c. considerations of

forcign policy - therc scems no good rcason'why the British government
.should bc so coy about its own country preicrences. It could moke the
pursuit of poverty-oricnted programmes in gencral one of its basic
criteria for cligibilityfor aid funds.  Then British aid funds could 80
to scctors wherce British cndowments in goods and skills arc most appropriate -
and where tying to British procurcment would have less harmful effects -
and rclease local resources for poverty-oriented programmes for which they
arc oftcn morc suitable. 4n oxplieit statement of such o criterion would
make elcarcr the basic and continuing justification for an aid programme,
to a toxpeying public vwhich-ourrcntly feels itsclf hard-presscd. In

this wny grcater quality might actunlly lcad to grenter quantity.,  wnd -
vice versa - a rc~-allocation of aid so that “morce" docs recach the poorest
could be .wuch morc easily achicved if morce funds in total crc available.

December, 1975.
SP .



APPENDIX

Table 1: Background data on countries with GNP per head of §200 and under

GNP per head Pogulatlon Annua.l growth in Net official development
23 :1972)

(millions: GNP per hesd -~ assistance from DAC
mid-1972) . Z;',:1950_72) countries and multilateral
’ agencies per head

( 5:1972 s
Asgia
India 110 563.5 1.1 1.08
Indonesia 90 121.6 2.1 4.09
i 'ngladesh 70 72.5 - 2.99
Pakistan ‘ 130 66.7 3.3 4.55
Burma .90 28,9 0.8 1.52
North Vietnam . 110 22.0 0.7 -
South Vietnam 170 19.3 0.8 29,57
Afghanistan 80 14.9 0.3 3.80
Sri Lanka 110 13.2 2.0 4,19
Nepal . 80 . 11.5 0.7 . 2.19
Khmer Republic 120 7.3 0.9 9.11
Yemen Arab Republic 90 6.1 2.0 2.45
Taos 130 3.1 2.1 21.43
People's Democratic
Republic of Yemen 100 1.5 4.5 3.69
Lthutan 80 0.9 0.2 0,20
Portuguese Tlmor 120. 0.6 1.1 4.71
llacao . 160 0.3 - - 9.52
Sikkim . 80 0.1 - -
Maldive Islands 100 8.1 1.0 5.54-
Mrica
Wigeria 130 69.5 2,0 1.19
Bthiox a 80 25.9 2.6 1.81
Zaire 100 19,1 3.3 6.36
Sudan 120 16.6 - 2,21
Tanzania 120 13.6 2,9 4.31
Kenya . 170 12,1 3.6 5.95
Uganda 150 10.5 2,2 2,79
Nalagasy Republ:l.c 140 1.4 0.4 7.50
Cameroon 200 6.1 4.0 10,44
Upper Volta . 70 5.6 0.9 6.16
Mali 80 5.3 2.1 7.35
Guinea . 90 5.1 - 5.27
Walawi 100 Y P A 3.6 7.69
Niger 90 443 0.4 10.16
Rwanda 60 3.9 -004 . 7 65
Chad 80- 3.8 0.5 8.23
Burundi 70 3.5 1.1 7'25
Somalia 80 3.0 -0.6 12 * 50
L homey 110 T 2.9 2.8 7'11
Sierra ieone 490 2.7 2.2 3'77
Togo 160 2.1 2.7 10,94
Central African )
Republic 160 1.7 2.2 15.44
Neuritania 180 1.2 1.9 T+54
Lesotho 90 1.0 2.0 1.47
Cambia - 140 0.4 1.9 1.31
Comoro Islands 150 0.3 2.1 39.10
Central America and Caribbean )
South America
Bolivia 200 5.2 2.1 9,21
Qceania
Vlestern Sxnmoa 0 0.2 -0.9 9.93
Sources: Vorld Bank &3139; OECD - Development Cooperatlon : Efforts and Policies of the

Vambers of the Development Assistance Committee, 19747 ReviEy.




Tablc 2 : Flows of not offioial development assistance to countrics with GNP por hoad
of 3200 and under, annusl average 1970-73
"fron DAC countries from the UK
and multilatoral ageneics . (2 amillion)
;;l E million) : .

Asia- -
India -... 776.5
Indoncsia 772.8
Bangladesh 220,2%
Pakistan ‘ T 349.7
Burme ' T 53,5
South Victnam - 82,5 -
Afghanistan : 42.6
Sri Lanka . 60.6
Ncpal : 27.8
Khmer Ropublie " - 64.9
Ycmen Arab Republic 16.5
Laos ' 7 .2 0
Pcoplec's Demooratio s
Ropublic of Yemen
Bhuten toe
Portugucso Timor
Macao

Maldive Islands
Africa

Nigeria

Ethiopia

Zaire

Sudan

Tanzania

Kenya

Uganda )
Halagasy Rcpublic
Cameroon -
Upper Volta

Mali

Guinea

Malawi

Niger

Rwanda

Chad

Burundi

Somalia

Dahomey

Sierra Lecone

Togo .
Central African Republic
Mauritania

Losotho

Gambia

Comoro Islands .

Central America and Caribbecan
Haiti

South America

Bolivia

Occania

Vestern Samoa

Per cent of totel

nct disbursements

a 1971-73

b 1972-73

Sourccest Development Cooperation s British Aid Statistics-1969 to 1973, HISO.
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