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I was asked to introduce and to chair this – the third in a series of meetings which has been organised by the Wyndham Place Charlemagne Trust to consider “Foreign Policy and its Moral Dilemmas”.  The first meeting which I greatly enjoyed participating in myself, looked at “Terrorism and Religious Extremism” and I think we had a very useful and far-reaching discussion on that.  The second which I’m afraid I missed, dealt with “Corruption and Tyranny”, so I won’t try to characterise that one since I was not there.  The third, which is today’s meeting – is going to consider “World Poverty and Aid” and it’s certainly timely, I would suggest, to be considering that subject - world poverty and aid - given the increasing criticism of our own government’s in my view admirable decision to ring fence our aid budget and to stick to our commitment that we entered into at the Gleneagles G8 Summit to bring our aid budget up to the UN target of 0.7% of Gross National Income by 2013.  And I always make this point when talking about this subject because it seems to elude practically everyone who I’ve debated it with – that we really shouldn’t forget that that 0.7% of our Gross National Income will in any event be quite a lot less than might have been expected when the commitment was originally entered into in 2005 at Gleneagles, given the sharply lower path our Gross National Income has taken as a result of the 2008 financial crisis and the resulting recession.  So developing countries will actually be taking a hit from that shortfall even if the government holds the line which it is taking now of sticking to 0.7% by 2013.  I think it is quite an important point and I was glad to say the Bishop of London approved of it when I first raised it in the House of Lords and he said that it was one that he also understood to mean, that we shouldn’t be sitting here saying that we are the only people in the world who have not reduced what we believed we were committing to in 2005, because we have.

Now we have two distinguished speakers to talk to us.  First Chris Bain is going to lead off.  He is Director of the Catholic Agency for Overseas Development, CAFOD, since 2003; he served with Voluntary Service Overseas as a field officer of that in Fiji, and he’s worked for both Christian Aid and Oxfam in his time.  The response to Chris Bain’s introduction of the subject will come from Leslie Fielding – second to my right – a former British diplomat, who served with great distinction in Cambodia before the tragedy struck that country; who headed the EU Commission delegation in Japan, and whose spell as Director General in the Commission for External Policy equips him extraordinarily well to comment on the trade policy aspects of the theme we are discussing today.  He was also I hasten to add Vice-Chancellor of Sussex University.  So we have two very very good speakers here to address this subject and without more ado I will ask, you, Chris to lead off.

Chris Bain

Thank you very much for the introduction – I feel sort of awed by being next to Sir Leslie with all his experience, so when I move on to the trade bits I’ll tread that like eggshells!  This is unapologetically a broad brushstroke presentation.  I was asked to raise enough issues to get an informed conversation going.  I think if you’d wanted something heavy and worthy you’d have asked my head of policy.  In fact I’ve found as you climb the ladder in any business, a considerable amount of deskilling takes place.  I seem to spend so much of my time being briefed at the moment: the shorter the better!  I recall stories of Robin Cook when he was foreign secretary where he demanded incredibly short briefs, and he was known as Mr A4.  I’m called by my colleagues Mr Postit!!

The first thing I want to do is to rename this session because I think in some ways when you talk about world poverty and aid that doesn’t say enough for me.  I think it is world poverty and development because many people do equate poverty and development with aid.  And as far as I am concerned, aid is one part of the toolkit.  

So I’ll start, if you like, to help that, with a very simple narrative.  For me, development is what happens when the people of a country have the basic needs met, are able to influence the government and their policies and activities, can live in peace and security, they have leisure, they have identity, and so on – you can add to this – culture, religion.  In Christian terms we would promote a people-centred objective to development, people to flourish as fully human people, fully human persons.  I would add an insight to this: I also think of a country as fully developed, truly developed, when it is able and willing to support its most vulnerable and disadvantaged people, providing a safety net: for me that is almost a pre-requisite of a developed country.  We know that this is not so for the majority of the people in the world at the moment: the bottom billion - of which 850 million are chronically hungry, and most of whom are illiterate, lack water, sanitation - are there.  This bottom billion – the title in fact of a book by Paul Collier, “The Bottom Billion and what can be done about it” - that remains if you like the focus of much of the attention of development agencies like CAFOD.  

You’ve then got the other billion which we’re part of – the rich world.  And then you’ve got about 4 billion in the middle on a spectrum between those two groups.  There are people - the Daily Mail for example – who keep talking about money to the third world: that’s no longer a term that applies to a very complex demography of the world today.  

The big question of course in much of this is how this 5 billion people will become developed, and it’s the subject of huge amounts of theories and blueprints.  But all agree that it has to be financed.  And I think in some ways the crux of what I am talking about now is how do you finance development.  Now aid is one source of finance, but in the long term it has to be beyond aid, it is not enough by itself.  Long term finance comes from appropriate economic activity within a country – the ability to trade fairly, fair taxation within a country, good practices from businesses, better governments that are accountable, a legal system, a property framework, infrastructural development and so on.  And more recently an idea has come through which is some form of global taxation, put forward originally by Tobin, but now called some sort of financial transaction tax, a Robin Hood tax, whatever you want to call it – which taxes the work of the world in order to fund both domestic polity issues and global polity issues – and Sarkozy and others are keen to push that forward.  And also more recently in a climate change area about how do you finance all the climate change mitigation, an adaptation, a new idea of thinking of something like a bunker fuel tax to support those particular areas – those are new ideas.

As well as this model of what development looks like or what might help it, there are also blocks, and much of our work is about encountering the blocks.  This includes all the opposites to the above talked about, but also includes conflict, ineffective institutions, plundering corporate business – there’s a very good book by Paul Collier called “Plunder planet” – environmental degradation and now climate change, which I think radically challenges all the economic growth models we’ve used in the past, and I’ll come onto that later.

So from the perspective of a development agency I will judge whether a foreign policy is ethical by how far it maximises those factors promoting development and the flourishing of people and how far it minimises the blocks to development.  But I do have a rider.  I have been involved in development all my life and I’m a pragmatic person.  I remember one story while I was at Oxfam where the people in charge of Africa, and I was head of campaigns there, were saying why can’t we campaign on this war between the pastoralists and the agrarians in the Sahel?  And I said how can I campaign on it, where is the leverage in the UK?  So I think when we talk about poverty and development I want to focus upon those areas of foreign policy or development policy where we can do something about it here in the UK, directly or through our influence: and that’s about aid, multilateral or bilateral aid, regulations of corporations and businesses, terms of trade, climate mitigation, and the new kid on the block, global taxes.  We can do something about some of the areas of chronic conflicts:  Britain’s involved very heavily in South Sudan, we’re involved in Darfur, we’re involved to some extent with the EU in the Middle East.  And we can also through our aid help things like promote local taxation: one of the best programmes I’ve visited, a friend of mine’s on, is the customs work that’s taking place in Mozambique, so now when things come into Mozambique there are fair customs taxes which allow people to develop.

But I must say even my pragmatism has been bashed by the evidence of recent years on climate change, on resource scarcity and by the massive global economic crisis, especially the impact on the emerging economies, the new power houses of the future.  And I believe therefore we have increasingly a moral imperative to be ambitious and audacious and say something about the whole basis of development: unlimited economic growth.  

For the remainder of this talk I want to address two “easy” areas, touch upon one hard area, and then look at the growth issue last.  The easy areas I think are aid and business regulation.  The hard area is trade.  And the very hard area, as I say, is economic growth.  

Aid first.  I totally agree with all the introductions about Britain’s stance at the moment and our approach to aid.  I think now aid is part of the institution of Britain and likely to stay an institution of Britain the same way our armed forces and so on are part of that institution.  And I was very proud during the Pope’s visit when David Cameron in front of the Westminster group there said that never was he going to balance Britain’s books on the basis of the poorest and most disadvantaged of the world.  That was a good moment.  But it’s under attack:  “Charity begins at home”, “It makes no difference”, “It’s wasted”, “It’s too much”, “It goes to the wrong people”, “It creates dependency”, “Why India?” ….  And I’m going to give a very biased defence of aid on moral and self-interested grounds.  And I’ll start first of all with a moral point as far as I’m concerned: aid is life-saving.  It’s a brave decision to protect aid at times of our own cutbacks, but I know from my experience what a critical resource it is, and CAFOD and other agencies works with the British government and other places around the world.  I’ve dug out a few of the quotes for where I’ve seen real evidence presented.  Over the last ten years the chance of a child surviving to the age of five has doubled; two hundred thousand new HIV infections in children have been averted; ten times more people are receiving HIV medication; 47 million more children in Africa have started going to school; over 5.4 million child deaths have been averted through immunisation programmes; the number of people with enough food to lead healthy lives has risen from 76% in 1970 to 87% today.  That’s still 850 million people who shouldn’t be hungry but definitely the proportion of the hungry in the world has declined.  In 2009 over 100 million people were provided with food and nutrition during emergencies via the World Food Programme.  These are important life-saving things – I suppose in my heart that’s the strongest moral imperative.  

Secondly, I believe UK aid on the whole is well spent.  It’s not based on a near neighbour policy, where you support countries where you might get migrants; it’s not based on trade-offs with trade and goods; geopolitics is there a little bit but it is not the key driver in British aid.  British aid certainly since throughout the last twenty years or so has been based on poverty, a poverty focus, and on stability.  For me that is one of the most important things to continue keeping on.  Examples of this in Sierra Leone where I was recently, there has been free health care given under a British aid scheme with 230,000 women and nearly a million children receiving vital, life-saving assistance.  I believe on the whole it is reasonably well targeted.  Increasingly, aid packages in countries come from country ownership programmes, poverty reduction strategies and they support the economic growth and the good governance in a country and it doesn’t support the conditionality of many other countries, particularly the conditionality which is involved in liberalisation of the markets.  It’s also reasonably predictable.  Increasingly the most important factor about whether aid will work in some places is how predictable it is – it’s when aid gets unpredictable, that you start to get real issues about the way it is spent, and it is also good in fragile state situations where economic growth actually is very very difficult. We also lead by example on humanitarian aid, Britain is often the first in and it has supported a thing called the SERF which allows pre-positioning of support to the United Nations to get in there quickly.  And in many cases this has been a lobbying point of the British government.  Britain for example provided funds in a timely way to emergencies such as Pakistan and Ivory Coast and takes the argument to other donors (eg Andrew Mitchell lobbying other donors at the UN over their poor response to Pakistan’s floods): this is Britain at its best.

I’ll give a bit more about what good aid is in my view, because I think that gives the perspective.  First of all, it doesn’t create dependency but it’s meant to empower people to find their own solutions.  It can stimulate the private sector in developing countries so that economies can grow and rates of poverty fall.  It can provide education and services which keep people healthy and able to move into productive workforce.  And it can provide systems for tax collection as I’ve now seen in Ghana and Mozambique so that tax can come from the people themselves who are earning within a country.  It is a long-term thing though.  There is a tendency at the moment in some thinking circles to say that aid is always about immunisation and direct interventions – but this is on the wrong track.  It has to be about processes and systems as well as direct interventions.

Thirdly, aid is in our own interest.  This is the view that has been put forward a lot by Andrew Mitchell, and by John Major’s very good article in the Telegraph a few weeks back.  It’s no coincidence that we’re actually quite good at this: no man is an island, no country’s an island, even the island ones!  We live in an interconnected world.  What happens here or anywhere else does impact upon us.  If a country is destabilised for whatever reason, if their financial markets fall apart, if their populations are threatened by violence, there will be impacts for Britain.  And we do increasingly move to giving more to the fragile countries of the world.  If we’re helping to support stability in places like Yemen, Somalia and Pakistan it has a profound impact on British security.  And investing in infrastructure can also I think improve the preparedness in those countries for dealing with the big shocks that are happening at the moment like climate change.  I’ll give you a quote from Sir Terence Leahy, the CEO of Tesco, not exactly known for his views on these issues, and he says, “for every pound we spend now on tackling climate change we are saving our children amywhere between £5 and £20 at today’s value.  Failure to act means risking economic and social destruction on the scale of the last great wars and economic depression of the last century”.  Very much taken from Nicholas Stern’s report on Climate Change.  

Fourth point:  I think we’ve got an interest here of the image of Britain as well.   edlpiHHHHHWhen Andrew Mitchell started, I had a chat with one of his aides.  He said Andrew was amazed that when he went into meetings of development ministers around the world, he was the most important person in the room.   You cannot underestimate the level of kudos there is for the way that Britain has conducted its aid and the way that we are seen in the world as DfID, the Department for International Development, as a leader in the development programmes.  It is a counter to many of those other areas where our image is not so good – like FIFA!  It is a tiny amount of money.  The UK gives just 1% of overall public funds as aid.  Even if we stopped giving aid completely, the amount saved would be nowhere near enough to make a dent in all the cuts going on in the services at the moment.  In the entire history of aid, the G20 countries have sent less money to Sub-Saharan Africa than they have spent jump-starting their own economies after the crisis of 2009.  The UK overspend on the Ministry of Defence’s Eurofighter project is more than the entire annual aid budget (£13 billion).  There is a good analogy with the Marshall Plan.  I was told by one of my colleagues that after the Second World War where America invested in Europe and others, about £200 a year per person was the amount that actually was being re-invested to support the reconstruction of Europe.  Over the last 20 years the total aid to sub-Saharan Africa has averaged just £24 per person a year.  I would want to add this now:  every year the government loses £42 billion to tax avoidance, that’s more than four and a half times our budget.  

Aid can also be impressive value for money.  British aid pays for 5 million children in developing countries to go to primary school.  Roughly the same number of children as go to primary school in Britain.  It does so at 2.5% of the cost!   I also want to add here, that I think - and this is my last point on aid – that the aid programme, what we do, is part of Britain’s DNA, it is part of the way we are as a nation, it defines us a nation.  Our generosity – I’m a member of the Disasters Emergency Committee – is amazing, whether it is Pakistani floods, tsunami in Japan or Haiti, or tsunami in the Indian Ocean.  Red Nose Day has raised over £102 million this year – there’s a generosity streak there and I think this is mirrored by the government at this particular stage.  

I now want to go into the second point, because I said that there were two easy areas, one easy area was aid – I think we’ve done quite well on that.  The second easy area in my opinion is transparency in the global business sector.  Job creation I believe is central to relieving poverty in the developing world, and in the south, most private sector jobs are in agriculture or small local enterprises.  There are now some 82,000 transnational corporations worldwide employing over 77 million people, and they affect the lives of poor people, through foreign investment, through direct and indirect employment, access to new products, influence over prices and commodities.  They improve land use, they influence the environment.  And critically for my argument - they could provide a rich source of development finance through taxation.  In its work on the ground working with partners, CAFOD is often in the situation where we are asking our partners to take action to ensure that their core business operations support, and do not undermine sustainable development.  In our experience, this voluntary engagement sometimes works but very often it doesn’t work, and so I believe that it is important that this is underpinned by having the right legal framework for the way that corporations work, the right financial framework, and pushing it to enforce minimum standards.  This should complement those corporate cultures where individuals are encouraged to act with integrity and for many big businesses this is important because they don’t always see a level playing field, where they have adopted good corporate responsibility positions.  

So why is this?  I think one is because of the capacity of multinationals to do good harm and great good.  Also about corruption – which you may have touched upon last time – and tax potential.  So let’s talk about the good and bad harm and let’s go beyond the caricatures.  You will meet people who say that multinationals are all bad; others say well, they are the only engines for growth in the country: let’s recognise that multinationals do have an impact on the environment and the wider economy, they impact the social structures, the culture, the human rights – all parts of life can be affected when companies move into your area.  But we also need a more realistic approach which says that foreign direct investment is important.  And what therefore we need is clearer information about how companies operate and their impacts on society in terms of benefits and costs so that we can make judgements.  We need to improve the quality and comparability of information, businesses have to provide the environmental studies, the social and human rights studies and all the risks so that there’ll be real support to long term, sustainable business models.  And already now the government is talking about how to improve corporate reporting: currently many companies do not appear to be fully meeting for example the requirements under the Companies Act of 2006.  A legal reporting requirement would have some costs but it is also balanced by long-term benefits.  And it’s already happening.  In the States the Dodd-Frank Act requires oil gas and mining companies to report their payments to governments for each country where they operate.  The European Commission is currently examining country by country reporting and it is essential that the UK and other EU member states follow the lead of the US and talk about this global standard of transparency.  That would be so beneficial to many of the places where we work as CAFOD.  

Secondly corruption.  You talked about this last time.  It can have disastrous impacts upon citizens in the developing world.  When I speak to local bishops and priests and ask them in places like Nigeria what the big problem for them is, on the ground it is actually corruption.  So it’s a real issue.  It undermines effective government, it discourages foreign investment, it wastes public money and it threatens the delivery of essential services.  In Africa alone the cost of corruption is estimated at US$148 billion a year: that represents a quarter of the continent’s GDP.  So over the past year we have been working with other NGOs to make sure that the UK acts to prevent foreign bribes by British companies.  The Bribery Act came into law, passed in May 2010 – first mooted by John Major by the way, about fifteen years ago – and brings Britain’s anti-bribery laws up to date.  And that really is important to be outside the corruption equation.  

And lastly tax potential.  Business generates vital revenues and it is very important to get a clear picture of the contribution, so we’re back to this idea of transparency again and how it works - particularly for transnational companies that have lots of subsidiaries.  So once again we are talking about country-by-country reporting which will help citizens know what is being spent in their own country.  There’s a guy in the Church in Zambia who does nothing but monitor Zambian government’s funds, where they go.  And that is one of the most effective bits of aid that we support.  This idea of when the government says they are going to build a school in Ilongwei, someone’s tracking it, very very critical.  

So to conclude: private-sector led growth has to be part of the development mix, it has to part of the long-term financing of development, but it has to include small and medium enterprises and all those components of an economy, and big business needs to be accountable to citizens both here and in the south.  And I think in those areas there are many moves to make sure that will happen in the coming years – the question is when and at what strength.  

So now to the harder one – and this is where I’m treading carefully!  In my earlier career, trade was presented as “the answer” to long-term development finance.  Once we said, as idealists, we had fair terms of trade between poor countries and rich countries, once subsidies were removed, once it was agreed that poor countries should protect in the short term their small industry and agribusiness, once there was a level playing-field, all would benefit.  Then came the oil-generated debt crisis, then the rich countries and their international financial institutions like the World Bank and IMF imposing liberalisation, meaning markets were opened up without the necessary reduction in subsidies, then emerging economies put up barriers themselves against the poorest ones – that’s an unsung part of that whole issue of trade, some of the biggest barriers are between developing countries, and we have the mess we are in now.

The current talks under the World Trade Organisation are called the Doha Round – it seems to have been going on forever.  It used to be called the Doha Development Round – but there’s not much development now.  Just a battle between the emerging economies and the developed economies, and the lesser-developed economies, called the LDCs, are getting the crumbs.  The situation really is unlikely to change unless the World Trade Organisation itself changes.  What is being pushed for now by the WTO in Geneva is what is called a Minimum Early Harvest: some sort of package by the end of the year (because of the American elections) to demonstrate that the World Trade Organisation can get some sort of agreement to reboot and eventually hopefully finish the Round.  In fairness, Britain’s position is better than most.  They are pushing trade hard in the G20, focussing on regional integration, infrastructure, trade finance and market access.  They are also I think quite importantly seeing food security as a closely rated part of trade policy.  And all these ideas have benefits but will not tackle poverty unless specifically designed to do so.  It should not be assumed that benefits trickle down particularly to the poorest people.  The infrastructural projects are unlikely to benefit the poorest unless they include developing local capacity and local trade networks.  Market access is an important part of the policy mix but again, it is not the only important tool, and again you’ve got to focus on those policies which benefit the poorest people and the farmers.

In terms of what is being discussed at Doha, the emerging model suggests that developing countries will gain little – or in fact be worse off.  The World Bank estimates that developing countries would gain US$ 16 billion per year, 30% in fact of the overall gains.  However their other side, UNCTAD, says the likely loss in revenue across all developing countries will be US$ 63 billion.  And the EU’s own Sustainability Impact Assessment predicts that Doha will cause significant job losses across the agricultural, industrial and service sectors of the developing world.  It’s still calling for liberalisation that’s too fast and too far and it’s still trying to force trade rules as “equal”, even between unequal parties.  And for example it’s trying to ignore this principle that we’ve been pushing for, the principle of special differentiated treatment so that the countries that are emerging can be fully incorporated into trade agreements and are given special treatment as they develop.  And it’s not addressing fundamental issues like subsidies, dumping, developing country capacity in trade policy development, negotiation and implementation – these are not addressed in any of the Doha Rounds at the moment and will continue to hamper negotiations

Again in fairness, the UK has been emphasizing the package of measures for lesser developed countries – originally proposed at the 2005 WTO Ministerial in Hong Kong: duty-free quota free access to developed country markets, services waiver (LDCs will not need to undertake any commitments on services), cotton (end to damaging EU and especially US subsidies), possibly also trade facilitation and an end to export subsidies.

All of these are beneficial – and we would support this kind of package.  However, it is not the sum of our development concerns in relation to the Round – many poor countries, including Ghana, Kenya – will be subject to the full impact of a deal.  Even LDCs will suffer if countries do not, for example, work out better safeguard mechanisms to protect small farmers from damaging import surges or price changes.

The politics of an Early Harvest Package are not clear.  But what we do believe if it does go through is that the less developed economies must not be asked to give in return.  The US in particular says it needs something back to sell domestically.  And it must not mean that developed countries feel they do not still have to consider the development needs of the rest of the world.  

To conclude with trade on this point, I suppose all of what is going on there begs for some of us to consider whether the World Trade Organisation and the Doha Round is so flawed that any deal is bound to be a bad deal for the poorer countries.  And again the other question is, if there is no deal, then what?

So now I’ll finish with what I call the really hard one: growth.  Economic growth has been the tool for tackling underdevelopment since the Second World War - and it made sense then.  All the Bretton Woods institutions like the World Bank and the IMF were there to create and to kick-start once again the world out of its wartime state of recession.  But then those same institutions were used for “third world” (as it was then) development and one of the greatest things they had in their toolkit was a thing called structural adjustment programmes which for many of us did lead to the destruction of quite a lot of the post-colonial industries and infrastructure and agriculture that were there at this time, a lot of the local manufacturing and employment: basically open up your markets, create and develop your fiscal controls and so on, and it will work - and it was all part of what was seen then under the model of the “Washington consensus”.  More money control, more fiscal control, greater efficiency, user-fees, liberalisation of markets, untrammelled foreign direct investment, privatisation of the local stuff: this was all part of that package at the time which quite frankly failed.  You have in more recent years a thing called the post-Washington consensus which has had a bit more of a human touch to it.  So we’re talking about human development, human development index, more investment in health and education, reforms instead of being radical are more phased, a greater emphasis on governance.  But still economic growth is the real measure.  And you value what you measure.  I am not saying that over this time there has not been progress.  There has been progress.  Poverty for many people around the world particularly in Asia and Latin America has reduced, the hunger levels proportionately have reduced.  You’re still faced with this bottom billion and quite a bit of the next 4 billion who really are struggling to get out of poverty and struggling to make the first steps of economic growth.  

Let’s look at some of the criticisms of the growth model.  First of all, it does nothing to tackle inequality.  We’ve never lived in a more unequal world both globally and inside countries.  All the progress of the last 20 years has seen a massive polarisation.  There’s a wonderful index called the Ginnian coefficient which talks about the levels of inequality within any particular country, but growth does not tackle inequality and that’s because it relies upon trickling down.  Trickle down says: you make lots of billionaires and the money will trickle down to the poor.  It’s a very inefficient way.  Any economist that tells you that’s the efficient way to create growth, is not really talking through evidence.  Secondly, growth occurs now within a globalised world and this does mean that the rules are set in the richer countries which is disastrous for small businesses in poorer areas, it’s disastrous for some of the smaller governments.  So very often the growth areas are not tackling those areas where we’d like to see growth, which is the small businesses that would really stimulate job creation in many parts of the world.  For millions of women and men, setting up a business can mean taking control over their circumstances and providing an income for their families.  These businesses are often in the informal sector, which includes a disproportionate number of women.  The influence that such businesses have over policy decisions is much weaker than trade associations or international business lobbyists.  Thirdly, changing GDP definitions, if you like the great measure of growth, excludes the economic activities of most poor people, especially women.  Subsistance farming and informal businesses do not count towards GDP, resulting in these groups being neglected in all the economic development plans and growth strategies that are formulated with the IFIs and those governments.  It’s ridiculous when they make up the biggest employment sectors in poor countries.  Also growth has costs which people don’t count: environmental costs, extracting costs, deforestation.  And the big one – the quality regulation of the finance sector – the cost of the volatility that that caused, setting back development all over the world, has never really been counted or even seen as a serious cost to the growth paradigm.  And lastly growth is different.  There is talk about growth in Tunisia, where there has been a real sense of growth coming across the sectors; growth in Senegal where you see a different level of impact on poverty.  Growth in Senegal has hardly touched the poorest in the country; growth in Tunisia has taken quite a lot out of the poverty trap.  

And finally there are three things shaking this growth model which just means for me that we’ve really got to start thinking differently.  Climate change: whatever you think about it, it’s happening and has a massive context.  The general view is that if we don’t act it will get worse and already in my experience is costing poor people their livelihoods in places where I work like Northern Kenya and Bangladesh and so on.  Secondly resource scarcity.  Who knows what this is but we have already talked about reaching a peak with oil, we’ve already talked about prices of commodities fluctuating and rising in places, and if we really are going to cope with the growth of the emerging economies like China and India we’re going to need massive massive resources.  You already see the Chinese buying up land, buying up resources to try to insure themselves against resource scarcity.  And then recession.  Again, who knows where we are?  Already there’s signs that the engine of getting out of recession which should be the emerging economies - there are a few wobbles occurring there at the moment.  Who knows in the future?

One quote that was given to me about five years ago, came from the World Bank and said, “if we were to live at the standard of living and the resource consumption that we have in Britain and that was replicated around the rest of the world, it would take three planets”.  The team working on that now say it is four planets.  

There are new ideas to mitigate this.  Low carbon development which is being put forward quite strongly so that we try to think about the future generation, today’s needs not compromising the future, mitigation of climate change across the world, adaptation, supporting Bangladesh to actually deal with its floods better.  So a special focus there on emerging economies because they are the ones that are going to be driving the carbon-led growth in the short term.  And also pro-poor growth.  Trying to build up building growth that doesn’t just trickle down but tries to create the Tunisia model of growth that affects all sectors of society, small and medium agriculture, jobs being created.  Then the third area: this idea of well-being.  This idea that human development, economics is not the most important thing, it’s not just about increasing wealth, it’s about as Martin Seligman would talk about the freedoms, the capabilities, the community, the other things that are important in life rather than money.  All these things are part of the discourse and someone talked about the happiness index using Bhutan as an example, Sarkozy talks a lot about it, probably to deflect from the fact that he is not giving the aid that he should do.  There are lots of these things coming through as well.  

And so what happens now and there I will finish, is that most commentators now are saying that growth is still important if it impacts on the well-being of the poorest, it helps the environment and it reduces poverty.  That is sort of the cuddly model we’ve got at the moment.  

But does it really tackle the challenges in the long term?  For example, if we were to carry on this process, how does it deal with the four planets issue?  Can we politically in the North stop growing?  Can the world sustain rapid growth in the emerging economies with no controls?  We are already urban.  Last year was a landmark: last year for the first time there were more urban dwellers on earth than rural dwellers.  By 2050 three quarters of the world will be living in towns and cities.  What does that mean for food and water, food and water in particular?  Are we prepared to pay up front the costs of climate change mitigation whatever Sir Terence Leahy or Lord Stern may say, an adaptation upfront?  And all of this leads to a very domestic political minefield because it is very difficult for any government to say we need to consume less, we need to do a little less, in order that the world survives in the long term.

I’m going to stop there.  I have tried to place an ethical foreign policy in the context of pursuing economic and human development.  Good aid and business transparency are both moral and achievable.  Justice or even fairness in the trading system looks a long way off.  Economic growth is set to remain the key driver – but for how long?

David Hannay

Thank you very much.  You have covered a great deal – though, I hope you will forgive me for saying, that there was a gorilla in the room to which you did not refer which was called the population growth – I can understand though why you didn’t refer to it.  

Leslie Fielding

Yes, thank you very much.  I haven’t prepared a text as Chris has as I wasn’t quite sure what he was going to say!  The embarrassment I feel – and I hope David won’t be too cross with me - is that I largely agree with much of what Chris has said.  Which does not surprise me because I am one of those who have been urging – I’m an Anglican - our own Archbishop of Canterbury to set up an Anglican equivalent of CAFOD.  Because it is so sensible and hands on and addressing real issues.  Its chief executive officer is underpaid by everyone else’s standards, so I’m a great admirer.

David mentioned population and I’d like to stand what I was going to say on its head.  I’d like to speak a bit in apocalyptic terms to begin with.  Then switch to my brief which is trade policy which I know because I used to run it for the EU for some years and launched the Uruguay Round; was also responsible by the way for the EU’s development aid programmes outside the ACP countries; and later in Sussex, chaired the Sussex Development Institute.  To give the stock answer - because I do think Britain and the EU in the trade area are doing everything they can possibly and reasonably be expected to do in the real world.  But to say that trade alone isn’t working.  

May I just begin at the beginning.  I am a Reader (lay assistant to the clergy) in the Church of England.  I harangued my clergy in Hereford Diocese six years ago about making poverty history, because some of them were running around in circles and rather wringing their hands, as Anglican clergy occasionally do, saying it’s all someone’s fault.  And I took them through it all in the address and said that we can’t do the right thing on the cheap, we’ve got to make real sacrifices in this country, but also that there is no magic solution, I’m afraid, to the problems of international poverty.  There isn’t.  If we knew of one, we’d have done something about it; but it is very complicated and elusive: and this isn’t being defeatist at all.  

But first, the apocalyptic.  I don’t like elderly gentlemen like me, aged 78, prophesying doom: even though it’s one of those things that we older men do.  We must restrain ourselves.  But I think, on any objective reading, looking at development and trade problems, we have to face a number of things which have been touched on: global warming and climate change on which I lecture frequently in public to anyone who is prepared to listen, is serious.  The runaway transformation of the Earth’s climate may become the worst crisis of human history.  There are many uncertainties; but something is going to happen which we won’t like.  We’ve got problems already of water shortages.  I remember lecturing to my undergraduates at Sussex 15 years ago on the water wars of the future and the other dons laughed and the students took notes or played darts or whatever they did when they were purporting to listen to me.  But global demand for water doubles every 21 years and on present technology the supply of sweet water is finite and limited.  You’ve got soil degradation.  Over a quarter of China’s land mass is now desert.  Even in Australia, they are suffering because of bad agricultural methods, but of other things too.  Water wars.  Conflicts over the Tigris and the Euphrates and the Nile.  Problems in my beloved Cambodia from what the Chinese are doing to the Mekong River and so on.  You’ve got food shortages because the UN project that Africa will be able to feed only a quarter of its population on present trends - mutatis mutandis of course - by 2025; Greenpeace say that China’s food supply is going to be inadequate by 2030.  You have the ongoing world population explosion where – one point on which I perhaps differ from Chris.   I love the Pope dearly and wish he were our Archbishop of Canterbury in many ways, but I don’t think (contrary to ‘Caritas in Veritate’) that on this earth there is room for everyone, given present trends – your four planets thing.  The outlook is terrible.  Two-thirds of Africans are under the age of 25.  The Egyptian population has doubled over thirty years - it’s now 80 million - but was 40 million when I was a young man.  The world’s population today is just over 6 billion; it was about 2 billion just before I was born and it’s projected to rise - on a conservative UN projection – from 6 to 9.4 billion and if it goes wrong it could be 11 billion.  We face – if everything goes wrong – very serious problems of misery, starvation, chaos and huge movements of peoples of a kind that haven’t been seen in our neck of the woods since the latter phases of the collapse of the Roman Empire.  

I have here a quote from Christian Aid’s report of 2006.  One Professor Eric Oudada of the International Council for Science (I don’t know who he is but he is right) says, I quote: “Europe should be prepared.  We are either going to prosper together or perish together when climate change comes.  They should not think that the barrier between Morocco and Spain will stop people from the South moving into Europe”.  Or more moderately my colleague and friend Sir Crispin Tickell speaking of the danger of thinking we can isolate ourselves into fortresses in the rich world:  “Walls of this kind are never effective for long; the Israelis will be no more capable of keeping out Palestinians than the Americans keeping out Mexicans.”

That’s pretty gloomy stuff and it’s easy to list these things, but there is some degree of substance to every one of these anxieties.  Against that background, and looking at the literature that was sent out ahead of the meeting, I think doing something is as much a matter of self-interest as it is the Christian thing.  To my clergy (in case they hadn’t glanced at their Bibles recently) I once quoted the first Epistle general of St John: if a man has enough to live on and yet when he sees his brother in need shuts up his heart against him, how can it be said that the divine love dwells in him?  It’s a good question.  So we’ve got to do something.  And we’ve got to accentuate the positive and not roll around too much on our backs, waving our flippers in the air, in gloom and doom.

This brings me to the trade thing.  I don’t think that the developing countries are badly handled in the WTO.  When I was the EU’s trade negotiator launching the Uruguay Round, funnily enough developing countries were broadly quite supportive of what the EU was trying to achieve, in their interests as well as our own.  (By the way, to reassure some in this audience, we also had lots of talk with the NGOs who were never short of advice to harassed trade negotiators - my deputy saw them; I usually had other more important things to do.)  But we have to face the fact that things are being done.  The EU still, in the World Trade Organisation, holds the middle ground.  We can talk to the Americans who half the time are rational and half the time are very selfish because of the pressure groups that there are.  We can talk to the BRICS – I had to do quite a lot of talking to the Brazilians and Indians, I remember, to get this thing launched.  And then we have our African Pacific and Caribbean associate countries and the many other developing countries with whom we dialogue: I flew all round the world talking to these people saying we’ve got to do something to liberalise trade, and I explained to each of them why it was in their interest.  And in this, the movers and shakers were the Europeans, the EU, the biggest trading block – not tarred with an American brush, not wild in other ways, on the whole well thought of in the developing world, trying to find a consensus.

As for the Doha round –  yes it would be good if it could be finished this year, but I think it will slip till 2012; it will be a minimal package, but something that’s useful can be pulled together.  Questions are asked about what’s in it for the Third World.  Well one thing that we want to do - we have been held up a bit by the French farmers - is to agree a package of development measures which will include a special agreement to address trade distortions created by subsidies to cotton farmers and also EU subsidies to Italian tomato growers who ruined the market in Ghana at one stage.  I had terrible trouble when in charge of the EU’s Common Commercial Policy with one French opposite number who was always talking about the “vocation” of the European Union to export agricultural products (albeit with very very heavy subsidies).  It doesn’t work just to give food aid – it can stop the production process or discourage it in the recipient country.  Things can work out even worse, trade-wise, if you compete with a local agricultural production system in the Third World by means of European subsidies.  We want to put a stop to such nonsense.  There’s a good chance we will, because the CAP has for some time now, been undergoing substantial reform.  We have already without waiting for Doha done an enormous amount to improve developing countries’ access to our market.  Our “Everything But Arms” policy offers zero tariffs and quotas for anything that the least developed countries (49 of them on the UN registered list) want to export to us.  We’ve reshaped our splendid generalised system of preferences so that it is now focussed on those who most need it.  We no longer give trade preferences to struggling poor countries like Kuwait and Saudi Arabia and we are focussing it on the 80 who really do need it.  We’ve set up something called “Aid for Trade” – it comes to whether trade is worthwhile – in which we are giving financial assistance to developing countries to help them develop their capacity for trade and to take part in the world system, which means helping their infrastructure, giving their export and import modalities a shake-up.  It is quite close to being provocative politically because many of the local gauleiters and dictators find that they quite like to have state-managed trade because it all goes to their numbered accounts in Switzerland, as we all know.  But you talked about that last time.

We’ve offered economic partnerships to each one of the ACP associates: no quotas or duties on anything coming in; they don’t have to reciprocate now: at a later stage, 15 years ahead, 25 years ahead, they should, because it will be in their own interest to do so.  (That’s a matter of economics and not of our own egotism.)  Plenty of safeguards built in to make sure that whatever opening up in return they do, doesn’t harm local production.  There’s also massive encouragement from the EU to encourage - your point – south-south trade.  It isn’t just bounty from Lord North to Yokel South.  The developing countries do need to trade more with each other, because this is how you build economies of scale and you generate economic benefit.  

So we’re doing all that and we’re trying to make the World Trade Organisation work.  If it fails, I’m not apocalyptic to the extent of being able to forecast what horrors could replace it: but it won’t be CAFOD and it won’t be Leslie Fielding, so the world can rest assured on that one.  

Aid policy – I think it’s remarkable what this coalition of ours is trying to do, given the awfulness of the situation in which we find ourselves.  Yet we’ve stuck to this 0.7% target, which is admirable.  Of course we’d all like twice as much.  But it could have been half as much and I think we have to give our politicians the credit.

There are certainly snags with trade.  We have found that giving preferential access to the ACP countries has failed to boost their local economies; that over a 30 year period our imports from the ACPs - the closest cuddliest relationship we have with a number of very deserving developing countries - our imports from them have dropped from 7% of the whole to 3%.  Trade is not a guaranteed route for prosperity and growth and justice and the rest.  You have to do other things as well and such things are often difficult in the extreme.

I’m glad it has been acknowledged earlier, not denied, as some clergymen sometimes do  – that corruption is a massive problem.  A figure of $150 billion as the overall cost of corruption has been mentioned – well in excess of Western aid programmes.  It’s not merely President So and So with his Swiss account.  It affects everything: infrastructure, the way things move around, the cost of setting up a new enterprise, the cost of getting something through frontier formalities and out to much-needed export markets.  To that degree we are going to have to get into local politics.   I don’t mean sending the Royal Air Force to bomb a Mr Bongo.  But inevitably, sooner or later, the dialogue will become more political.  Many of these developing countries won’t welcome that.  Of course we won’t demonise; we won’t isolate.  But the nub has to be: for God’s sake, with mass corruption, you’ll never make your country work; never get these benefits of scale and participate in the trade opportunities which admirably the EU, ahead of America and everyone else, and certainly ahead of countries like Japan, has on offer.  I also want to see poor countries rescued from what is sometimes called the “resource curse” in which they are really just exporting minerals or fuel or mining products.  And I want to see them developing a range of manufacturing goods that we would welcome in the EU and also do something to develop their services sector, because that will also help them.  We’ve got to find a non-tariff agenda, as well as the classic trade tariff agenda.  And, in the process, we’ve got to look for institution building and better governance.

I’ll stop now.  I could go on at least for three hours.  I have a quote from President Obama who said in Ghana a couple of years ago, “Africa doesn’t need strong men, it needs strong institutions”.  Well amen to that.  So we are not God.  We cannot in the UK or in the EU or even in the WTO dispose of things entirely as we should wish.  But we can facilitate at the margin, hope for the best and say our prayers.  

David Hannay

Thank you very much, Leslie.  Well that leaves us with a little over 20 minutes for questions.  Anybody who would like to ask a question – if you do represent an organisation perhaps say so, and at any rate please say your name, and if you have a particular direction to your question to either of our two speakers, don’t hesitate to give it.  

- There seems to be quite a head of steam developing amongst NGOs on this issue of tax havens, and I have an acquaintance who is a corporate lawyer and though he is very sympathetic to development, he sort of laughs up his sleeve about it and seems to think it is a bit naïve and a bit misguided.  I just wondered if you’d like to comment on that campaign in progress and how you see the whole tax haven issue.

- I have two questions regarding UK foreign policy.  First of all, how does what we are doing at home look abroad?  You mentioned that our minister is very well received abroad yet we have news about how Westminster City Council has started giving food to homeless people in the streets now and probably there are parts of London just as poor as parts of Africa that I saw.  Coming to the global issue now, I was very pleased to hear you talking about the population problem and you talked about the 5 billion needy people on the planet and in terms of resources that will peak, we are thinking of food, water.  How are we going to feed all these people?  And do you not think that basically economic growth has served us very well up until now but this paradigm may have to change.  How do you think our societies are going to have to change to accommodate the coming changes in the planet in the next half century?

- I note that there is a consensus that has appeared on the platform about the role and the nature of aid and but I wondered whether the government is bothered not so much about questions of  policy as of scale of aid.  I think countries in Africa are dependent more on their own sufficiencies and not on aid payments.  And there is a lot of criminality in some developing countries, I’m thinking of the narcotraffic in Latin America and now increasingly in West Africa, and of course piracy in the Horn of Africa, which is far in excess of resources there and far in excess of our aid to Somalia.  

Leslie Fielding

Thank you for those questions.  I don’t have glib, neat answers.  I myself am struggling with this.  At the sharp end, negotiating internationally, when you got to bed at 4 o’clock in the morning, before you get up to talk to COREPER at 6am, you feel you’ve done well if you’ve got a tariff done.  But when you think about it, each time it’s grandma’s steps.  I don’t see what alternative paradigm there could be.  I think we just have to grit our teeth and get on with it.  Through the various channels and ways that have been adumbrated in what the speakers have said.  I do think there has to be some degree of flexibility.  One of my difficulties with DfID, admirable though they are to a man woman and child, is that I think they need on occasion to show a little flexibility.  There will sometimes be a political development which calls for a DfID response of some sort which slightly affects the solomonic departmental priorities established on high.  The G8 were I think right, for example, to find $25 billion worth of loans to give to Egypt and Tunisia because of the Arab Spring.  It might well be that, as much for development reasons as for eliminating obstacles to world economic growth, we might all have to agree to find some money to really get a grip on the piracy problem in the Persian Gulf, which is complex as we all know and the Americans got a bloody nose when they tried to do something about it.  If it gets to too much of a cancer, it’ll have to be cut out, so we’ve got to be ready to change our minds, think on the hoof, shift our directions tactically.  But on the broad strategy – and subject to what Chris will say - I think the strategic objectives are clear and our duty is clear, and we just have to grit our teeth.  I don’t myself believe that there is a glittering new world around the corner.  Perhaps that’s my age, again.  But my religion does not require me to believe in one.  

Chris Bain

I agree population is an issue: 9 billion people in the world by 2050, of which three-quarters will be urban.  All the evidence shows that if two things change, population will fall: the level of girls’ education rising to the same level as men; a basic level of livelihood security for the poorest people.  These two are far more important than the promotion of artificial birth control.  In short, tackling poverty and inequality is where I would start from.  Even if I had an issue with the Catholic Church’s view on artificial birth control, I don’t think that’s the real problem; the greatest population growth is not in Catholic areas.

Tax havens.  I take the point that they may be inevitable  What is critical is that they are transparent.  When people talk of massive corruption in the South, it is tax havens where corrupt people take their money - whether that’s Switzerland, Liechtenstein or the Cayman Islands.  After 9/11, the US made some amazing things happen.  They made it clear to tax havens that if you are harbouring any of these terrorist dollars, we’re going to come after you.  If we can have transparency for terrorist money laundering, why not for corrupt politicians?  

Poverty here and abroad: I always say that poverty begins at home but doesn’t end there and I do believe that the two dimensions go together.  If I’m honest, I do think there is a fundamental difference between the absolute poverty that I witnessed recently in Ethiopia, and the poverty of social exclusion here.  But both have to be addressed in a civilised world and civilised country.  You will see beggars on the streets all over the world, even Westminster, but at least here there is a basic safety net.  

The scale of aid:  I think remittances are a critical part of financing development overseas – in fact worth three times the global aid budget.  I’ve already said right from the beginning that aid is simply one part of the mix, aid is about US $70 billion a year in total, compared to remittances which is probably about 300 billion in total.  The important thing is how well aid is spent and whether it can a) provide a safety net of basic services in the short-term, and b) support the economic development and other forms of development in society.  Good aid can do those things.  It’s never going to be a long-term solution even if the Tobin taxes come on board.

And finally, the economic growth paradigm – it has to be rethought because it reduces every worthwhile human activity to money.  I could have said more about that, it’s almost worth a whole discussion about it because we tend to change our minds on such “truths” as growth is necessary, until shocks happen – and they are happening now.  There was that amazing Charles Handy story about the frog in water – when you throw a frog into boiling water it jumps out, when you put a frog in water and heat it up, it stays there and dies.

We value what you measure.  If development is measured by GDP only, then all you’re going to look at is economic growth.  If you measure the quality of life, even though it’s hard, and relationships and community cohesion, we will value these elements.  These are ethical and moral issues left too much to social conservatives, when it could simply be one of maths – 6 billion people, let alone 9 billion, all cannot live at our standards of living.  The world’s resources would need four planets!

I wish that we had spent that “quantitative easing” money in 2009, with which we kick-started the economy, on energy saving and resources recycling rather than throwing it into paying for subsidised motorcars.  

David Hannay

I think if I can add one point on one of the questions, I think we have grossly under-committed resources to agricultural research in the last few years.  There was a period when the Green Revolution took place in the sixties and seventies and this had an enormous effect on reducing poverty in places like India.  And I think we need a second Green Revolution now and if we’re going to get it, then more of the aid money has to go into agricultural research not just in our countries of course but in the developing countries.  We need to get cleverer about using agricultural research in countries which aren’t normally aid donors.  If you take Brazil, I’ve been told reasonably reliably that the Brazilians have the best agricultural research in the world.  They are not a major aid donor although they are becoming it gradually.  Why are we not working with them?  Why are we not using some of our money to divert some of their research into developing countries?  I think there is a great deal that Britain with its commitment to keeping its aid budget up, could do more by co-operating with countries like India and China and Brazil which are gradually going to become aid donors but which don’t have the networks for dispersing it at the moment and who might possibly wish to build up networks which aren’t terribly desirable.  So I think there’s a great deal to be done there.  Let’s have another round of questions.  

- Picking up from the last question: is there not also a question mark about how we use the expertise in terms of agricultural expertise.   Chris mentioned was it 88,000 transnationals swimming around employing people?  This is not something which is really very beneficial in the long term to the growth of these countries other than to a very controlled imperial pattern – talk about an old economic paradigm.  It’s really just industrial colonialism in many ways.  So can’t we just have a bit of new thinking and instead of simply imposing global taxes can we not just have transparency but put transferability back into where it used to be - going back to the Green Revolution initiative, that was where a great deal of that was started.  It sounds like going back to the pages of the old book but sometimes, probably Leslie Fielding will know, that doesn’t always have to be a fault.  

- Education you’ve mentioned – the biggest factor is education, education.  I seemed to have missed that in the buzzwords in the giving out of aid.  I don’t know if you’d care to comment why and what we can do about that.  

- I wonder if there is some potential in the increased concern of consumers about where the products they are buying come from and how they are produced and whether that’s something we can build on?

Chris Bain

I agree with better shared agricultural expertise - it is dear to my heart because my formative time was as a VSO volunteer which was about transferability of skills.  Today all but a handful of CAFOD staff overseas are from within the South.  Transferable skills work well across southern countries.

Providing skills should play to strengths.  CAFOD will often make links with Catholic business people in the countries we work in and ask them to support microfinance programmes.  I’ve never been in a business in my life and I’m not going to tell a business person how to run a business but another business person can really add benefit.

- May I just intervene on that very quickly?  It’s the research ethics, that’s where we really have to look.  That is the upstairs bit – but we could do with some common research ethics.  WTO have decided to move into some areas but don’t seem to be looking into that - yet that might help enormously.
Chris Bain

Research ethics – it might help, but certainly from our experience it is very contested!  There are very influential people who would say that the future of feeding the world is agribusiness, big Monsanto-type agribusiness, particularly for urban populations.  Another set of voices says we have to harness small-scale farmers. 

On education, a lot of the DfID budget would be spent on education and I know they’ve prioritised girls’ education.  I understand this: in some parts of the world, particularly sub-Saharan Africa, the level of education has dropped rather than risen in the last twenty years – I personally put it down to the structural adjustment programmes of the World Bank and IMF in the 1980s.  As you can see from my views on population, education for girls can be one of the most transforming areas of potential aid.

And I also totally agree about people making ethical choices.  Fair trade food was just a minority issue at first but it is found in every supermarket now - there are some supermarkets that do not sell anything but fair-trade tea and coffee for example.  Moving into other areas outside food is proving more of a challenge.  But on the whole people don’t mind paying a little more.  It’s going to be more of a challenge in the current economic crisis: the cheap sourced “value” stuff rarely is ethically sourced.  

Leslie Fielding
I agree with that.  At the Sussex Development Institute, we did a great deal of work twenty years ago to lay the foundations for fair trade.  There are illusions as well as realities about fair trade.  I tell my clergy that I am fed up with being asked whether to support fair trade or free trade.  Can’t we just have more trade!  But of course it goes hand in hand with education.  Very important, also, is technical assistance, training and all that sort of thing; enhancement of the role of women, giving them a greater say in what goes on.  We found this, in our Sussex research in Latin America; it was one of the keys to getting fair trade going.  But I don’t think there is a riveting new paradigm.  I think it is just more of the same, chipping away at it.

I agree with David very much that we need more agricultural research.  I remember, before the Green Revolution, all the gloom and doom that there was; and then it happened and it would be nice if you could repeat it.  But it can’t be done in quite the same way, if by that one means more intensive use of chemical fertilisers, greater pollution, more soil erosion.  I’ve seen so much distress from India to Australia caused by the abusive exploitation of land in a careless kind of way.  So we’ll have to find some new scientific gismo to help us produce what David and all of us want to see.  

So back to trade - which is why I was asked to come from darkest Shropshire leaving the Ludlow gap undefended and even now the Welsh tribes may well be pouring through to Birmingham.  What I would say is trade works when it is backed by functioning institutions that allow goods to travel from A to B without undue hindrance or efficiency losses.  And this means all sorts of things.  It means we may have to get ever so gently and nicely just a little more stroppy and questioning about the context in which the aid is given, and what goes on in a country.  We need stable economic and political frameworks, a reliable judiciary, transparency, rules and institutions.  And we must tell the boxwallahs to improve their ethical standards, their corporate social and environmental responsibility and their subscription to transparent codes.  This I’m afraid can’t be the white man’s burden any longer.  We can’t bring Baden Powell back from the dead and restore the British Empire, and if we could I don’t think it would solve the matter.  To some extent countries like Brazil and India are going to have to play, as David implied, a much greater role.  But whether it’s the white man’s burden or not, somehow we have to find tactful and diplomatic ways of getting the recipient countries of aid, even the least developed, to improve their act, so that they can actually benefit from the help that we want to give them.  

David Hannay

Yes I did a parliamentary study on the World Health Organisation and general health problems and the thing that was very striking that came through was that perhaps too many resources and too much emphasis has gone on these huge high-profile attacks on individual diseases like malaria, tuberculosis, AIDS and so on and not enough about building up the health systems of developing countries without which a great success on smallpox or polio is not actually over any substantial period of time going to be much good because large numbers, larger numbers probably of people are going to be living in those countries and if they don’t  have health care of a normal kind, that’s what they really need.  And if I might be allowed to close this very useful session with what I hope you won’t think is a commercial, but I advised BP for some time on a big project that they had in one of the poorest parts of the world which was West Papua, and they took their corporate social responsibility very seriously and the interesting thing was they put a lot of resources into the area around which they were developing a gas field, and the people there, what they really wanted above everything else was education and healthcare, those were the two things they asked for all the time.  And I’m glad to say that BP responded and put a lot of resources into subsidising Indonesian NGOs, provided teaching where there had been no schools whatsoever before and set up a whole system of health clinics in the villages around Bintuni Bay.  So I do think we should be very very careful about saying that large multinationals are bad.  I’m sure they have done bad things: in Papua itself there was a large multinational that had done terrible things in extracting gold and copper.  But I have seen in this case a multinational that can do good things.  And of course a company that size can do an awful lot more than small and medium enterprises can do in that way, they’ve got the resources if they can be persuaded to use them the right way. So I hope we don’t make some black and white divisions between big/bad small/good in this – you can have good/big and bad/small.

Anyway I think this has been a very very useful discussion.  Thank you very much to the two panellists, Leslie and Chris, for their contributions which have really covered a huge amount of ground and I hope that everyone feels slightly less pessimistic than when they started this discussion – though not too much so!
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