Reality of Aid 2004

Security and Development

“Aid should be treated as money held in trust for people in poverty. Current attempts to divert resources for poverty reduction to pay for donors’ security interests are the most serious expression of the endemic problem of aid resources being hijacked to fund rich country priorities.”

Reality of Aid 2004 Report

Background

In September 2000, world leaders at the United Nations endorsed a vision of global justice for the 21st century and committed themselves to the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) which aim to halve the proportion of people living in poverty by 2015. 

But just three years later, in October 2003, the Development Assistance Committee of the OECD released a controversial policy statement on development cooperation and the prevention of terrorism. This policy asserts that “development cooperation has an important role to play in helping to deprive terrorists of popular support and addressing the conditions that terrorist leaders feed on and exploit.” 

In the face of profound crises of poverty, growing inequality and conflict in Asia, Latin America, the Middle East and Africa, the lens through which donors now wish to assess their aid priorities appears to be increasingly their own security interests and the “war on terrorism.” Some donors are also seeking to expand the criteria for official development assistance (ODA) as they merge military, political and humanitarian responses in the name of the “war on terrorism.” 

Country Examples

Australia:  In a November 2003 statement to Parliament on the Australian aid program, poverty reduction placed second to security in the aid rationale. The focus was on aid as an instrument to promote security and to combat terrorism. While there is some acknowledgment on the part of the government to the relevance of meeting basic needs – particularly basic education – in countering terrorism, there is strong emphasis on activities to boost policing and law enforcement and to strengthen financial systems – activities that contribute to the national security of Australia, but whose links with poverty reduction remain largely unproven. Australian aid now includes several initiatives for counter-terrorism capacity building, including bilateral counter-terrorism programs with Indonesia and the Philippines, a “Peace and Security Fund for the Pacific Island Countries” and a contribution to an Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) fund for counter-terrorism capacity building. 

Denmark: Poverty reduction remains the overriding aim of Danish aid; however, development policy is increasingly being integrated into foreign policy and perceived as a tool to overcome threats to national security.  The fight against terrorism is now a new aid priority.  Direct support to combating terrorism has been increased and aid to program countries is dependent on their active involvement in the “war on terror.” 

Japan: Japan’s 1992 ODA Charter laid out the basic principles of Japanese aid: environmental conservation and development; any use of ODA for military purposes or for aggravation of international conflicts should be avoided; attention to trends in recipient countries’ military expenditures, their development and production of weapons of mass destruction and missiles, their export and import of arms, in order to maintain and strengthen international peace and stability; and attention to efforts towards democratization and the introduction of market-oriented economy.  In 2003, there was a shift in Japan’s ODA with a new ODA Charter adding Japan’s own security and prosperity to its purpose, and the “prevention of terrorism” included in the principles of ODA implementation. 

United Kingdom: The 2002 International Development Act makes it illegal for UK aid to be spent on anything other than poverty reduction.  However, the “war on terror” has affected the allocation of UK development assistance. In October 2003, the UK announced that in order to fulfil its commitment to reconstruction in Iraq, it would have to reduce aid allocations to middle-income countries. Aid programs in more than 20 countries are affected. Bilateral aid to some countries is being withdrawn completely and spending in countries such as South Africa, Sri Lanka, Bolivia and Jamaica will be reduced. These changes are affecting the poorest populations in the middle-income countries. Aid to countries that support the “war on terrorism”, however, has increased.  

United States: US development assistance appears to be increasingly viewed through the lens of US security interests and the “war on terror.” Continuing engagement in Iraq and Afghanistan threatens to drain financial and human resources away from other priority areas and programs. Country allocations show an increasing shift of resources away from traditional recipients in Africa and Latin America, towards countries that are seen to be key allies on the front lines of the “war on terrorism.” US development assistance delivery mechanisms have become fragmented, with multiple agencies within the US government responsible for foreign assistance delivery and an increasing reliance on budget allocations for discrete special projects. A proliferation of implementing entities, many with little experience in providing foreign assistance, complicates decision making resulting in a loss of coherence and coordination in the delivery of aid. This escalating incoherence in foreign policy implementation is exacerbated by the US government’s continued focus on a largely unilateral approach, characterized by decreasing consultation with development partners, other donors and recipient countries. 

Canada: Since 2002, the government’s commitment to poverty reduction in Africa and to nine priority countries has been undermined by very large CIDA aid commitments in Afghanistan and post-war Iraq. Between 2002 and 2008, CAN$916 million has committed for humanitarian and reconstruction programs in Afghanistan and Iraq, an amount slightly less than what is committed annual increases to the whole of Sub-Saharan Africa (about $1.2 billion).  In Afghanistan, Canada is considering support for a joint military/aid Provincial Reconstruction Team (PTR).  PTRs have been criticized by CSOs as a dangerous blurring of the lines between military and humanitarian mandates thereby potentially increasing the insecurity of local populations, CSOs and local government.

Conclusion 

There is an overt shift in donor priorities that seemingly conflates combating terrorism with combating poverty. Recognition of the importance of stability and security for effective aid implies the need for a greater commitment to poverty-focused assistance, to address the causes of conflict and provide greater economic and social equity. Simplistically combating symptoms through law enforcement, financial regulation and the like, is not the answer. 

Although it is necessary and legitimate for governments to support effective programs to combat terrorism, the resources for these activities should come from national security budgets, not from the overstretched aid and development budget.  The Report demonstrates that donors are failing to live up to their commitment to finance the Millennium Development Goals.  For too long aid budgets have been used to finance foreign policy priorities of donor countries.  The poverty focus of international assistance must not be undermined by broadening the definition of ODA to include resources devoted to military roles in peace operations, security and the “war on terror”, thereby opening the door for further erosion of resources “held in trust for people in poverty”.  

