








80 fantasy world, alone or with each other, and instead are provided with.$hese

mass-produced horrors and monsters.

Beyond these programmes lie war films, the Western and the specifically

violent dramatic ones about crime. Besides providing excitement and suspense,

these also may be offering ways in which children can express their aggression in

85 a safe way, or see it being expressed. The evidence suggests, however, that if

they offer to satisfy this need the more realistic ones at least don’t necessarily

succeed in doing so. Perhaps they function as pornography often does-

attracting with the outward signs of what might satisfy a need, but not actually

doing so; or perhaps they are like certain processed foods which have been found

90 no more nourishing on examination than their cardboard packaging.

Although there’s some evidence here and there in favour of the ‘catharsis’

theory, as it’s called-the idea that aggression is reduced by the violence people

choose to watch in violent programmes on television-it is less secure than the

experimental evidence for the opposite theory; that television violence can lead to

95 at least some degree of real-life aggression.

Much of the violence in these programmes is what’s called ‘clean’. But it

can be argued that ‘clean’ violence has more effect, in that it accustoms

children-and adults-to the spectacle of violence, without showing either the

suffering, in terms of immediate pain, or the consequences, in terms of bereaved

100 families, or lifelong mutilation, or the spirals of revenge and protracted counter-

violence that can  follow in reality. Violence may be presented merely as a form

of exciting action, engaged in by heroes and villains alike, and frequently-

within the programme-rewarded. This last point is perhaps particularly serious,

since a large number of experiments suggest that it is rewarded or legitimised
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26 progress requires modemisation of the mind, and this is inhibited by many

institutions and official  policies in less-developed countries.

This still leaves open the question of whether aid is more likely to promote

or to retard progress. I believe that in practice it is more likely to retard it. First,

aid reinforces the disastrous tendency to make everything a matter of politics in

35 less-developed countries. The hand-outs increase the resources and power of

governments in relation to the rest of society, and this is reinforced by the

preferential treatment of governments which try to establish state-controlled

economies. Politicisation  of life diverts energy and ambition from economic

activity. Moreover, it provokes and exacerbates political tension, because the

36 question of who has  the government becomes supremely important, often a

matter of life and death-as is clear from the recent history of Indonesia,

Pakistan, East Africa and Nigeria. Second, aid often supports damaging policies.

Many recipient governments restrict the activities of minorities: Chinese in

Indonesia, Asians in East and Central Africa, Indians in Burma, Europeans

37 everywhere. The removal of thousands of Asians from East Africa has reduced

incomes and widened income differences between these countries and the West.

These measures are often followed by the expulsion or even destruction of

thousands of people. Third, aid encourages the recipients’ paradoxical policy of

restricting the inflow and deployment of private capital. The Indian

38 Government, an aid recipient for many years, sets up expensive state oil-

refineries, although the oil companies there have unused capacity which they are

not allowed to employ. Fourth, foreign aid promotes the adoption of unsuitable

external models. The establishment of uneconomic heavy industries and national

airlines is familiar. More important is the proliferation of Western-type



39 universities, whose graduates cannot find employment, and of Western+tfie

trade unions which are only vehicles for the self-advancement of politicians.

Fifth, aid obscures the fact that progress cannot be had for nothing, that the

people of advanced countries have themselves had to develop the required

conditions. It reinforces the widespread attitude that opportunities for the

4 0 advance of one’s self and one’s family must be provided by someone else, which

promotes or reinforces torpor, fatalism or even beggary and blackmail, but not

self-improvement. Preoccupation with aid also diverts the government’s

attention from the basic causes of poverty and from the possibilities of acting on

them.

65 These are just some ways in which an inflow of resources can damage

development. And the economic productivity of aid resources is generally likely

to be insufficient to outweigh the adverse repercussions. Aid cannot be as

closely adjusted to local conditions as can resources supplied commercially.

Moreover, governments are understandably apt to use resources which have been

70 donated from abroad on wasteful show-projects.

This is not to say that aid cannot promote development. Whether it in fact

does so depends on the specific circumstances of each case. But the

considerations I have instanced make it clear that it is unwarranted to assume

that because aid represents an inflow of resources, it must promote development.

75 Because the adverse repercussions affect the basic determinants of development,

aid is at least as likely to retard development as to promote it. If it were only

money that were missing, it could be secured commercially from abroad. Aid

means at most that some capital is cheaper. But the capital is likely  to be less

productive than if it were supplied commercially from abroad to government or
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76 to business, and, as we have seen, it is apt to set up far-reaching adverse

repercussions. And of course, even if aid does promote development, this still

leaves open the question why people in the donor countries should be taxed for

this purpose.

Once the case for aid is taken for granted, either progress or its absence can

85 be advanced as reasons for more aid: progress as evidence of its success, and

lack of progress as evidence that more is needed.’ Whatever happens is an

argument for more aid. When a case is taken for granted, evidence becomes

irrelevant.

I must try to remove an obvious reservation. Why is the argument that aid

90 is necessary so widely accepted if it is unfounded? This is not easy to discuss

briefly. Nor is it strictly relevant: why people hold certain beliefs has nothing to

do with their validity. However, for what it is worth, let me give you my

explanation. Many advocates of aid are well-intentioned, but not well-informed.

The aid crusade is largely a gigantic confidence trick. A well-meaning public

91 has been conned by a motley coalition playing on feelings of guilt which,

however unfounded, are nevertheless widespread. This coalition includes

international agencies and government departments anxious to increase their

activities and power; professional humanitarians with similar ambitions;

disillusioned, bored, power-and money-hungry or unsuccessful academics; the

92 Churches, which face spiritual collapse and seek a role as welfare agencies;

temperamental do-gooders, frustrated by events at home; politicians in search of

publicity; exporters in search of easy markets; and governments embarrassed by

commodity surpluses. There are also many people who welcome any argument

or policy which in some way or other weakens the position of Western society,
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105 which for various political and emotional reasons they have come to dislike. S ’

I think it would be best to finish with this system of hand-outs, which is

bad both for the patrons and for the patronised, and which, by the way, was only

started some twenty years ago. However, this is unlikely to come about, because

of the emotional, political, intellectual, financial and administrative interests

110 behind it. Moreover, the immense sums already spent on aid themselves operate

against its termination. Given the fact that aid will continue, I would wish to see

the method and criteria of allocation changed drastically. Aid could be allocated

in such a manner that it would favour governments which, within their human,

administrative and financial resources, try to perform the essential tasks of

115 government, at the same time refraining from close control of the economy.

These tasks include the successful conduct of external affairs; the maintenance

of law and order; the effective management of the monetary and fiscal system;

the promotion of a suitable institutional framework for the activities of

individuals; the provision of basic health and education services, and of basic

120 communications; and agricultural extension work. These are functions which

must devolve on the government: first, because that part of the institutional

structure within which the private sector functions does not emerge from the

operation of market forces, and so must be established by law; second, because

some of these activities yield services which cannot be bought and sold in the

125 market.

I think this list of tasks largely exhausts the potentialities of state action in

the promotion of general living standards. These tasks are extensive and

complex: their adequate performance would fully stretch the resources of all

govemments in poor countries. Yet governments frequently neglect even the
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130 most elementary of these functions, while attempting close control of the

economies of their countries, or even contemplating coercive transformation of

societies. They seem anxious to plan and are unable to govern. Much more

thought could also be given to preventing the inflow of aid from biasing the

recipient countries in favour of development modelled  on inappropriate external

135 prototypes. Preference could be given to governments more interested in

improving the roads and extending external contacts than in opening Westem-

type universities or creating heavy engineering works. This suggestion does not

in the least underestimate the role of government. Indeed, the adoption of such

criteria would favour governments which try to govern rather than to plan. By

140 the same token, aid would be withheld from governments pursuing policies

which plainly retard the material progress of their countries. Many of these

policies-for instance, the maltreatment of economically successful minorities-

often exacerbate the problems and difficulties both of other aid recipients and of

the donors. The adoption of such criteria would promote relatively liberal

145 economic systems in the recipient countries, minimise coercion, and favour

material progress especially an improvement in living standards. It would also

reduce political tension in recipient countries.

This proposal assumes, of course, that the purpose of aid is to improve

material conditions in recipient countries. It will be altogether unacceptable if

150 the actual purpose of aid is the pursuit of unacknowledged political policies,

such as the promotion of closely-controlled economies and societies, or an

increase in the resources and power of the international organizations.
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