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When it comesto helping Africa, rich countriesare mostoften comparedon how muchforeign
aid they give as a shareof GDR Butthe rich world is connectedto Africa in many ways—not
justthroughaid, but throughtrade, investmentmigration, the environmentmilitaryy affairs, and
technologies.Thinkof the extraordinay spreadof vaccinesand cell phoneson the continentand
theirtransfomativeimpacton thelivesof the poor. Thinkof the Africanimmigrantsvho work hard
inside Westen Europeand send billions of euroshometo theirfamilies. Thinkof the Ghanaian
factoriesthat employ hundredsof women making clothesfor sale in Walmart. And thinkof the
foreign troopskeepinga preciousand precariouspeace on the streetof Monrovia, Liberia®
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Since 2003, the Center for Global Development in
Washington,DC, hasrated and ranked 21 rich countrieson
how much their policies help or hut developing countries
throughall thesechannels,in order to remind the world that
helping thosein need takes more than aid. Now CGD has
recalculated the CDI to measure rich-county policies with
respectonly to Sub-Saharamfrica or “Africa” for shot. (We
usethe World Bankdefinitionof “Sub-Saharamfrica,” which
includesthe band of statesrunningacrossthe southen Sahara
but putsAlgeria, Djibouti, Egypt, Libya, Morocco, and Tunisia
under“Middle Eastand North Africa.”) Theserankingsmay be
of particular interestas the 2008 G—8 summitin Hokkaido,
Japan,draws near and focusesattentionon whetherthe lead-
ing industrialnationsare living up to promisesmade at past
summitgo help Africa.

The results presented here are built on a detailed database of
rich-country policies for 2007. The methodology, too, is adapt-
ed from the long-standing “global” CDI with minimal change.
Both the global CDI and the Africa CDI score 21 rich countries
and cover seven major policy domains. foreign aid, trade,
investment, migration, environment, security, and technology. The
Africa invesment, environment, and technology components are
adapted without modification from the global CDI because the
flows they measure, such as greenhouse gas emissons and sup-
port for research development, are not regionspecific. And as
on the global CDI, scoring adjusts for size, in order to focus on
whether individual countiies live up to their potential to help.
Scores are scaled so that a 5.0 indicates average performance
within the group of 21. A country’s overall Afica CDI score is
the average of its seven component scores.

Despitethesemany continuitiesthe Africa CDI standingsdiffer
fromthe global standingsin surprisingways.

Aid

Foreignaid is thefirstpolicy thatcomesto mind when people
in rich countriesthink of helping poorer countries.Aid donors
give grants,loans, food, and advice to poor countriesto sup-

port evelything from road building to immunizationprograms
in tiny villages.

Most comparisonshetween donors are based on how much
aid each gives, eitherin absolutetermsor as a percentageof
GDP Forthe CDI, quantityis merelya stating pointin a review
thatalso assessesid quality Theindex penalizes“tied” aid,
which recipientsare requiredto spend on productsfrom the
donor nation; this preventsthem from shopping around and
raisesprojectcostsby 15-30%. Theindex also subtractsddebt
paymentsthe rich countriesreceive from developing countries

on aid loans. And it looks at where aid goes, favoring poor,
lesscorruptnations.Inthe global CDI, for instance,aid to Iraq
is countedat 10¢ on the dollar sincecorruptionin Iraq is ram-
pant and rule of law weak. Aid to Mozambique, on the other
hand, with its high povetty and relativelygood govemance, is
countedat 77¢ onthedollar Finally donorsare penalizedfor
overloading recipient govemmentswith too many small aid
projects.When projectsare many and recipientofficials few,
the obligation to hostvisitsfrom donor officials and file regular
repoits becomesa seriousburden.

Theindex rewards govemmentsfor letting taxpayerswrite off
charitablecontributionsincesomeof thosecontributiongjo to
Oxfam, CARE, and other nonprofitsworking in developing
countries. All CDI countries except Austria, Finland, and
Sweden offer suchincentives.Since the index is about gov-
emmentpolicy, it only countsprivate giving thatis attributedto
tax incentives.

TheAfrica CDI aid componentis calculatedjustlike the glob-
al one, except that only aid to Sub-SaharanAfrica enters.
Regionalbreakdownsof rich-counyy charitable flows are not
available, so to estimatethemwe assumethat the shareof a
county’s privateaid going to Africa is the sameas for its pub-
lic aid.

By and large, the countiies that give the most aid globally for
their sze—Denmark, the N etherlands, N orway, and Sweden—
also dominate the Africa aid standings. One surprise, though, is
Ireland, which more than any other donor concentrates its aid in
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Table 1. Commitment to Development Index for Africa 3

3

Overall N

Rank  Country Aid  Trade Investment Migration  Environment Security = Technology  (Average) §
1 Sweden 14.3 4.0 6.9 6.6 5.9 11.3 553 7.8
2 Ireland 1135 3.7 3.4 7.7 7.7 14.6 3.1 7.7
3 United Kingdom 6.4 4.1 8.1 6.9 7.4 12.4 4.3 7.1
4 Netherlands 13.8 4.5 8.0 4.5 7.2 5.1 5.2 6.9
5 Denmark 16.4 3.9 5.8 5.2 5.8 4.8 5.4 6.8
6 Portugal 3.8 4.2 6.5 9.9 5.9 8.5 5.2 6.3
7 Norway 12.0 -1.6 7.5 6.3 8.0 4.6 5.6 6.1
8 France 5.2 4.0 6.5 4.5 6.4 8.8 6.9 6.0
9 Finland 6.2 4.2 6.5 38 25 7.6 6.2 5.9
10 Belgium 8.5 3.9 6.2 4.0 6.9 5.6 4.5 5ot/
11 Germany 3.3 3.9 8.0 3.7 6.4 6.8 4.3 5.2
12 Canada 815 4.9 8.0 3.7 4.3 4.6 6.7 5.1
13 United States 2.1 5.2 7.0 2.2 2.9 10.9 4.9 5.0
14 Australia 4.4 5.1 7.6 3.5 4.3 5.1 4.6 4.9
14 New Zealand 1.4 5.4 34 7.3 6.8 4.8 5.0 4.9
16 Italy 3.7 4.3 6.1 2.4 4.7 4.3 5.0 4.3
17 Greece 1.6 4.0 4.9 7.3 5.2 3.4 3.0 4.2
17 Switzerland 4.5 -1.8 6.7 6.8 4.6 3.4 4.9 4.2
17 Spain 2.9 4.2 7.1 2.7 3.3 3.0 6.0 4.2
20 Austria 0.9 3.9 3.9 3.1 6.1 4.1 4.4 3.8
21 Japan 1.1 -7.2 5.9 1.1 4.6 4.9 6.3 2.4

Africa (wo-hirds in 2005 )—perhaps a Geldof/ Bono effect? As
a reault, Ireland gave 0.29%of its GDP in aid to Sub-Saharan
Africa, on par with the four usual suspects atop the aid rankings.
This lifts it to 13.5 on the aid component, where a 10 would
indicate performance twice the average and 15 thrice. Only
Norway and the N etherlands do better.

Trade

The systemof rulesthat govems world trade has developed
since World War |l througha seriesof major intenational
negotiating “rounds.” Becauserich countrieshave called the
shots, their barriersto some of the goods poor countriesare
best at producing—includingcrops—have largely stayed in
place. Yet when rich countriestax food imports and subsidize
theirown farmers’production, they cause overproductionand

dumping on world markets,which lowers prices and huts

poor-county farmers. Industrial tafe also tend to be anti-popr
with low ratesfor raw commoditiesand high ratesfor labor-

intensive processedgoods. U.S. tariffs on imports from India,

Indonesia,SriLanka,and Thailandbroughtin $2.06 billion in

2005—twice what the U.S. committedto thesecountriesfor

tsunamreliefthe sameyear CGD SeniorFellowWilliam Cline

estimateghatif rich countriesdropped all remainingtrade bar-

riers, it would lift 200 million people out of povety in a rela-
tively shot period of time.

For the indexs trade component, each county’s complex
collection of tariffs and subsidiesis conveted into a flat,
across-the-boardtariff representingts total effect on develop-
ing countries Thehighestbarriersby far are in agriculture,and
since agriculture dominatesthe economiesof the relatively
poor countriesof Africa, they effectivelyface the highesttrade
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CDI for Africa: Trade component
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barriersdespite“trade preference”’programssuchas the U.S.
Africa Growth and OpportunityAct and the EU Evegthing But
Ammsinitiative.

Though the barriers against African exports are especially
high, the rankingon the Africa trade index is similarto thatfor
the global index. Canada does beston trade in the Africa
index, with Australia, New Zealand, and the U.S. not far
behind. In general, EU nationssharecommontrade and agri-
culturepolicies, so they score essentiallythe same on trade.
Two European nations outside the EU, Norway and
Switzerland, score worse. Japan is in last place, largely
becauseits tariffs on rice average 600—-800%. It should be
explainedthatthe negativetrade scoresfor theselastthreedo
not meanthattheyimpede trade while the other18 suppot it.
Ratherthe trade scoresare scaled so that 10 would indicate
a completeabsenceof barriers,5 indicatesaverage barriers,
0 meansbarrierstwice the average—andthe negativeresults
merelyindicate thattrade barriersare morethantwice as high
as the average.

Investment

Foreigninvestmentan be a significantdriver of development
in poor countries.Many of EastAsias fastest-growingcoun-
tries—SouthKorea, Malaysia, Singapore,and Thailand—ben-
efited from investmenfrom abroad. However foreign invest-
mentcan also breed instability(witnesshe 1997 Asianfinan-
cial crisis)as well as corruptionand exploitation, a prime

example being the pollution and unrestin Nigeria’s oil-pro-
ducing regions.

The Africa investmenindex, identical to the global one, looks
at what rich countriesare doing to promoteinvestmenthatis
actuallygood for development.tlooksat two kindsof capital
flows: 1) foreign directinvestmentwhich occurswhen a com-
pany fromone county buysa stakein an existingcompanyor
buildsa factory in anothercounty; and 2) portfolioinvestment,
which occurswhen foreignersbuy securitieghatare traded on
open exchanges.Thecomponentis built on a checklisiof poli-
cies thatmatter Do the rich-counyy govemmentsoffer political
riskinsurance,encouragingcompaniesto investin poor coun-
trieswhose political climate would othemwise be deemedtoo
insecure?f so, do theyfilterout projectslikely to do egregious
environmentaham or exploit workers?Do they have tax pro-
visions or treatiesto prevent overseasinvestorsfrom being
taxed both at homeand in the investmentounty?

As with the global CDI, the lowest scorersfor investmentre
Irelandand New Zealand, which do not provide political risk
insuranceand do littleto preventdouble taxation,and Austria,
which restrictspension fund investmentsn developing coun-
tries.Top-rankedBritaindoes betteron all thesecountsand has
participated aggressivelyin intemational arrangementgo con-
trol corruption,suchas the KimberleyProcesgo trackand elim-
inate trade in “blood diamonds” usedto finance warlords in
Angola and SierralLeone.

CDI for Africa: Investment component
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Migration

Some 200 million people today—one in 33—do not live in

the county where they were born. Thatnumbershouldgrow
as aging rich societiesrunshot of workers,and thatshouldbe

a boon for development.Workerswho have migrated from
poor to rich countriesalready send billions of dollars back to
their families each year, a flow that surpassedoreign aid.

Some immigrantsfrom developing countries, especially stu-
dents, pick up skillsand bring themhome as engineersand

physiciansas well as entrepreneursvho, for example, stat
computerbusinesses.

But what about brain drain? Emigration has been blamed for
emptying African clinics of nurses who can earn far more in
London hospitals. But CGD research fellow Michael Clemens
has found little evidence that these skilled people hurt their
home country by leaving it. Far more ails African clinics and
hospitals than a lack of personnel, and personnel shortages
themselves result from many forces—such as low pay and
poor working conditions—untouched by international migra-
tion policies

The Africa CDI rewards immigration of both skilled and
unskilledpeople from the continent,thoughunskilledmore so.
One indicatorusedis the netincreaseduringthe 1990s in the
numberof unskilledimmigrantresidentsnative to Sub-Saharan
Africa? (Basedon rich-count censudata, it cannotbe updat-
ed often.) Anotheris the grossinflow of migrantsfrom Sub-
SaharanAfricain a recentyear, includingunskilledand skilled
immigrantsbut leaving out illegals. Unfotunately intemational
migrationdata are extremelypoor; at presentwe lack break-
downs of immigrationflows by home region for six of the 21
CDI countries(Canada, France,Ireland, Japan,Potugal, and
Switzerland).For these,we assumethat the regional percent-
age allocationis the sameas for the indicator based on cen-
susdata. Theindex also usesindicators of opennessto stu-
dents from poor countriesand aid for refugeesand asylum
seekersthesecome directlyfromthe global CDI.

In marked contrastwith the global CDI, Potugal leads on
migration in the Africa CDI. It saw the number of unskilled
immigrantsfrom Africa triple between 1990 and 2000, a
gain equivalentto 0.42% of the county’s populationand four
times the CDI average. Other strong finishersare Greece,
Ireland, New Zealand, Switzerland,and the U.K.

CDI for Africa: Migration component
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Environment

A healthy environment is sometimes dismissed as a luxury for
the rich. But environmental degradation hurts poor people the
most. And poor nations have weaker infrastructures and fewer
social services than rich countries, making the results of cli-
mate change all the more damaging. The environment com-
ponent looks at what rich countries are doing to reduce their
disproportionate exploitation of the global commons. Are they
reining in greenhouse gas emissions? How complicit are they
in environmental destruction in developing countries by, for
example, importing commodities such as tropical timber? Do
they subsidize fishing fleets that deplete waters off the coasts
of such countries as Senegal?

Norway topsthe environmenstandings,which are identicalto
thosein the global CDI. Itsnet greenhousegas emissiondell
during 1995-2005, the last ten years for which data are
available, thanksto steady expansion of its forests, which
absorb carbon dioxide. Also high are Ireland, whose econo-
my grew 6.6% per year fasterin the same period than its
greenhousegas emissionsand the U.K., which has steadily
increased gasoline taxes and suppoted wind and other

renewable energy sources. Spain finishes low as a heavy sub-

sidizerof itsfishingindusty while Japanis hut by its high trop-

*Thisdata set was revisedin late 2007, so the figuresused here are not completely consistentwith thosein the published 2007 CDI. Notably,

Switzerlands numbershavenfallensubstantiallyTherevisedsourceis FrédéricDocquier AbdeslamMarfouk,and B. LindsayLowell, “A genderedassess-

mentof the brain drain,” draft, October 2007.
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ical timber impoits. The U.S. has not ratified the Kyoto
Protocol,the mostseriousintenational effort yet to deal with
climate change. Thatgap, along with high greenhouseemis-
sionsand low gas taxes, putsthe U.S. last. Two notchesup,
Australia cuts a similar profile, with the highest per-capita
greenhousegas emissionsn the group.

Security

Rich nations engage daily in activities that enhance or
degrade the securityof developing countries.They make or
keep the peace in countriesrecentlytom by conflict,and they
occasionallymakewar. Theirnavieskeep open sealanesthat
are vitalto intenationaltrade. Richcountriesalso supplydevel-
oping-county armed forceswith tanksand jets.

The global CDI looks at three aspectsof the security-develop-
mentnexus.lt talliesthe financial and personnelcontributions
to peacekeeping operationsand forcible humanitarianinter-
ventionsin developing countries,althoughit countsonly oper-
ations approved by an intenational body suchas the U.N.
SecurityCouncil or NATO (thusthe invasionof Irag does not
count). It also rewards countriesthat base naval fleetswhere
they can securesea lanes vital to intenational trade. And it
penalizesarms expotts to certain undemocraticcountriesthat
are also heavy military spenders,especiallyif they are very
poor. All the indicatorstake averagesover multipleyears of
data because the data themselvesare quite volatile—more
volatile, presumably than underlying policy stances. Older
data get lessweight.

CDI for Africa: Environment component CDI for Africa: Security component

Ireland
United Kingdom
Sweden
United States
France
Portugal
Finland
Germany
Belgium
Netherlands
Australia
Japan

New Zealand
Denmark
Norway
Canada

Italy

Austria
Switzerland
Greece
Spain

o -
[
o

15

The securitycomponentof the Africa CDI containsthe largest
methodologicaldeparture from the global CDI: arms expotts
are not counted. Expots of conventionalarms from the CDI
countriesto Africa are rare in the StockholmIntenational
Peace Researchinstitute(SIPRIjlatabase; yet because coun-
triesare scoredrelativeto each other very smallexpotts can
translateinto large penalties.Becauseof the sparsedata, the
armsexpotts penaltyin the Africa CDI securitycomponentgets
0% ratherthanthe 12.5% it receivesin the global CDI.

Ireland again surprises,with a powerful first place finish,
thanksin no smallpart to its contributionof some400 troops—
a lot for thissmallnation—tothe ongoing U.N. peacekeeping
operation in Liberia, which has quelled conflict there and is
helping a brokencounty get back on its feet. The U.K. finish-
es second, primarily becauseit sent4,500 soldiersunderits
own flag but with U.N. SecurityCouncil backing on a similar
missioninto SierraLeonein 2000.

Technology

One importantway thatrich countriesaffect poorer onesover
thelong runis throughtechnology Forexample, with medical
technologyfrom the rich countries,humanhealthand suwival
in LatinAmericaand EastAsia made gains overfour decades
during the 20th centuy that took Europealmost150 years.
Today, the Intenetis facilitating distanceleaming, democracy
movementsand new opportunitiesto participate in the global
economy Of course, some new technologiesdo as much
ham as good, creating huge challengesfor the developing



world: consider the automobile, which symbolizesgridlock
and pollution at leastas muchas it does freedomand afflu-
encein denseand growing citiessuchas Bangkok.

Thetechnologyindex rewardspolicesthatsuppot the creation

and disseminatiorof innovationsof valueto developing coun-
tries. It rewards govemmentsubsidiesfor researchand devel-
opment, whether delivered through spending or tax breaks.

Spendingon military R&Dis discountedby half. On the one

hand, muchmilitaly R&Ddoes moreto improvethe destructive
capacity of rich countrieghanthe productivecapacity of poor

ones. On the other militaly securityis important for develop-
ment, and militaly R&D can have civilian spin-ofs. Consider
that the Pentagonpartly funded the early developmentof the

Intenet.

Alsofactoredin are policieson intellectuapropetty rights(IPRs)

thatcan inhibittheintenationalflow of innovations.Thesetake
the form of patentlaws thatarguably go too far in advancing
the interestof thosewho produce innovationsat the expense
of thosewho use them. Some countries,for example, allow
patenting of plant and animal varieties. In such countries,a
companycould developa crop varietythatthrivesin poor trop-
ical soils, patentit, and thenopt notto sellit becausethe poor
who could useit have inadequatebuying power. Other coun-
triesusetheirleverageto negotiatetrade agreementswith indi-
vidual developing countriesthat extend certain IPRsbeyond
intenational noms in the General Agreementon Tariffs and
Trade. U.S. negotiators,for example, have pushedfor devel-
oping countriesto agree neverto force the immediatelicens-

CDI for Africa: Technology component
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ing of a patentevenwhen it would sewve a compellingpublic
interest,as a HIV/AIDS drug mightif produced by low-cost
local manufacturers.

No county does spectacularlybetter than its peers on tech-
nology. TheU.S. losespointsfor pushingfor compulsoy licens-
ing bans, and the Europeansare penalized for allowing the

copyrighting of databases containing data assembledwith

public funds. Greece and Ireland lag considerably behind

overall because of low govemment R&D subsidies.France,
which spendsa substantiall% of GDP on govemmentR&D,
takesfirst.Canada, whosepolicieson IPRsre theleastrestric-
tive of the group, placessecond.

Overall results

The Netherlandsand the Nordic countries,long known for
their generosityin aid giving, do well on the Africa CDI. But
theyare challengedby surprisingcontendersirelandcomesin
a closesecondbehind Swedenon the strengthof a large pro-
gram of aid for Africa—nearlyas large as a shareof GDP as
thoseof the Nordics—and strongcontributiongo peacekeep-
ing. The U.K. places third thanksto high performance on
investment, migration, environmental policy, and security
Potugal also does well thanksto its acceptance of African
immigrants.

However, among the G—7 countries—whose economic size
gives them the most potential to help Africa—five are mediocre
or worse when it comes to living up to their potential. The
United States, for instance, sl gives litle aid to Africa for its
Sze and places last when it comes to dowing global warming.
And firmly in last place is BApan. Only Austia gives a smaller
share of its GDPin aid to Africa. Its trade barriers in agriculture
are equivalent to a 140% sales tax or VAT on crops from Sub-
Saharan Africa. And despite an aging workforce it has accept-
ed essentially no immigrants from Africa (and few from devel-
oping countries in general). The Africa CDI depicts Jpan as a
country that is distinctly more insular and inward-oriented than
its economic peers—which it indisputably is. That is why it
scores poorly on an index whose fundamental precept is that
engagement with Africa can and should be good for Africa.

A larger messageshouldnot be lostin all thesecomparisons.
Even top-ranked Sweden scores about average (five) in four of
thesevenAfrica CDI policy areas. None of the countriesthen,
shouldbe contentwith its performance. All can do better and
especially the low-ranked titans among the G—7 have an
opportunityto help Africansmuchmore.
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