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summary

The Member States’ bilateral aid is still tled to a consliderable
degree, I1.e. the ald is conditional on procurement In the donor
country. This practice has long been a subject of controversy. In the

early 1970s there were attempts at both OECD and Communlity level to
untie such aid but Initial ambitions had to be scaled down and In the
end partial solutions emerged that malnly concerned multllateral aid.
A recent Initiative by the Dutch presidency has rekindled dlscussions
within the Councll and the Issue of untying ald Is once again on the
agenda.

The lIssue of tied ald Is especlally sensitive since development ald is
seen by the Member States as a genuine politlcal cholice that Is
reflected In thelr budget allocations for development cooperation.
Indeed, some Member States argue that the tying of ald Is a
precondition for aid as far as publlic opinion Is concerned.

At present the amount of ald that would be affected by untylng at
Community tevel stands at some $10 billilon, which repressents 58% of
the Member States’ bllateral aild and 0.25% of their GNP. But the
situation is not the same everywhere, the Member States’ practices
varying In relatlon to the total amount of ald they glve, the
proportion of muitilateral alid wlithin that total and the degree to
which bllateral aid Is already untled.

The main argument In favour of untylng ald -at Communlty lIsvel - whlch

would mean that bllaterally-flinanced contracts would be thrown open to
all the Member States - stems from development considerations. The

first beneficlal effect of the extension of competition to twelve
markets would be the Illkely cost advantages for both the reclplent
developlng countrles and the donors themselves. Another effect of the
measure would be that donor countries would be less tempted to angle
thelr aid with an eye to their own exports and other conslideratlions
often unrelated to local conditlons. Lastly, we shouid not fatl to
consider the Impstus that untying ald at Community level could glve to
renewed efforts to make all OECD members take similar steps.
. ' }

Furthermore, a move to untie aild would be timely In view of the
completion of the single market, which Involves opening up Communlity
markets. In thls context, the approach advocated Is to conslider. the
tying of bllateral ald as a form of export ald, so that It Is covered
by Articles 112 and 113 of the EEC Treaty, which call for the
harmonization of such aid arrangements.



The practicalities of untying bilateral alid do, however, glve rise to a
number of questions concerning:

(1) the scops of such untying: types of flow (officlal development
assistance or extension to other forms of ald?), geographlical
coverage (developing countries only or eaextenslon to Eastern
European countrles?), the type of tying (sources of supply other
than ths donor), forms of ald (loans, grants?), different Kinds of
ald (what about technical cooperatlon and blilateral food ald?);

(1) provision for gradual Implementation Iin terms of the proportion
of ald to be untled and the seitlng of threshol!ds or adoption
of a sectoral approach.

A certaln number of the elements mentlioned In this communication could
also apply to export credlts.

The purposs of thls communication Is to provide the basls for a pollcy
discussion by the Councli of the varlous Issues arlsing from the
untying of aid, with a view to examination of the matter, as ministers
themselves have requested.



THE UNTYING AT COMMUNITY LEVEL OF MEMBER STATES®
BILATERAL DEVELOPMENT A!D TO NON-MEMBER COUNTRIES

Introduction and hlstory

"Tying" ald, that Is, making It conditional on procurement in the donor
country, has long been a subjept of controversy In International
dlscussions. The first attempts to abollsh the practice, l.e. to
"untle” ald, were undertaken in the early 1970s - both within the OECD,
with a view to allowing procurement In any of the member states of the
Developmsnt Assistance Committee (DAC), and at Community level, with a
view to untylng aid only at the level of the Member States. However,
nelither of these initlatives met with concluslve success.

Within the DAC, hopes of achleving the total abollition of ald-tylng had
to be abandoned In the light of the monetary sltuation In 1971 and the
uncertalinties caused by the oll crisls. Instead, partlal solutions were
adopted, conslisting, on the one hand, of an agreement to untie
contributlions to multllateral Institutions, and, on the other hand, the
accesslion of some DAC members to an agreement almed at untylng
bllateral loans to allow procurement In developing countrles.

Inltiatives at Communlity level were no more successful. The
Commission’s proposal to untle aid within the (then slix-member)
Community, as presented In Its first memorandum on a common development
pollcy (1971), encountered Insoluble reservations on the part of some
Member States. After several years, therefore, no further actlon was
taken on this proposal. -

Since that time, the Issue of tled ald has taken on a new dimension -
for the Community - wlith the prospect of the completion of the
frontier-free single market. Wlith the 1993 deadline In mind, the Dutch
presidency therafore reintroduced the subject at an Informal meeting of
the Councll at Apeldoorn (Netherlands) on 8 and 7 July. Since the idea
of untying ald met with a generally favourable reception from
development ministers, the Commisslon was asked to draw up a paper
examining the Issue In detail and proposing practical solutions for the
Councli| mesting on 28 November.

The purpose of this memo Is to prepare the ground for a pollicy debate
of the Council on the untying of aid at Community level.



Background
Ihe purpose of univing aid

It Is not Community ald as such that poses a probiem since works,
supply and services contracts financed by the EDF or ths budgst have
always been open on equal terms to all the Member States’ firms (and
also, with some varliatlons, to those of non-member, usually developing,
countriss).

Member States’ bilaterail ald, howsver, Is stlll tied to a consliderable
degres compared with Communlty aid or that passing through other
multllateral channsls, as Indeed Is that of practically all billateral
donors Iin the worlid.

Broadly speakling, the tylng of aid consists in making the granting of
ald condltlonal on the purchass of goods and services orlginating In
the donor country. Origiln Is defilned In Rterms of elther the
nationallty of the firms that may tender or the setting of a “minimum
natlonal content®”.

The severlty of the constraints on the sources of supply Iimposed by
tled aid may vary In degree: ald may be |Inked to goods and ssarvices
from the donor country alone or from the donor country and certalin
other countrles (which may or may not be developing countrises).. Often
the aid reciplent I3 authorlzed as a source of procurgment. Some
Member States sometimes throw contracts open to other developing
countries (France, for Instance, Includes flrme from the Franc area as
well as French flrms for certaln forms of financling).

In cases where ailmost all developing countrlses are admjitted as well as
the donor country, ald Is judged to bs partially untled. it Iis
consldersed to be untlisd only In cases where It can be ussed for
procurement In virtually the whole world. This baslc criterlon can be
transposed, mutatls mutandls, to Communlty Ilevel, In whlch case
bilaterally-financed contracts would be open to all Member Statss.

Note flnally that in terms of Implementation we find a variety of
situations. Most donors let the governments of the reciplent countries
take cars of the actual purchasing (reclplent procurement). Thus In
these cases It Is the non-membesr country, not the Member State, that Is
the body lsgally responsible for organizing Invitations to tender.
Some donors, however, reserve the right to approve the conclusion of
contracts and check that the provisions of the financing agreement
concerning the award of contracts have been observed. Then agaln,
thers are donors which assume the responsibllity for procurement
procedures themsslves, at least for «certaln types of ald (donor
procurement). This Is particularly true of ald Iin kind (food aid, for
example).



Widely varying practices

The issue of tled ald Is all the more sensitive because the Member
States see development ald as a genulne political cholce that Is
reflected In their budget allocations for development. In this
respect, practice Is far from standard, as the following flgures
show,

The Member States’ offliclal development asslstance (oda) In the form
of comm!tments stood at $25.7 billion In 1988. Of this total, nearly
60X ($15 blllion) was already untled. Thls percentage broke down as
follows:

- nearly 30%¥ ($7.4 bllllon) was muitllateral ald, which, by
definlition, Is not tled;
- 30% ($7.7 blllion) was untied bllateral ald.

The amount of tled and partially untied ald that would be subject to
untying at Community level is thus In the order of $10.6 blllion, 58%
of Member States’ total bilateral aid and 0.25X of theilr GNP. Almost
40% of this amount falls Into the category of technicai cooperation,
namely study grants, experts, teaching materlals, and the like.

These are but averages, however, covering wldely varylng sltuatlons.
They are based on total oda (which varles from 0.19% to 1.08% of GNP},
the size of the mulitilateral element (between 17X and 64% of total
oda) and the extent to which bllateral aid Is already untled (which
ranges from 8% to 43%).

The proportion of tied or partlally tled ald Is hlghest for Italy (88%
of bllateral oda), followed by the UK (82%), and the Netherlands
(62%).2 The lowest figure Is for Ireland (10%). 1f, however, the
untylng of ald required Is measured iIn terms of GNP, the order Is
different. The Netherlands, which devotes more than 1% of Its GNP to
development aid, would have to untle an amount equivalent to 0.47% of
GNP (more than the total effort of the UK and Ilreland), France 0.32%
of GNP and Italy 0.31%. Bottom of the list come Ireland, the UK and
Belglum. !

At first sight, these flgures show that the Member States would be
differently affected by the untying of ald: those that made a smaller
contributlon to the granting of aild could, depending on the
competitiveness of thelr firms, win a large share of the contracts
financed with the development ald allocatlions of other Member States.

1 The flgures outlined here are set out In greater detall In the
annexed Tables 1 and 2. They are based on notiflcations to the
OECD's Development Assistance Committee (DAC) and thus do not cover
the four Member States that are not represented on the Commlttee
(Greece, Luxembourg, Portugal and Spaln).

2 The high flgure for the Netherlands Is malnly explained by the high
proportion of partlally wuntied ald, the Netherlands beling
practicaliy the only Member States to adopt this practics.
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Glven that some Member States have argued in the past that tylng aid
was crucla! In winning public support for development ald, the prospect
of untying bllateral ald must not be allowed to deter donors under
pressure of such arguments. Leaving aside certaln economic
conslderations that wlll be discusssed further on, experts’ studies have
shown that because of the amounts actuailly at stake, It would bes a
mistake to think that tying aid has slgnificant macrosconomic sffects
In terms of employment or the balance of payments of the donor country.

The maln argument In favour of untying aid at Community level psrtalins
to devslopment conslderations.

One of the major criticisms levelled at the tyling of ald Is that it
increases the cost of ald by restricting compstition. Ons prlimary
effect of untying ald at Community level would thersfore be to producs
cost advantages by widening compatitlion to the 12 natlonal markets. The
racliplient developing countrlies - and the donors — would therefore be
assurad of getting the best valus for mongy for works, suppllies and
sarvices flinanced through aid, so that the real vaius of the ald would
be Increased and, where !t I3 provided In the form of Iloans, there
would bs less pressure to take on additlonal debt.

By untying ald, ths donor country would also be iess tempted to angle
it with an aye to lts own oxports, a temptation whlich can cause a blas
in favour of f{inanclng that Involves a high level of Imports or
prolects desligned around capltal-intenslve soiutlons, usling technology
Inappropriate to local conditlions. Freed from this temptatlon, ald can
be geared to ths real needs and capaclties of the reclplent countrles,
lsading to lower recurrent costs to maintaln the projects flInanced.

On a different leve!, untying ald can heip facllitate joint financing
betwsen donors, In thils cass Member States. Thils Is no small
conslderatlion from the polint of view of bharmonlzing devsiopment
pollcles within the Community.
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These development conslderations would carry even more weight if
untylng aid at Community level were to glve an impetus to renewed
efforts to make all OECD donor countries take similar steps.

As noted above, the efforts made to this end In the early 1970s were
unsuccessful. If untying ald at Community level led to the talks being
renewed in the DAC with success, ,the beneflits to developing countrles
of wldening competition and separating ald from export Interests would
be even greater, extending to all tled blilateral ald by the
Iindustrlalized countries, of which the Member States account for only
around half (48%).

A second, and by no means less Important, effect of untying bllateral
ald at OECD level would be to remove development ald and other
assoclated public flows from the scope of the *Consensus”! reached
between the principal exporting countrles of the OECD with the alm of
curbing distortions of competition caused by the financial terms for
credits. The ald would no longer be subject to the restrictlions imposed
by the Consensus, which are Inspired by commerclial consliderations
sometimes far removed from the loglc of development. Thils would also
oliminate one factor complicating the frequent renegotlatlions of the
Consensus.

In additlon, a move to untlie ald could be timely In view of the efforts
being made to complete the Internal market, since It Involives
dismantling barrlers within the Community.

Lﬂgnlfnasls

The approach advocated Is to consider the tyilng of bllateral aid as a
form of export ald. The schemes concerned would therefore be covered by
the scope of Articles 112 and 113 of the Treaty, which call for thsir
harmonization. This would allow progress towards untylng development
ald to be made with less risk of a substantial drop In the volume of
such aid.

1 The "Arrangement on gulidelines In the field of offlclially supported
export credits”, commonly known as the Consensus, has for a number
of years covered all ald credits tled to procurement In the donor
country.
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Only legislation based on these provislons can bring the Member States
to apply condltlions for awarding contracts to thelr bllateral ald by
speclfying In particular:

- freedom to partlcipate for all enterprises and nationals of the
Community;

- approprlate publication arrangements;

- measures to elimlnate discriminatory practices which might obstruct
Community-wlde participatlion;

- measures to ensure that Iinvitatlons to tender are transparent.

The legistatlon should also specify Its scops (type of ald,
geographlcal coverage, ways of tying aild, form and content of ald) and
procedures for phasing It In (e.g. by flxing the proportion of ald to
be untied, setting thresholds or adopting a sectoral approach).

This approach doss not rule out the appllcatlon of Articles 92 to 94
EEC In cases where the tying of ald Is tantamount to state ald within
the meaning of those Artlicies. It Is worth noting, In fact, that In Its
"Tubsmeuss® Judgment of 21 March 1990, the Court of Justlice conslidered
that Article 112 of the Treaty did not exclude the appllication of
Articies 92 to 94. Article 92 can be applled case by case, and the
Commisslon is currently examinlng complalnts, on the baslis of
Article 92, by companiss which claim that they have been excluded from
contracts In third countries by the use of tled dsvelopment ald
opsrating as an &xport ald.

With regard to the problem of establlishing whether tled ald Is covsred
by Article 30 EEC, it wmust be pointed out that the exlistencse of
Article 92 does not exclude the possibllity of applylng Article 30 to
certaln elements of ald (ses ths “lannelll”®, “Tax Advantagss for
Newspaper Publlishars® and “Dupont de Nemours® Judgments).
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it should be noted that in their present form Community dilrectives on
opening up public procurement do not apply to procurement by third
countries (recipient procurement). However, It Is possiblie that the
Community dirsctives do apply where the contract Is awarded by a publlc
body of a Member State acting as agent for a third country. In cases
whare contracts are awarded within the Community by a public body of a
Member State (donor procurement), the directlives only apply provided
that the International agreement conciuded between the donor State and
the beneflciary State does not establish procurement procedures other
than those provided for in the “public procurement” directives. As a
result, the effect of these dlirectives on tled aid Is very iimlted.

In the light of the above, untying Member States’ bllateral ald at
Community level Is an objective worth pursuilng for the Communlity.

However, beslides the actual principle of untying ald at Community
level, there are a number of other questions to be resolved before
proceeding with the measure, In particular practicallitles to do with
the scope of the untying of ald and provision for Its gradual
implementation.

Untying bllateral aid In practice Iinvolves setting up approprlate
instruments, which may extend for example to the use of common general
conditions for procurement, as 1Is the practice for Interventions
financed by the EDF. This aspect of Implementation is not discussed In
the present document.

Scope
1. Types of flows

The idea of untying aild Is normally applied to what Is termed officlal
development asslistance (oda). This term, as used by the OECD’'s DAC,
covers flows In flnancing or In kind whose principle motive Is the
development of the reclplent country and which comprise a "grant
olement” of at least 25%. In addition to oda, there are other official
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flo*s (oof) which are not classed as oda by the DAC elther because
tho'r primary purpose Is not development or because thslir flnanclal
conditlons are not concesslonal enough to attaln the required grant
element. A large proportion of thess oof - which amounted fYor the
Member States to around $3 blliion In 1988/89 (bllateral oof only) -
are offlclal export credlts and therefore covered by the OECD Consensus
referred to above. Another part Is probably untied by the very nature
of the transactlons which It finances (bond purchases, etc.).

In as much as some of these bililateral oof are tled to procurement In
the donor country, action to untle ald at Community level should cover
them in thoe same way as oda proper.

Likewlss, the "ald"” component of such facilltles as mixed credits, the
UK Ald and Trade Provislon, stc., used to soften the financlal terms of
export credits, should not be exciuded from untylng. Exciluding this
would amount to untying ald whose conssquences In terms of siports were
secondary, whille Isaving tled any ald almed primarlly at trads
promot lon.

2. Geographlcal coverage

The DAC reserves the terms oda and oof for ald to countrlses classed by
it as developlng countries. This does not Include the countries of
Central! and Eastern Europe, wlth the exception of Albanla and
Yugostavla.

it Is howsver obvious that bllatgral publlc flows to these countries
shouid also be untied at Community level.

3. Ways of tying ald

As msntlonsd above, tled ald neead not be tled to procurement In the
donor country alons. Some other sources of supply, Inciuding developing
countrlos, may be allowed. While this intermediate tying - partliculariy
partiatly untied ald (which allows procuremsnt in aimost all developing
countrlss) - has certaln advantages over ald tled to procuremsnt In thes
donor country, and mlght therefore be treated dlfferently from the
point of view of development pollicy, It has the same dlsadvantages In
terms of dlviding up the single market as long as It does not admlt all
twelve Membsr Statss as a possible source of supply.
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These forms of intermediate tying should therefore also be Included In
any action to untie aild at Community level. However, It should be
recognized that thils would disadvantage developing countries from which
procurement Is allowed, as they would then be exposed to extra
competition from the other Member States.

4. Types of aid

At Its first attempt In 1971, the Commission proposed to untlie only oda
loans In the flrst Instance. Thils restriction could be Justified agaln
now, both by the extra sacrifice which according a grant rather than a
loan Implies for the donor country, and by the extra benefit which the
reciplent country derives from non-repayable assistance.

Taking Into account the present Importance of grants In Member States’
bllateral programmes1, however, confining the operation to loans would
significantly reduce Its scope and would also have very varled effects
on the Member States. Moreover such a distinction according to the
financlal Instrument used does not seem Justifled If ons looks at the
question from the point of view of the common commercial pollicy or the
completlion of the Internal market.

5. Ald content

The ald may be In kind (food ald Is a typlcal case) or In the form of
financlial allocations. It may serve to flnance specliflc Investment
projects (project ald) or a varlety of actlvities (programme ald,
including sectoral and general Import programmes In partlicular) or
technlcal cooperation. Whatever the case, it Is the oblect of public
procurement of elther works, supplles or services.

In principle, any such procurement should, |f Community ald Is untled,
be subject to a Community-wide Invitation to tender, assuming that It
Involves exports and that the Individual procurement (or the total cost
of the operation flnanced) exceeds a certaln threshold below which an
International Invitation to tender would not be justified on economic
grounds.

1 In terms of bllateral commltments (1988/89): |Ireland 100.0%;
Denmark ©7.8%; Unlted Kingdom 97.1%; Netherlands 82.7%; Belgium
78.5%; France 69.7%; Italy 63.8%; Germany 57.1%.
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There Is a problem here with certaln types of ald Iin the form of
technical cooperatlion, which accounts for a large proportion of Member
States’ tled aid (almost 40% on average). It would seem that at least
some forms of technical cooperation (e.g. education and training)
should be excluded from any Inltlative to untle ald, on account of

thelr speclflc (s.g. Ilinguistic or cultural) requlrements. In most
cases, technlical cooperation does not Iin practice Involve Iinternational
Invitatlons to tender but procedurss invoelving more limited

competltion, such as the restricted procedurs or dlrect agreement.
However, this approach should be without prejudice to the apptlicablility
of the public services directive, which will take effect from 1993 and
which will lead to Communlty-wide competition In the procursment of
many kinds of services.

Another question Is ralsed by bllateral food aid, which should be
examined to see whether It poses a problem in the context of untyling
aid at Community leve!, given the spsclfic clrcumstances arlsing from
the Common Agricultural Pollicy.

Gradual Impiamentation

A move to untle Member States’ bilateral ald would repressent a major
Innovation. It may therefore be advisable to Implement It gradually.

1. One way of Iimplementing It gradualiy would be to fix the proportlion
of ald to be untled, Increasing the psrcentagse In successlve stages
according to a timstable to be determined. However, In order to
take account of the slzo of the muitlilateral element (which s, In
effect, untled) this proportlon should boe deflned In relation to
the total oda. The degrese to which the total oda Is already untisd
(ses annexed Table 2, column 3) suggests that the Initlal figure
would have to be hlgh (probably around 70 to 80%) to ensure that a
max imum number of Member States had to make an additional effort.
With such a high starting polnt, however, It Is questlonabis
whethsr the process could really be termed gradual.

2. Another approach would be to fix a mirnimum sum for Interventions

above which an Internatlional Invitation to tendsr would be
compuisory for bilateral ald. This threshold, fixed at a relatlvaly
high level to bagln with, would be gradually lowered untli it

roached a floor bslow which, for economic reasons, other forms of
adjudlicatton Involving less competitlon wouid be more approprlate.

3. A third tack, which could be comblned with the second, would bs to
adopt a seoctoral approach: elther defining arsas whlch would
gradually be untied, or distingulshing “exciuded® sectors whlch
would gradually be Integrated into the mechanism of untylng ald.
Whichever method Is adopted, in practlice thils approach would lead
to each Member State protscting Its own sensitive sectors flrst,
which would render the exercise meanlinglsass.



TABLE : 1
TYING STATUS OF ODA, 1988 (%)

=base : commltments, excluding adminlstrative costs-

Us$ million
Multilat, Untied Total Tled(b) jPartlall Tied (b) ond Partially Techn., Co~operation Total CDA
ODA bilat, untied bilat untlod(cg untied (¢) bllateral Included In col.6
0DA(0) O0DA QDA | bilat.ODA ODA
1 2 3(1+2) 4 5 6(4+45) 7 8(3+6)
B (292.8) | (190.9) (482) (2se.o)L =) (250.0) (140.0) (733.8)
DK 413,90 441.0 854.0 162.6 9.0 171.0 9.0 1025.9
F 1265.0 3130.0 4395.0 2805.90 242.0 3047.0 1816.0 7442.0°
0 1876.9 2615.0 4491.0 2160.0 - 2160.0 732.0 6651.0
IRL 34.0 (17.0) (51.0) (2.0)] (=) ' (2.0) - 53.0
I 1546.0 365.0 1911.9 2594.0 - 2594.0 ' 442.0 4505,0
NL 723.0 €65.0 1388.0 255.0 814.0 1069.0 306.90 2458.9
UK 1256.90 281.9 1537.90 1329.0 - 1329.0 636.0 2866.9
TOTAL 7485.0 7704.0 15109.0 9587.0 1065.0 10622.90 4981.0 25733.0

(*)No dota are avallable for Greece, Luxsmburg, Portugal ond Spain, which are no DAC members.

éc) Fully and freely avallable for essentlally world-wide procurement,

b) Malnly ald tled to procurement In the donor country, but elso Includes omounts gvallable for procurement
In several countries, but not widoly enough to quaiify as "partially untied®.

{c¢) Contributions ovallable for procuroment from donor and substantlially all developing countrles,

( ) indlicates DAC Secretariate estimates.
Source : DAC/OCDE.
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TABLE : 2

TYING STATUS OF ODA, 1988 (o)

~baso:commltaento,oxel. admlnigtrativo coste=

percentages
Hultilet, Untlod Total Tiod (b) and Partlally Techn, Co-operatlion Total ODA
ODA bilat, untiod untiod (e) biletoral
00A(a) 0DA 6DA
Porcont of total ODA Zof [Zof bils) % of X of Tled and Partlially percent of GNP
Tot.ODA ODA GNP | untlied blilat. ODA

8 (39.9) | (28.8) | (es.8) | (34.9)] (36.8)| (e.18)} (58.0) (0.48)
DK 49.3 43.9 83.3 16.7 27.8 8.17 5.3 9.99
F i7.8 42.1 88.1 48,8 49.3 6.32 89.8 0.78
D 28.2 39.3 87.8 32.8 48.2 8.18 33.9 0.55
IRL 84.1 (32.9) (96.2) (3.8) (18.8) | (e.81) (=) 0.19
1 34.3 8.1 42,4 87.8 87.7 8.31 17.8 0.55
NL 29.4 27.1 - : 88,8 43,6 81.8 8.47 28.6 1.8
UK 43.8 2.8 ~83.6 48.4 - 82.8 6.6 47.9 .35
TOTAL 28.8 29,9 88.7 $1.3 88.6 9.25 38.4 0.88

(s)No data are availablo for Grooeo, Luxemburg, Portugal ond Spain, which aro no DAC mombers,

éag Fully ond frooly avellablo for oscontlally world-wido procurcmont.

b) Melnly ald tlod to proourcment In tho doner eeuntry, but elge Ineludos omounts avallable for procurement
in govoral eeuntrios, but not widoly onough te quelify as “pertielly uatiod®,

(¢) Contributlono aevailablo fer procuromont from donor ond oubstantially ell doveloping countries.

( ) Indicatos DAC Seerotariato ostimatos.
Source : DAC/OCDE. :
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