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11 Australian and Indian
development cooperation

Some similarities, more contrasts

Stephen Howes and Jonathan Pryke

‘As emerging economies become richer, their aid budgets will likely continue
t0 grow. Recent analyses of aid from nonmembers of the Organisation for Eco-
nomic Development and Co-operation (OECDY have helped clarify its dis-
tinctive features.? However, although commentators often note the differences
ctween OECD and non-OECD aid, few have undertaken comparative case stud-
es, This chapter compares Indian and Ausiratian aid through an analysis of vol-
‘umes, recipients, modalities, and objectives. Lt draws on available statistics for
both countries and recenl research into new and traditional aid donors. Overall,
‘we argue, the differences between these two aid programmes are more siriking
han the similarities.

“Aid volumes

Australia follows the OECD definitions in determining what constifutes aid;
India does not. We cannot be sure that we are comparing apples and apples. But
the OECD definition is itself quite fiexible. and we find that ir practice the two
countries use broadly the same definition. For example, neither countey includes
export credits in their aid budgets; see the section of this chapter on aid medalities
for further discussion of this.

Figure 11.1 shows aid from Indja and Australia since the turn of the millen-
nium, in both cases setting at one the initial value of aid from each counfry. in its
own currency, and adjusting for inflation. Australian aid increased by 70 per cent
from 19992000 to 20142015, whereas Indian aid more than doubled, increasing
260 per cent by 2014-2015. The increase in Australian aid is almost identical to the
increase in OECD aid (72 per cent by 2013), also shown in Figure 1113

Whereas the increase in Indian aid appears fo have accelerated, the increase of
Australian aid came to a halt a couple of years ago. The earlier bipartisan com-
mitment to increase Australian aid to 0.3 per cent of gross national income (GNI)
lost support on both sides over the fast few years; the newly clected government
replaced it with a commitment simply 10 hold aid constant in real terms. The
increase in Indian aid hkas proved erratic over the last decade, but since 2011-2012
it seems to have re-established an upwards trajectory.
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Figure 11.] Australian and Indian aid in local currency. 1999-2000 1o 20142013

Mote: Budget documents for each country (Australian DFAT 1999-20144: Indian Ministry of Finance
19992014}, with additienal calculations by the authors? :
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Fignre 11.2 Australian and Indian aid in USD at constant prices, 1999-2000 to 20142015

Note: As per notes o Figure 11,1, with exchange rates from Ozforex (2013).

Figure 11.2 expresses aid volumes in current US dollars (USD); it shows that
Australia began the millennium with an aid programme just over five times as:
large as the Indian aid programme, and ended in 2014-2013 with a programme:

just over three times as large. (The dashed line, plotted on the right-hand axis
shows the ratio of Australian to Indian aid.) The reduction in the gap between the
two programmes is less than what one might expect given the data in Figure 11.1

because over this period the Aunstralian doliar appreciated against the US dollar

whereas the Indian rupee lost value.
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Figure 11.3 Australian and Indian aid in USD for PPP, 1999-2000 to 2014-2015

Note: As per Figure 11.1. with exchange rates from World Bank (2014) and 20132014 and 2014~
2013 PPP fixed at the 20§2-2013 rate (for Austeatia AUD 1.33/USD 1, for India INR 0.39/USD ).

A comparison based on market exchange rates may niislead us, because the pur-
chasing power of one US dollar is greater in India than in Australia. Most Indian
aid expenditure goes to Indian goods and services (Mullen 2013); despite progress
in untying, the same probably holds for Australian aid — and where it does not,
expenditures would still occur at Australian prices. Figure 11.3 shows the volume of
aid from both countries in USD, using purchasing power parities (PPP) rather than

. market exchange rates. This gives a very different picture. Over the entire period,

the Indian aid programme has gone from being half the size of the Australian aid
prograin to slightly larger in 2013-2014, and has cleatly surpassed it in 2014-2015.

This is remarkable. Austratia sits outside the first tier of ODA donors (the larg-
est five, by a considerable margin, being the United States, Great Britain, Germany,
Japan, and France), but occupies the second tier of OECD donors {along with
Sweden, Norway, the Netherlands, and Canada). That Indian aid roughly equals
Australia’s when measured by purchasing power attests to the growth of non-
OECD aid in general.

Figure 11.4 shows each country’s aid as a proportion of GNI. India’s aid-to-
GNI ratio has remained remarkably constant at around the 0.05 per cent mark for

- the past decade. Australia’s aid/GNI ratio increased from 0.25 per cent to 0.35 per

cent over the same period.

Figure 11.5 shows eacl country’s international development expenditure as a
proportion of total government spending. Almost 1.4 cents in every Australian
dollar spent goes to aid, up from [ cent a decade ago. In India, 0.4 paise in every

g

rupee goes to aid.” However, the gap has begun to close. At the turn of the millen-

nium, aid ranked just under five times as highly in the Australian budget as it did
in the Indian budget; the current ratio is closer to 3.5 to 1.
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Aid recipients

Boil countries target their aid to their immediate neighbourhoods — in India, aj

goes iargely to South Asia; for Australia, East Asia and the Pacific.

We analyse aid to the ten largest recipient nations and regions from both coun
tries, using 2014-2015 budget estimates for India, and 2013-2014 revised gﬁsn
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estimates for Australia. As Figure !1.6a shows, Blstan alone receives 63 per
cent of India’s “total” aid (i.e., the total aid to the ten largest recipients). Strate-
gic concerns underpin the preference shown to Blutan - not only an immediate
neighbour situated between India and China, but also a major provider of India’s
hydroelectricity; much of India’s aid finances the construction of hydroelectric
plants. Other South Asian recipients get another 25 per cent of the total, with

Afghanistan the second largest after Bhutan (with 8 per cent). Africa receives oaly

"4 per cent of India’s aid.

Australia does not focus so much aid on any single country; indeed, India’s
concentration on Bhutan may well be unique among all denor-recipient aid rela-
tionships. Nonetheless, 78 per cent of Auvstralian top-ten recipient aid goes to
countries in Fast Asia and the Pacific (Figure [1.6b).

In both countries, the increased volume of aid has changed its distribution. In
19992000, 90 per cent of India’s aid went to South Asian nations® (Figure i1.7a).
By 2014-2013, that region still received 88 per cent, but Bhutan’s share of the
tota] had falten from 74 per cent to 61 per cent. Afghanistan has also proven a big
winner in India’s aid expansion: it has gone from being outside the top nine in
19992000 to an § per cent share of top-ten aid in 2014-2015.

In [980-1981, Papua New Guinea accounted for 64 per cent of Australia’s top-
ten recipient aid, giving it a status similar to Bhutan's in the Indian aid programme
8%% (Figure 11.7b). In Ecczqooo. Papua New Guinea's share had fallen to

35 per cent, and in 2013-2014, 22 per cent. The focus of Australia’s aid on the
Asia Pacific region remains, although the region’s share in top-ten recipient atd
felt from 90 per cent in 1999-2000 to 78 per cent in 2013-2014. The big winners
fom the Australian scale-up were Indonesia, Afghanistan, and sub-Saharan Africa.

Australia and India give their aid to countries with quite different profiles. Fora
start, Australia’s recipients have a much lower per capita income: India gives aid
to both richer and poorer countries. The weighted average per capita 2012 income
of an Australian aid recipient was USD 2800, where the weights represent refative
shares in Australia’s top-ten aid budget. We will call this the average recipient
income; it comes to one-thirteentl of Australia’s own per capita income of USD
35,600. Indonesia is the richest recipient of Austzalian aid, with an income just
one-seventh of Australia’s. There is, in other words, a massive distance in lving
standards between Australia and its recipients, as Figure 11.8a shows,

The average recipient of Tndian aid has an income of USD 4300, India’s own per
capita income in 2012 was USD 3400. In other words, India gives aid to countries
that are, on average, 40 per cent richer! However, if we remove Bhutan - richer
than India and its largest recipient — from the calculations, India’s average aid
recipient does become poorer than India’s average citizen. Nonetheless, aniong
top-nine recipients, Sri Lanka, the Maldives, and Eurasia also have higher per
capita incomes than India itself {Figure 11.85).7

The progressive or redistributive character of aid has traditionally served to
justify it as an international equivalent (if enly a pale shadow) of domestic pro-
gressive taxation. Inequality aversion underpins this argument — an additional
dollar is worth mare in the hands of a poor than a rich person. Economists, with
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their penchant for quantification, define an inequality aversion parat
(or ). In the ecenomic literature, a moderate value for eta is 1 and a higher valu
would be 2. Quantification helps us see just how powerful this humanitarian argu-
ment for aid can be — or not — depending on the distance between the donor and
its recipients. Okun’s ‘leaky bucket’ thought experiment (Okun 1975) asks us o

eter, efa

m:aozwm_mr\

Timor-Leste

. Figure 11.7b Top ten Australian aid recipient rations and regions, {999--2000
Source: Indian Ministry of Finance {2014) and Australian DFAT {2014b)
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often stand at 100. India provides a stark conlrast {Figure 11.9b). Aid from India
fo the average recipient cannot be justified as a progressive transfer, because ils
average recipient is better off than the average Indian. The bars for aid from India
stand as often below 50 per cent as above it, and become negative for countries

2 ww.mwm with a higher per capita income than India itsell.
{2 15.000 This does not imply that Indian aid lacks justification; aid has many rationales

beyond the humanitarian ones. But it does suggest that Indian aid carries a higher
Jjustificatory burden or opportunity cost. Australian aid can have high wastage and
remain justified from a humanitarian perspective; not so with Indian aid.
Australia is not only much richer than its aid recipients; it also has much bet-
ter governance, Figure 11.10a shows how Australia and its top ten aid recipients
rank in ‘Government Effectiveness’, from the Forldwide Governance Indicators

Figure 11.8a Australian per capita GDP compared to top ten Australian aid recipients @m%
2012 : 80% ,
0% i
Source and notes: World Bank (2014), with additional calculations by the authors mm“\\a
a
309 |
504 |
; 0% “
GDP per capita of India and its main aid recipients U i
! 12,000 ,
10,000 = 5 :
4,.@

Figurz 11.8b iIndian per capita GDP compared to its main aid recipients, 2012

think about a one-dollar ransfer from a rich person to a poor person, and to sa
how much of that one dollar we could see wasted and stilt support the transfel
(In our context, ‘waste’ could arise from the adiinistrative costs of managing aid
aid projects that do not work, or adverse economy-wide effects of aid. It coul
also come from the deadweight losses involved in raising taxes to finance the ai
programme. y’

the average citizen of the average recipient country, then, as Figure 11.%a shows
Australian aid is “justified’ even with wastage of 92 per cent (if = 1) or 99 pe
cent (if = 2). Indeed. in Australia’s case the bars nearly ali exceed 90 per cent, an

8,000
8,000
4,600
2,000

0

usb

sgla=1 *etam2

Figure 11.9a Australia and its aid recipients: levels of permitted waste, 19992014

If we think of aid from Australia as a transfer from the average Australian‘t seta=1 ©ela=2
#eta=1 Tela=

Figure 1.9h India and its aid recipients: levels of permitled waste, 1999-2014
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(World Bank 2013). Australia has one of the most effective governments in the
world (in the top 6 per cent), whereas its average top-ten recipient ranks in the
bottom third. Even the Philippines, the highest-ranking recipient on the chart, has
only a 58 per cent rating.

Again, India provides a sharp contrast. India itself has a median government effe
tiveness rating. Bhutan, Maldives, and Eurasia all have higher rankings, with Bhutan
pulling the ranking of the average recipient above that of India itself (Figure 11.10b

Figure 11.10a Australia’s government effectiveness percentile rating, compared to major.

aid recipients, 2012

80.00
70.00
60.00
50.00
40.00
30.00
20.00
10.0C

0.00

Figure 11.10b India’s government effectiveness rating percentile rating compared to major:
aid recipients, 2012

Australion and Indian development 167

Aid modalities

Before 2012, India’s aid administration came under its Ministry of External

- Affairs (for technical assistance and bilateral grants) and the Ministry of Finance

(for multilateral organisations}.” In January 2012, the Indian government created
the Development Partnership Administration (DPA), housed within the Ministry
of External Affairs (MEA). The administration has brought the control of India’s
development assistance streams under the one roof. (The Export-kmport [Exim}
Bank still provides concessional export credits, but these do not count as aid; see
the next subsection.) According to the DPA website, the centralisation of devel-
opment assistance aims for efficiency and effectiveness throughout the life of
aid projects, with fhe ‘close cooperation and facilitation of the partner countries’

- (Indian MEA 2014). Although housed within the MEA, the DPA has a clearly

established and separate organisational structure and reperts directly to its own

- secretary — one of four in the ministry, responsible for the DPA, as well as invest-
_ ment, trade promotion, and multilateral relations.

Australia, by contrast, no longer has a specialised agency responsible for ali of

- its aid activities. Until 2013, such an agency had existed, i one form or another,

for close to 40 vears. The Australian Agency for International Development

 {AusAID), an executive government agency responsible for managing the over-

seas aid programme, reported directly to the minister of foreign affairs. When
the coalition took control of the federal government in 2013, it announced that
the aid portfolio would merge with the Department of Foreign AtTairs and Trade
(DFAT) (ABC 2013).

Marny of the AusAID aid specialists remaiit in service, despite the end of the
agency. The 2611-2012 AusAID budget provided for a stafl of just over 1500.
Several hundred redundancies have since oceurred, but the fatest estimates sug-
gest that the Australian aid programme’s administration still counts in excess of
1000 staff {Towell 2014). India’s DPA camnnot boast the same pool of centralised,
experienced tatent: Mullen noted its ‘notorious’ understaffing {Mullen 2014:10).
The rapid expansion of India’s aid programime suggests that such personnel con-
straints may have worsened.

Many other signs demonstrate Australia’s more articufated and formal approach
to the aid programme. It has an official objective, although this changes from time
to time, and a website with a vast (although still incomplete and often out-ol
date) reservoir of information. An Office of Development Effectiveness acts as
an internal evaluator of aid projects; many of its reviews are published, and a
separate document on the aid budget appears at budget times. The entire aid pro-
gramme comes under periodic review, and official government strategies (such as
aid white papers) appear every 5 years or s0. All of these evaluation processes set
it apart from the Indian aid programme, although as Sirha (2011} notes, India’s
lines of credit through its Exim Bank demonstrate considerable transparency.

The Indian aid programme appears more demand driven, although this is
harder to prove. The DPA website states that *India’s development partnership is
based on the needs identified by the partner countries’ and that the ministry fries
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to accorumodate as many of its received requests as ‘technically and financially
possible’ (Indian MEA 2014). By contrast, the Australian programme may ¢on:
sider partner country requests, but as no policy for prioritising them; instea
Australian government officials and their consultants often take responsibilit
for project design.

According to the OECD, loans may count as part of official developmen
assistance, provided that they include a significant concessional element. Al
multilateral banks, as well as a few of the largest bilateral donors (particularly,
France, Germany, and Japan), provide concessional loans to developing nations
Qver time, arants have become relatively more and loans relatively less importan
forms of aid. According to the World Baunk (2008), grants constitated 60 per cen
of OECD bilateral aid in 1975 and 90 per cent in 2005.

Australia has traditionally steered clear of loans in its aid programme, wit
the large support to Indonesia after the 2004 Asian tsunami being a prominen
exception. India, on the other hand, has long relied on concessional loans as a
important part of its development assistance. As Figure 11.11 shows, the vol
ume of loans in India’s total aid fluctuates, but the share tends to hover aroun
30 per cent. :

We should note that these loans represent those directly provided by th
Indian government. They do not include the lines of credit disiributed by India’
Exim Bank. As discussed by Saxena in this volume, the Exim Bank’s conces
sional loans have expanded rapidly, allowing developing countries to impor
Indian goods and services and to finance infrasiructure, productive activities
and capacity building, In 2003, the Indian government set up & programme
to reimburse the Exim Bank for introducing a concessional funding window;
According to Saxena's figures, the amount provided varies from year o year,

#Grant

i pan

Figure 11.11 Indian development assistance by loans and grants, 1999-2013
Source: indian Ministry of Finance (1999-2014)
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but over the last 5 vears it has averaged a total equal to about 90 per cent of the
aid budget. However, India has never regarded such funding — neither the total

" nor the budgetary cost of the concessional financing — as aid, on the grounds that
- the tines of credit primarily serve as “an instrument for promoting international

trade” (Sinha 2011: 1).
Figure 11.12, based on data released by AusAID (now DFAT) shows how, or

 through whom, Australia spends each aid dollar — demonstrating the changes

that Howes (2011} termed Australia’s ‘aid revolution’. Traditionally, private

- contractors supplied the dominant mode of spending Australian aid — as high
- as 40 per cent in 2005-2006, by far the largest share. However, a strong shift

away from contractors has since taken place ~ driven, as Howes (2011} argues,
by a perception that overreliance on contractors undermines aid effectiveness
and influence. Muitilaterals have proven ihe biggest beneficiaries (the World
Bank, the largest single beneficiary, received AUD 764 million in 2011-2012).
Nongovernmental organisations (NGOs), universities, and partner governments
have all benefited as welL

Australia has not tended to support the miultilateral system in terms of core
funding. Among OECD denors, Australia ranks twenty-sixth out of twenty-seven
as of 2010 {OECD 2012: 64} in the share of aid passed to maltilaterals without
earmarking. Australia has long felt that the muliilateral system does not focus
sufficiently on its region of interest, East Asia and the Pacific, and has maintained
earmarking to ensure that emphasis.

Comparable data are not available for India. However, the country relies heav-
ily on technical assistance and loans tied to the use of Indian goods and services.
One therefore might reasonably assume that Indian companies {through loans and
tied aid) and the Indian public sector (in the case of technical assistance) serve as
the major modes of delivery for Indian aid.

Indian policy requires that most of its aid be spent on Indian goods and services
(Mullen 2013). By contrast, Australia has gradually untied its aid. Since 2006,
private contractors from all over the world may bid on Australian aid contracts.
The heavy reliance on multilateral aid also acts as a form of untying: Austra-
fian firms and NGOs receive no special privileges in relation to that aid. Even
today, however, Australian aid retains some tied elements. With only a few excep-
tions, its programumes only provide scholarships to Australian universities, The
Australian public sector controls about 20 per cent of the aid programme, and
Australian NGOs receive about 30 per cent of total NGO funding (Wulfschn and
Howes 2013). We have not ascertained what proportion of total private-contractor
aid delivery comes through Australian firms, but it appears to be a significant
one. International Development Contractors Australia, a representative body for
private-sector development agencies engaged with the Australian aid programime,
lists twenty-two members, with sighteen Australia-based contractors. Australian
firms have a comparative advantage, given extensive experience with both the
region and the aid programme. We might also note that the aid progranmne is
quite active in sectors of interest to Australian firms — such as agriculture and,
increasingly, mining.
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- Aid justifications and objectives

Although it is never easy to tell why a country gives aid, the fact that both India
" and Australia focus on their immediate neighbourhood suggests the importance
of strategic considerations for both countries. Australia’s focus on much poorer
. countries also shows the importance of humanitarian motivations. For India, by
contrast, ‘solidarity® offers an important motivation for aid to other poor countries
like itself (Chaturvedi 2012). Unlike India, Australia articulates an official objec-
tive for the aid progranmme. The wording changes from time to time, sometimes
 alongside changes in government; the new government’s version stresses ‘[pro-
- moting] Australi’s national interests by contributing to international economic
growth and poverty reduction” { Australian DFAT 2914b). Althougl: this supports
the role of both strategic and humanitarian objectives in the aid programme, it
' suggests that the former cutrently have more weight.

For Australia, we can also draw on a recent survey of aid programme stake-
- holders (Howes and Pryke 2013). The 356 respondents to this survey included
I NGO and contractor senfor executives and staff, as well as multilateral, govern-
* mental, and partner government staff. Respondents were asked to attach weights,
adding up to 100, to three different goals: poverty reduction, sirategic concerns,
and commercial interests. On average, and across all stakelolder groups, respon-
dents gave the goals of poverty reduction and strategic interests roughly the same
weight of 40 per cent, and commercial interests a fesser weight, about 20 per cent
(Figure 11.13).

 This lesser weight for commercial aims reflects Australia’s decrease in tied
-aid and the fact that it has few, if any, projects with the narrowly defined goal
of promoting particular Australian firms. Evidence of this decline in importance
! over time includes the 1996 cessation of a sofi-loan ald programume in suppeort of

v
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i @ Poverty reduction  ®Sirategic interests Commercial interests

Figire 11.13 The relative importance of Australian aid objectives: responses from the
2013 Australian aid stakeholder surve:
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region. Beyond this, liowever, the two programmes offer a study in contrasts.
Indian aid has increased rapidly where Australian aid remains flat. Australia
embodies the traditional aid paradigm: a rich country assisting countries much
poorer and worse governed than itself, with improving governance as a key
objective. It has an elaborate aid architecture, and is proactive in shaping aid
projects. India, on the other hand, gives to countries that resemble it — that
is, also poor and relatively poorly governed. It relies more on the recipient o
design and propose projects, and shows much less concern with improving
governance.

It is difficult to assess which approach works better. The Australian aid program
has attractive features: it is less tied, more transparent, and more open to evalua-

Australian firms and the (partial) untying of Australian aid in 2006. The nev
elected government often speaks about aid as support for Australia’s ‘economic
diplomacy’ {for example, Bishop 2013). Ii remains to be seen whether this will
lead to an increased weight for commercial interests in the future.

Mullen (2013) states that when India’s development assistance began in mﬁ.
1960s, its objectives rested on the ‘commonality of anti-colonial struggle and soli-
darity among developing countries’ (Mullen 2013: 7). As India’s aid programme
has evolved beyond its traditional base in technical assistance, Mullen notes tha
its objectives have also evolved, and now include: .

1 Securing natural resources to feed the needs of India's growing economy

2 Securing markets for Indian goods and services, particularly through the use tion. And Australia can afford to give aid much more than India can: Figure 11.9
of credit shows the opportunity cost of Indian aid is far igher than that of Australian aid.
3 Supporting India’s larger geostrategic objectives in its neighbourhood an But the practical orientation of Indian aid has its merits: throughout is history,
beyond Western aid has often faced many justifiable accusations of hubris (see e.g.,

Easterly 2007; Munk 2013). And India’s proximity to its recipients, not only
geographically but developmentally, might allow it to tailor its aid better than a
traditional OECD donor would."

We should also bear the temporal dimension in mind. Twenty vears ago,
Australia had more forms of tied aid, provided loans as well as grants, had
less focus on governance, and largely gave to a single recipient. This accords
with Kragelund's observation that emerging donor aid ‘strongly resembies’
the aid activities that OECD donors provided 20 te 30 vears ago (Kragelund
2011: 5387).

What does the future hold? Wilt non-OECD donors *catch up’ to the OECD
" Development Assistance Committee (DAC) over the coming decade? Certainly,
some signs of convergence have arisen. India’s aid architecture has become more
elaborate; Australia’s, less so. As suggested earlier, commercial objectives may
receive more weight in Australia’s aid program (and in QECD aid generally) in the
coming years. But given the deep differences between the countries’ programmes,
we should not overemphasise these elements of convergence. Australia’s focus on
governance, its reliance on quite a different and diverse set of partners {in particu-
lar, multilaterals and NGQOs), its distance in termis of income and governance from
its recipients - all will likely remain, for the foreseeable future, points of contrast
with Indian atd.

These (probably persistent) contrasts underpin the distinet positions that Aus-
tralia and India occupy in the international development field. They help explain,
for example, why India has no interest in joining the OECD-DAC. Why should
it join a chib whose endeavours differ so sirongly from its own path? Attempts to
find conumon ground will probably prove more successful in particuar bilateral
instances, where shared objectives can provide a basis for cooperation. Afghani-
stan comes to mind as a potential example.

It appears almost inevitable that the share of non-OECD donors in total aid will
coniinue to rise. As this comparative study suggests, that rise will dramatically
shift the very nature of global aid.

Empirical analysis of India’s aid programme between the years 2008—2010 shows
that ‘commercial and political interests dominate India’s aid allocation’ (Fuchs
and Vadlamannati 2013a). In Australia, by contrast, national interest and human
tarian objectives dominate.

Common development wisdom holds that aid must transform as well as assis
Andrew Natsios, a former United States Agency for International Develo)
ment (USAID} administrator, argues this explicitly, writing that all aid projects ‘
*should be subordinate to the larger institution-building task’ {Natsios 2010: 4
This view has many adherents in Australia. Alexander Downer, the Australian
minister for foreign affairs from 1996 to 2007, argued that one must first assure
that basic governmental institutions work properly in erder to achieve ‘sure ang
sustainable’ social progress leading to ‘better living standards’ {Downer 1998)
Current Prime Minister Tony Abbott has concurred, emphasising that govern-
ment aid should aim to ‘improv([e} other countries” governance and strengther
their economies’ (Abboit 2013). In 20122013, Austraiia gave roughly 18 pel
cent of its aid (AUD 881 million) under the heading of governance. Technical
assistance accounts for most of the total, with a focus on central agencies and
the faw and justice sector.

India, by contrast, shows little interest in trying to “fix’ governance, build insti-
tutions, or transform countries. It does provide considerable technical assistancg,
and training, but with the emphasis on the word ‘technical’. As Muilen notes,
Indian aid remains firmly committed to ‘non-interference in a country’s politic
affairs and a focus on economic causes of underdevelopment” (Mullen 2013: 3)

Conclusion

Indian and Australian aid share some similarities. Both countries now give
more aid than ever, in programmes of roughly the same size (when measured
using purchasing power parities), and both give largely to countries in thei
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Notes

1 Non-OECD donors are ofien called nontraditional or emerging donors. Both labels:
are problematic beeause non-OECD denors have in fact been around for a long tim
hence our usage of the more prosaic but also more accurate ‘non-OECD tag. Even:
the word *donor” can be problematic (some view it as a traditional term that should be
reserved for OECD members), but we take it simply as a descriptive labet for a coun-,
trv that provides foreign assistance. The word ‘aid” is also problematic. Non-OECD
donors and even some OECD donors do not like the word and prefer to refer to the
assistace as ‘development cooperation’, ot, for non-QECD donors, *South-South
engagement’. We bow to this preference in our title, but in the text use ‘aid’ as a con-
venient shorthand.

See, for example. Brautigam (2009: 2011} on China, Charnana (2009) and Mullen

(2013: 2014) on [adia, and Burges (2014) on Brazil. For general surveys, see Greenhill

et al (2013) and The Asia Foundation (2014}.

3 For relevant figuzes {11.1 and following) the DFAT documents contain Australian aid
totals in constant prices; Indian aid totals have been caiculated from -Statement 1
Grants and Loans to Foreign Governments” and the ‘Technical & Economic Coopera-
tion with Other Countries and Advances to Foreign Governments® component of the
Ministry of External Affairs expenditure budget. The Indian defiator is caleulated from.:
Reserve Bank of India (2014}, For Australia, we have assumed that 2014-2013 infla
tion equals that of 2013-2014. Total ODA derives from the OECD QWIDS database
{OECD 20143, measured by the calendar vear, in constant USD. For India, the vears
19992000 to 2008-2009 show revised estimates; 2009-2010 1o 2012-2013 show:
actual volumes, and 20132014 to 2014-2015 represent budget estimates. For Austra
Ha. 1999-2000 to 2012-2013 show actual volumes; 2013~2014 are budget estimates
revised in January 2014, and 2014-2015 are the authors’ projections. based on the
assumption of no real growth in Australian aid. .

4 The DFAT documents contain Australian aid totals in constant prices; Indian aid totals

have been calculated from -Statement I }: Grants and Loans to Foreign Governments

and the *Technical & Economic Cooperation with Other Countries and Advances to

Foreign Goveraments’ component of the Ministry of External Affairs expenditure;:

budget. The Indian deflator is caiculated from Reserve Bank of India (2014). For.

Australia, we have assumed that 2014—2013 inflasion equals that of 2012014, Towal :

ODA derives from the OECD QWIDS database (OECD 2014), measured by the cal-

endar vear, in constant USD. For India, the vears 1999-2000 to 2008-2009 show-

revised estimates: 2009-2010 to 2012-2013 show actual velumes, and 2013-2014

te 2014-7015 represent budget estimates. For Australia. 1999-2000 to 2012--2013

show actual volumes; 2013-2014 are budget estimates revised in January 2014, and

2014-2015 are the authors™ projections, based on the assumption of no real growih in:

Australian aid.

The paise equals 17100 of the rupee in india, Nepal, and Pakistan.

At the time, [ndia onlv recorded the top nine recipient countries and regions.

For Figure 11.8a and 11.8b, incomes are measured in USD using current PPP. The,

averages use weights yvielded by the relative shares of the top ten Australian aid vecipi-

ents in 2012-2013. and the top nine Indian aid recipients from 201911 to 2012-13,

respectively. (The top nine for India exclude *Other Developing Countries’.)

8§ incomes are measured in USD using current PPP. The averages use weights vielded by

the refative shares of the top ten Australian aid recipients in 2012-2013, and the top

nine Indian aid recipients from 2010-2011 to 2012-2013, respectively. (The top nine:
for India exclude ‘Other Developing Countries."}

The formula used to obtain the results here is | - (C/C, 1.

See Chaturvedi (2012) for a detailed discussion of fvpes of aid and institutional
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11 India makes this claim itself with respect to its ald programme, arguing that it
‘possess[es] skilis of manpower and technology mere appropriate 1o the geographi-
cal and ecological conditions and the stage of technological development of several
developing countries’. (See Fuchs and Vadlamannati (2013b). who aturibute this claim
to *the webpages of several {Indian] embassies’.)
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