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INTRODUCTION

The extension of and improvemente 1n national income accounting
in Africa in recent years have resulted in more reliable estimates of
the gross domestic product and related national accounting aggregates
than have been available hitherto; and regional and sub-regional figures
on the magnitude, origin and disposal of the GDP provide the basis for
much of the analysis contained in the present SURVEY. To begin at the
higheat level of aggregation, it may be noted that, at 1960 market
prices, GIP for Africa as a whole increased from US $34.5 billion in
1960 to US $43.8 billion in 1966, and thus grew at an average annual
Eompound rate of 3.9 per cent., When account is taken of population
levels and growth, it may be estimated that real per capita GIP rose —
at an annual rate of 1.5 per cent — from US §125 in 1960 to US $137
in 1966. | _
In 1960 and 1966, the Republic of South Africal/accounted for 6.5
per cent of the total African population. Betwsen the two years, however,
th6756utﬂ‘African share of total CIP increased from 21.3 to 23.7 per cent.
It is, therefoie, evident that the exclusion of South Africa would
significantly affect the levels and rates of growth of total and per
capita GIP for the Test of Africa. In fact, the real GIP of Developing
Africa increased, by 3.4 per cent per anmmm, from US $27.4 billion in
1960 to US $33.4 billion in 19663 and with a rise in absolute terms
from US $106 in 1960 to US $112 in 1966, the corresponding per capita
increase was 1.0 per cent per anmum. This per capita rate of growth
was cerfainly among the smallest rates recorded by the major regions
of the world over the period in guestion; and in absolute figures
the average annual addition to GIP per head in Developing Africa
between 1960 and 1966 was US §l. In a pericd which covers most
of the Development Decade, the relatively slow growth in average
African incowmes iwmplied by all this is particularly disappointing.
The more so since the average income levels suggested by a per
capita GDP of US $106 are also among the lowest in the world.

;/ Since it is statistically difficult to unscramble the GIP figures,
South Africa here includes Lesotho, Botswana and Swaziland,
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BEXYPLANATORY X¥OTES

The following symbols bhave been used in this Survey:

«va = not available,

= nil or negligible.

The use of an obligue siroke ~ e.g. 1960/1961 - indicates a crop
year. The use of a khyphen — e.g., 1960~1966 ~ normally refers to an
annual zeries for all of the calendar years lteiween, and including, the
base and terminal years indicated, A hyprhen is similarly used "to indi~
cate periods over which average annual growth rates have been caleulated.

A billion is one thousand million.
The ocomposition of the five African sub-regions is as followa:

North Africa: Algeria, Litya, Mcrocco, Tunisia, the UAR, Sudan,

- Spanish North Africa and Ifni.

Bast Africa: Malawi, Zambia, Rhodesia, Nadagascar, Mauritius,
Tanzania, Uganda, Xenya, Somnlia, Ethiopia, Comoro

Islands, E";e:,rc—fmallc-zs;5 Héunion ané French Somaliland.

. West Africa: Mauritania, Senegal, Mall, ivory Coast, Upper Volta,
Dahoney, Niger, Gambia, (Guinea, Sierra lLeone, Liberia,
Ghana, Togo, Nigeria, Cape Verds, Portuguese Cuinea

and Spanish Szhara,

Cantral Africa: Cameroon, Chad, Central African Republic, Gabon,
‘ Congo {Brazcaville), Congc (Kinshasa), Rwanda,
Burundi, Szec T-mé and Principe and Spanish Equa-

torial Africa.

Other Africa: Angola, Nozambique, the Republic of South Afriea,
Scuth West Africe, lesotho, Botswana and Swaziland.
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Nor is it only in relatiocn to ‘the rmwescat income levels of the developed
countries that the African problem seems ‘umeusc. Indeed, if the compari-
son is made with per capita income levels in the now developed countries
during their pre-industriali~sticn phase, the results are‘inAsome waye
more rather than less challrrgi g- The prenindustrialization period
may be identified in terns of ths “=s7 decade in whioh as high a propor-
tion as 60 per cent o the labour forcus was employed in agriculture; and
in their several'appropriate decades, the average incomés of the now
developed countriss were probadbly at least US $300 in 1950 prices. If"
the target set for African incomes were lowered to this figure and if the
African rate of growth were tc cortinue at 1 yer cent per anmum, it would,
atill take 110 years to reach the target figure. In other words, if
the !'take—~off' into sustained economi¢ growth'could'be predicated on the
attainment of a certain level of incowe per head, then F@veloping Afriocs

»
would not be ready for its 'take off' for more than a ocentury.=

Trere isy of course, a strong speculative element in all of these
thoughts; and in some ways they are &t least slightly absurd. It 1s not
ea8y to imagine & world in which ia some couniries average incomes, at gay
1960 prices, range from US $22,500 to US $90.000. while in others the income
range Tuna from a mere U3 $13500 to a mere UD $3000. Nor is it really
permissible o contemplate the fuiture over the next one to three centuries.
Particularly not; perhaps, vhen the coantemplation is undertaken within the
framework of ar annmual ecenomic survey! The thoughts and the calculations
on which they are basged sre, huwever, tar from useless. At very least
they serve to make it clear that, 17 piesent trends were to continue,
Developing Africa could not hope tc close the eccnomic gap which now

divides it from the 1icher couniries of the world in any period which

2/ The figure of US $300 is a rough estimate based on some evidence
‘and argument presented by Simon Kusnet=. For a fuller discussion
of the guestion see his Eoonomie Crowth and Siructure, New York,
1965, Chapter S5.
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it is reasomable tc consider, It could not even hope to narrow the

gaps At mest, it could hope to adjuet to a gituation in which the

W™

gap progresgively widened  The thoughts and conelusions thus also
gerve to focus at.ention on the very general requirements of a strategy .

for Africar development.

A

It can be argued that changes in per capita income provide the
best single measure of economic growth. It is obvious that absoluts
inerements to income per head in any period depend upon the initial
level of income and its subsequent rate of growth; and it is evident
that Developing Africa has suffered in recent years from the least
desirable combinacion of these two elements ~ low levels and low
growth rates., As a consequence, the poveriy and harsh conditions whioch
characterized murh of the continenti at the beginning of the deecade were
but slightly alleviated in the =succeeding years; and higher rates of
growth of initially larger incomes elsewhere have simply gerved to
gharpen the coniraszt between African and olher conditions. It iz thus
clear-+hat the main immediate requirement in Africa is for rapid income
. growth sustained over {two or three decades. This is so both in terms
of improving the conditions of liie of the present generation of Afrean
peoples and in terms of 2usuring to future; but not too distant,
generations standards of living which at least approach those now

enjoyed in the more affluent parts of the world.

In one seuse, the advantages of immediate and marked increases
in the growth rate of per capita income are obvicus and may be illustrated
by pointing out that. in contrast to the estimate of 110 years made
earlier, the time required to raise African per capita incomes to
US $300 at 1960 prices would be less than four decades with a sustained
annual increase of 3 per cent, and less than three decades with an S
ammual increase of 4 per cent. In another zense, the advantage of the

immediate, rapid increases has to be explicitly argued. This is
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bagically hecause ~ver any gisven pericl income levels can reach the same
final figure elther by growing slowly and then nuickly or by growing quickly
and then slowly. Thus, for example., 30 years growth at an annual rate of

3 per cent followed by a further 30 years growth at 1 per cent will raise
any given initial income by the same amount over the 60 year period as
would a switching in the order of the growth rates. It might therefore

be thought that, in terms of policy, it is a meatter of indiffersnce

whether high growth now is followed by sluw growth later or vice versa.

In countries at lcw levels of dewvelopment, however, two grounds may be
advanced for prefering high growth now, if it can be obiained. The

first is quite simply that it would do more o alleviate,pQESent poverty., Tis.
second is that it would also ipso facto improve the prospects for further
growth., An increase in African juccme per head by 3 per cent per annum

over the next 30 years would - by dint of larger markets, increased
poseibilities for specialization and higher savings rates — make a rate

of growth of 2 per cent per armum in the subsequent 30 years more likely
than the 4 per cent which would then he required - to maintain the |
equality of income levels after 60 years — in face of an increase of

1 per cent per annum in the first period.

Since the formulation of future policy should begin from an under—
standing of present circumstances, it is apprropriate at this point to
return to a oonsideration in nore detail of the slow growth in African
incomes recorded between 1960 and 1966. In this connexion it is
important to remember that income per capita for Developing Afrioca is
an aggregate ratio; and that changes in thig ratio are a net outcome
of the.various forces which operate on it. In considering the
determinants of per oapita income in Developing Africa, it is useful
to recall that these include income and population changes in the coun—
tries whish comprise Developing Africa as well as changes in the different
sectors of economic activity. It is, therefore, convenient to diség;'
grogate first in terms of countries and then in terms of the forms 6f
economie activity whbich contribute to the GIP,

PR
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To provide some measuwce of tha country relevancce of the comments
go far made cn the level of and changes in the aggregate GIP per capita,
information on the digtribution of countries by product per head at
1960 prices z2nd by rates of growih of this product between 1960 and
1966 is given in Tablec 1 and 2. From Table 1 it may be seen that
more than 62 per cent of th= pcpulaition of Dave opig Africa in 1966
wag located in 21 countries in each of which GIP per head was less
than US $100., Product per head in 5 of these countries was less than
US 350, end it was Dbetweei U5 $50 and U8 $75 in a further 9 countries.
An additional 32 per cent of the population resided in 13 countries
in which product per head ranged from US 3100 to US $199; and 6 more
countries contained ancther 5 per cent of ithe population and provided
levels of per capita product of beitween US $200 and US $299. In only
two countries, Gabon (US $350) and Libya (US $730) was product per
head olearly above 1B 3300, and the combined population of thege two
countries accounted for less than 1 per cent of the total of Developlng
Africa. On the basis of this evidence, the majority of African coun—
tries and most of the African people have seriously inadequate income
levels on any gtandards; and the earlier commenis on income levels

have guite general point.

In broad terms,; the information contained in Table 2 provides some
explanation of the slow aggregate growth rate of per capita GIP between
1960 and 19665 and in brief the aggregate result may be attributed to
the fact that the mmber and begimming weight ot countries with very
slow growth rates were muck larger than the corresponding number and
welght of countries in which progress was greater. In more detail,
product per capita declined between 1960 and 1966 in 16 countries which
colleétively accounted for some 30 per cent of total GIP in 1966; and,
ipso facto, the standards of living of some 26 per cent of Developing
Africal's 1966 population may be said to have gone down as between the
base.and'terminal years, A further 20 per cent of the 1966 population
resided in 8 countries which had provided 1S per cent of the 1960 GIF;

and in these countries, changes in product per head were positive over
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TABLE 1

Distribution of countries and population in

Developing Africaéjaccor&ing to GIF per capita
(at 1960 market prices), 1966

Proportion of total

o ggxgcapita Sgénzfies z;ggi:tion of Developing
(percentage)

Less than $100 21 62.1

$100 - $199 13 32,0

$200 - $299 6 5.1

$300 ~ $399 1 0.2

More than $400 1 0.6

Sourees ECA Secretariat.

s/ Exoludes Lesotho, Botswana, Swaziland and the small Spanish and
Portuguese territories with the ezxception of Portuguese Guinea.
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the period, but not sulficienily so as to Yring the average annual rates
of growth up to the level of 1 per cent. In 11 countries — which were
responsible for 42 and 48 per cant of 1960 GIP-and 1966 population
respectively - product per head rose between 1960 and 1966 by from 1.1
to 3 per cent per annum; and in the remaining 7 countries covered by

the table, just over 6 per cent of tho iotal 1966 population enjoyed
rates of growth in per capitp product in excess of 3 per cent per annum,
and consequentily improved on their 9 per cent share'of the total 1966
GIP. The mair conclusion to lz dJdrawn from Table 2 ooncerns

the need to improve the performance of the 24 countries whick registered
rates of growth of less than 1 per cent between 1360 and 1966. This
need should be stressed nct only because of the relative importance

of these countries in total population and product, but also becausé

the aliready high ratéé of growth registered in most of ihe other
countries of the regién maks 11t inherently Improbable thai averagé
incomes in Developing Africa as a whole could be raised significanily

in any other way.

A necessary question in assessing the country experience between
1960 and 1966 concerns the possibility that the disappointing results
of the period were due, at least in part, to special and xot necessarily

recurring circumstances:; and in TFacst there is some ovidence 40 suggest

}/ As things are, it is beth more meaningful and more desirable if an
increase in average African inccme results from fairly rapid growth
in many countries rather than from cpesetacular growth in a few
countries. As economic sco—operation in the region procesds, the
general impact of the latier phenomensn would te increased. In
present circumstances; however, a narrowly-based increase in the
African average has meaning only as a measure of potantial.

- xii ~

.




TABLE &

E/CN.14/409

Distribution of gountrieg in JDeveloping Africaé/according 10

rates of growth of real GIP belween 1960 and 1966

Bhare of relevant countries
in

REp— o S Iaen s 08 o s
Africa : Africa
perccntage percentage

Less than O 16 25,8 29.5

0 = 1 per cent 8 19.8 18.6

1.1 = 2 per cent 6 28.5 20.1

241 - 3 per oent 5 19.7 21.8

341 — 4 per cent 3 4.7 7.0

4.1 -~ 5 per cent 3 0.8 1.6

Over 5 per cent 1 C.6 0.6

Source: ECA Secretariat,

a/ Same country coverage as in Table 1.
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that special. Jov..iw remo Ll aeell. Thmz; o in 1960 Algerla and Congo
(Klnshasa) ‘between. thom arooanted for more thaﬂ 14 per cent of the
total GIP of lavelopisnz. ATricss and in 1966 thc same countries contained
almost 10 per c:ir’ of —ths total population. Betlween 1960 and 1966,

S

however. procduzt

canifo 1n b two eoratries taken together fell

o

by approximately S'Der ceny psr anmu dy a consequence of political
diffiou;tieé aﬁd their aftrrmath. 7T the ¢ mbined Algerian and Congolese
per capita mpioduct. had ramaince uachanged beiwsen 1960 and 1966, then

the growth rate in per capita CIP for Developiag Africa as a whole would

have -been 13 por cent pigher than it was *. fach.

“It hos Looe o0 no czaatiercd Shst most countfies in Developing
Africa garmed o012 . .opcafence ia 1960 or subsequently; and that the
assumpiion ol powexr wou o ig.en 17 e abruvt as the need to develop
was stremg. 0 Ly uﬁﬁntries; veg¢1bial fired steps in the effort
to achieve ccoromic grgﬁth were the virengthouing of the government
machinery at approprLaSé noirts and the extension and improvement of

esconomic and scolal irfra sfruutu*ea Although essercial, these activi-

ties are rot n o h rL run bighlvy produntive; and any marked inorease
in the progoriton of a~wilable rescuress ¢ewouted to them could, in
conbination v th gigriy.cant zuceeages in punnlation, reduce the rats
of growth of per capite prcauei %:low waal i might be expected to
reach subreogoatl Consivel-r2 2»videoave on this point is not available.
There are, however; soms siPEVs »n te vinas and it may be noted, for
example, that altl..ugh th~ pronucliio of CIF devoted to capital forma—
tion in Develsn ar Afrlca mematacsd roughiv constant about 15 per cent
a8 beatween 1960 aad 1656, investment on general government account
increased morc guickly toan GIOP ond total invesiment. It may also be
cautiougly noied that +the sbhare of Developing Africa'’s GIP originating
in transvcor® ewd mublic vdministration tnereased from 5.7 and 8.3 per

cent resyeciiviiy 11 1900 %0 6.1 and 3.4 per cent respectively in 1966.

4/ Thase figures voull o .o.rw Jhe poiny beirg mads if they refleeted
an Lacrsele In the allocation of rrscprces o the activities in
gquestion and if the shomd-run produs ¢\1+y of the resources were
less tha=n they -=uld »: iT they were otherwise employed.
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In countries in which marked technical progress and a marked
facility. to accumulate capital 'are established characteristics, fairly
rapid population inerease — by, for example, inereasing the extent of
the market and the scope for specialization; by making the population-
~ Tegouroces ratio more optimal -than hitherio; and by increasing the absolute
nunber of persons capable of adding to and fruitfully applying knowledge -
.can result in inoreases in per capita product. On the other hand, in
countries at a low level of development 2nd in which teohnical progress
. ie limited and asporadio, capital is notably scarce and educational
institutions, broadly comnstrued, are weak, rapid population increages

may be a constraint on the growth of per papita GDP. In any country,
| thé économio'éffects of pdjﬁlation inorease will partly depend on the
sources of 1ncreases, and the greater the welght of natural inorease
as compared to mlgratlon, and within the natural increase the _greater
" the welght of birth as compared to death rates, the smaller in the short
run w1ll the contributlon to economic growth of any given populatlon
inorease be._ It is, however, obvious that the retardlng effect on
h‘product per head of high populatlon increase of low economlc welght
w111 be more serlous in a country whlch cannot than in a country whloh
" can 51gn1flcant1y raige the capitel-labour ratio even in the short run.
In other words, populatlon increase based mainly on fertillty 1s wore
-‘11kely to result in low, possibly negative rates of growth in 1ncome

in developlng than in developed countries.

- _Lack of data precludes any extensive investigation of the relatiozn-
ship between population and income change in Developing Africa.. It

. is known, however, that African rates of population inorease and Afrioan
‘, birth and death rates are among the highest in the world; and that

ﬁost of tbq population growth is due to natural inerease.<~. It ia,
jherafpré, possible that some part of the explanation -for the slow
v"/ For z discussion of some African demographic indicators, see

A Survey of FEconomic Conditions in Africa, 1960-1964 (B/CN.14/397),
Chapter B.

- . . . - . e -
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growth of product per head in Developing Africa between 1960 and 1946

was due to the rate of population increasej and in so far as this was

a factor; it is one which is likely to continue to operate for some

time to come. It ig éonsequently of interest to examine the evidense
readilyravailable foriphe regcent period on the role . of population shange
in the determination of the rate of invrease of product per head. In
doing 50, it is convenient to begin with a2 quick glance at the rates

Iof population growth recorded between 1960 and 1966 by Developing African
oountries in a comparative context which reflects the previous dis—

cussilon.

Africa's .population grew at an anmual rate of 2.3 per cent betwsen
1960 and 1965; and, in terms of the world's major regions, this rate
was surpassed only in South Asia and Latin Amerlca where armual
inereases of 2.5 and 2.8 per cent respectively were registered. These
figures reflect, of course, the well-known faoct that presenmt rates of
population growth are generally higher in developing than in developed
ocountries, The problem for present purpnses is to find some benchmark
- by whieh {0 judge African rates of growth in a presumptive fashion
with respect to their likely impact on economic development. One -
admnittedly impressionistic and scmewhat arbiirary — way in which this
problem can be solved, is by comparing the African growth rates with
that of about 1.2 per cent per annum recorded in Canada between 1960
and 1966. For a developed country. this was a very high growth rate.
Against this, however, it should be remembered that immigration into
Canada during the period was also relatively high; and that - as
. witnessed by vigorous official atiempis to attract immigrants — Canads
is economically underpopulateds. Thus, gives the dewveloped economic
structure and institutions of the country, population increase was
.probably a favourable element in economie change in Canada betwsen
1960 and 1966; and some support for the view thatr at very Ieast, it
wag certalnly not a negative 1nf1uenve, may be. obtalned Irom the

fact that real per oagita Droduct innreased over the period by 3.7

- AV o~
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per cent per annum This figure does establish that Canada was able _
comfortably to absorb its population increase; and a quick comparison
of Canadian and other developed country experience suggeste ithat the

Canadian inerease was probably of economic benefi

It may be suggested that. given the differences in structure
and institutions earlier discussed, the highest rate of population
growth comfortably absorbed under favourable conditions by & developed

country would, prima facie, provide an exactlng maximum limit to the

rate of ‘popwlation growth which developlng oountries might generally

be econsidered tq ¢xperience without detriment to thelr scononiec efforis;
and in the circumstances a rate of 1.9 per cent may be adopted as

a useful, inltlal benchmark for judging annual rates of populatlon
growth in Afrlcan countrleq between 1960 and 1966.

It impergisnﬁglg,becauseof its very large growth in income ¢ver.
the period, to exzclude Libya from consideration. When this is done,
the rates of population increase for the other 41 countries and
territories covered by Tables 1 and 2 are seen to range from 0.3 to
4.2 per cent. In 31 of the countries, however, the relevant rates
were 1.9 per cent or more, and thus,; on the basis of the earlier a
priorl reasoning, there is some presumption that population growth
in these countries had a dampening effect on economic development.

In more empirical terms, it may be observed that populatlon gfew by

more than 3 per cent per annum. between 1960 and 1966 in 6 Developing . -

African countriés;‘in'E of these countries product per head declined; -
in anothé£ it increased b; less than 1 per cent: and in a further

2 product per head increased by l. 1 and 2.8 per cent respectively.
Population growth in 25 countries fell between 1. 9 and 3.0 per cent

per annum; and-of these countries, 11 reglstered ‘negative rates of

_/ Thus, compared to the US, the UK, Western Germany, the Netherlands,
Sweden and France, Canada had the highest pepulation inoreass and
was only - and narrowly - surpasqed by Sweden and France in terms
of relative inorease. in product per head.
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E/CN.14/409

growth in per capita GIP, 7 had corresponding increase of less than 1

per cent, and 7 experienced relevant average annual increases of from

1.6 to 3.2 per cent. By contrast, 2 of the 10 countries in whiech popula~
tion increase over the period was at an annual rate of less than 1.9 per
cent, recorded a deciine in per capita product; and in the remaining 8
countries the corresponding product inecreases ranged from 1.4 to 4.7 per
cent, with 5 countries achieving rates greater than 3 per cent and 4
countries rates of 4 per cent or higher. The figures deployed in this
paragraph are highly suggestive and tend tc.confirm the viaw thas. there is
aome adverse relationship between population growth beyond a certain
level and econcmic growth per capita in Developing Africa. The results
emphasize the need for further research on and policy consideration of

the role of population change in African economic development.

4s measured by the welght of imported goods and services in total
available resources and the share of exported goods and servioces in
finel demand, Developing Africa and most of its constituent countries
have strikingly open economies and are therefore highly susceptible to
ebanges in trade and payments. In the long run, the most appropriate
model of the relationships between trade and growth in Africa ie still
that which prstulates that any given growth of GIP will require a more
than proportionate increase in imports and thus a corresponding rise in
export earnings and/or capital inflows;S and even over a period as short
as six years, it is important to consider whether income growth was

Pacilitated or constrained by changes in the foreign sector.

7/ On the bagis of the evidence adduced a more formal examination of the
effeet of population growth on growth in product per capita may be
raBt in the form of the hypothesis that the proporiion of ccuntries
with low population growth (less than 1.9 per cent) achiéving increases
of per capita product of more than 1 per cent is the same as the oor-
responding proporticn of countries with high population growth {more
than 1.9 per cent). A4t the 5 per cent significance level it would"
be mecessary to reject this hypothesis., In other words there are
some statistical grounds for thinking that income per head is liksly
t0 be more easily raised in countries with low population growth.

8/ The relevance of the model to different countries will vary with, ipter
alia, levels of development. In partioular; at very low levels of
development lack of skills and abzmorptive eapacity are likely to be
more serious econstraints on growth than lack of foreign exchange,
Ultimately sustained growth, however, will only be possible on the
basis of structural transformation; and this kind of growth is
certainly subject to an exchange congtraint. As it is, it is werth
noting that in the period under review there was a moderate but
slgnificant correlation between GDP and import growth.

-~ xviii-~




‘ E/CN.14/409

In the discussion oif the trade and growth probleome of the develop—
ing countries, much attention has been paid to the trend in foreign
exchange earnings accruing from the export of goods. Tis “rend
for Developirg 4frica was relutivelr favourable Dbetwesn
1960 and 1966; and the level of export earunings rose from US $5,300
million in 1960 to US $3,390 million (at current prices) in 1966. The
value of African exports thus inereased at anh annual average rate of
8 per cent, which was considerably higher than the corresponding rate
for developing countries as a whole, but somewhat lowsr than the rates
recorded by the centrally--planned and developed markst economies
respectively. In real terms, the cxports of Developing Africa increased
at an average rate of 7.4 per cent per ammum. To some extent, the
favourable development of African exports between 1960 and 1966 was
due to apecial circumstances which are unlikely fo operate with the
same force in the future. The most siriking example of thie is the
rapid growth of petroleum expoxrts which — based almost entirely on new
discovery and exploitation — accounted Tor 47.8 per cent of the absolute
ochange in toftal export wvalues over the period in gquestion. The inorease -
in coffee earnings accounted for a further T.6 per cent of the total
increase; and it is sgain likel; that the fairly rarid growth of coffee
exports which made this contribution possible would be difficult to
repeat within the context of ﬁﬁe Intsrnational Coffee Agreement. Améng
other commoditiss whick made a significant contribution to the total
incréase in export earnings weie copper; iron ore, groundnuts, diamords,
phospliates, citrus fruits and tin metal-

The reco:ded lncueaus | L e e .. ewtvioyu wotween 1960 and l9§6
reflected favourable developments in a large number of Developing Afrisan
sountriess and no fewer than 20 such countries registeréd rates of growth in
the value of their exports of 7 per cent or more per annum over the period.
It has, of courmge, to be remembered that export earnings are but one of

the trade and paynments faciors which operate on the growth progpects
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of African countries; and it has also to be remembered that favourabls
changes in one of these factors in any periocd may be offset by un-
favourable changes in others. That some such process was at work
between 1960 and 1966 is suggested by the somewhat naive but certainly
not irrelevant comparison of export and import experience.i/ Thus,
imports of goods into Developing Africa increased in current value from
US $6,550 million in 1960 to US $8,260 million in 1966 and thereby grew
at an average rate of 4 per cent per ammum; and the corresponding-

real rate of growth was 2.8 per cent. It is true that this relatively
slow rate of increase - which was lower than those recorded by developing
countries as a group, centrally-planned and developed market economies -
can in part be explained by the special circumstances of Algeria, where
imports fell by about US $500 million. If Algeria were excluded, the
import rate of growth for Developing Africa would rise to about 6 per
cent at current prices and would thus be somewhat greater than the

rate for developing countries as a whole, but still significantly lower
than the corresponding rates for the centrally-planned and developed

market economies and, of cocurse, African exports.

In African country terms, T of the 20 countries which experienced
export rates of growth of 7 per cent or more were apparently unable
to translate this experience into correspondingly high relative increases
in imports; énd some further meagure of the imporitance of rapidly growing
export earnings &s a necessary (but not sufficient) condition for‘import _
growth may be had from the fact that of 15 countries for which informatiqn
is available and in which export growth between 1960 and 1966 was less
than 7iper cént per annum, only 4 managed to increase their imporfé'

over the same period by a rate of T per cent or more.

2/ Naive, because it abstracts from other forces operating on the GIP
growth rate and hence on import demand.
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Broadly speaking, the volume of imports obtainsble from any glven level
earnings will be the less, the highsr import prices and the higher the
proyortion of export earnings absorbed by unfavourabtle balances on the
invisible account; and some discussion of these elements is possible
on the basis of the limited information available  As far as import
prices are concerned, the unit values of imports into Developing Africa
rose rather slowly — by about 1 per cent per ammum -- between 1960 and
1966, Even this modest increase was, however, greater than the rise
in African export values; and some US $237 million from the 1966 export
earnings was required to offsel the higher rate of increase of import .

prices.

That some part of export earnings will normally be reguired to
finanee deficits on the invisible account is strongly suggested hy
evidence available for 14 countries in 1956. Of the 14 countries,
only 4 registered a favourable balance as a result of their inviasible
transactions; and, apart from the special circumstance of the Egyptian
ownership of the Suex Canal, in none of these countries was the balance
sufficiently favourable tc add as much as 3 per cent to export earnings.
On the other hand, the ncgative balauce in the remaiiing 10 countriss
absorbed from 3.3 to 44.2 per cent of export earnings; and the ratio
of the negative balance to export earnings was 10 per cent ol more

in 9 of the countries and 20 per cent or more in 6 of the countries.

Information onr changes in the current account as az whole between
1960 (or the nearest later year for which figures can be obtained)
and 1966 may be had for 157African countries. These changes incorﬁorate
changes in merchandise exports and imports; and it is therefore necegsary
to be douﬁlflcautious'in interpreting their significance in the present
sontext. At very least, however, the faot that the state of the eurrent
accoﬁnt.deteriorated in 9 of the 15 céuntries suppo=ts the presumption

that improvements in earnings from merchandise exports were to some

extent offset by increasing defiecits on invisible account.
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Adequate data relating to the inflow of public and private funds
from abroad is still not available for any single recent year. It is,
thérefore, impossible 1o make”any détailed assessment of the adequacy “
of capital flows into Developing Africa between 1960 and 1966 — although
these were almost certainly lower than objectively required to make ’

a satisfactory contribution fo African economic growth. In the circum~—
gtances, this discussion of changes in the foreign sector may conveniently,
if ocircumepectly, be concluded by considering what is known of changes
in Africa's internationai‘liquidity over the period being discussed.

On the one hand, a marked decrease in reserves provides presumptive
evidence that a country was unable to cobtain from exzports and capital
inflow sufficient foreign exchange to finance import requiremehts. |

On the other hand, an increase in exchange reserves, on the face ?f

it, makes it difficult to maintain that the major congtraint to growth
lies in the foreign sector. In this context, evidence awvailable for
21 countries in Developing Africa (ineluding Kenya., Tanzania and Uganda
grouped together) reveals that as between 1960 and 1966, reserves
declined in 10 countries and increased in the remainder. In two coun—
tries, Libya and Mauritania, the increase in reserveés was clearly due
to an increase in the exploitation of nature)l resources which was 80
rapid that it greatly outpaced any plausible increase in imports in

the short run. In other countries with incrsasing reserves there is
gsome reason to believe that the grewth in reserves represents transi-
tional limits o absorptive capacity due to low levels of development.
It finally should be noted that ~ as measured by the import covérage

of total Teserves — the capacity of African ccuntries to finance develop-—
ment from reserve holdings declined between 1960 and 1966, If 40

per cent is taken as the minimum ratio of reserves to anmusl

imports required to permit reserves to be used as development finanee,
then the number of countries in Developing Africa — from the present
sample_; which could afford to use their reserves for purposes of
econcmic growth declined from 12 in 1960 to 3 in 1966.
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Thus far, attention has been focussed on changec in real produet
per capita in Devéloping Africa between 1960 and 1966; snd conamidera—
tion has heen given to transitional or more persistent factors — the
problems of adjusting to recently-acquired indepsndence, high rates
of population increase and adverse developments in foreigun trade and
payments -~ which could help explain the gererally slow rates of growth
in product per head registered by most countries in Developing Africa
over the period., Necessarily, much of this consideration has been
presented in qualitalive terms. It was, therefore, impossible to
aBsign weights to the various fastors ccnsidered or to determine what

the rate of growth of per capiifa product might have been in more

favow®able circumstances. In these conditions,. an examination of
the sector components of growth in CIP beiween 1960 and 1966 would
provide a useful supplement to the earlier amalysis; and it is,
therefore, convenient now to turn to such examination., In doing

80, 1t should be recorded that oonsiderations of time, space and
data prohibit any'detailéd exatiination of individual country records.
Some attempt to disaggregate is made, howsver, at the sub-regional

levni.lg/ '

lg/ For purposes of promoting economic co~uperation, wne BCA bas grouped
the countries of Developing Africa into four sub-regions, North,
Enet, West and Central Africa. A further grouping, Other Africa,
comprises the Republic of South Africa, the two large Portuguese
territories, South West Africa and Lesotho, Botswanz and
Swagiland.
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Given this, it is useful to-establish that, notwithstanding dif-
ferences in-ecdnomio“struoture and income levels, the four sub-regions .. -
comprised explusively of developing countries all recorded relatively
low rates of'incréése iﬂ'ﬁgngépit; product between 1960 and 1966, To
this end, some peitinént figures are presented in Table 3. From this
table, it may be seen that product per head was — at US $175 - highest
in North Africa; and that in Fast, West and Central Africa the corresponde-
ing figures were about.or somewhat igés than 50 per cent of the North
Afrfoan level. The aqeragé annual r#te of growth of real product per -
head between 1960 and 1966 was 1.l per cent in North, Bast and West
Africa, and in Centrdl Africa product per head declined by 1.5 per cent
each year. As a corisequence of “thege changes, the only shift in the .
relative sfanding of the four sub-regions in terme of product per capi{ '

*

was the decline in the ratio of Central to North African product from *

51 per cent in 1960 to 44 per cent in 1966. Not surprisingly, since

sy

they were appropriate to most African countries, the earlier remarks

P

about the rates of growth of GIP per capita evidently apply, in the
light of Table 3,'t&¢ the four gub-regions; and it is thus convenient
to resume the examination of factors which influenced the rate of grgyth:
of GIP and GIP per head in Develuping Africa between 1960 and 1966fuuj;,h

It_iﬁ-fairly obvious. that for an individual country or a group
of oountriés, the rate of growth of GIP over a pefiod will be proximately

determined by the initial weight and rates of growth of the various

gectors of economic activity contributing to the GBP.ll/ It follows -

11/ On any but the most mechanistic interpretation, this assumes that
the sectors are independent rather than interdependent. This
assumption ig never wholly justified. The consequences of ignor-
ing interdependence are, however, less serious at low than at high
levels of dewvelopment, It should be noted that the calculations
uged in the present section are based on estimates made at factor
cost,
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TABLE 3

Levels of per capita products in the four sub-—regions
of Developing Africa, 1966 and rates of growth thereof

1960-~1966
(in US § at 1960 market prices and percentages)

1966 per capita Average annual  Per capita product

Sub-region roduct rate of growth as relative of North
P 1960-1966 African produot
Us § percentage 1360 1966
percentage percentage
North Africa 175 1.1 100.0 100.0
East Africa 85 | 1.1 48,7 . 48.6
Weat Afries YO 1,1 : 51l.2 -51.3
Central Africa 77 - 1.5 51.2 . 44,0

Source: ECA Searetariat.
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that a useful first step in examining the growth of GIP is a considera~
tion of the appropriate sector changes. In the present context the
calculation of 1960 weights and subsequent growth ratesr(asrmeasured

by contribution to the GIP) for eight main sectors — agriculture, mining,
manufacturing, constructicn, commerce; “4ransport, other services and
public administration — for Developing Africa as a whole and for each:

of the sub-regions leads to one very evident conclusion: that the low
rate of growth between 1960 and 1966 of GTP and hence of OIF per capita
owed much tb the fact that everywhere agriculture was at once the most
important single sector in 1960 and either the slowest or among the

glowest—growing sectors between 1960 and 1966.

Thus, in 1960 agricultural activity contribuited almeost 40 per cent
of the GIP of Developing Africa as a whole; and between 1960 and 1966.
value—added by sgrioculture increased at an average annual rate of*l:3d -
per cent per anmum. This compared with a corresponding increase in-— -~ -
GIDP of 3.2 per cent and was the only sectoral rate of growth %0 be T
less than 2 per cent, Among the sub-regions the 1960 weight of
agriculture ranged from 32 per cent in North Afrieca toc 57 per cent in
West Africa, and the rates of agricultural increase were lower than
those of total GDP except in Central Africa. In that sub-region, how—
ever, both GDP and agriculture grew by less than 1 per cent per annum,
In North Africa, where value—added by agriculture actually declined,
and West Africa, the agricultural increases were the lowest recorded
among the eight sectors; and in Bast Africa only mining and construc—
tion - with very modesi 1960 weights ~ recorded lower rates than
agriculture, It may, therefoxc, boe conoluded that higher
rates of agricultural growth would have done much to raise the levels
of GIP and, therefore, GIP per capita; and a quick measure of the
extent to which this is so may be provided by the observation that if
agriculture in Developing Africa as a whole had increased at the same
rate as total GIF then the corresponding rate of growth of GIP per head

would have been 70 per cent higher than in fact it was.

- XTI -
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As a consequence of this, the question as to why GIP per head grew
so slowly in Developing Africa ocan to a considerable extent be converted
to the question as to why agricultural output grew so slowly. A full
answer to this second quesiion would require another extensive study.
For the present, however, a number of pertiﬁent observations may be
made; and a necessary star{ing toint is the recognition of the fact
that subsistence production =till looms large in.the output of food-
stuffs and perhaps still accounts for ag much as 50 per cent of total
agricultural cutput. Morebver, a substantial part of agricultural
produce destined for the market is still produced by the same tradi-
tional, non-modern methods employed in the subsistence sector., Thess

‘characteristics of African agriculture preoduce a number of consequences
among the mogt important of which are the fact that‘levels of output
are st%ill dependent on the vagaries of the weather and the fact that
output per head is likely to fall as pcopulation increages and the
possibilities for more extensivé cultivetion decline. The fickleness
of weather cenditionsg certainly kad a retarding effect on agricultural
cutput in some African countries between 196C and 19663 and a modest
increase in the absolute wvolume of foodstuffs -~ which provide some
80 per cent of total agricultural production in value terms — was not

sufficient to prevent the output of Ffoodstuffs per head from declining.

In circuﬁstances in which agriculture is the main form of ecconomic
activity, sfructﬁral rigidity a common characteristic and lack of
foréign exchange of actual or potential concern, the decline in the
hpgi_capita output of food is particularly disturbing since it has led
to increased dependence on imports., This is especially true of ocereals,
imports of which increased significantly between 1960 and 1965 for
Developing Africa and each of the four sub-regions; and for Developing
Africa as a whole it isg also true of meat and dairy products. 4s a
result, higher rates of agricultural ocoutput would not only make a
direct contribution to higher increases in GIP, but would alsoc, if
cbtained in appropriate faghion, make an important indirect contribu-
tion by releasing foreign exchange to finance a higher volume of other
essential imports. -
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l:ﬁhé fact that agriculﬁural output generélly grew more slowly than
GDF means, of course, that the rate of growth of the other sectors
.‘comﬁined-must have grown more rapidly. DNention has already been made
of transport and public administration; and it should now be noted that
in Developing Africa as a whole value—added'bj nining activities
increased by 13.4 per cent per annum between 1960 and 1966 - and was
thus the fagtest-growing sector - and that the net contribution of
manufacturing activity increased by 4.2 per ceni per annum. The rapid
increase in mining owed, of courée, a great deal o petroleum and, to
a lesser extent, iron ore; and the expansion of petroleum output in
North Africa was reflected in a rate of growth of miﬁéfal-production of
28 per cent each year, while, because of petroleum in Nigeria and iron
ore in Mauritania and Liberia, the corregponding increase in Wes®
Africa was more than 9 per cent, In East and Central Africa mining

activity was relatively stagnant.

Apart from Central Africa (where sub—regional changes were heavily
influenced by the special circumsiances of Congo, Kinshasa), the wvalue-
added by menufacturing increased by about 5 per cent or more per annum
in the various sub-regionsj; and manufaciuring was the fastest-growing
sector in East Africa., By 1966, however, manufacturing industry was
still contributing less than 12 per cent of total GIP. It was also,
for the most part, largély concentrated on easily preduced consumer
goods and a limited range of intermediate goods (mostly-bui;ding
materi&ls),' Manﬁfacturing industry normally represents, Qar ngel1§nce,
fhe modern sector of the economy in which technical progress is most
heavily embodied and output pér head is highest. I% is for this reason
that for most countries economic development should bte szeen as a
process of industrialization; and it is for this reason alsb that the
Ebohomic Commigeion for Africa is and has been seeking to pfoﬁote sub-—
regional economic co—operation which would enlarge the scope of the

market and thus enable more and more viable industries to be established.
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It has, however, to be remembered that in Developing Africe the majerity
of the population ie still dependent on agrioculfure for its incdmeg
and that significant increases in agricultural productivity and incomes

would ipsc facto do much to increase the scope for manmufacturing industry.

I+ is important in the present discussion not to lose sight of
the economic importance of construction, commerce and other services.
Taken together these activities contfibutad 31 per cent of the total
GIP in 1960 and beiween 1960 and 1966 they grew by 3.7, 2.2 and 2.1
per cent respectively. Construction is particul&rly important since
it forme a large constituent part of caﬁital formation; and inadequate
oapacity in the construction industry can be a serious consiraint on
develoyment,'just as a rapidly growing\conétruction industry can be
a modest leading sector with beneficial effects on the empioyment of
looal labour and the use of local materials., Nor should commerce and:
the other serviee industries be'regarded as entirely passive components
of economio development — expandiﬁg with but not contributing to the
growth'of “the economy. In the early stages of the growth process,
eommercial activity can provide imvaluable entreprensurial training
and -supply much—needed capital for industrial development. When all
is said and done, however, the pace of economie progress is critically
dependent on agriculture and industry (including mining); and due weigﬁt .
must be given to this fact in any consideration of a strategy for econqmid

development in Developing Africa.

The irference of earlier argument, it may now be recalled, is .that

there is a strong immediate need greatly to increase the rates of growth . ..

in the shart and medium term of African per capita incomes;y and that

in the longer term, extensive and efficient‘industrialization'will be;,
required in qr@er‘tohsuatain-oontinuing increaées.in output per haad.l
In these circumstaneces, thq_cenfral policy question éoﬁoérna the design
and intqrreiationships of appropriate agricultural and industri#l |
programmes; and in considering this question it has td be remembered
that in 1966 the weight of agriculture in GIP was almost twice that
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of industdy. Given the actual weights — of 36 and 19 per cent
regpectively ~ this means that bréadiy speaking an increase of 1 per
oent in agricultural and industrial output {as measured by value—
added) would add 0.4 and 0.2 per cent respectively to the GIP. Morew -
over, apart from the earlier comment on. the connexion between agricul-
tural expansion and industrial markets, it should be recognized that
the relafively higher rates of industrial growth between 1960 and 1966
owed something to the smallmess of the initial bamse; and that, for this

and other réasona,‘it might be difficult in present conditlons significantly

to improve upon the recent rates in the near future. By contrast the
present low levels of productivity in African agriculture offer, for
gome time to come, prospecis of high returns to investment of qpije'
simple technical ohsraoter; and the agricultural sector, therefore,
possibly offers the best hope for fairly rapid growth in GIP and GIP
fer head over the next ten to twenty years.12

To illustrate the Questibns which should be faced when the weight
of agriculture in total activity is presently high and agricultural

productivity is preSeﬁtly low,'bonsideration may be given to an economy — -

not too far removed from the conditions of many actual African econo—
miens -'iﬁ'%hidh agricultﬁral‘production provides 50 per cent of total
output and the capital-outpus ratio is 1:1 in agriculture and 4:1 in

all other gectors of the economy combined. In such an sconomy, ignoriﬁg
the problems of gestation periods, allocating 20 per cent of total
investment to agriculture would -~ as is pointed out in the Agricultural

__/ It should be recogniued that the necessary agricultural ohangea are
nevertheless complex. “In general they should clearly be growth ~
orientated and should provide inducement for the peasants to
develop. increasing links with the market eoconomy. In partinular

this requires additional credit, transport and storage facilitiesm.-%: °

In Afrdoan conditions storage facilities and appropriate marketing
policies oould quickly reduce the alternation between food surpluses
and deficits due te weather conditlnns.
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Chapter of this SURVEY ~ cause agriculture, the other sectors and
GDP all to grow at the same rate; and in any year, investing 10 per
gent of the previcus year's GIP would produre a common rate of 4 per
cent., If, however, the distribution of investment were made more
favourable to agriculture to the extent that it received 25 per cent
of the totel, then the respective growth rates would be 5, 3.75 and
A.4 per cent; ani if the investment allreation to agriculture were
to rise to 50 per cent, then the growth rates would be 10, 2.5 and
6.25 per cent respectively.

Tﬁe purpose of this argument and arithmetic is not to suggest
that the transformation of traditioral agriculture is easy. Conmider-
able efforts have after all been made in this direction, and the
burden of the preseni comment is still that agricultural oonditiona
are unsatisfaetory. Nor is the purpose tn urge neglect of the non-
agrisultural seetors of the econcmy. Again after all, growth must
be seired where it can be found; and whatever can viably he done
Wy way of industrial development clearly should %e done. The purpose
is rather to suggest that, in the absence of demonstrated alterna-
tlves, a strong present policy focus eon agriculture is necessary if
Afriea and Africans are fully to exploit their natural resources
and fully to employ their humen talents and thus to achieve higher
rates of income growth than were possible in the difficult conditions
of the first{ six years of the 1960 'a.






