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Bond Annual Conference 2009 
Political Panel 

The following is a transcript of a political ‘Question Time' style panel at the Bond Annual Conference 2009 on 5 November 2009. 
Participants were Douglas Alexander, Secretary of State for International Development, Andrew Mitchell, Shadow Secretary of State for International Development, and Michael Moore, Liberal Democrat Spokesperson for International Development. Questions came from Bond members on the policies on international development of the main three political parties. The Moderator was Rajan Datar, BBC Presenter and Reporter. 
Introduction
Q1 What does your party understand by the phrase: 'business as usual is not an option' and how will your policies reflect that in future?
Q2 How will your party ensure that the 0.7 target is met by 2013 without counting military spending, climate finances, debt relief or other non aid?
Q3 What are your specific proposals to address women’s rights in developing countries particularly in the area of women’s political participation?
Q4 Taxation is a central source of sustainable development finance, and a key pillar of democracy and good governance.  What would you do to help poor countries get back the money that is rightfully theirs?
Q5 What is the right balance between state and non state actors in service delivery?
Q6 Under your leadership what would the UK government do to stop further climate change and ensure sufficient funding for adaptation and mitigation in developing countries, without resorting to offsets?  
Q7 How will your party ensure the protection and promotion of humanitarian space and principles from political and foreign policy interests?
Q8 Will you commit your party to having a day set aside during the election campaign to debate international development?
Q9 MDGs 4 and 5 aim to reduce by 2/3 the deaths of children under five, and to reduce by 3/4 the deaths of mothers in childbirth. What commitments will your party make towards achieving these goals and how will you support growing international momentum for strong maternal and child health measures?
Moderator:
Welcome everyone; this is a unique situation, the first time that all three spokespeople from the main political parties on this issue have been around one table. The questions have not been pre-submitted to the panellists. There are no journalists, apart from me, in this audience and so this is a free space for dialogue. Let's not waste it, and I do urge if the panellists can avoid cheap party political point scoring which I'm sure you will. 

So let me introduce you to the panel, in the middle we have Douglas Alexander, Secretary of State for International Development, and MP for Paisley and Renfrewshire South since 1997. Andrew Mitchell on the far right…

Andrew Mitchell:
I think that's a cheap political point!

Moderator:
Yeah. (Laughter)
Moderator:
... Shadow Secretary of State for International Development, he has been MP for Sutton Coldfield since 2001. And Michael Moore to my right, MP and Liberal Democrat Shadow International Development Secretary. OK, we're going to try and have as many questions as we can from the audience in this question time format. I have urged if the panellists can be quite brief with their answers, let's see how they do. And let's begin. So the first question is from Dan Taylor from Find Your Feet. 
Dan Taylor:
Thanks for the opportunity. Earlier this year in response to the food, fuel, finance and climatic crisis tens of thousands of people marched through the streets of London, calling for fair, democratic and accountable institutions that would offer justice to the world’s poor. This basically means that "business as usual" is not an option. What do the three panellists understand by this term and how it will be reflected in your policies in the future? 
Moderator:
OK, no return to business as usual, it's an easy mantra, quite often targeted at bankers. But let's face it, I think more than 100 million people have been trapped in poverty - now newly trapped in poverty as a result of the financial crisis. Douglas, what's your view on this?

Douglas Alexander:
I agree with the questioner, we can't return to business as usual. If you have an economic system that permanently excludes in excess of a billion people living on less than $1.25 a day, it's not just inequitable, it's also inefficient as we've seen. If something is inherently imbalanced it falls over. And we all know that whether it is the worst financial crisis that the world has seen in 60 years or the global climate crisis that both of them represent market failure on an unprecedented scale. And that's why it is an affirmation of my politics that believes that it is not as some parties suggest big government that is the problem.


But the fact that we need action to regulate markets. That's why I support the changes that were announced in the G20 summit in April, a trillion dollars, committed to stabilise the financial system and also to support poorer countries in the transition. It's why I support significant progress being made towards a deal in Copenhagen in round about 30 days time. Because we need to get countries not just on a stable footing but on a stable economic footing. And it's why more than ever there is a requirement that we continue to focus the world's attention on the needs of the world’s poorest people. 

Because, actually, in every previous recession the people who have suffered first and suffered longest have been the world's poorest people. 

Moderator:
Do you support the whole notion of deep reform of the world bank and the IMF and the international finance system? What do you say about that?

Douglas Alexander:
Yes. I think without being immodest we are comfortably the most advanced of those sitting round the table of the development committee of the World Bank, in arguing for the kind of progressive changes that we want to see. We were central to delivering the additional seat in sub-Saharan Africa. We are central to the discussions in terms of our presidency, not to the domain of one country but elected on the basis of open and merit based competition. But we're also clear that we need a World Bank, not simply in name but also in operation. 

That's why we have been leading the agenda in saying we want to move staff out of Georgetown so that there are genuinely devolved decisions that are reached. It's why we recognise the need for further reforms in terms of voice and representation within the Bank. So both in terms of the practice and the representation of the Bank Britain has been at the absolute forefront. But one of the reasons we've been central to those debates is we made the largest contribution of any country towards the last IDA replenishment. So there is a correlation between, I believe, resource and the capacity to secure reform. 

I'm certainly not satisfied; it's why I was arguing strongly at the last meeting of the World Bank in Istanbul for the kind of changes that we've set out in our white paper. But I do believe that there is a relationship between the fact that we've trebled our aid budget and increased our support for the World Bank and our capacity to influence these institutions. Whereas if we'd halved the budget I don't think we'd have anything like the same influence. 
Moderator:
OK, Michael how much do you differ from that position?

Michael Moore:
I wouldn’t go through all the technical stuff that Douglas does, and broadly speaking I think there is a degree of consensus between us and the Labour party on this. The empowering of people, whether it's the mobilisation of the people in this country to draw their strength of feeling to the attention of people like us. Or the advocacy that is increasingly seen across the developing world, generated locally or supported by many of the NGOs who are represented in this room, it's absolutely vital. 

And we've seen whether it's Make Poverty History, Jubilee Debt Campaign, whatever it is, the absolutely necessity for those kinds of popular movements to draw these issues to the media’s attention, to politicians' attention and make sure they're firmly part of the agenda. As we go forward that's going to be even more important because right now we don't just have the classic problems that were begun to be tackled by the statement about the Millennium Development Goals. We've now got the worst economic conditions that many people have seen in their lifetimes.


And there will be economic arguments for generations about whether it was the worst point in the world's history or whatever. But as we come to Copenhagen, as we try and tackle the desperate economic challenges which have got worse in the last couple of years in the developing world, it is vital that part of the agenda is the reform of these institutions and the broadening out of the international decision-making. So the G8 becoming the G20 is a step in the right direction. Fundamental reform of the World Bank and the other institutions as part of the Bond manifesto absolutely as a priority and certainly as a party we're happy to sign up to that. 

Moderator:
OK, Andrew no return to business as usual, do you agree with that completely? 100%?

Andrew Mitchell:
Yes I do, and let me make a couple of points without repeating what Douglas said with which I very largely agree. There are of course areas of politics which will be fiercely fought over as we get closer to the next general election. But this is not one which divides the parties as much as many other subjects. And of course in many areas there is no division at all. And I think that's a good thing because I think in Britain many of the brilliant NGOs that are represented here don't want a Labour or a Conservative or a Liberal development policy.


They want a British development policy and this is an area in which Britain punches above its weight. I think the use of soft power is greatly in our national interest as well as our moral duty to the poor in the world. And perhaps I can just make this point to Douglas, I was reading Douglas’s speech, the Gaitskell lecture in Nottingham University. And I note Douglas with great candour and honesty admitted that as a politician he might not be well fitted for really deep thinking of…


He pleaded guilty to continual simplification and he said, "The man who knows less and less about more and more" and I just wanted to say to him that to the rescue comes the Conservative Party! 

(holds up International Development Policy Green Paper - One World Conservatism). 


And we've bought some 90 copies for anyone who hasn't got one, we'd like you to have them free of charge! 

Moderator:
That's great to know Andrew, thank you. 

Douglas Alexander:
Can I make one point, pretty quickly, it's a serious point; there is a fundamental difference between our parties. Because when David Cameron stood up at the Tory party conference and said the problem is big government, I actually believe the real challenge in terms of global institutions is politics catching up with economics. What we've seen is a globalised world in which trade is globalised but justice has not been. We need new institutions, whether it's a reformed World Bank, whether it's a reformed international monetary fund.


Whether it is an effective agency that can take forward hopefully a successful deal at Copenhagen that is ultimately about holding unaccountable power accountable. One of the reasons I came into politics was because I recognised the capacity for market failure. So it's not a denial of my politics to recognise the need for reformed institutions, it's an affirmation of my policy.
Moderator:
OK, thank you, but very quickly Andrew because I do want to move on. 

Andrew Mitchell:
We agree with those central points, so when David Cameron makes that comment, what he is saying is there is such a thing as society, it's just not the same as the state. And you know we might do a little less budget support than the current government does. But we will give more support to some of the brilliant NGOs represented here as the best possible use of tax payers money. 

Moderator:
We will come to some of those issues more later on; I wanted actually to talk about specific events. Lovely words and words are great, but let's go the next question. Penny Lawrence, Oxfam GB. 
Penny Lawrence:
It's fantastic that all parties are committed to 0.7 targets. But can they confirm what exactly that 0.7 will cover? Will it just be for ODA? Will it include climate finance and will it include military spending? Some clarity please... 
Moderator:
OK, this is about keeping your promises, not diluting what counts for aid. Andrew, David Cameron I think has said on record, "We will define aid in the same way as the current government" true?

Andrew Mitchell:
Well that is the technical and absolutely accurate answer to your question. And let's be in no doubt about this, David Cameron I think a very brave man and I'm very proud of the commitment that he has given, has made it clear that we are strong supporters and will implement the 0.7 of GNI by 2013. You know you don't have to look at the crystal ball, you can read the book and that is what the book says. We can have arguments about whether or not Labour has increased the aid budget and they have, and we strongly support that. 

We can have arguments about what else should be increased. But the fact that for the Tories only the international development budget and the health budget are ring-fenced in this very difficult and tough economic climate in which we are operating is I think a very good thing. And it takes our development approach and the commitment to spend that money out of party politics and I think we should welcome that. 

Moderator:
At the same time at the conference George Osborne talked about necessary cuts, it seemed to be a popular kind of statement, why would international development not be part of that?

Andrew Mitchell:
Because David and George and I and the other members of the shadow cabinet are absolutely clear that this is not only about our moral commitment to the world's poor, it is also something which is in our national self interest. Douglas referred earlier to the excluded bottom billion that Paul Collier designed so brilliantly in his book. And they are people who live in conflict states, dysfunctional states with bad government. They are people who potentially are excluded but who seek to migrate from those countries because they have such bad governments and bad circumstances. 

Those countries will be incubators of disease in the future and they are also incubators of deep unhappiness and occasionally of conflict and terrorism. So it's not only a moral issue, although it most certainly is, it’s also in our national self-interest to stand by these commitments and make sure that we deliver. 

Moderator:
So that is - you are pledging this? That is a commitment?

Andrew Mitchell:
Absolutely, absolutely. 

Moderator:
And also to keep as a separate ministry with a seat at cabinet?

Andrew Mitchell:
Absolutely, it's been made crystal clear and again it's in our Green Paper and David - the copy of David's speech that he made at the launch of the Green Paper at Save the Children back in July. And it is very clearly laid out and anyone who has any doubts or who hasn't seen it, I urge them to have a look. 

Moderator:
OK, Michael, you obviously do agree with this 0.7% but you want the more detailed road map as to how this will be achieved is that right?

Michael Moore:
Well indeed and actually a little bit of the question, I don't think we got to the bottom with Andrew's answer, is whether or not the environmental, the climate change funding is additional to the 0.7. For us clearly it should be, it must be, we've got party policy for most recent…

Moderator:
Can we just make that clear?

Andrew Mitchell:
Very fair point. In his speech at the party conference Greg Clark set out the position of the Conservative Party and that will be reaffirmed in the next few weeks in speeches by David Cameron, George Osborne and by me. And we are strong supporters of the government's position at Copenhagen; we want to make sure this is a success. We expect additional mechanisms for raising the enormous amount of money that is required to fund climate change, adaptation and mitigation to come out of that conference. And that's what we're working towards. 

[CROSS TALKING].
Moderator:
I'm going to stop you there. Let Michael continue. 

Michael Moore:
I was just going to ask Andrew, does that mean that the additional mechanisms and the funding thereof will count towards the 0.7 or will be over and above?

Andrew Mitchell:
It will be over and above. 

Michael Moore:
So the climate change adaptation and so forth, right well we'll look for the detail. We'll explicitly seek to have it as additional. And also don't believe that military equipment should every be part of ODA or the like. One of the issues that we need to get to the heart of, and I hope Douglas will be able clarify this for us, is we hear there's to be a bill in the Queens speech which will entrench 0.7 in statute. Great, we support that, the definition of 0.7 and whatever else will be really, really important. And one of the things that we will need to look very carefully at is that we don't see DFID's budget being the recipient of a lot of resources only for it then to be funnelled back to the FCO or the MoD through clever conflict prevention pool, accounting tricks or otherwise. So really important that in what we have we've got transparency, but how it's to be defined and how we monitor the spending, because frankly at the moment that's still pretty hard to get to the bottom of. And in terms of the point you put to me, I think we should set out our own map of how we will get to the 0.7. So that it's clear the types of expenditure that are going to be involved. 


Because we've had a very lumpy route to the current expenditure on ODA, reduction, all sorts of things that have come in and gone out from year to year. There needs to be sustainability about the budget and clarity about how that will be spent and hopefully Douglas will lead on that. 
Moderator:
Douglas, yes of course you do support this but you have been accused of a top down approach, a bureaucratic approach, with this 0.7%. What's your policy for the future?
Douglas Alexander:
Let's start with Andrew's invitation to look at the book rather than gaze into the crystal ball. You know every British government has notionally signed up to this figure since the 1970's of 0.7 GNI. We are the first British government in history that actually set a date by which it's going to be met which is 2013. Secondly, it's not a cheap political point it's simply a statement of fact to say that between 1979 and 1997 the British Aid budget halved, and it's trebled between 1997 and today. So in that sense credibility is the key issue. There were a lot of words from Andrew there but not actually the answers that I sincerely hoped we would hear. 

Because the key issue is not, do you support additional mechanisms for climate finance? Any serious politician supports the need for additional financing supporting an outcome in Copenhagen. The real question, which with respect to Michael he was perfectly prepared to answer is what is the relationship between ODA scorable money and additional mechanisms for financing in Copenhagen? We have said clearly that only 10% of ODA scorable financing can be counted towards the British public contribution towards the 100 billion that we estimate is necessary by 2020 for a deal in Copenhagen. 

I accept the fact that Michael takes a different position and says it should all be additional to 0.7 and I'm sure there are many people in this room who agree with Michael in that position. But I think you deserve honesty and candour at this point. Our judgement is that given a certain proportion of the funds we are spending today, has both climate finance and poverty reduction benefits. We judge 10% is a reasonable balance which recognises there is some funding which brings both benefits. But on the other hand avoids what I continually hear in the developing world is their fear about Copenhagen.


But largely poverty reduction money will simply be re-badged as climate finance money, and Andrew has abjectly failed today to give you the assurance that I hope he would give you which is that there will be that absolute cap of 10%.
Moderator:
OK, well can you give that assurance?

Andrew Mitchell:
Well we're not saying that there should be a 10% cap at the moment or maybe the cap should be less or maybe it should be more. But the fact is that the - there are…

Moderator:
So you can't?

Andrew Mitchell:
No, no wait a minute, we will make it clear when we see what has come out of Copenhagen and until you see what progress is made of Copenhagen I think it's very difficult to give a judgement of that. 

Moderator:
...Very quickly then.... 

Douglas Alexander:
First of all it's not contingent in Copenhagen; you are at liberty to make a judgement today that says, "We're not going to overwhelmingly prejudice the battle against global poverty by simply re-badging money as climate financing." Secondly, in relation to legislation and answering Michael's point in terms of what confidence can we have, we set out our plans in terms of the spending review. We are on track to make 2013 commitment, and we are the only party who took the initiative by saying we're also going to legislate to place legal duties on the Secretary of State for International Development. 

The final point in terms of the confidence that I have in terms of the promises that we've heard from Andrew, I haven't made up the fact that if you go the Conservative homepage 96% of endorsed Tory candidates stated that they shouldn't prioritise the aid budget. I haven't made up the fact that within recent weeks your Shadow Minister, your colleague Lord Howell in the House of Lords, your former prime minister John Major or your former foreign secretary Douglas Howard have all gone on the record criticising the balance at the moment between the Foreign Office and the Department for International Development. 

I haven't made up the fact that last week William Hague, not you Andrew, went to see Bob Zoellick at the World Bank. So if you are serious about saying who is going to actually have the integrity to lead on poverty reduction issues in a future administration I hope that you judge that you can have confidence in the institutional structure as we've established. 

Moderator:
Andrew, there's an election coming up, when you go to the doorstep are your candidates going to be trumpeting this whole thing or not?

Andrew Mitchell:
Let me answer Douglas, because he's doing precisely what I urged him not to do which is to try and make division here when no such division exists. Now, first of all, let's look at a couple of the points that he made. On the candidate thing on Conservative Home you deliberately distort what they said, the question was if you could only ring fence one budget would it be the development budget? That was the question. So either wilfully or because you haven’t read the details you deliberate seek to distort that. 

On Sunday we will be absolutely clear but just because Douglas asks for a commitment from the Conservative Party today that is very specific, I choose to give that commitment when more of the facts and more of the evidence is on the table. And you know I've been doing this job now for three and a half years, I've spent a lot of time looking at these detailed issues, the Green Paper of which I'm incredibly proud, sets out our approach. We deal with the issue in the Green Paper. 

I urge you to read it, and we will be very, very clear, politicians won't be trusted at the next election and supported unless they are very, very clear about what their commitments will be. And we will be very clear at that time. 

Moderator:
OK, I wanted to get Penny back, what do you think? What is your reaction to those answers?

Penny Lawrence:
I couldn’t vote for a Tory government because there is no commitment there. That 0.7 could be used for climate finance bills, the 150 billion warps the aid budget. Military spending in somewhere like Afghanistan, you know I think the Tories are talking about including some of the peacekeeping in the ODA budgets. I think that's entirely wrong and untransparent...
Andrew Mitchell:
There are thousands and thousands of Oxfam supporters up and down the country who will take a different view to you and the point about the definition is that it is defined by the DAC. Spending is either ODA compliance or it is not ODA compliance. And our commitment is 0.7 as defined by the DAC. 
Moderator:
Michael, very quickly. 
Michael Moore:
Can I make just a slightly broader point which is that on the face of it these are fundamental issues we've got to get to the bottom of. On the face of it all three main political parties are signed up to the 0.7% pledge. There is a broader issue in the country, I know and we expect some of them are coming in already. We'll get lots of postcards, lots of questionnaires asking us and our candidates to pledge to support the Bond agenda, whatever else. There is a broader debate in the country about whether or not the 0.7% should be ring fenced and whatever else. 

And I hope that the NGO community represented here today will actually be part of the narrative of explaining the importance of that, not just quite properly putting all the candidates on the spot to pledge that they'll support the 0.7. Because I think the debate in the country is quite divided between the committed supporters, those who recognise either from a moral perspective or from a broader national perspective that this is absolutely vital for the United Kingdom. 

But beyond that there are a lot of people suffering a lot of hardship at the moment relative to what they've had in the past who do need to be reminded. We're part of that; you guys need to be part of it too. 

Moderator:
Very, very quickly, 10 seconds each and then I want to move on. Douglas.

Douglas Alexander:
It's an article of faith for me in politics that you can disagree without being disagreeable. And actually there is nothing illegitimate about revealing the continuing differences about the degree to which power should be held accountable in society. Or how we should spend aid money whether it be through the Ministry of Defence, whether it be through the Foreign Office or elsewhere. These are the very stuff of democratic debate and with respect Andrew, it's unworthy of you given your pride and your white paper to suggest that when political parties have honest disagreements it's illegitimate to articulate it. 


I don't actually understand why you spent more time in your conference speech talking about Margaret Thatcher than climate change, that's not the actions of somebody who shares my consensus. 
Moderator:
Andrew.

Andrew Mitchell:
It's your consensus now is it? 

Moderator:
I can feel it but Andrew…
Andrew Mitchell:
Let me - I refuse to get involved in this sort of tribal approach.

Moderator:
You make my case. 
Andrew Mitchell:
Where it isn't necessary. Let me just make a point though about what Michael said, the point about all of us, the NGOs making the case for the development. I completely agree with you, it's incredibly important and that is why for much of the last four years the Conservative Party has placed a very high priority on independent evaluation of our aid spending. In order to try and give confidence to tax payers that for a pound of their hard earned money they really are getting 100 pence of value. And it's one of the differences between us and the Labour party but we will focus very clearly on evaluation and independent evaluation as well. 

Moderator:
I think we'll come to some of those ideas in your Green Paper shortly. Let's go to the next question Carolina Gottardo from One World Action. 
Carolina Gottardo:
I would like to know what are your specific proposals to women's rights in developing countries and particularly in the area of women's political participation, considering that women are 50% of the population and only 20% of the worldwide decision makers. 
Moderator:
OK, are you clear about the question? Michael? 

Michael Moore:
Well we remain absolutely committed to the Millennium Development Goal which is so important in raising the profile of empowerment of women. And getting those equal rights on tackling the issues of some of the universal and primary education which is more disproportionately, that's an issue for young girls rather than young boys. And we will by the election be making it very clear that women's rights and the empowerment of women is at the heart of our development policy. It has been for decades and it will remain so. 

The problem is you judge us by how you see us and there's three blokes on the top table here with, four with our moderator. It's not a very impressive start and I hope we’ll not get dragged in to how we select our candidates because this is a very difficult issue for us all. 

Moderator:
We won't go down that route. Keep going. Anything in your document there about this issue?

Andrew Mitchell:
Well first of all I think we had a meeting to discuss this only a few days ago. But the issue of gender, the fact that women bear the brunt of poverty whether it's in conflict, food security, families whatever around the world, is absolutely clear. And I would argue that this is properly internalised and run through this document and is at the heart of the policy approach that we would take. 

Moderator:
Is it mentioned?

Andrew Mitchell:
Yes, I find nothing in what Michael said with which I can really disagree. Douglas? 

Douglas Alexander:
Well let me actually not just offer you words but some specifics. It was the British government that lead in recent weeks in delivering a single UN agency responsible for women. It has been frankly far from ideal that when all of us in this room know that global poverty has a female face, that the United Nations and indispensable, albeit imperfect institution has not in its work been able to recognise that reality. And in that sense I don't ask you to support me in terms of future promises. I do ask you to accept that even in recent weeks we have been at the very forefront of efforts to make sure that we have a much more effective engagement.


In terms of DFID of course we have our gender equality action plans. We have specific commitments in terms of girls education whether in challenging environments like northern Nigeria where one in six of the young children not in primary school today live. And there's a particular challenge that we face there in terms of young girls. But also in an area like reproductive health where frankly we did take a different position from the Bush administration. And I welcome the fact that we've seen the Obama administration move into a place more closely aligned with the work that we're doing.

So whether it is in sexual and reproductive health, whether it is in education, whether it is in support for micro-finance, or whether it is in institutional reform. It runs like the name through a stick of rock, that we recognise that unless we deal with the empowerment of women, we simply not only will not be able to meet the specific MDG but actually make the progress we want to see on the other MDGs as well. 
Moderator:
OK, I want to move on; Sally Golding, Christian Aid please. 
Sally Golding:
We estimate that tax dodging costs poor countries approximately $160 billion per year, more than one and a half times the global volume of aid in fact. I hope the panel agree that taxation is a central source of sustainable development of finance and a key pillar of democracy and good governance. Hoping that they do, what would you do to help poor countries get back the money that is rightfully theirs?
Moderator:
Okay Andrew we’re talking about transparency here to a certain extent. What's your policy?

Andrew Mitchell:
Tax havens I think is the…

Moderator:
Yes that's what we're talking about. 

Andrew Mitchell:
I mean I think that people should pay their tax and I think that tax havens are devised by people often trying to avoid paying their tax. And I think we need complete transparency on this and we need international agreement to stop tax havens being used as a way in which people can avoid the tax which they owe to the tax man. So it's something which the Treasury team are looking at in the Conservative Party and I hope we will have a policy to announce, which you will approve shortly. 

Moderator:
Will you push individual companies to report their financial activities on a country by country basis? Is that part of your…?

Andrew Mitchell:
Well some of that comes out of the accountancy changes that have been introduced through the European Union and I support that. So I think this has to be done by international agreement and I think that we're making some progress on that. 

Moderator:
OK. Michael? 

Michael Moore:
It's absolutely scandalous that so much tax which ought to be paid in country is not. We certainly support much more rigorous attacks on tax havens and the evasion of tax by lots of different clever ruses. I hold my hands up and confess to being a chartered accountant by background, not much of a tax accountant it has to be said. But wise to the serious efforts that are made by multinational corporations and others to minimise the amount of tax that they spend. Scrutiny of this is really important and Christian Aid and others deserve a lot of credit for the efforts they've been putting in to this particular area. 

I think it's a tragedy that it's taken the collapse of tax revenues in the developed world for OECD countries and others to start paying attention to this issue because of the loss of their own tax revenues. And at the moment the isle of man and others will be feeling a little bit less comfortable than they used to. We do have another issue to it if we are - and I hope we will bear down further on tax havens, I hope the criteria used by the OECD and the CDC in terms of their investment policies will be much more stringent. 

But we also have to ensure that in countries which have attracted business on the back of their tax status are also given some route out of poverty. Because an awful lot of the time for too many of these countries that is their main source of income, actually having those companies on their soil. 
Moderator:
Douglas, you've been in government for a very long time, you've let this slide haven’t you?

Douglas Alexander:
Well let's be honest, why did this crisis happen? One of the reasons that this crisis happened was the global financial crisis was a crisis of banking regulation; you can also argue that there were global imbalances as well. But I think this is an example of what Raul Emanual said in the United States recently which is this is too good a crisis to waste. Candidly, if I'd sat here two or three years ago prior to the crash of Lehman Brothers I would have given you a best answer that I could which is the Treasury leads on this matter, it’s an issue that's important but we need to try and work to gain international consensus. 

What I find exciting on this agenda is we've made more progress in the last six months than we were able to make in the preceding six years. And sometimes in policy making new political space opens up. The question is do you have the will and the insight to grasp that opportunity and to move forward. That's why frankly it is inherent in the nature of tax havens that you can't deal with the issue unilaterally because the money flows to those tax havens that still exist within a globalised system. That's why we put it as one of the central agenda items on the G20 agenda. 

In April we saw significant progress in terms of a number of countries coming on board in terms of OECD transparency. But it's why we’ve not let this issue rest. It was discussed in Pittsburgh, it will be discussed next week in St Andrews by finance ministers. In terms of practical steps I would commend to you the speech that my colleague Stephen Timms made just a couple of weeks ago on the importance of tax revenues. And I agree with much that our friend from Christian Aid has said. I do believe that we have taken some steps in terms of country reporting, but I think there's many more steps that can be taken. 


And I'm actually much more confident than I would have been even a couple of years ago. Other practical steps that we need to take though, we have for a number of years now been paying Metropolitan police officers here in the city of London to investigate resources being taken out of developing countries. And we've made a commitment to treble that funding in our white paper. We are already ensuring the ill-gotten gains are going back to the developing world because of the action of SOCA and others. 

Secondly, having sat with President Kikwete in Dar es Salaam, he was clear that it was through greater action and in particular the transparency initiatives we've taken in relation to the extractive industries. That he was able to secure more resources from remaining companies in Tanzania than would ever have been the case previously. So of course there is much more that needs to be done, but again I say which party in its DNA believes that markets should be regulated. Don't accept that the only job for government in these circumstances is to get out of the way. 

I believe tax havens makes the case for effective government rather than the absence of government. 
Moderator:
OK. Andrew?

Andrew Mitchell:
I just wanted to make one point on that. 

Moderator:
Yes, go on. 

Andrew Mitchell:
I mean on that point we are of course critical that the Gordon Brown designed regulatory structure in Britain simply didn’t work. It’s not a criticism of regulation it's a criticism of ineffective regulation which was the tripartite system that Gordon set up when… But I just wanted to make a different point which is this; that I think all of us are in favour of a corruption bill. And we very much hope it will be in the Queens speech which will make it an offence under British law to bribe a foreign official. 

This was work which started in Paris under John Major, has taken an enormously long time, I think Britain is way behind other European countries in bringing forward this legislation. And if Douglas' colleagues in the current government put it in the Queens speech you will have strong support from the Conservative party. 

Moderator:
Excellent, well let's leave that there then. OK, let's go to an area which I think will produce some interesting differences. Caroline Miller from Merlin. 

Caroline Miller:
Thanks very much. Good morning. A wide variety of non-state actors play a critical role in service delivery, particularly in fragile state. However for long term poverty reduction the state is often the right institution to be delivering those services. So what in the panels view is the right balance between non-state and the variety of non-state and state actors in service delivery?

Moderator:
I suspect the differences will be over there but I want Michael to answer that question first. 

Michael Moore:
I agree with the fundamental premise that if we are to have sustainable development in its many different guises that it may mutate, we need to build up the facility and the ability of the state to deliver the essential public services. So budget support is absolutely critical to that and capacity building is absolutely essential. And we must, I think, take that as our primary focus as we go about delivering our development assistance. But - and every expert witness here today understands this from their own field experience and everything else, the reality on the specific area on the ground can often be completely against that.


And we need to be as flexible as possible about that. But I believe the presumption needs to be about building up the state and the ability of countries to look after their own public services. And look after their own taxation systems and generate their own future government revenue. Rather than, with all appropriate respect to those gathered here this morning, to continually funding it through NGOs or other non-state actors. 

Moderator:
Andrew you've got some interesting ideas in that document, aid vouchers is one of them, cash on delivery I've heard about, tell me about those. 
Andrew Mitchell:
Well let me be clear to begin with that we regard it as a basic human right that people should have access to healthcare and education regardless of the ability to pay. And part of our focus is how do you get to these marginalised communities at the end of the track? Clean water, basic education, basic healthcare and sanitation, that is a key aim of development. The approach that we take is what other works should be done? So we accept completely that budget support, putting money through the state you're trying to help build capacity and it’s the best way to do development so long as you can trust the government to deliver to the people for whom they are responsible. 

That logic would probably mean we would do less budget support than the current government which is spending about a quarter of the bilateral programme through budget support. But it's in the knowledge that if you can do it and do it effectively and accountably and satisfy taxpayers that their money is being well spent, and indeed people who are trying to help that that's being well spent, then that is the right way to do it. Now if you can't do that there are other ways in which you need to make sure that you get education and healthcare through to people. 

Maybe through using some sort of sectoral support, maybe using some of the brilliant NGOs who are involved in these sectors. What do we think about vouchers? It's an entirely un-ideological approach to what works, what delivers. And Douglas should know this, he is himself using vouchers under his department to provide maternal healthcare in south east Asia presumably because that works. In which case let's not have this ideologically driven dividing line issue.


Let's support what works and if I was to be doing Douglas' job and I judged that vouchers is the right way to get those services through to the poor people we're trying to assist then I would certainly do it on the basis of that is what works and what is effective. 

Moderator:
This whole notion of cash on delivery as well, in other words payment by result, so for instance if an extra child goes into school you will then give more money to that country, is that how it works?

Andrew Mitchell:
I think clearly in conflict zones where we've strongly supported say the children's campaign to make sure that education was done in very difficult areas, different parameters apply. But in some countries, in some of the easier countries you can, I think, incentivise them by a cash on delivery approach. Clearly cash on delivery requires a basic approach to provision before you can do that. But in a way of incentivising and rewarding good development practice I think it has a role, it's about two lines I think in the Green Paper, and it shows the approach we take. 

We want to use what works and that is very much the commitment that runs through our Green Paper. 

Moderator:
Douglas, what the Conservatives are doing is addressing public fears about how funds can be misappropriated, can be lost by governments in the developing world. Are you - I mean the ideas are interesting, they're challenging, what do you say to that?

Douglas Alexander:
Let me make one serious point about politics. I always think a political party is in difficulty when it tries to send one message to the public and a different message to its party. And I accept that if you look back for example at the period of Labour between 1987 and 1992, Neil Kinnock was often in difficulty on an issue like defence policy and trying to say something to the party audience and then offering a different message to the public. So again it's not a cheap point on my part to say I am deeply concerned about the proposals that the conservatives had in terms of alternatives to using some of the mechanisms that we've used. 

And it's not a cheap partisan point to mention Margaret Thatcher, Andrew. You know when you say some people have attacked these proposals for being too tough, too hot headed, too right winged, that's probably me. Labour ministers said that our plans are Thatcherite madness, and then go on to say, "We knew Margaret Thatcher, she got things done, she sorted out the unions, balanced the books, restored our reputations. We know Margaret Thatcher and we need that kind of courage and honesty nevermore than today." 

Then actually I do fear that what you claim is just what works which is incidentally what she claimed in the 1980's is actually an uneasy compromise between the reality of where your party is, wanting the assistant place scheme, wanting vouchers. And a public language saying, "Well we'll simply do what works." And actually in that sense there is a fundamental difference again which divides the political parties, not just internationally but domestically, about the role of government. Because we don't say we should use budget support in every circumstance.


We do say budget support can be an absolutely central element in our poverty strategies in a number of these countries. But equally we have very real concerns to make sure that public money is spent effectively to answer your point. And that's why we will continue to look at all of our mechanisms. It's not a coincidence that one the campaigning organisation when they published their report just last April said we were global leader in aid effectiveness. That hasn't happened by chance or by circumstance, that's because we work every day to make sure that British Aid money is spent effectively for two reasons

Firstly because we've got a responsibility for British taxpayer, but secondly every penny that is lost is money that could inoculate a child, pay for a teacher, build a school. And in that sense I genuinely hope and believe there isn't a difference between the parties on the effectiveness agenda. There is a very different agenda in terms of what instincts do you bring to discussions in terms of how that money should be spent. 
Moderator:
What about the notion of an independent watchdog to scrutinise DFID spending and its financial policy?

Douglas Alexander:
Well we have IACDI (Independent Advisory Committee on Development Impact) at the moment which is chaired by David Peretz, a figure of global reputation and standing. And my fear would be Andrew is very keen to say we shouldn’t score points, but my fear would be actually this is picked up as an issue to try and establish a difference which actually isn't there. Who in all seriousness wouldn’t be in favour of effective evaluation of Britain's aid policies? The truth is we have worked hard over a number of years not simply to secure additional resources but to make sure those resources are spent effectively. 

And actually as I say whether it is the OECD, DAC whether it is one, it's not a claim on the part of the British government but evidence by independent bodies that stands up the assertion that we are actually global leader effectively. 
Moderator:
Andrew, quickly. 

Andrew Mitchell:
I don't think it will come as any surprise to people that Douglas and I disagree on Mrs Thatcher, nor that from my point of view I think she did a fantastic job in saving Britain from the last Labour administration, so I can make that point in passing. On this agenda of effectiveness where certainly Hilary and I think others in the Labour Party would have been - would have given the Tory Party that we have always championed this. And always made a principle point about the importance of independent evaluation because you will not sustain support for this very important area of spending unless you justify it independently. 

And that is something which is clear and development has taken place in the last 10 years in a relatively benign economic climate. That climate is much harder today and we need to justify and make clear independently that this spending is effective. Let me just make this point Douglas, your evaluation at the moment is not independent and it tends to be more about input. We think the important thing is to evaluate outputs and outcomes, and if I may just make this point, a day trip by Gordon Brown [..] to announce half a billion dollars for education is important and is an input.


But much more important is the output you get from that; how many schools you build, how many teachers do you train? And even more important than that is the outcome; how many kids get a decent education? And that's what we mean about independent output, outcome, focused aid evaluation and in a sense it is the big difference between us and it's set out very clearly in the Green Paper. 

Douglas Alexander:
Can I just ask how long a period people will get to evaluate? Because some of the effects of these inputs will take many years for the impact to be felt. I mean I'm all for scrutiny and for the NAO or whoever else to do their work. We've got a very good select committee that looks at key areas of concern and so on. My anxiety about the way this is being positioned by the Conservatives is simply to suggest that fundamentally Britain is getting it wrong and that there's just something slightly worrying about what we spend all this money on. 

And I'd hate to find it being used as an excuse for snapshot judgements which then began to undermine the very issue of…
Moderator:
Are you tapping into a populist argument here?

Andrew Mitchell:
Very fair point and that is exactly what it mustn’t be used for. But the point about evaluation is that it should be independent, is the sort of promise that people in opposition make and then rather regret in government. It must be independently done, it marries together two different streams of intellectual input; it's the NAO PAC input on the one hand on value for money. And it's also the ODI IDS international development, understanding what is at the heart of international development and you need to marry these two things together. Under our proposal it will report to the PAC or the International Development Select Committee and not to ministers. 

Douglas Alexander:
But to take your example from earlier on, if we put half a billion pounds into a particular country's education budget and no schools are built that's a very easy obvious answer almost immediately. You can say no school was built here, point to the ground. If you are doing a separate assessment about the quality of the education from the schools that were built or the way in which they were taught, whether gender equality has been achieved. All the other more technical, more nuanced outcomes, how on earth are we going to assess that in the timeframe that is less than 10, 20 or 30 years in some instances? 

Andrew Mitchell:
You are absolutely right and that is why it is a sophisticated process which is not just about NAO type - NAO type evaluation. It's about making sure that the development community which voices and understands those points is a core part of that evaluation. 

Douglas Alexander:
So flagged up in advance Andrew will be a caveat that says, "The outcome of the work of this particular independent body may not be published for 30 years"?

Andrew Mitchell:
No, no it won't evaluate - it won't evaluate things which cannot be evaluated for 30 years. But there is a great deal that is happening today which it can address. 

CROSS TALKING
Douglas Alexander:
Can you reconcile for me, it's a genuine question, how you say this has got to be a sophisticated process? It takes years, we need to use the ODI as well as the PAC, the NAO, the International Development Select Committee. Because what's important is that we take a sophisticated view of outputs. How do you reconcile that with let's have a public vote on where British aid money goes and actually we'll give four alternatives on line and people can vote for it. How do you reconcile those two?

Andrew Mitchell:
I'll tell you exactly how that is reconciled, and it's this that part of the architecture of aid support, as part of engaging with the public, additional incremental money for outstandingly good programmes, 10 not 4 is what we're consulting on in our Green Paper, will enable the public to engage in what they want to support. And I think it's a very good way of bringing into peoples own homes, very starkly, the opportunity to have some influence there on how the aid budget is spent. 

Douglas Alexander:
Andrew, part of your White Paper criticises donor darlings. We have to be where aid is required rather than where it's popular to put aid, how do you reconcile that with a popular role? Doesn't that simply guarantee that donor darlings get more money at the cost of potentially less familiar countries or less popular…?

Moderator:
Is it the X Factor…
Andrew Mitchell:
It is a tiny amount of the budget and I think the impact in terms of understanding of aid, feeling involved, being involved, supporting very important aid and development projects will be entirely beneficial. But it is a very small amount of money, but it is one with which the public can very directly engage. I think it's an extremely interesting and good idea. 

Moderator:
OK I think there will be lots of discussion about those points. Let's move on to the next question, Kevin McCullough from CAFOD.
Kevin McCullough:
The impact of climate change is felt worst and hardest by the poorest communities around the world. We and many other bond members see its effects in our work every day. Under your leadership what would the UK government do to stop further climate change and ensure sufficient funding for adaptation and mitigation in developing countries without resorting to offset?
Moderator:
Michael you do stress environmental sustainability quite a lot in your policies, what's your answer to that?

Michael Moore:
Well I simply return to the previous answer where we at a conference just a few weeks ago in Bournemouth committed ourselves to the broadly speaking internationally agreed sum of money that will be required, $160 billion or whatever, to help with the developing world. As I said before we believe this must be over and above the ODA pledge on 0.7% GNI. The critical thing as we come up to Copenhagen is that we remember the principle, there's one planet, one plan. We do not have the right in the rich north to separate ourselves out and do the cosy, industrialised country deal that some people fear. 

I'm pleased that the European Union as a whole has been shuffling its way in the right direction on this. It's absolutely critical we get to the right point on that. I was alarmed to read the possibility that president Obama and the Chinese might do a nice little bilateral deal before they turn up in Copenhagen. We've got to get a plan that recognises that all of us are affected and the planet is burning and flooding in a way that affects all of us. Therefore this money has to be pledged and it has to be over and above what we're pledged for other assistance. 

Moderator:
Douglas, I know you were in Bangladesh last year wasn't it? And you saw what happened there, and that was a result of exactly what we're talking about. Copenhagen looms, what's your answer to this? I mean have you done enough?

Douglas Alexander:
Let's start with the significance, I mean I honestly believe if we get the right deal in Copenhagen it will make a bigger contribution to global poverty reduction than Gleneagles. That's the scale of what we're dealing with, and equally if the world fails to come together in December, I struggle as a practicing politician to envisage a scenario whereby we're going to get a better deal anytime soon. You know if you can't get this deal in the first year of a democrat administration controlling both the congress and the senate in the United States with political authority still relatively high, it's difficult to see American politics moving in a direction where a deal is more doable. 

You're in a position at the moment where China wants a deal because they're the world's largest emitter, actually it is going to face more difficulties in the future securing an agreement. We've got a newly elected congress party in India with a strong mandate to be able to do the deal. And the reason that I went to Bangladesh with Ed Miliband and then travelled on to have negotiations with the Indian government was because it is impossible to be serious these days about tackling global poverty unless you deal with dangerous climate change. 

So I think there is a recognition of its centrality. Next point is, again I asked you to believe me in terms of the actions we have taken rather than the words that I offer. It is not coincidental that back in June we were the first government in the world to put numbers on the table in terms of what we judged to be the global deal. And again like the 10% ODA cap, I'm not going to pretend to you that the 100 billion figure that we put on the table in June will meet the needs of everybody in this room. It was for us the start of the conversation, not the end of the conversation. 

But the reason Gordon Brown said 100 billion a year by 2020 was because I know from having participated in the discussions, we were at a point, unlike prior to Kyoto where everybody was saying, "Well it's important we move these negotiations from words to number, that you put your numbers on the table first." We had hoped frankly that the European Union last spring would take the pioneering role that it took prior to Kyoto but we hadn't managed to deliver the European Union into that agenda and so at some risk made a judgement that we would try and put a stake in the ground and draw the European council towards us.


I have to say that was the backdrop to the conversations that happened last Friday. And while again I would have liked more out of the European council on Friday, I just tell you from speaking to the Prime Minister on Friday morning as he was battling to get language into the European council communiqué on additionality. That actually it matters profoundly whether you have politicians who don't simply assert the climate change matters. But actually when it comes to these negotiations argue and place political capital on the table to make these negotiations happen.

So first of all we need to use the mechanism of Copenhagen to try and deliver the deal, tough though it will be. Secondly an essential part of that deal is a fair, equitable and ambitious climate financing package as well as a technology diffusion strategy. And thirdly if we are able through that leadership to be able to secure a deal, then actually we also need to supplement the resources that are being put into developing countries in the next three years which is why we had the fast start initiative as well. 
Moderator:
Andrew, any difference at all between you and Douglas on this?

Andrew Mitchell:
Not really, I mean Douglas is seeking to find the dividing line, to look at what those who are in government are doing. One of the frustrations about opposition is you can speak but you can't actually do very much. You have to win an election in order to be able to put into operation the points that Douglas was making, and that is what a Conservative party would do. I think many people on the Labour side give David Cameron credit for when he became leader of the Conservative party, placing a very special focus on climate change and environmental matters. 

I think that fair minded people would give him that and I'm sure you would agree with what I'm saying Douglas. But the focus on climate change is a cross party focus, it’s stronger because of that. There is really very little - I can't think of anything that Douglas said with which I disagree, I think there isn't. There you go. 

Douglas Alexander:
The key point Andrew is additionality, with the greatest respect to your leader, we can all hug a husky. The question is are we willing to commit that actually no more than 10% of ODA will be used as part of the public contribution? You can make that announcement today. 

Andrew Mitchell:
Well we will set out precisely our approach to that and to Copenhagen in speeches over the next few weeks and not because Douglas wants me to do it here this morning. 

Moderator:
We covered that area already. I want to move on to the next question. I hope I get the pronunciation right here, Valerie Ceccherini from Mercy Corps.
Valerie Ceccherini:
Thank you for the opportunity. So the Bond Vote Global manifesto calls for political and foreign policy interest to remain clearly separated from the delivery of humanitarian assistance. How will your party ensure the protection and promotion of humanitarian space and principles? 
Moderator:
Douglas. 

Douglas Alexander:
Well listen, it is hugely important, not least because if I say that climate change and tackling global party are now much more interwoven than ever before, it is also the case that the coincidence between the need for humanitarian action principally in circumstances of conflict, and the challenge of dealing with poverty is becoming ever clearer. So in some ways while I am respectful of the work that is done by humanitarian agencies in relation to natural disasters and tragically it would appear that the likelihood is that work will grow in the years to come because of dangerous climate change, that isn't a particularly contentious issue. 

The issue is how do we sustain the humanitarian space in circumstances of conflict and state fragility? And in that sense it is an ongoing dialogue, it is a necessary part of our discussions, but I can assure you the principle in terms of upholding the humanitarian ideal is one that I would hope sincerely that we would all support. 

Moderator:
Michael. 

Michael Moore:
Absolutely, we do need to ensure, I mean partly that's through structures like the independence of DFID and so on. There is inevitably cross working within government and there are issues where DFID, the MoD and the Foreign Office must come together. What I'd just be wary of is a situation where one creates new machinery, be it a national security council or otherwise; which will potentially put one of those three very clearly at the senior end of the pecking order and then diminish potentially the DFID role within that. 

This is a very fraught area, it is difficult and Britain has had a difficult legacy in this particular area where humanitarian and development issues have been subsumed under broader foreign policy and national interest agendas. I think that one of the strengths of the creation of DFID by Douglas' predecessors and overseen by him today has been to carve out that separate space, ensure that humanitarian systems and development work is a priority and separate. And we would support very strongly the continuation of that. 

Moderator:
Andrew the point here I think is no strings attached, no notion of pushing countries to liberalise or deregulate their economies or any of those things, just pure humanitarian aid. 

Andrew Mitchell:
Well again let me make it clear that I take a totally un-ideological, pragmatic approach to what works. But let me address the question in two separate aspects of the question. First of all we want to set up, if we were to win the next election we would set up a review of the way in which Britain does its humanitarian support when there is a natural disaster, and we will bring in the experts. This is an area where Britain punches way above its weight but I'm not sure it's adequately coordinated. And so we want really, on day one, to have another look at that and make sure that when these disasters happen around the world the unique British ability to help is deployed as fast and as effectively as possible. On the split between the FCO and DFID, as I said earlier, the Conservative Party is absolutely committed to maintaining two separate departments of state. We would like to make DFID a little bit more like a department state for development in the developing world. I believe that under us, DFID would be even more effective than it is today and I yield to no-one in my admiration for the start that DFID has made in the brief period of time in which it has been in existence. And I think that we must be clear that it is the Foreign Office who leads on foreign policy and I’ll give you just a short example of that in a moment. Michael rightly warns about machinery of government changes. David Cameron has announced that we will set up a National Security Council. Indeed with the current situation in Afghanistan, he has said that were we to win the next election, that would effectively be a war cabinet. On the National Security Council would sit: the Foreign Secretary, the DFID Secretary, the Defence Secretary and the Climate Change Secretary and the National Security Co-ordinator. I think it’s a good change to make. I completely accept all the dangers that you have identified and I think it will be a very good edition to the architecture of government to make us more effective. Can I just give this quick example? I have said from time to time that DFID has come quite close to making its own foreign policy and I think that that is something DFID shouldn’t do. The example I would give, is that I was in Zimbabwe recently. I think things are moving in Zimbabwe, I think we’re not there yet but things are moving. I think there will come a point when the international community can engage very significantly in a country that won’t need aid support for very long once it has a decent government. I’ve announced at the party conference that we would seek to lead an initiative from the Commonwealth and the international community to help rebuild the seven thousand schools in Zimbabwe and stimulate the local economy through employment of plumbers and brickies and electricians and so forth. The decision about when that time comes would be a government decision and with the Foreign Office in the lead. However you do the development, and how you make development effective, is a matter for DFID. And that is the difference. 
Moderator: 
Douglas, you are shaking your head – perhaps not surprisingly. But why?

Douglas Alexander:
Two issues. One is the specific issue of Zimbabwe. I sit in this seat and I simply don’t recognise the suggestion, the slur, that we have a different foreign policy towards Zimbabwe. I last had a meeting with the Foreign Secretary with my colleague…
Andrew Mitchell: 
I didn’t say you did…

Douglas Alexander: 
You just said….the example you cited of a DFID foreign policy was DFID in Zimbabwe.

Andrew Mitchell: 
No, no. What I cited was, there had been occasions where DFID had come close to making its own foreign policy. I then gave Zimbabwe as an example of the correct role for both departments. I was not saying that there was a separate foreign policy…
Douglas Alexander: 
So what example would you give? Give me an example…
Andrew Mitchell: 
I gave you an example of how the situation works at its best. And the example I gave you was Zimbabwe. 

Douglas Alexander: 
So what’s the problem that’s got to be addressed? Where is there an example of DFID coming close to setting its own foreign policy?

Andrew Mitchell: 
There have been examples over Ethiopia for example, where I think you were getting very close to it. But I use the words, Douglas, ‘perilously close’. . 
Douglas Alexander: 
Two issues – I’ll be very quick. One is, I think the silence speaks volumes. Secondly, the clue is in the title. When he [Andrew Mitchell] says we want a National Security Council, we have NSID and that stands for National Security and International Development Committee of the Cabinet. It is chaired by the Prime Minister, I sit on it, the Foreign Secretary sits on it, the Defence Secretary sits on it. But we were careful to include the words “international development” in it because there is a very clear issue as to whether development should in all circumstances sit below security in terms of our understanding of the challenges that the government faces. 
Moderator: 
I want to go to Richard Miller’s question from ActionAid.
Richard Miller: 
It’s been great to see the three of you on the panel today. In 2005, the leaders of all the main parties made public speeches on international development on the same day to show their commitment to fighting global poverty. Could you now say that you’ll show the same commitment in the forthcoming election campaign - that parties have a day specifically set aside to debate international development?

Michael Moore:
Very happy to do that. I hope too that we can all go further than that and say that having been through the Bond manifesto and put our party policy down beside and see that we have a very close match. I have yet to find any particular area where we find any significant difference. So I’m delighted that the work that Bond has done to pull all this together and make sure that all of us are looking hard at the issues you find are important but I hope, and certainly for our part, the Liberal Democrats share the commitment to having a focus on international development in this election and a particular day when this can be debated. 

Moderator:
Fantastic, that's one yes. Douglas?
Douglas Alexander:
Yes absolutely. 

Moderator:
Absolutely, no question about it. OK, Andrew? 

Andrew Mitchell:
Absolutely. I discussed this earlier this week with George Osborne our election coordinator and David Cameron we’re absolutely up for this and give a complete commitment that we would like Douglas to join us in supporting that. 

Moderator:
Excellent well there you go, there's going to be a date. Okay to Ros Davis from Women and Children First.
Ros Davies:
Thank you, the MDGs four and five aim to reduce by two thirds the death of children under five, and reduce by three quarters the deaths of mothers in childbirth. It's widely acknowledged that MDG five is the one that's least likely to be met and still more than half a million women a year die in childbirth. And although there's been progress towards MDG four, nevertheless the rates of mortality for newborn babies remains stubbornly high. I'd like to know what commitments each of your parties will make towards achieving these two goals, and how you will support growing international momentum for strong, maternal and child health responses. 
Moderator:
Douglas the Millennium Development Goals are badly off track aren’t they?

Douglas Alexander:
The evidence is that not least because of the food, fuel and financial crisis that we've speaking about, the risk is that all the MDGs are set back by about three years. But I think the question deserves a more specific answer than that. You're right in recognising that MDG four and five have not received the priority they deserve and there is a whole range of reasons for that. I have to say it is one of the reasons why we have placed such an emphasis on health system strengthening. 

It sounds awful, it's deeply unglamorous but it is the foundation on which we are going to be able to deliver the kind of services to pregnant mums and to young children that we require if we're going to make progress on four and five. Secondly it's why as recently as last September we lead a major international initiative at the United Nations in relation to the delivery of free basic healthcare across Africa and that's why we welcome the commitments that were made by a number of African governments. 

It's why Sarah Brown the Prime Minister's wife has been, I believe, such an outstandingly effective advocate for the White Ribbon Alliance in not simply raising the awareness of these issues here in the United Kingdom, but working tirelessly internationally to build support. Because one of the challenges that we face is persuading other countries that this is something which is fundamental to their own interest. 

I just tell you as many of you will have had the same experience, when I sat in northern Ghana in a hospital with a group of pregnant mums who told me in turn had we not helped fund the abolition by the government of Ghana of attendance fees at the hospital they simply wouldn’t have had an assisted birth. They were in that hospital for the first time in their life. Nobody, I have to say, needed to convince me of the effectiveness of DFID money at that point because actually we understand what are the barriers that at the moment still make childbirth, often the most dangerous day in a young woman's life. 
Moderator:
Similar commitment?

Andrew Mitchell:
Yes. As I've travelled around I've been to 30 different countries to look at different aspects of development in the poor world, I agree with what Douglas said. Can I just make a point about the bigger picture on the MDGs which were a remarkable achievement to get everyone focusing on the specific development goals and signing up to them. They are way off track, some as the questioner rightly made clear more than others. And I think that over the next two years 2010 is obviously a very good time to do it. 

We need to be rigorous in working out why we're not achieving more in different places and address that, and I'd like to see a sort of annual review now. I'd also like to see more work done through the commonwealth. The commonwealth is a much underused vehicle for promoting good development and we'd like to do a good deal more through the commonwealth. And I think that in these countries where we have strong programmes, deep historic lengths, very good connection, we need to focus very clearly on why progress is not being made and what we can do to make sure that it is. 

Moderator:
Michael. 

Michael Moore:
Each of us as individuals and as constituency members of parliament aware of the health services in our own parts of the country are always brought home to the point Douglas made about the vulnerability and the difficulties of childbirth. And maternal health and child health in the days up to giving birth and the weeks, months thereafter. And the complexities of that in as wealthy a country as ours with the health systems as advanced as they are here, really brings home to any of us the bloody awful situation that too many women, families find themselves in across the developing world. 

And if there's one issue that I think we will need to spend more of the resources as we build up to the 0.7 tackling, in terms of health it will be - and maternal health, this is our key area. But I know two or three midwives in my constituency who each year take unpaid leave to go to Malawi and other countries to help out in those countries and to train nurses and midwives there. And they come back to Scotland and then find Malawi providing midwifery services in Scotland. 

And we've got to try and sort that trick out because we're draining the developing world of some of the finest resources that have been provided. And we haven't, I believe in honesty I don't sit here saying, "I've got the answer to that." It's a very complex mixture of policies and individual desires. We've seen through powerful films like the Age of Stupid that the aspirations of young women in Africa are not simply about giving their education and maybe returning to village life and so forth. And we've got to be very careful about our western male assumptions about these kinds of things. 

The aspirations in that film are about being Hollywood actresses, having all that it takes. And we need to begin to help these countries to deal with the crisis in their healthcare and more general issue about where the development is leading. 
Moderator:
Okay alright I'm afraid that time is up but I'm going to give one last opportunity to each of these to leave you with one key message which I hope will take them about 30 seconds each. Why should you believe in me? Andrew. 

Andrew Mitchell:
Well please read this document if you haven't already. It is a Green Paper but it has white tinges to it. It sets out the Conservative Party's commitment to international development in a way which we haven't done so clearly before. There are areas of difference; we are more focused on the importance of the valuation in defending the aid budget. We are more focused on the importance of wealth creation, but overall this is a British commitment. I am very proud of the fact that there is now a British development approach, show the difference, but a British approach and we will build on the good work that has been done over recent years in that respect. 

Moderator:
Thank you. Douglas. 

Douglas Alexander:
One of the glories of being British is democracy, and democracy is ultimately about choices. And actually I do believe there are very real choices that are going to be on the ballot paper in this election between a party that when in power halve the aid budget, and a part that has trebled the aid budget. Between a party that is willing to be explicit in its commitment in relation to climate finance. And a party that is unwilling to be explicit in its commitment to climate finance. Between a party that has said for the first time in British history, we are going to legislate and write into the laws of this country, our commitment to 0.7.


And a commitment that as yet has not been forthcoming from the Conservative party on that issue. There is nothing unseemly about recognising that there are differences between the parties. I want to thank you for being here today. I sincerely hope that whether it is through the development days or through other debates that we have, we can together explore what continue to be some very fundamental choices confronting the country in the month ahead. 

Moderator:
Thank you. 

Michael Moore:
As a party we have had international development at the core of our manifestos for generations and we will be putting international development at the heart of our key policy objectives for this coming general election. We were the first party committed to 0.7%. We continue to lead on issues such as climate change, funding being additional to ODA rather than as part of it. We will continue to be part of this very rigorous debate and as I've often thought there is a consensus on some of the key areas in development, but on the detail there's still a lot to be argued over and we look forward to your role in that.


Whether it's these lovely postcards that you send us, the meetings that you will organise or other aspects of the campaigning. You play an important part, but let's all join together I hope in the broader issue of arguing the case for development across the country. It's not just about the politicians it's about all of us. 

Moderator:
Thank you and I think you'll all agree that having these three gentlemen here together is a very valuable exercise. I think I want to thank you for that. Hopefully there'll be another occasion before the election when you'll be doing exactly the same thing, but on behalf of all of you, thank you very much gentlemen. 
All:
(Applause).

Moderator:
Okay Anna (Feuchtwang, Bond Chair). 

Anna Feuchtwang:
So thank you very much to the panel, I think that was illuminating. I'm sure it will give us lots and lots to talk about. And thank you very, very much indeed to Rajan for chairing us through the tricky issues and getting some clarity from politicians, thank you very much indeed gentlemen.  

All:
(Applause).
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