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THE IMPACT OF THE PROPOSAL.

1961 1962 1963
£ thousands

KENYA
1. Customs revenue 10,665 12,228 144631
2. Current distribution 10,558 12,146 14,550
3. Exports 35,326 37,913 43,832
4, Revised distribution 7,039 8,579 9,936
5. Net change -3,549 -3,567 -4, 614
6. Net redissribution -3,626 -3,649 -4,695

UGANDA
1. Customs revenue 6,143 6,977 8,978
2. Current distribution 6,206 7,057 9,072
3. Exports 39,195 37,635 51,475
4, Revimad distribution 7,800 8,521 11,664
5. Net e¢hange +1,594 +1,464 +2,592
6. Net redistribution +1,657 +1, 544 +2,686

TANGANYIKA
1. Customs revenue 7718 9,486 12,391
2. Current distribution 74733 9,488 12,379
3. Exports 48,667 51,241 63,553
4. Revipud distribution 9,688 11,591 14,400
5. Net change +1,955 +2,103 +2,021
6. Net redistribution +1,970 +2,105 +2,009

Notes: The basic data on which this table is based are drawn from the
Annual Trade Reports for 1961, 1962 and 1963 (published by the East
African Comuon Sepvices Organization). Customs revenue is shown net
of a 3% deduction which currently goes to the revenues of the Common
Services Organization. It is assumed that this charge is continued.
Tne current distribution is estimated on the assumption that one

half of the revenues charged to the distributable pool (6% of total
customs revenue) is divided evenly between the three countries. The
net change item is therefore an estimate of the change in revenues
resulting from this proposal; the net reaistribution also includes the
small redistributive effects working under current arrangments. There
is a minor innaccuracy in this table as no allowance has been made
for charges against customs revenue of the cocts of collection.
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capital flows,the proposal as it stands would work to the fiscal
disadvantage of the country which was attracting the greatest quantities
of foreign capital. Against this, two points can be made, The leading
country is likely to attract greater capital because it is the leading
area within the common markst and therefore attracts international
capital to develop industries to satisfy nore than its proportionate
share of the tombined market. Also, even if the capital flows have
little connection with the structure of the comsmon narket, it seeus
likely that the long run viability of the market will be improved if

the fiscal mechanism provides some chack to tdivengent

.:tendencies .. in a nuuber of areas.

Finally, Professor Bell has urged that such a proposal
ignores the possibllity that imports, exports and inter-territorial
payments may be rendered independent from each other through a mechanism
of differential expansion of the territorial monl=y supplies, This
is a telling theoretical point, £6T it introduces the possibility of
one territory growing faster than the others, with increasing exports,
constant international imports.and little change in inter-territorial
payments. This territory could then receive a fiscal transfer from a
partner with a lower growth rate andipossibly lower income but which
was 1lmporting rzlatively mors and exporting relatively; less although
there were no inter-territorial payments transfers and no internatienal..
8 i??lwﬂgXSm%ﬂgg seems true as a general point 1t does not seem to
represent the Bast African situation. Possibly is will become much

nore important in the future,



