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The Honorable Lawrence Eagleburger 
Secretary of State 
Department of State 
Washington, D.C. 20520 

Dear Mr. Secretary: 

I am pleased to transmit a staff report on further analysis of the underlying issues as 
identified in the Commission's Report to the President - An Action Plan. 

In that report, the Commission identified four major policy and organizational issues which 
needed to be resolved for the U.S. foreign assistance program to work effectively. This 
report provides further support on three of the issues: 

o There needs to be a completely new foreign assistance act. As background 
support we are providing a comparative analysis of other donor programs. 

o AID should be merged into the State Department. We detail two options, one 
for minimal change and the other for basic reform. 

o There needs to be a formal coordinating committee on foreign assistance. 
Here, we review past coordination efforts and support a recent recommenda
tion by a joint commission of the Carnegie Endowment and the Institute for 
International Economics. 
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Secretary Eagleburger 

The fourth issue, making a clear distinction between ESF and DA monies, we felt could be 
handled easily by agreement between the Administration and Congress and did not require 
further discussion. 

We have appreciated the opportunity to be of service and hope that this report is useful to 
you. 

Sincerely yours, 

George M. Ferris, Jr. 
Chairman 



NOTE 

This report was prepared by the staff of the Commission based on requests from 

Congress and the Administration to Chairman Ferris for further analysis of some of the 

recommendations contained in the Report to the President - An Action Plan. 

No public hearings were held nor were there any meetings of the Commissioners 

regarding the contents of this report. Thus, it does not represent a formal finding of 

the Commission. Rather, it is staff work offered as further background for use by those 

who will he dealing with the future ofV.S. foreign assistance. 

George M. Ferris, Jr. 

Chairman 
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Executive Summary 

The President's Commission on the Management 
of AID Programs issued its basic report in April 
1992, tided Report to the President - An Action 
Plan. It made twenty-five specific management 
recommendations and framed four critical under
lying issues that needed to be dealt with to make 
the U.S. foreign assistance program effective and 
ready to play its role in the post-Cold War foreign 
policy arena. In September, 1992 A Progress 
Report was issued which reviewed AID's imple
mentation of the twenty-five management recom
mendations. T he President then extended the 
Commission to December 31 , 1992. 

This report provides further elaboration on the critical 
underlying issues. T he first and most basic recommen
dation was that the mission and objectives of foreign 
assistance needed to be defined anew. There needs to 
be a completely new foreign assistance act. To do this 
a new consensus should be built between the Executive 
Branch and Congress. The time is right to do this with 
the beginning of a new administration. 

To help the process along, this report presents a com
parative analysis of foreign assistance programs of 
selected other donors. In this we compare the different 
approaches and strategies adopted by donor countries 
to deliver their aid programs, with a view to under
standing how they have adapted to the various priori
ties and pressures they face. Donor aid agencies differ 
significantly in their institutional infrastructures, client 
countries, mix of aid outputs, terms and conditions, 
and in their response to domestic political pressures. 
However, at a broader level, there is clearly an interna-
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tional "foreign assistance industry" which is relatively 
homogeneous in its objectives, delivery mechanisms 
and outputs. 

The second critical underlying issue is AID's organi
zational status and location within the Executive 
Branch. We felt that status and location should Row 
from a newly defined mission. If the mission is to sup
port U.S. foreign policy, then AID belongs fully 
merged within the State Department. We offer two 
options for merging AID into State. One is minimum 
change in organizational structures; the other calls for 
basic reform of both and a completely new merged 
organization. 

The third issue on which we expand is the need to 
establish a formal coordinating committee on foreign 
assistance. The number of Executive Branch agencies 
involved in fore~gn assistance is growing. Senior-level 
coordination is weak. The Executive Branch runs a real 
danger oflosing control over the priorities and roles of 
various agencies in foreign assistance and the allocation 
of funds. Here, we support a solution that has been 
recently recommended by a joint commission of the 
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and the 
Institute For International Economics. 

The fourth underlying issue was that the 
Administration and Congress should make a clear 
distinction between ESF and DA funding. We 
believe this could be quickly and simply agreed upon 
by the two branches and does not need further elabo
ration. 
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Part L· A Comparison of Donor 
Approaches to Development Assistance 

SECTION 1 : INTRODUCTION 

~e United States is no longer the major donor in 
.1 the world nor in most recipient countries_ In the 

1960s, the United States provided about 60 percent of 
all foreign aid to developing countries, most of it on a 
bilateral basis. Today it provides less than 20 percent of 
all donor assistance, and one-fifth of that is in the form 
of contributions to multilateral organizations such a~ 
the World Bank. Of the remaining bilateral portion, 
the United States gives over one-half to just rwo coun
tries, Israel and Egypt. 

Over the past 30 years, a number of other countries 
have become major donors and the multilateral organi
zations have grown in both size and influence. Also, it 
is now apparent that U.S. and other donors' policies on 
trade, debt and investment have far more impact on 
developing countries' economic growth than foreign aid 
does. 

In preparing a new US. Foreign Assistance Act, there are 
lessons to be teamed ji"Om how other donors justifY, orga
nize and operate their aid pl"Ograms. ~ looked at how 
Canada, Germany, Japan, Sweden and the United 
Kingdom have dealt with the following six elements of 
theirforeign aid pl"Ograms: (1) history, (2) objectives, (3) 
organization, (4) types of assistance, (5) major recipients 
and (6) trends. 

Section 1 provides some background information and 
presents an overview of some of the key characteristics 
of the U.S. aid program and those of the five donors 
we selected for comparison. Section 2: Summary 
Observations, notes some of the key issues related to 
foreign aid and the range of options that donors use in 
addressing them. Section 3: Donor Profiles, provides 
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more detailed information about each of the five 
donors in our sample. 

The Donor Assistance Committee (DAC) of the 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) is the primary source of the 
statistical data we used in this study. DAC member 
countries meet periodically to review the amount and 
nature of their contributions to bilateral and multilat
eral aid programs and consult with each other on 
aspects of development policy. The rwenty countries 
that are members of the DAC and the amount of 
Official Development Assistance each provided in 
1991 are shown in figure I. In 1991, DAC members 
together provided $57 billion in net Official 
Development Assistance (ODA) which, along with an 
additional $4 billion provided by Arab donors, 
accounts for virtually all economic aid to developing 
countries provided by donor governments. The 
United States and the other five donor countries we 
examined are DAC members. In 1991, these six 
donors provided about rwo-thirds of the total amount 
of official development assistance. 

Official Development Assistance (ODA) is the term 
used by the OECD to uniformly describe aid. For the 
flow oHoreign aid to be counted as ODA it must be 
provided (l) by the government of the donor country 
to a cOUntry on the DAC list ofless-developed coun
tries or to a multilateral institution that provides devel
opment assistance to such countries (currently the list 
docs not include newly-independent countries in 
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union); (2) with 
the main objective of promoting economic develop
ment or welfare; and (3) at concessional financial terms 
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(if a loan, it must have a grant element of at least 25 
percent). 

ODA includes both bilateral and multilateral aid and is 
usually discussed in terms of net disbursements. ODA 
excludes grants, loans and credits for military purposes. 
In 1992, DAC members agreed not to count the for
giveness of military debt as ODA, but to record it in 
the data DAC publishes. The United States forgave 
$1.2 billion in military debt in 1990 and $1.86 billion 
in 1991. Some DAC tables include these amounts in 
total net disbursements for the United States, others do 
not. DAC documents note that 1990 through 1992 
data is preliminary and subject to revision. When mili
tary debt forgiveness is included, the United States 
ranked first among DAC donors in 1991 with $11.26 
billion in net ODA. In table 1, we did not include 
these amounts. As a result, for 1991 , we show Japan 
ranked first with $11 billion and the United States 
ranked second with $9.4 billion. 
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The Donor Sample: The five donors we selected for 
review are among the top ten DAC donors each year. 
They have large aid programs, ranging from $2 billion 
to $11 billion in 1991. Each donor provides assistance 
to many countries and has set up different ways in 
which it manages that assistance. 

We found that how donors acted often depended on 
the history of their aid program, the objectives they are 
trying to achieve and their basic orientation towards 
the developing countries. The following section pro
vides an overview of some of the key characteristics of 
the U.S. aid program and those of the five donors we 
selected for comparison. We are aware of significant 
differences among these donors' programs and the lim
itations of direct comparisons. Nevertheless, we feel it 
is enlightening to examine their various philosophies 
and approaches. 
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DONOR OVERVIEW 

United States: 

-largest program in terms of aid staff and field offices, 

vies with Japan as largest program in doUar terms; 

- program shaped by Cold War concerns with the 

spread of communism; 

- ODA includes over $3 billion ESF, the primary pur

pose of which is political and security goals, not devel

opment; 

- allocations extensively earmarked by Congress; 

- over 50 percent of bilateral aid is concentrated on 

Israel and Egypt; 

- strong emphasis on AID and recipient accountability; 

-low public suppon; 

- trying to develop and apply criteria to measure recipi-

ent policies and performance as a guide to allocating 

funds; and 

- funds are vinually all grants. 

Canada: 

- aid strategy adopted in 1988 emphasizes sustainable 

development over Canadian commercial concerns; 

- aid objectives are not detailed in legislation; 

- strong public suppon; 

- decentralizing planning and implementation activities 
to the field; 

- trend toward less control and accountability based on 

view that control costs money and stifles creativity; 

- aid allocations are based on formulas, total ODA is 

based on a percentage of GNP; 

- effon to focus program by specifying that 75 percent 

of bilateral ODA wiU go 30 countries; 

- 1988 eligibility criteria based on political, human 

rights and economic factors; 

- some shift from extensive use of Canadian technical 

advisers to local expenise; 

- 5-year country planning figures are not made public. 
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Germany: 

- embassies handle foreign aid matters in-country, 

few government aid staff in the field, highly cen

tralized system; 

- positive public suppon; 

- 35 percent of aid is loans; 

- funds high-tech projects in public utilities and 

industries run by German expens with minimal 

foUow-up; 

- 50 percent of aid is tied to procurement in 

Germany; 

- widely dispersed program with 75 countries receiv

ing aid on regular basis; 

- two aid agencies were reorganized in 1987-88 to 

shift focus from individual projects to country pro

grams; 

- new 1991 criteria for determining eligibility 

includes human rights and level of military spend

ing; 

- substantial commitments to Eastern Europe and 

former Soviet Republics is outside of and in addi

tion to the regular aid program; and 

- despite the cost of unification, the Gulf War and 

other events, government says it wiU maintain aid 

to developing countries. 

Japan: 

- currently largest donor in terms of dollar amount-

but employs very small aid staff and field presence; 

- highly centralized system; 

- broad public suppon; 

- believes recipient is responsible and donors should 

avoid meddling; 

- uses ODA to promote commercial and economic 

interests, blends aid loans and grants with expon 

credits. emphasizes major infrastructure projects; 
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- 70 percent of bilateral aid is loans; 

- aid strategy integrates trade, private investment and 
development finance; 

- new 1992 eligibility criteria include environmental 

concerns, level of military spending and human 
rights; and 

- no aid legislation, Japanese Diet plays very limited 
role in allocations. 

Sweden: 

- concentrates on 19 program countries; 
- commits a 2-year amount for each country; recipi-

ent proposes how to spend funds at a later point; 

- provides all ODA in grant form; 
- emphasizes recipients' responsibilities rather than 

expanding Swedish field presence; 
- funds program aid, large-scale industrial and infra

structure projects implemented by Swedish firms; 
- simple procedures facilitate management by recipi

ents and reduce Swedish involvement; 
- motivated by altruism and the spirit of the NGOs 

which began the aid program; 
- 150 NGOs implement 30 percent of bilateral 

ODA; SIDA pays 100 percent of some NGO bud
gets; 

- reduced 1993 ODA by 10 percent for budget rea
sons, despite strong public support; 

- uses the leverage and power of the Nordic Bloc, 
especially in the multilaterals; 

- reorganized in 1991 to better work with the 
Swedish private sector to promote industrial devel
opment. 
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United Kingdom: 

- three-fourths of bilateral ODA goes to 
Commonwealth countries; 

- provides aid to 120 countries, but concentrates 
on 10 "program" countries; 

- does not have strong public support; 
- highly centralized system, Overseas Development 

Administration has few staff overseas, primarily 

in 5 regional offices; 
- relies on embassies, British Council, Crown 

Agents to negotiate and manage aid programs in

country; 
- compensates for limited staff"--contributes 40 

percent ODA to multilateral organizations, bilat
eral focus is on infrastructure and nonproject aid; 

- only pays up to 50 percent of a project's cost 
when working through an NGO; 

- ties 80 percent of aid to procurement of goods 
and services in UK; 

- Aid for Trade Provision mixes ODA with credits 
and loans and _accounts for about 6 percent of 
bilateral aid; 

- new "good government" eligibility criteria 
includes economic policies, democratic account
ability and respect for human rights. 
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SECTION 2: 
SUMMARY OBSERVATIONS 

HISTORY 

Foreign aid as we know it today grew out of the post
World War II experience with the Marshall Plan and 
other reconstruction programs and coincided with 
the end of colonialism. In general , donor countries 
began providing aid in the 1950s to the newly inde
pendent countries in Asia and Africa. The donors 
we studied established government aid agencies in 
the early 1960s. 

Beyond these similarities, the size and orientation of 
each foreign aid program are detelmined by many foc
tors, including the extent of public and political sttpport 
for aid, historical links with developing countries, the 
importance of developing countries as economic markets 
and suppliers of raw materials, and foreign policy and 
national security concerns. 

For example, Japan's aid program evolved from its 
payment of post-war reparations in the form of com
modities to Asian countries. The program is still 
concentrated in Asia and reflects Japan's commercial 
interests and need for natural resources. The United 
Kingdom provides three-fourths of its bilateral aid to 
Commonwealth countries and still uses colonial 
institutions like the Crown Agents to implement its 
aid program. The U.S. aid program was shaped by 
Cold War political and security concerns with insta
bility in the Middle East and the spread of commu
nism in the Third World. Sweden's aid program was 
shaped by the spirit of the NGOs who began the 
program in the 1950s and implement about one
third of it today. 
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OBJECTIVES 

The donors we studied have multiple objectives which 
are stated in a similar fashion- for instance, poverty 
alleviation, economic growth, environmental preserva
tion and inclusion of women in the development 
process. In general, there appears to be a broad con
sensus among donors on the basic objectives of sus
tainable, participatory economic and social develop
ment and on the policies required to achieve these 
objectives, including reliance on market forces and 
good government. This similarity in stated objectives 
also reflects the fact that donors coordinate develop
ment policy in various fora, including the DAC. 

In addition to theirfonnally stated objectives, donors 
have other objectives that may not be articulated publicly, 
but which may in foct be more influential in shaping 
their aid programs than the formal objectives. Typically, 
the unstated objectives relate to commercia/, economic 
and security goals. 

Legislation: U.S. foreign aid objectives are contained 
in authorizing legislation, the Foreign Assistance Act 
of 1961, as amended. Other donors use other instru
ments to codify foreign aid objectives that are more 
flexible and more easily changed than a law. For 
example, Japan issued a White Paper in 1992 which 
sets its new directions for aid. Canada revised its 
entire aid strategy and organization based on a series 
of parliamentary repons issued in the last half of the 
1980s. Like the United States, other donors have 
appropriations legislation, but the appropriations do 
not generally earmark specific amounts for countries 
and programs. 

The U.S. government structure based on checks and 
balances and the recent history of different parties 
controlling the executive and legislative branches 



Till· PIU ~ II>I N I " C< I\I\II"I()~ IlN I III Ivl,,", " ,I ,\11·", I III AID PH<" ,I{ \\1' 

have contributed to the U.S. tendency to write into 
legislation very specific concerns of legislators. 
Conversely, in the parliamentary systems of other 
donors, the same political party or parties run the 
executive and legislative branches of the government. 
Legislators are thus unlikely to feel the need to specifY 
such details in legislation. 

In part because aid objectives and allocations are legis
lated, the Agency for International Development is 
under great pressure to prove empirically that aid pro
grams work. However, AID faces a serious conceptual 
gap when it tries to measure performance. For exam
ple, legislation specifies that ESF is provided for eco
nomic and security objectives and that a certain per
centage of it must also be used for development objec
tives. In its first report, the Commission noted that it 
was unreasonable to expect that ESF would also have 
optimal development impact and recommended that 
Development Assistance and ESF be dealt with sepa
rately. Despite the rhetoric of their formally stated 
objectives, other donors appear to be far less con
cerned with determining through evaluations and 
audits if those objectives are actually being met. 

Another factor that seems to drive the level of detail in 
U.S. foreign aid legislation and U.S. effortS to prove 
that foreign aid programs work is that public support 
for foreign aid is very low in the United States and rel
atively higher in the other donor countries. As a 
result, U.S. legislators feel the need to justifY foreign 
aid expenditures to the public. 

Public Support: Low U.S. public support for foreign 
aid was evident this year when one of the early candi
dates for the U.S. Presidency rose in opinion polls 
when he proposed eliminating foreign aid and concen
trating U.S. resources on domestic problems. Further 
public outrage was expressed in September when the 
media reported that U.S. aid contributed to offshore 
job flight. Despite the undercurrent of neo-isolation
ism, U.S. contributions to NGOs with international 
programs are high and the readiness of the Anlerican 
people to help in emergencies is well-recognized. 

In Sweden and the other Nordic countries, there is a 
high level of public support. A DAC analysis suggests 
that this reflects genuine sympathy for the poor and a 
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collective sense of responsibility, coupled with the 
belief that government can promote social justice 
through public programs. The level of public support 
may also reflect the Nordic countries' relative isolation 
from international political conflicts and relative free
dom from racial, religious or language tensions. 

Some governments have active public education initia
tives which may contribute to the level of public sup
port for foreign aid. Sweden spends about 50 cents 
per capita annually for public information on develop
ment issues. The United States and United Kingdom 
spend about 1 cent per capita. As a point of interest, 
the UK's Aid and Trade Provision of 1977 was and is 
an effort to maintain public support for the foreign 
aid program by emphasizing how it benefits the 
British economy. 

Finally, there are indications that all donors may be 
facing "aid fatigue" for a number of reasons. These 
include current economic problems, domestic needs 
ranging from U.S. urban problems to the costs of uni
fication for Germany, government budget constraints, 
and competing demands for aid to Eastern Europe 
and the former Soviet Union. Added to these con
cerns is a general feeling that aid has not met expecta
tions for development, political stability nor the cre
ation of new markets for donors. 

ORGANIZATION 

Each donor government is organized differently to 
manage the same types of ODA activities. Within the 
U.S. system, several agencies are involved in managing 
ODA. For example, the Department of the Treasury 
manages U.S. contributions to the international finan
cial institutions such as the World Bank and 
International Monetary Fund; the Department of 
State manages U.S. contributions to the UN system, 
othcr international organizations and humanitarian 
relief; the Peace Corps is the U.S. overseas volunteer 
scrvice; and the Agency for International 
Development manages development activities, foreign 
disaster assistance and, with the Department of 
Agriculture, food aid. 
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Other donors divide up the same types ofODA activi
tie~ in difTerent ways. For example, the Canadian aid 
agency manages a large part of multilateral assistance, 
as well as all bilateral aid . 

The United States bas by for the ktrgest orgallizatioll for 
deliverillg aid. It has AID offices in over 80 countries 
staffed by 2,000 U.S, and foreign national direct hires, 
5,000 personal services contractors and an estimated 
10,000 more in the "extended workforce" of contrac
tors, NGOs and others who implement U.S. aid activi
ties. An additional 2,000 people work at AID head
quarters in Washington, D.C. The U.S. system is 
highly decentralized with substantial authority to make 
operational decisions delegated to the field offices. The 
United States is virtually unique in the extent to which 
it holds both its aid agency and the recipient govern
ment accountable for the use of funds and program 
results. Its elaborate procedures and large aid staff both 
at headquarters and overseas reflect this factor. 

111 commst, the other dOllors we studied had higbly cen
tralized progmms alld veIl few aid staffstatiolled overseas. 
For example, Japan relies on its embassies and diplo
matic personnel, rather than separate aid offices and 
staff to manage its program which was about $2 billion 
larger than the U.S. program in 199 I. T he UK aid 
agency operates out of London with a small number of 
technical experts stationed in five regional offices. In 
addition to the aid agency, other British institutions 
including the diplomatic missions, British Council and 
Crown Agents help manage and implement the pro
gram overseas. 

A donor's basic philosophy toward foreign aid and 
developing countries tends to shape the organizational 
structures it establishes for delivering assistance. Japan 
and Sweden feel strongly that the recipient country is 
responsible for its own development. As a result, nei
ther country feels the need to have large numbers of 
aid Staff in-country to manage the programs they fund. 
In addition, Sweden is noted for its simple procedures 
and flexibility in responding to donor needs. Donors 
like Germany that use domestic firms to implement 
large infrastructure projects tend not to have large aid 
staffs in-country either. However, Germany retains 
some control through elaborate requirements and pro
cedures. 
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Unlike the other donors, anada has recently decen
tralized the management of its foreign aid program 
and increased the number of aid staff overseas. Due to 
the high cost of maintaining staff overseas, the United 
States and many other donors have decreased the 
number of aid staff overseas, even as their overall aid 
budgets have increased. 

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE 

Aid Categories: About 20 percent of the total aDA 
provided by DAC members is channelled through 
multilateral institutions, 80 percent is spent on bilater
al programs. The United States and Japan reflected 
the DAC average with a 20:80 split. Germany and 
the United Kingdom are both members of the EEC. 
When their contributions to the EEC are factored in, 
the muliti/bi ratio for Germany is 30:70 and for the 
UK 44:56. 

Since the mid-1980s most donors have provided 100 
percent grant aid to the least developed countries. 
The DAC norm for the grant share of bilateral aDA 
is 86 percent. Japan has the lowest grant share of any 
DAC donor at 27 percent. Germany is also below the 
DAC norm at 65 percent. The United States and the 
other donors in our sample ranged from 94 to 100 
percent grants. 

Aid Sectors: Donors are guided by different objectives, 
aid philosophies and aid delivery structures in distrib
uting their aid. In 1990, 25 percent of the tOtal con
tributions from DAC members was spent for econom
ic infrastructure which includes energy, transport and 
communication; 24 percent was for social infrastruc
ture activities which include education, health, popu
lation and water supply; II percent was for agricul
ture; I 1 percent was for program assistance; 10 per
cent was for industry, mining, construction and other 
production activities; and 3 percent was for food aid. 
The remainder was for unspecified "other" activities. 

Program Assistance: Program assistance is a cash or 
commodity transfer to offset balance-of-payments 
problems in recipient countries. It is usually tied to 
policy reforms at the macroeconomic level. Most U.S. 



program assistance is ESF-funded . In 1990, 16 per
cent of U.S. ODA, 19 percent of Japanese ODA, and 
13 percent of UK ODA was provided in the form of 
program assistance. Canada, Germany and Sweden 
provided less than 10 percent of their ODA for pro
gram assistance. Except for the United States, donors 
provide program assistance primarily in conjunction 
with World BankJlMF structural adjustment agree
ments. 

Project Assistance: Except for the 11 percent of donor 
aid provided as program assistance, the 3 percent pro
vided as food aid and certain other categories, donors 
provide most bilateral aid for projects. Projects may 
have one or many components. A complex project 
might include training, construction, institution 
building, agricultural production, research and credit 
components. There is no standard definition or way 
of counting the number of projects, nevertheless, 
donors fund thousands of them. Tbe DAC bas 
expressed concern tbat (1) donors tend to work witb iso
fated projects tbat do little to contribute to tbe sustainable 
development of recipients; (2) multiple donors impose an 
administrative overload 011 local officials; (3) donors com
pete for projects; and (4) donor accountability require
ments and financing ammgements complicate tbe recipi
ent's public accounts systems. 

Tied Aid and Mixed Credits: Tied aid is ODA that 
must be spent on goods or services in the donor coun
try. It is a form of export promotion. During the 
1980s donors developed new mechanisms to promote 
commercial objectives through their aid programs. 
Described collectively as "associated financing" by the 
DAC these instruments blend ODA with commercial 
loans to improve the competitiveness of domestic 
firms in the Third World. One form of associated 
financing is mixed credits. With mixed credits the 
concessional and commercial portions of a loan are 
blended into a single financial package. Some donors, 
such as Japan, then report the entire loan as ODA. 
The UK Aid and Trade Provision which accounts for 
6 percent of UK bilateral aid is also an example of how 
a donor mixes credits. 

In 1992, DAC members approved new rules regarding 
tied aid and mixed credits and what can be counted as 
ODA in the future. Basically, the new rules say that if 
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a project is commercially viable at market rates it is 
not eligible for concessional ODA. The intent is to 
limit aid and trade distortions and to target more aid 
to countries with little or no access to market financ
ing. As discussed in the profile of Germany, these 
rules may change how some donors do business and 
what they can count as ODA. 

Debt Forgiveness: Servicing official debt owed to for
eign governments is a significant financial problem for 
many developing countries. Most donors forgave 
ODA debts owed by the least developed countries in 
the late 1970s or 1980s. In the past twO years, the 
United States and others have restructured debts and 
forgiven official debt for some African or Latin 
American countries, Egypt and Poland. Japan opposes 
debt forgiveness schemes in the belief that they subvert 
disciplined economic management principles. 

In 1992, DAC members agreed not to count the for
giveness of military debt as ODA, but to record it as 
"non-ODA debt" relief. Debt relief data for 1990 and 
1991 is skewed by the large amounts of military debt 
relief related to the Gulf War. The United States for
gave $1 .2 billion in military debt in 1990 and $1.86 
billion in 1991. Some DAC tables include these 
amounts in U.S. totals, others do nor. When non
ODA debt is included, debt relief accounted for 57 
percent of U.S. commitments in 1990 and 23 percent 
of all DAC ODA. 

MAJOR RECIPIENTS 

Except for emergenC)' relief. the geographical distribution 
ofODA is primarily detmnined by historical and com
merciallinks between donor and recipient. While nearly 
all developing countries receive some development assis
tance, the distribution of aid is largely independent of tbe 
relative /leed of these coul/tries. For instance, in 1991, 
the top five recipients of bilateral aid from all DAC 
countries were, in descending order, Egypt, Indonesia, 
China, Israel and Bangladesh. Of these, only 
Bangladesh is among the 42 countries recognized by 
the United Nations as "least developed." 



Regional Distribution: Figure 2 shows how much aid 
the United States and the five donors we studied pro
vided to each region in 1991 . As shown, the United 
States gave nearly 60 percent of its bilateral ODA to 
the Middle East, primarily Egypt and Israel. Japan 
gave over 50 percent of its aid to Asian countries. The 
other donors gave a significantly larger percentage of 
their ODA to Sub-Saharan Africa. 

Figure 3 shows the total amounts of bilateral aid each 
region receives from the United States and the five 
other donors we studied. In general, the European 
Community, the Nordic countries and Canada con
centrate their aid on Sub-Saharan Africa. Sub-Saharan 
Africa is almost totally dependent on official aid flows 
to meet its basic foreign exchange needs, most domes
tic requirements and increasingly, recurrent costs. 

TRENDS 

Objectives, Policies, Strategies: The end of the Cold 
War created new opportunities and challenges in the 
developing countries, as well as in Eastern Europe and 
the former Soviet Union. In response, the donors we 
studied are rethinking their aid programs. priorities 
and strategies. Among other things, donors are requir
ing that recipients take the steps they can to help 
themselves, to mobilize domestic resources and to use 
them productively through effective policies and insti
tutions. 

The United States and four of the donors we studied 
have developed "eligibility criteria." also called "donor 
conditions," for determining which countries will 
receive their aid and how much. Over the past 2 years, 
the United States has been working on various 
approaches to what it calls performance-based budget
ing. It developed criteria for rating potential recipient 
countries but has not allocated funds based on the rat
ings. Germany announced new criteria in 1991 and 
subsequently CUt cOUntry allocations for five of its ten 
largest recipients. If Japan applies the new conditions 
it announced in 1992, some of its major recipients are 
also likely to suffer CUts. The end of the Cold War 
and the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait have focused atten
tion on how much developing countries spend for 
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military purposes. Germany, Japan and some other 
donors take the amount and trends in mil itary spend
ing into account in their new aid allocation criteria. 

Donor countries are dealing with weak economies; 
concerns about the effectiveness of aid; competition 
for aid resources due to rapid changes in the world; 
and growing uncertainty as to the context and ratio
nale for development assistance in the post-Cold War 
world. The search for a new rationale is underway in 
most DAC member countries. Typically, donors are 
looking not only at traditional development needs, 
but also at transnational problems such as the environ
ment, AIDS, narcotics and migration. 

Funding Levels, Types of Aid: Over the past ten years, 
the total volume ofDAC ODA in real terms grew at a 
rate of about 3 percent annually. Despite major shifts 
in how much each donor provided, total DAC ODA 
as a percentage ofDAC members' GNP has remained 
surprisingly stable at about .33 percent. However, 
total volume is unlikely to increase much in the fore
seeable future because donor countries are experienc
ing domestic problems and budget constraints. 

There are also new and competing international 
demands for ODA resources. Some donors treat aid 
to Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union out
side ofODA structures and in addition to the ODA 
budget. To date, DAC members report that such aid 
has not been diverted from developing countries. 
However, DAC is considering adding some of these 
new countries to the DAC list. In addition, the 
advent of peace in such countries as Angola, 
Cambodia, Ethiopia and Nicaragua has led to new 
requests for assistance in rehabilitating basic infrastruc
ture and social services. 

The early 1970s saw a major expansion in the role of 
multilateral aid with large increases in contributions to 
the IMF, United Nations Development Program, EEC 
programs and others. In the 1980s, the proportion of 
DAC ODA channelled through multilateral programs 
declined. The decline was particularly pronounced for 
large donors such as the United States and Japan. 
With increased interest in multilateral action in, for 
instance, the GlllfWar and Somalia, there may be a 
shift back towards multilateral aid. 
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To promote their commercial interests and to get 
around GATT liberal trade rules, donors increased 
their use of tied aid and associated financing mecha
nisms such as mixed credits during the 1980s. 
During the same period there was a shift from pro
ject aid towards more program assistance, primarily 
in conjunction with World BanklIMF structural 
adjustment agreements with recipient countries. 
This trend reRects (I) evolving development theory 
which now emphasizes the importance of recipient 
government policies; (2) donors' limited capaciry for 
administering aid; and (3) the debt crisis. 

Organization, Management: All donors are con
cerned with the rising costs of delivering aid. For all, 
the cost of maintaining staff overseas rose sharply 
during the 1980s at the same time that telephone, 
fax and airline communications with developing 
countries improved. Except for Canada, which 
increased its overseas staff, donor countries have gen
erally limited the number of aid staff stationed over-

seas, even as aid budgets grew. 

The United States and the other donors we studied 
rely heavily on consultants to implement projects. 
The United States appears to be the only donor which is 
requiring its aid agency to exercise more control over 
expenditures. Canada is moving towards less control, 
which it sees as costly and as inhibiting Rexibiliry to 
respond to needs. Sweden and Japan feel develop
ment is the recipient's responsibiliry and that donors 
should not intrude. 

Important shifts in the orientation of aid programs 
occurred during the 1980s as donors became 
involved in supporting political and economic 
reform efforts which are critical to sustainable devel
opment progress. In recognition of how important 
the recipient government's policies and institutions 
are, the donors we studied are beginning to empha
size a country-focus and to attempt integrated coun
try programming. 

Distribution of 1991 ODA Assistance 
Regional Contributions of Six Major Donors 
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SECTION 3: 
DONOR COUNTRY PROFILES 

CANADA 

Amount o/ODA 1991: $ 2.6 Billion 
DAC Rank Based on Amount: 7th 

HISTORY 

Canada's bilateral aid program began with the 1950 
Colombo Plan when Canada joined other donors in 
providing assistance to the newly independent nations 
of India, Pakistan and Sri Lanka. In the late 1950s 
Canada extended aid to the Caribbean and in 1960 to 
Africa. Canada's aid program reflects its historical 
background and self-image as a multi-cultural society. 
About 65 percent of bilateral ODA is provided to 
Commonwealth and French-speaking African coun
tries. Canada has also used its aid program to build its 
relationships and markets in the Third World and to 
present itselfas a mediator between North and South. 

OBJECTIVES 

In 1988, Canada adopted a new aid strategy. The 
strategy paper, Sharing Our Future, lays OUt an ODA 
Charter based on four principles and six priorities. 
The four principles are: (1) PUt poverty first, (2) help 
people to help themselves, (3) development is the pri
mary concern in setting aid objectives, and (4) part
nership between Canada's people and institutions and 
those of the Third World. The six priorities are: 
poverty alleviation, structural adjustment while taking 
account of its human impact, women in development, 
the environment, food security and energy availability. 

In 1991, Canada's aid agency adopted the following 
mission statement: "The mission of the Canadian 
International Development Agency is to support sus
tainable development in developing countries." The 
agency has developed a "sustainable development 
framework" which identifies five "pillars" or types of 
sustainability-environmental, economic, political, 
social and cultural-and five key characteristics: sus
tainable development (1) takes a long time, (2) 
respects diversity and pluralism, (3) uses an integrated 
approach, (4) requires equity and justice, and (5) relies 
on participatory approaches. 

Legislation: This strategy, together with other policy 
statements, establishes the framework for Canada's aid. 
Legislation does not playa role as in the United States. 

Public Support: A 1991, government-sponsored poll 
indicated that a majority of Canadians believed that 
international development assistance is not only neces
sary, but also a responsibility of wealthier countries 
such as Canada. 68 percent of respondents thought 
the amount of money Canada devoted to assisting 
developing countries was either the right amount (35 
percent) or not enough (33 percent). 
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ORGANIZATION 

Government: The Department of External Affairs, 
headed by a Secretary of State, is responsible for for
eign policy, development cooperation and foreign 
trade. Within the Department, the Minister for 
External Relations, to whom the Canadian 
International Development Agency (CIDA) reports, is 
responsible for development aid. CIDA plans and 



manages all bilateral and much of the multilateral aid. 
The Department of Finance is responsible for contri
butions to the World Bank. In practice, key aid policy 
decisions are taken through consultations among the 
Departments of Finance and External Affairs and 
CIOA. 

Legislature: As a parliamentary system with govern
ment by the majority party in the House of 
Commons, the legislature automatically approves gov
ernment decisions. Accordingly, the aid policy frame
work is established by the 1988 strategy and other pol
icy statements, not by legislation. Sharing Our Future 
evolved Out of several parliamentary reports on aid 
between 1985 and 1987. 

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE 

Aid Categories: Canada spends about 70 percent of its 
$2.6 billion OOA on bilateral activities and 30 percent 
on multilateral contributions. All bilateral assistance is 
provided as grants. Under the 1988 strategy. the dis
tinction between bilateral and multilateral aid was 
replaced by the allocation of 50 percent of ODA to 
"National Initiatives" and 50 percent to the 
"Partnership Program." The National Initiatives por
tion finances projects and programs which the govern
ment selects and implements directly. The Partnership 
Program funds development activities of Canadian 
NGOs, universities and businesses and of multilateral 
institutions such as the UN and World Bank. 

Aid Sectors: In 1990, Canada spent 18 percent of its 
OOA on social and administrative infrastructure activ
ities, particularly education; 13 percent on economic 
infrastructure activities, especially transport and com
munication; 8 percent on agriculture; and 8 percent 
on food aid. Smaller amounts were spent on a wide 
variety of activities. 

Program Assistance: In 1990, 6 percent of Canadian 
OOA was used for program assistance. Canadian aid 
may not be used for direct budgetary suppOrt for gov
ernments, except for lines of credit and local cost 
financing for Canadian projects. 
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Project Assistance: Traditionally, Canada has provided 
aid on a government-to-government basis and its 
bilateral programs tended to be largely a collection of 
thousands of projects with little attempt to address 
broader economic and development problems. 
Canada has a strong tradition of staffing projects with 
a large number of Canadian experrs and closely man
aging its project and counterpart funds to ensure fiscal 
and technical integrity and thus promote public confi
dence in the aid process. Under the 1988 strategy, 
CIDA should move from its former style which was 
reactive and project-based, to a more pro-active and 
policy-based approach. 

Tied Aid: In the past, 80 percent of bilateral aid was 
tied to Canadian procurement. Under the 1988 strat
egy, the proportion of tied aid was reduced to 50 per
cent for Sub-Saharan African countries and 67 percent 
for other developing countries. Food aid, which 
amounts to about 5 percent of ODA, is tied. 

Debt Forgiveness: Canada forgave all OOA loans to 
the least developed countries in 1977 and has provided 
all assistance on a grant basis since 1986. It has can
celled OOA debts owed by thirteen Commonwealth 
and Francophone countries in Africa, deferred the debt 
of Commonwealth Caribbean countries and agreed to 
cancel part of Egypt's OOA debt. In 1990, debt relief 
was only .2 percent of Canadian OOA. 

MAJOR RECIPIENTS 

The top six recipients of Canadian aid in 1990-1991 
were, in descending order, Cameroon, Bangladesh, 
India, Pakistan, Sri Lanka and Tanzania. Canada gave 
52 percent of its aid to Africa, 27 percent to Asia, 13 
percent to Latin America and the Caribbean, and 
about 8 percent to the Middle East and North Africa. 
The 1988 strategy states that 75 percent of OOA will 
go to 30 countries of "principal focus." Additional 
countries may receive some types of aid, such as lines 
of credit or assistance delivered by NGOs, but they 
are not eligible for traditional project assistance. 



TRENDS 

Objectives, Policies, Strategies: The 1988 strategy 
identified a set of approaches to program delivery. 
These included (I) eligibility criteria to identifY a portfo
lio ofrecipiellts. (2) human rights to determine appropri
ate allocations and channels for Canadian aid. (3) 
decelltralization to improve program delivery. and (4) 
human resource development as a central programming 
thmst. 

Traditionally. Canada financed capital-intensive infra
structure projects and tied a large percentage of its 
ODA to Canadian procurement. The 1988 strategy 
and 1991 CrDA mission statement are intended to 
shift the aid program towards human resource and 
long-term sustainable development. However. 
Canada has actually increased its offers of tied aid 
credits since 1988 (from U5$614 million in 1988 to 
U5$681 million in 1991). In addition. funding for 
CIDA's Industrial Cooperation Program is targeted to 

double to fo.ur percent of ODA by 1993. the largest 
percentage increase of any single program under the 
1988 strategy. This program finances feasibility studies 
and technical assistance and is designed to foster ties 
between Canadian and developing country entrepre
neurs and to allow the private sector to playa greater 
role in development. 

Funding Levels, Modalities: Despite severe budgetary 
restraints in 1990. ODA increased slightly. However. 
it is unlikely to increase much over the next several 
years. In 1990. there were about 6.000 Canadian 
ODA-funded personnel serving in developing coun
tries. most of which were recruited and managed by 
Canadian firms. universities or NGOs. With the 
decentralization of many programs. CIDA is using 
more local expertise and fewer Canadians overseas and 
more short-term rather than long-term technical 
advisers. CIDA believes this is cost-effective. benefits 
rhe local economy and gives CIDA-funded programs 
access to expertise based in the local cultural and social 
context. 

Organization. Management: The 1988 strategy 
required that CIDA be reorganized along lines which 
would facilitate the integrarion of policy and opera-
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tional perspecrives in the decision-making process and 
shift iniriative. programming and implementation to 
rhe field . A five-year plan for implementing decentral
ization and increasing stalf overseas was adopted in 
1988. Administratively. aid personnel were brought 
under the head of mission. who became the chief exec
utive of the aid program in rhe country. CIDA staff 
no longer report to CIOA in Onawa. bur to rhe head 
of mission. The head of mission negotiates the pro
gram with CIDA's policy branch in Ottawa. not with 
the COUntry desk. which is now reduced in scale and 
scope and serves as an agent of the field missions. In 
the past. field missions tended to be the agent of the 
country desk. 

UNIQUE CHARACTERISTICS 

I . Beginning in 1990. the government assigned 50 
percent ofODA to the National Initiatives Program 
and 50 percent to the Partnership Program. as fore
seen by the strategy adopted in 1988. Canada has also 
established other overlapping targets for allocating its 
bilateral aid. For example. starting in 1992-1993. it 
will allocate 37 percent of its bilateral aid to Asia and 
18 percent to the Americas. 75 percent of aid will go 
to the 30 largest recipients; however. 0.15 percent of 
GNP will go to the least developed countrie; and the 
cost of administering aid will decline from 7 percent 
of ODA in 1990-1991 to 5.6 percent in 1994-1995. 

2. CIDA conducts an annual survey of Canadian pub
lic opinion to track public views on the Canadian aid 
program. 

3. Canada has increased financing for NGOs and 
cooperation with the Canadian business sector. An 
increasing part of its assistance for NGOs is multi
year or "block" funding. Under this arrangement. 
CIDA commits funds to an NGO for up to three 
years. These funds can be used for "all programs" as 
opposed to a project-by-project approach. 



GERMANY 

AmountofODA 1991: $ 6.9 Billion 
DAC Rank Based on Amount: 4th 

HISTORY 

West Germany began its aid program in the 1950s, 
in parr in response to pressure from other countries 
to share in development assistance responsibilities. 
In 1961, the Federal Ministry for Economic 
Cooperation (BMZ) was established and the 
Minister for Economic Cooperation became a mem
ber of the cabinet to coordinate development policy 
with economic and foreign policy. West Germany's 
first twenty years of post-war economic assistance 
were aimed largely at preventing recognition of East 
Germany. In the 1970s commercial interests gained 
roughly equal weight with political objectives. 

The East German aid program sponsored a large 
number of advisors and teachers working in develop
ing countries and provided training for students 
from developing countries at East German universi
ties and technical schools. Since unification in 1990, 
the number of experts working in developing coun
tries and scholarshi p holders decreased dramatically, 
but united Germany absorbed many of the former 
East German projects. Unification did not change tbe 
organizational stl7tcture or basic policies of the former 
West German aid program and the government has 
stated its commitment to maintaining the current level 
of aid to Third World countries. 

OBJECTIVES 

United Germany adopted the BMZ's 1986 "Basic 
Guidelines for Development Policy" which said that 
the approach towards helping the poor should be one 
of self-help and stressed support for market 
economies, the private sector, cooperation with 
NGOs, policy dialogue, aid coordination and the 
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involvement of women in planning and implement
ing projects. It set priorities on basic needs, food 
security and rural development, environmental pro
tection, energy supply, small -scale industry, educa
tion, training and population activities. In 1991, 
the Minister for Development Cooperation said 
poverry alleviation, environmental protection and 
education were the top priorities. 

Legislation: The Basic Guidelines for Development 
Policy are not mandated by legislation. 

Public Support: Three-fourths of the respondents in 
a 1987 government-sponsored poll were in favor of 
the aid program. However, recent reactions against 
the economic burdens resulting from unification and 
recent immigration patterns may affect public sup
port for aid. 

ORGANIZATION 

Government: The German aid program separates 
policy-making and implementation. The Federal 
Ministry for Economic Cooperation (BMZ) is 
responsible for aid policy and the budget. It uses 
several other agencies for implementation. The 
Reconstruction Loan Corporation (KfW) imple
ments BMZ's "financial cooperation" program of 
grants and concessionalloans with terms that vary 
according to the recipient. KfW" provides capital to 
increase the production potential of recipient coun
tries and promotes the establishment of German 
companies and commercial applications of new tech
nologies in developing countries. The German 
Agency for Technical Cooperation (GTZ) imple
ments BMZ's "technical cooperation" activities. 
BMZ also funds projects implemented by smaller 
agencies, foundations, voluntary organizations and 
NGOs. Few government aid personnel work in 
recipient countries. In most countries, German 
embassies handle foreign assistance matters. 

Legislature: In Germany's parliamentary system, the 
budget is determined within the cabinet and submit
ted to the parliament for approval. Parliament is 
generally supportive of the aid portion of the budget. 



Currently, there is a general consensus among the 
government and opposition parties on the emphasis 
given to poverty reduction and the environment. 
The Green Party parliamentary faction is particularly 
active in raising aid-related questions. 

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE 

German bilateral aid has traditionally concentrated on 
promoting public utilities and industries in developing 
countries. These tend to be high-technology projects 
that permit quick involvement and withdrawal with 
minimum fol1ow-up. This type of project generally 
needs technical experts for the life of the project rather 
than long-term, in-country aid specialists and lends 
itself to contracting and consultants. It also places 
responsibility on the recipient countries which are 
expected to provide counterpart personnel and services 
and to finance local costs. 

Aid Categories: Germany spends about 70 percent of 
its $6.9 billion ODA on bilateral activities and 30 per
cent on multilateral contributions, including contribu
tions to the EEC. About 65 percent of bilateral ODA 
is provided as grants. However, German aid to the 
least developed countries is all in the form of grants. 
About 60 percent of bilateral aid is "financial coopera
tion" which consists of concessionalloans and grants. 
The remaining 40 percent is "technical cooperation" 
provided on a grant basis. These grants fund short
and long-term technical advisers, supplies, equipment, 
buildings and studies. 

Aid Sectors: In 1990 Germany spent about one
fourth of its ODA on economic infrastructure activi
ties, which include energy, transport and communica
tion; one-fourth on social and administrative infra
structure activities, which include education; and most 
of the rest on industry, mining, construction and agri
culture. Education and physical infrastructure, partic
ularly in transport and electrical power supply pro
jects, receive the largest amount of funding. 

Program Assistance: Traditionally, program assis
tance has played a minor role in the delivery of 
German aid. However, program assi~tance as a per
cent of bilateral ODA rose from 5 percent in 1989 to 
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13 percent in 1990, in part for co-finan ing the 
World Bank' structural adjustment programs for 
Sub-Saharan Africa. 

Project Assistance: If a project is funded with "finan
cial cooperation" funds, Germany makes a specific 
financial commitment in the form of an intergovern
mental agreement with the recipient country. If a 
project is funded with "technical cooperation" funds, 
no specific financial amount is committed. However, 
the agreement wil1 specify what actions, specialists 
and facilities both Germany and the recipient will 
provide. 

Tied Aid: Over 50 percent of German bilateral aid 
is tied to procurement in Germany A major parr of 
tied ODA is provided under a system of mixed 
financing in which Germany blends funds from its 
aid budget with resources raised by the KfW on the 
capital market. The financial package is then provid
ed as a single ODA loan. This type of mixed financ
ing accounts for about 15 percent of German bilater
al ODA in recent years. The German approach to 
mixed financing does not meet the new 1992 DAC 
rules for mixed credits and tied aid. For example, 
Germany recently committed $450 million ODA to 

11 countries that are no longer eligible for tied aid 
credits because they have a GNP per capita above the 
level set by the 199 I guidelines which was $2,465. 
It is not yet clear how the new rules will effect the 
German program. 

BMZ decides, on a case-by-case basis, whether or not 
to tie aid. In some cases Germany requires "advance 
bidding." Under this practice, a financial aid com
mitment is made for a specific project. However, if a 
German firm does not win in an international ten
dering process, the commitment will be reallocated 
to another project on which both Germany and the 
recipient agree. In practice, German suppliers are 
quite successful in winning aid..jinanced contracts, even 
when funding is not tied 

Debt Forgiveness: Beginning in 1978, West 
Germany converted all loans to grants for the least 
developed countries. Debt forgiveness, which the 
DAC records as ODA grant funds, is typical1y a 
small part of German aid. However, in 1990 it 
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amounted to one-third of bilateral assistance- $I.4 
billion. The main beneficiaries were Ethiopia, 
Kenya, Madagascar and Zaire. 

About 5 percent of the $4 billion developing coun
tries owed to the former East Germany was ODA 
debt. United Germany and the relevant debtor 
countries have not yet agreed on how these debts will 
be handled. 

MAJOR RECIPIENTS 

Germany provides aid to about 140 developing 
countries. Of these, BMZ provides official financial 
and technical assistance to 75 countries based on reg
ular country programs. The remaining countries 
receive ODA through other channels, such as other 
federal ministries, state governments and NGOs. In 
1990-1991 the top five recipient countries were, in 
descending order, Kenya, Turkey, Egypt, Zambia and 
Ghana. In 1990-1991 Germany gave 43 percent of 
its aDA to Africa, 25 percent to the Middle East 
and North Africa, 22 percent to Asia, 10 percent to 
the Americas. 

TRENDS 

Objectives, Policies, Strategies: New criteria for 
determining country aid allocations were announced 
in 1991. The criteria are respect for human rights, 
participation of the population in the political 
process, guarantee oflegal rights, setting up of a mar
ket-oriented economy, and development-oriented 
government action, which addresses such things as 
the level of military spending and willingness to par
ticipate in international disarmament efforts. There 
are indicators for each of the five criteria that are 
used to measure country performance. These criteria 
were applied for the first time in the 1992 financial 
plan and will lead to curs in financial allocations for 
five of Germany's ten largest recipients-C hina, 
India, Indonesia, Morocco and Pakistan. Other 
recent trends include increased coordination of 
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finan ial and technical cooperation, especially in the 
field of environmental protection and greater cooper
ation with the private sector and NGOs in the recip
ient countries. 

Funding Levels, Modalities: Central and East 
European countries and the former Soviet Republics 
are not eligible to receive financial cooperation under 
the traditional aid program. However, Germany has 
strong ties to these countries and has committed sub
stantia! amounts of financing through other chan
nels, primarily through the Ministry of Economics 
and contributions to the European Community bud
get. There is ongoing discussion about the extent to 
which the roles of the BMZ and GTZ should be 
expanded to provide aid to these countries. In 1990, 
the BMZ budget was increased to fund technical 
cooperation in Central and East European countries. 
Because of emergency assistance for countries affect
ed by the Gulf War, Germany's 1990 aDA increased 
by 17 percent. This assistance continued in 1991. 
However, future increases are unlikely because of the 
government's efforts to reduce the public deficit aris
ing from the huge outlays related to unification, the 
Gulf War and other recent events. 

Organization, Management: Both the Ministry of 
Economic Cooperation and GTZ were reorganized 
in 1987-1988 to strengthen the country focus of the 
aid program. In BMZ, the regional departments 
were strengthened and a department for cross-cutting 
issues, such as women in development, was added. 
The intent was to focus aid on economic and social 
policies and problems rather than individual projects. 
GTZ was reorganized along regional rather than 
technical lines and increased its staffing in institu
tional and human resource development and public 
and private grassroots cooperation. 

UNIQUE CHARACTERISTICS 

1. The German assistance program depends on fre
quent missions rather than on a fi eld staff with dele
gated authority. To compensate for the absence of 
in-country staff and to offset the effects of its depen-



dence on the recipient government for implementa
tion, Germany tends to set strict requirements and 
procedures. 

2. Germany provides funds to independent organiza
tions to carry out their own programs which in other 
countries would be performed by the government 
assistance agency. NGOs receive about 10 percent of 
the BMZ budget. However, BMZ does not finance 
NGO administrative costs-only a share of project 
costs. 

3. German NGOs involved in development fall into 
three categories: secular, technical NGOs; church
related NGOs; and foundations of the five parties 
represented in the Bundestag, which is the popularly 
elected chamber of parliament. In addition to their 
regular activities supporting the political parties, 
these foundations receive public funding for develop
ment activities. 

4. Germany is the largest dOllor to the cllropean 
Development Fund (EDF), which provides IlSsistance to 
African, Caribbean and Pacific countries. The 
German share is 26 percent of the ED F. The 
European Community also provides grants and food 
aid to developing countries in Latin America, Asia 
and the Mediterranean through its central budget. 
Germany also pays the largest share of the central 
budget-28 percent. 

5. Germany's new criteria for country aid allocations 
appears similar to AID's Performance-Based 
Budgeting effortS. 
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JAPAN 

AmOlt11t ofODA 1991: $ 11 Billion 
DA C Rallk Based all Amolll1t: 1 st 

HISTORY 

Japan began providing financial assistance to other 
countries in 1955 when it entered into reparations 
agreements with Southeast Asian countries. Paying 
wartime indemnities in the form of goods and ser
vices opened markets to Japanese suppliers in 
Southeast Asia and set Japan's pattern of concentrat
ing on Asian countries. Early statements of aid poli
cy assigned high priority to developing Japanese 
industry and supporting Japanese economic prosperi
ty through aid. During the 1960s, a period of rapid 
economic growth, Japan used foreign aid to develop 
export markets. With the oil crisis in the 1970s, 
Japan became concerned with its growing depen
dence on imported natural resources and moved to 
strengthen its ties with Middle Eastern and African 
countries. Thus, ensuring stable supplies of energy 
and other natural resources were added to Japan's tra
ditional aid objective-export promotion. Later, 
security concerns and the responsibilities of global 
economic power came to play increased roles in 
Japan's aid rationale. 

OBJECTIVES 

On June 30, 1992 the Japanese Cabinet adopted the 
"ODA Charter" which set Out the philosophy and 
principles of the Japanese aid program. Aid will be 
provided in accordance with the principles of the 
UN Charter, especially sovereign equality and nonin
tervention in domestic matters, as well as the follow
ing four principles: 
1. Environmental conservation and development 
should be pursued in tandem. 
2. Any use of ODA for military purposes or for 
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aggravation of international conflicts should be 
avoided. 
3. Full attention should be paid to trends in recipient 
countries' military expenditures, their development 
and production of mass destruction weapons and 
missiles, their export and import of arms so as to 
maintain and strengthen international peace and sta
bility and from the viewpoint that developing coun
tries should place appropriate priorities in the alloca
tion of their resources on their own economic and 
social development. 
4. Full attention should be paid to efforts for pro
moting democratization and the introduction of a 
market-oriented economy and the situation regard
ing the securing of basic human rights and freedoms 
in the recipient country. 

If applied, these conditions would represent a 
marked change for Japan's aid program and could 
have significant implications for its $1 billion aid 
program for China, as well as for its large programs 
in India and Pakistan. 

Legislation: There is no formal aid legislation such as 
the U.S. Foreign Assistance Act. However, as the 
ODA budget ballooned in the late 1980s, certain 
Diet members tried unsuccessfully to pass legislation 
that would have increased the role of the Diet in set
ting aid policy. 

Public Support: Foreign aid has broad public and 
political support. The Japanese view it as a price 
Japan can afford to pay to enhance international sta
bility and peace. However, neither the Diet nor 
media devote much attention to aid. 

ORGANIZATION 

Government: Four ministries are responsible for 
development cooperation: the Ministry of Foreign 
Affairs, Ministry of Finance, Ministry of 
International Trade and Industry, and the Economic 
Planning Agency. The Overseas Economic 
Cooperation Fund (OECF) and the Japan 
International Cooperation Agency OICA) are the 
two implementing agencies. 



The Ministry of Foreign Affairs sees itself as Japan's 
development aid ministry because it sets the tone 
and direction of aid policy and has more staff work
ing on development cooperation than the other min
istries. The Ministry of Foreign Affairs supervises 
JICA, which provides technical assistance, and is 
responsible for all grant aid and contributions to UN 
agencies. The Ministry of Finance is responsible for 
contributions to international financial institutions. 
The Ministry of International Trade and Industry 
views aid from the perspective of private business 
and in relation to international trade and investment. 
The Economic Planning Agency supervises the 
Overseas Economic Cooperation Fund which is 
responsible for loans. 

. Legislature: The Diet plays virtually no role in the 
aid decision-making process. It has not used its 
annual budget allocation authority to examine aid 
programs. The aid budget is simply a set of alloca
tions to the relevant ministries which leaves the 
bureaucracy to determine countries, levels and specif
ic activities. For high-profile economic cooperation 
issues, top level political involvement establishes the 
framework for policy and the bureaucracy fills in the 
specifics. The Policy Affairs Research Council of the 
ruling Liberal Democratic Party makes the policy 
decisions. 

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE 

Japan's stated policy is to allow recipients to identify 
projects and programs on their own. Visiting mis
sions review proposals and transmit them to Tokyo 
for approval. This is supposed to create self-reliance. 
In the same vein, Japan imposes few guidelines on 
how project aid is to be implemented, which is also 
supposed to remain in the hands of the recipient 
governments. However, despite the rhetoric of 
reliance on recipient governments, Japanese firms are 
encouraged to get involved. They are frequently very 
active in identifying projects for financing and 
inducing recipients to request them. They partici
pate in both design and contract award and generally 
seek to ensure that they will be selected for imple
mentation. 
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Aid Categories: Bilateral ODA was 80 percent of the 
1991 total of $11 billion. This amount was allocat
ed as follows; grants-14 percen t, technical assis
tance-17 percent, loans-50 percent. 
Contributions to multilateral institutions represented 
the remaining 20 percent ofODA. On the average, 
DAC donors provide about 70 percent of their bilat
eral ODA in grant form. Japan only provides 27 
percent of its bilateral ODA in grants. Of all the 
DAC donors, Japan provides the lowest amount of 
ODA in grants and the highest amount in the form 
ofloans. 

Aid Sectors: Japan spent 41 percent of its 1991 
ODA for economic infrastructure activities, which 
include transport, communications and energy; 22 
percent for basic human needs activities; 17 percent 
for production activities, which include agriculture, 
industry, mining and construction; and 12 percent 
for social infrastructure activities, which include such 
things as education, health and water supply. 

Program Assistance: Traditionally, Japan preferred 
project aid and has been reluctant to extend program 
assistance. However, this form of aid as a percent of 
Japan's ODA has increased steadily in recent years. 
Japan reported that it committed $1.6 billion in 
loans for program aid in 1989. In addition, in 1990, 
Japan launched a three-year $600 million program of 
nonproject grant aid to Sub-Saharan Africa in sup
port ot structural adjustment efforts. 

Project Assistance: Two fundamental principles of 
Japan's aid policy are that it provides suppOrt to the 
self-help efforts of developing countries in response 
to requests from recipient governments. The 
Japanese believe that these principles ensure that aid 
is not imposed on recipients and that the projects 
funded will be assigned high priority. These ele
ments are difficult to reconcile with COUntry pro
gramming which is not a significant part of the 
Japanese approach, which tends towards multiple 
projects that are not necessarily coordinated. 

Tied Aid: Although Japan reported that 82 percent 
of its 1990 ODAwas untied, it programs more of its 
assistance for major infrastructure projects than any 
other donor. This practice provides significant bene-
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fits to Japanese exporters_ In addition. Japan blends 
aid loans and grants with export credits that assist 
Japanese businesses ro compete more effectively in 
Third World markets. In 1990, the United States 
launched a $500 million mixed credit program, 
largely to counter what were regarded as unfair 
Japanese tied aid credit initiatives in four Asian coun
tries. 

Debt Forgiveness: Japan has consistently opposed 
debt forgiveness schemes in the belief that they sub
vert disciplined economic management principles. 
In fact. Japanese legislation and regulations do not 
permit debt foregiveness as such and Japan makes use 
of "equivalenr action" when extending debt relief 
which accounted for about 4 percent of ODA in 
1990. 

MAJOR RECIPIENTS 

In 1991. Japan was the largest donor for 28 coun
tries. The top five recipients were. in descending 
order, Indonesia. India. Egypt. China and the 
Philippines. Traditionally, Japan gives over 50 per
cent of its bilateral aid to Asian countries. In 1990-
1991. it gave about 69 percent to Asia. 12 percent to 
Middle Eastern countries. 11 percent to Africa and 8 
percent to Latin American countries. 

TRENDS 

Objectives, Policies, Strategies: As Japan plays a 
more active role in international aid policy debates. 
differences berween Japan and other major donors 
have surfaced. In particular. the United States and 
others are concerned with how Japan links foreign 
aid and commercial interests and its reluctance to 
place conditions on aid and to forgive Third World 
debts. 

Funding Levels, Modalities: Ahhough Japanese aid 
more than doubled during the 1980s, it remained 
steady when viewed as a percent of Japan's gross 
national product. Since 1979. Japan's ODA has been 

26 

about.3 percent of GNP in any given year. Under 
pressure from the United States and other donors. 
Japan has recently increased grant aid , humanitarian 
assi tance and aid ro recipients outside of Asia. 

Organization, Management: The Foreign Ministry 
rejected a 1986 proposal ro require audits of all over
seas contracts funded from Japanese assistance. 
Many D iet members believe that Japan should have 
no interest in how a recipient uses aid funds unless 
corruption has occurred . 

UNIQUE CHARACTERISTICS 

1. The loan share of Japanese bilateral ODA is 
about 70 percent compared to the DAC average of 
30 percent. This may in part reRect Japan's concen
tration on Asian middle income countries, which can 
pay for loans. 

2. Japan considers efforts to influence recipimt policy to 
be meddling in domestic affairs. 

3. With Japan's traditional emphasis on central 
administration and centralized procedures, only very 
low levels of project approval have been delegated to 
the field. 

4. The Japanese government has tended to maxi
mize aid volume and minimize the number of aid 
personnel. Because there are few aid staff in the field 
and they tend to be inexperienced. recipient govern
ments turn to the Japanese private sector for assis
tance. 

5. Aid policy decisions take into account Japan's total 
economic relationship with the recipient and Japan's 
development strategy integrates trade. private invest
ment and development finance. 



SWEDEN 

Amount o/ODA 1991: $ 2 Billion 
DAC Rank Based 011 Amount: 9th 

HISTORY 

The Swedish aid program began in 1952 when a 
group of Swedish NGOs created a central committee 
which financed development projects through fund
raising activities. In 1962 the government established 
an agency for international assistance and rook over 
many of the activities the NGOs had initiated. As a 
result, the aid program had clear public support from 
the start. Through theyeal'S, Swedish aid continued to 
be moti/lated by altruism, reluctant to impose conditions 
or exert political influenct' and flexible and responsive to 
recipimt needs and concerns. Furthermore, the pro
gram never had to deal with a colonial legacy. 

OBJECTIVES 

The overall objective of Sweden's international devel
opment cooperation is to promote an increased stan
dard ofliving and enhanced quality oflife for the poor 
people in the world. Swedish development assistance 
should contribute to the following five specific objec
tives: (I) economic growth, (2) increased equal ity, (3) 
political and economic autonomy, (4) democratic 
development, and (5) a sustainable use of natural 
resources and protection of the environment. 
Recently, Sweden has also emphasized protection of 
human rights, suppOrt for economic reform programs 
and cross-cutting issues such as women in develop
ment and AIDS. 

Legislation: The first four objectives listed above were 
set forth in the 1962 Act on Development Aid and 
were restated by Parliament in 19 8. Resource man
agement and environmental protection were added by 
Parliament in 1988. 
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Public Support: Aid is generally viewed favorably by 
the Swedish public. According to a 1988 poll, 85 per
cent of the general public supported Swedish aid at 
current levels or higher. However, recently public sup
port for Swedish aid ro developing countries has 
declined somewhat because of popular interest in 
increasing assistance for neighboring East European 
countries. 

ORGANIZATION 

Government: The Minister for Development 
Cooperation at the Ministry for Foreign Affairs is 
responsible for bilateral and multilateral aid policies 
and budgets and is assisted by the Department for 
International Development Cooperation. 

The Swedish International Development Authority 
(SIDA) implements most bilateral programs, disaster 
relief and aid to refugees. SIDA is administratively 
subordinate ro the Foreign Ministry, but in fact is an 
independent agency. It is administered by a fourteen
member board of directors appointed by the govern
ment and representing the parliamentary political par
ties and major NGOs. 

A new agency, SWEDECORP, was founded in 1991 to 
promote industrial development in developing coun
tries in cooperation with the Swedish private sector and 
to promote investment and trade. It merged SWED
FUND, which provided technical and financial support 
from the aid budget for the promotion of Swedish 
direct investment, with the Import Promotion Office 
for Products from Developing Countries (IMPOD) 
and pans of the Industrial Division of SIDA. 

Legislature: The Foreign Ministry's Department for 
International Development Cooperation coordinates 
the aid budget with the Ministry of Finance and argues 
the case for the budget proposal before the Parliament. 
Typically, there is considerable debate on the budget in 
the Parliament, but little change in proposals. However, 
Parliament is currently considering new procedures 
aimed at increasing its influence in the geographic allo
cation of aid, which has become somewhat fragmented. 



TYPES OF ASSISTANCE 

The Swedes believe that planning. implementation and 
evaluation o/projects and programs are the concern and 
responsibility 0/ the recipient country and that donors 
ought to resist the temptation to take over and rtm pro
jects. Simple requirements and procedures facilitate 
the transfer of resources and reduce SIDA staff 
requirements. SIDA makes disbursements in advance. 
very little tying of aid is required and procurement fol 
lows the rules of the recipient wherever possible. With 
its nineteen "program countries." Sweden typically 
negotiates two-year agreements for financing. The 
aim of this coUntry programming is to enable recipi
ents to integrate external assistance into their long
term overall development strategies rather than to sup
port isolated projects. One criteria Sweden uses in 
allocating funds is how efficiently the recipient coun
try has managed prior assistance. 

Aid Categories: Sweden spends about 70 percent of 
its $2 billion ODA on bilateral activities and 30 per
cent on multilateral contributions. Since 1986. all 
bilateral assistance has been in the form of grants. 

Aid Sectors: In 1990. Sweden spent 24 percent of its 
ODA on social and administrative infrastructure activ
ities, which include education, health and water sup
ply; 24 percent on economic infrastructure activities, 
which include energy and transport and communica
tion; and 20 percent on agriculture, industry, mining 
and construction. The remainder was spent on a wide 
variety of activities. 

Program Assistance: A high percentage of Swedish 
ODA is provided as nonproject aid. Although some 
nonproject aid is allocated to sectors, a considerable 
amount--especially in Asia-is used to finance cur
rent imports. This concentration on import financing 
and program rather than project aid partly reRects ide
ology. The Swedes attempt to integrate assistance as 
much as possible into the plan of the recipient. It also 
responds to administrative imperatives - with its small 
staff, SIDA has been forced to find less time-consum
ing techniques. 

Project Assistance: Unlike most donors, Sweden com
mits funds for each of its program countries, and then 
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the recipient proposes projects at a later stage. Health 
care. public administration. rural development. energy 
and manufacturing are areas of emphasis in bilateral 
ODA. 

Tied Aid: All bilateral aid, except associated financing, 
is on grant terms; most of it is also untied. The 
Swedish Agency for International Technical and 
Economic Cooperation (BITS) administers the con
cessionary credit scheme. Funds borrowed from the 
capital markets together with ODA appropriations, 
are extended on concessionary terms, to finance 
Swedish goods and services, mainly in energy, com
munications and industry. 

Debt Forgiveness: Loans to the least developed coun
tries have been forgiven. In 1990, debt relief account
ed for about 2 percent of ODA. 

MAJOR RECIPIENTS 

Traditionally, Sweden has concentrated on a number 
of "program countries," currently nineteen. with 
which it has long-term cooperation agreements. 
However, since the 1980s increasing amounts of aid 
have been provided outside the plans for these pro
gram countries- primarily in the form of regional 
aid. suppOrt for democratization. disaster relief. 
humanitarian assistance and aid channeled through 
NGOs. As a consequence, efforts are underway to 
reform the system of planning and implementing 
Swedish aid, country programming is evolving and 
Parliament is seeking a stronger voice in the alloca
tion process. 

In 1990-1991, the top five recipient countries were, 
in descending order, Tanzania, Mozambique, 
Zambia, India and Vietnam. Sweden gave 60 per
cent of its aid to Sub-Saharan Africa; 21 percent to 
Asia; 12 percent to Latin America and 7 percent to 

the Middle East and North Africa. 

An essential parr of Swedish foreign policy is to sup
port the struggle against the apartheid system in 
South Africa and the oppression by white minority 
groups. Consequently two-thirds of the main recipi
ent countries are in Africa. 



TRENDS 

Objectives, Policies, Strategies: The new government 
which came into office in October 1991 continues 
Sweden's commitment to aid volume and objectives. 
However, there are some changes in emphasis. For 
example, the 1992-93 budget bill reorients develop
ment cooperation policy to provide substantially 
stronger suppOrt for democracy, market-oriented 
economies and respect for human rights. Sweden is 
trying to transfer more responsibility for implementa
tion to the recipient-country authorities. 

Funding Levels, Modalities: Due to general budget 
cuts, Sweden's 1993 development cooperation budget 
was cut by about 10 percent. However, this will not 
affect the one billion Swedish kroner allocated for 
cooperation with Central and Eastern European coun
tries, mainly technical assistance, from 1990 to 1993. 
During the 1980s Sweden increased balance-of-pay
ments support and added environmental protection as 
an objective. 

Organization, Management: Like AID, SIDA staff 
resources have decreased over time, while program 
funds have increased. The shortage of staff and need 
for expertise in specialized areas has led SIDA to rely 
heavily on consultants. 

In 1992, the government took steps to better use the 
experience gained by Swedish agencies and companies 
who have dealt with developing countries in their spe
cial fields. It is expected that, in the future, official aid 
agencies, such as SIDA, will merely act as broker 
between these specialized Swedish institutions and 
recipient countries. In addition, the government 
intends to strengthen the role of the Foreign Ministry 
in coordinating the increasing number of executing 
agencies and relations between headquarters and field 
offices. Swedish embassies are likely to playa more 
active role in coordinating Swedish agencies in-country. 
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UNIQUE CHARACTERISTICS 

1. The Swedes believe that the recipient government 
should be in charge of its own programs and donor 
involvement in the implementation of projects 
should be limited. They also believe that donor 
agencies should not "hijack" development activities 
and carry them out on their own terms rather than 
those set by the host government. 

2. With its small staff, SIDA tends to fund less staff
intensive approaches, such as program assistance, 
import financing, large-scale industrial and infra
structure projects implemented by Swedish firms and 
to rely on NGOs. 

3. About 150 NGOs participate in the Swedish aid 
program. Some NGOs depend on SIDA for a large 
proportion of their budgets, up to 100 percent in 
some cases. About 30 percent of Sweden's bilateral 
ODA is channeled through NGOs, primarily church 
groups. NGOs provide disaster relief and humani
tarian assistance, administer the national overseas 
volunteer service and implement aid projects in 
health, training and rural development. 

4. Unused funds may be carried over into the next 
fiscal year with virtually no restrictions. The pipeline 
of undisbursed aid funds for both bilateral and mul
tilateral activities has nearly equaled the annual 
appropriation 

5. The Nordic countries have a tradition of close 
cooperation in the field of development assistance. 
They jointly finance some projects and coordinate 
their positions in international organizations. This 
increases Sweden's leverage. 

6. Sweden and the other Nordic countries channel a 
significant proportion of their aid resources through 
UNDP as the central source of finance for technical 
assistance via the UN system. Although most donors 
pledge contributions annually, Sweden's pledges 
cover a three-year period to facilitate long-term plan
ning of programs. 
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UNITED KINGDOM 

Amolwt o/ODA 1991: $ 3.2 Billion 
DAC Rank Based on Amount: 6th 

HISTORY 

The British aid program is largely shaped by its colonial 
legacy and its Commonwealth connections. Three
fourths o/its bilateral aid goes to Commonwealth (01111 -

tries. The Crown Agents which provide contracting, 
procurement and accounting services for many recipi
ent counrries and the large number of British technical 
advisors also reRect the colonial experience. Although 
Britain has provided grants and loans to developing 
counrries since the Colonial Developmenr Act of 
1929. the modern era of British aid dates from the late 
1950s. Aid policy formulation and management were 
consolidated in 1964 with the creation of the Overseas 
Development Ministry, which is now the Overseas 
Development Administration. 

OBJECTIVES 

The purpose of the British aid program is to promote 
sustainable economic and social development and to 
re~uce poverty in developing countries. In pursuing 
thIS overall objective. Britain focuses on economic 
~olicy reform, issues of good government and partic
I~atory development. the environment and popula
tIon. Good government includes sound economic 
policies, democratic accountability and respect for 
human rights. 

Legislation: The Overseas Aid Act of ] 966 and the 
Overseas Development and Cooperation Act of ] 980 
give the Secretary of State the authority to provide 
financial and technical assistance to promote devel
opment. However. aid policy is not generally a mat
ter for legislation. The last major public statement 
on British aid development policy was issued in 
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1974 . C urrently. broad policy is established in the 
government's annual Aid Strategy Paper. 

Public Support: The aid program does not have 
strong public support. 

ORGANIZATION 

Government: The Overseas Development 
A~ministration is responsible for planning and man
agmg development cooperation as well as for much 
of its implementation. It is part of the Foreign and 
Commonwealth Office and the Minister for 
Overseas Development reports to the cabinet-level 
post of Foreign Secretary. 

The Overseas Development Administration has five 
overseas regional offices, known as Development 
Divisions. but few positions in recipient countries. 
It relies heavily on other government enrities. such as 
the British Council, which administers scholarship 
programs, sends English teachers to other countries 
and implements most technical cooperation pro
grams in the education sector. Since most diplomat
ic missions do not have aid specialists, regular diplo
mati~ personnel are responsible for the aid program 
and mvolved in negotiations, programming and gen
eral program monitoring. The system is highly cen
tralized and most decisions are made in London. 
The Crown Agents for Overseas Governments and 
Administrations act as financial and commercial 
agents for the aid program, as well as for some 100 
governments. They administer and disburse all bilat
eral aid on behalf of the Overseas Development 
Administration and provide many services, such as 
procurement, quality control and transport, on 
behalf of the recipient. 

The Commonwealth Development Corporation is 
Britain's official development finance institution. It 
provides loans based on commercial criteria for pro
jects that are selected for their development value. 

Legislature: Aid policy theoretically rests in the 
hands of the Cabinet. Parliament approves annual 
levels of funding based on requeHs from the 



Chancellor of the Ex hequer, but these are specific 
only as regards multilateral aid, institutional funding, 
and research and development. Parliament knows 
little of the current bilateral projects and nothing 
about new projects to be funded. Parliament seldom 
debates issues related to foreign aid. 

TYPES OF ASSISTANCE 

The om position of the British bilateral aid program 
is determined by its limited administrative resources, 
as well as by recipient needs and aid objectives. 
Britain channels a high percentage of its ODA 
through multilateral institutions and a large portion 
of its bilateral aid consists of infrastructure and non
project aid. Responsibility for implementation rests 
with the recipient country or with consultants. 
Arrangements for monitoring-including visits from 
the diplomatic Mission, Overseas Development 
Administration staff, or consultants-are made by 
the Overseas Development Administration head
quarters. 

Aid Categories: The United Kingdom spends about 
60 percent of its $3.2 billion ODA on bilateral activ
ities and 40 percent on multilateral contributions, 
including those to the EEC. British aid is highly con
cessional with a grant element of 99 percent. Aid to 
the least developed countries is 100 percent grant 
aid. 

Aid Sectors: Over half of British project aid goes to 
the energy, transport and communications, and edu
cation sectors. 

Program Assistance: The British define program 
assistance as policy-related non-project aid in support 
of import financing to assist countries with particu
larly acute balance-of-payments problems. Most 
British program aid is structural adjustment assis
tance to Sub-Saharan African countries in suppOrt of 
World Bank/IMF programs. About half of program 
aid is used ~or direct procurement of commodities, 
either through the Crown Agents or another pro
curement agency. Program assistance as a percentage 
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of bilateral ODA increased from 5 percent in 1984 
to 17 percent in 1989. 

Project Assistance: Project aid decreased from 51 
percent of total bilateral aid in 1984 to 35 percent in 
1989. 

Tied Aid: Over 80 percent of British aid is tied. 
This is one of the highest tying ratios among DAC 
members. The "Aid and Trade Provision" shapes a 
part of the United Kingdom's tied aid. In 1977, in 
response to the belief that other countries were using 
ODA to give their nations' businesses an unfair 
advantage in developing country markets, the gov
ernment established the Aid and Trade Provision 
(ATP), which in effect helps subsidize British 
exportS. Typically, a British firm will apply to the 
Department of Trade and Industry for aid finance to 
support an export contract. If the request meets the 
Department's commercial criteria, it is sent to the 
Overseas Development Administration for an assess
ment of its development content. 

Currently, ATP assistance can be in the form of 
direct credits, mixed credits or soft loans. In the 
1980s the Aid and Trade Provision absorbed an aver
age of six percent of British bilateral aid annually. It 
is highly concentrated on procurement from a rela
tively small group of sectors and firms. For example, 
berween 1978 and 1988, 97 percent of ATP com
mitments went to mechanical, electrical, shipbuild
ing and marine engineering firms. 

Debt Forgiveness: Since 1975, Britain has written 
off more than a billion pounds in aid loans to the 
poorest aid recipients; one-third of the total was due 
from Sub-Saharan African countries. Debt relief 
accounted for about 5 percent of ODA in 1990. 

MAJOR RECIPIENTS 

The United Kingdom provides aid to over 120 coun
tries. More than 50 percent of aid goes to the 50 
poorest countries, with a special emphasis on Sub
Saharan Africa. Most of the C ommonwealth coun-
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tries are also among the world's poorest, At least half 
of British bilateral aid is concentrated on ten "pro
gram" ounrries, although not the same ten all the 
time. In ) 990- ) 99 J, the top fi ve recipients of British 
aid were, in descending order, India, Bangladesh . 
Kenya, Malawi and Zambia. During the same peri 
od, 48 percent of British aid went to Sub·Saharan 
Africa, 37 percent to Asia, 8 percent to Latin 
America and the Caribbean, and 7 percent to the 
Middle East and North Africa. 

TRENDS 

Objectives, Policies, Strategies: The United 
Kingdom is increasingly con erned with "good gov
ernment" in developing countries and sees aid as a 
lever to encourage the trend towards better govern
ment and more respect for human rights. Britain is 
prepared to cut off aid as a last resort where human 
rights and other "good government" concerns are 
repeatedly ignored. Although British aid officials are 
outspoken on the issue of good government, they are 
struggling to define and implemem it as a develop
ment aid policy. As a result of environmental con
cerns, the United Kingdom recently announced 
plans to increase funding for bilateral population 
activities. 

Funding Levels, Modalities: A growing proportion of 
bilateral aid is provided as program assistance, particu
larly to Sub-Saharan Africa. Recently, some develop
ment experts have questioned the value and volume of 
program assistance and advocated hybrid combina
tions of project and program aid aimed at policy 
reform. Technical cooperation expenditures, the 
number of students and trainees, and the extent to 

which aid is tied to procurement of British goods and 
services increased in the 1980s. Disbursements for 
NGOs have been a small portion of British aid, but 
they are growing. Geographically, through the 1980s 
more British aid went to Africa and less to Asia. 
Economic assistance to Eastern Europe and the former 
Soviet Republics is separate from and additional ro the 
overseas aid program for developing countries. 
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Organization, Management: G iven the wide geo
graphical dispersion of Britain's aid program and the 
introduction of new development concerns related to 
good government, the Overseas Development 
Admin istration has been reviewing its aid manage
ment and organization to determine where certain 
tasks should be 10 ated- at headquarters, at the 
regionallevd with one of the five Development 
Divisions or with other field posts. The number of 
technical advisers overseas has declined as costs for 
in-country personnel have increased. 

UNIQUE CHARACTERISTICS 

I . The United Kingdom only provides program 
assistance to countries that have World BanklIMF 
structural adjustment agreements. In some cases, it 
provides this assistance bilaterally, in others it com
bines its resources with those of the World 
BanklIMF, which is called co-financing. The deci
sion to co-finance or enter into a separate bilateral 
agreement depends on convenience and how much 
confidence the United Kingdom has in the recipient's 
ability to implement the reform program. If the 
recipient government has had problems implement
ing previous policy reform programs, the United 
Kingdom is more likely to co-finance. 

2. Overseas Development Administration staff are 
part of the British civil service rather than the diplo
matic service. The British civil service system stresses 
administration by generalists who are recruited 
through a central procedure for all ministries and 
departments. Although the staff has a reputation for 
administrative efficiency and professionalism, they 
lack development expertise and experience overseas 
where there are very few positions available to them. 

3. The Overseas Development Administration has 
five regional offices known as the Development 
Divisions. They are located in Barbados for the 
Caribbean region, Fiji for the Pacific, Malawi for the 
southern part of Africa, Kenya for East Africa, 
Bangkok for Southeast Asia. Each division is staffed 
by an 8-12 person team including advisers in such 



Till I'IU ~lIl1·N I" CU~I~lh\I()N U N I III· M,\N~, ;t· M~ N I 01· AID 1'1{(1( . R,\~1\ 

fields as natural resources, economics, engineering 
and education . The Development Divisions only 
have advisory functions . Most decisions are made at 
headquarters. 

4. The Overseas Development Administration helps 
finance some development work by NGOs. In such 
cases, the government will generally pay one-half of 
the project's cost and the NGO must pay the rest. 

5. In addition to official British aid presence overseas, 
there are many British advisers and specialists 
assigned to recipient governments and universities. 
The British often subsidize the salaries of these 
"British supplemental officers." 
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Part II· AID's Organizational Status 
and Location in the Executive Branch 

In its April 1992 Action Plan, the Commission con
cluded that AID's organizational status should ideally 
flow from its assigned mission. Although the 
Commission believed security assistance, economic 
assistance and humanitarian activities would contin
ue to be in the u .s. interest and therefore aspects of 
u.s. foreign policy, these functions needed redefini
tion. The Commission recommended that this redef
inition be effected by a new foreign assistance act. 

The Commission agreed that - whatever new legislation 
might specify - the basic purpose of foreign aid should be 
to support us. foreign policy. This led to the recom
mendation that AID should be merged with the 
Department of State and headed by an Under Secretary 
for Foreign Assistance. 

This latter recommendation was intended to give 
AID more of a voice in decision making, increase its 
chances of attracting effective leadership and open 
the door to efficiencies by integrating similar State 
Department and AID elements, such as Country 
Desk Offices, administrative functions, International 
Organization liaison and emergency relief/refugee 
programs. Gradual blending of overseas activities 
was likewise envisioned. The merger could also set 
the stage for more effective coordination of U.S. 
Government activities and strengthen links between 
foreign assistance and evolving security and u .s. 
commercial interests overseas. 
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The recommendation to merge AID into the State 
Department was based on several assumptions, e.g.: 

- State would be the principal coordinator of overall 
foreign policy and responsible for directing U.S. 
Government activities in a particular country: 

- While perhaps changing in character and emphases, 
the three historic elements of foreign assistance: 
security programs, trade/financial matters and 
socioeconomic development activities, would con
tinue to be relevant in the changing world; 

- Certain transnational issues: environment, diseases, 
population growth, narcotics will persist. These 
issues will demand attention and a better organiza
tional response by u.S. foreign affairs participants; 
and 

- Foreign assistance will need to have more carefully 
measured objectives and OUtput-oriented programs 
to make scarce resources produce desired results. 
The State Department and other USG elements 
will therefore have to be much more focused and 
businesslike. 

The Commission recognized that a State-AID merg
er, while posing some irritations, could be effected 
without a great deal of fuss or cost. AID and its pro
grams would gain more visibility and probably be 
better protected from special-interest groups. State 
would hopefully give more attention to the manage
ment of commercial and economic opportunities 
and foreign investment issues. It would benefit from 
AID's operating experience and professional and 
technical expertise. 



There are some noteworthy merger risks (different 
employee outlooks and values, defective administra
tive systems. weak management) that might influ
ence which integration model would be preferred. 

In this section. Options "A" and "B" assume a new 
Foreign Assistance Act and a mandate to change the 
organization and Executive Branch status of AID. 
Merger options are then looked at in terms of closer 
ties between operations and policy. capacity to 

accomplish new objectives. ease of implementation, 
improved management and potential downsides of 
proceeding. 

THE DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

The Department of State is responsible for foreign 
affairs policy formulation, diplomatic functions and 
coordination of U.S. Government activities abroad. 
It also manages some program functions. such as 
consular services, democracy initiatives and narcotics 
suppression. Its headquarters in Washington employs 
approximately 7,000 Civil Service employees, 3,300 
Foreign Service members, 600 people in other cate
gories and a supporting group of contractors and 
consultants. 

As indicated in the following organization chart, 
State's headquarters is organized into thirty-plus 
bureaus or major units, all "reporting" to the Office 
of the Secretary of State. Besides the Secretary and 
Deputy Secretary, there are four Under Secretaries, 
approximately thirty-five Assistant Secretaries and 
about 125 Deputy Assistant Secretaries. These 
senior Washington officials are supported byapproxi
mately 400 Senior Executive or Senior Foreign 
Service Officers and about 800 GS-15 or equivalent 
staff who direct State's overall Washington workforce 
of 11.000. 

The Department has approximately 16,000 Direct 
Hire employees overseas (5.500 U.S. Foreign Service, 
9,500 Foreign Service Nationals. and about 1,000 
others). excluding contract supporting stan: It oper
ates in approximately 1 5 large or mid-size embassies 
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or consulates and another 100 or so small units or 
offices. Its budget is about $3.3 billion per year of 
which roughly twenty-five percent is for program
type activities in narcotics control, refugee work and 
consular affairs. Although not directly responsible 
for other obligation acrions, State also directs the 
allocation and/or use of several billions of dollars in 
annual USG appropriations for security-related activ
ities. assistance to former Soviet Bloc countries and 
contributions to multilateral institutions. State also 
basically decides how much funding goes to each for
eign assistance recipient. although the Agency for 
International Development remains responsible for 
obligating and implementing the funded activities. 
The total Foreign Affairs or "150 account" appropri
ation is about $15 billion each year. 

The State Department has a challenging range of 
responsibilities and its performance in traditional 
functions is generally well regarded. However, the 
change from historic East-West ideological con
frontations to unpredictable regional conflicts and 
economic competition issues has caught much of 
the Department off guard. The entry of more U.S. 
Government departments and agencies into the 
international and foreign assistance arenas compli
cates State's leadership and coordination functions. 
The Department's organization. operating style and 
workforce will need to make significant adjustments 
to handle these new conditions and relationships. 

As State faces the changing international scene, its 
management and operational effectiveness have 
been increasingly questioned. Several studies have 
noted that the Department should have better plan
ning and accountability. The Department also needs 
to upgrade and diversify its staff resources to operate 
effectively in the world of rapid technological change 
and economic competition. 

The current State organization chart (See below) 
could be viewed as a marvel of fashionable "flat" cor
poration theory. with its thirty-odd units all report
ing to the Secretary. Unfortunately, such a broad 
span of control is usually only successful in highly 
focused, purposeful organizations. T he current orga
nization is perhaps an adequate "political" construct, 
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but one which has increasing difficulty producing 
results and living within its not insignificant annual 
operations budget. Rearranging the Department into a 
few manageable "groups" and making them and their 

Under Secretaries responsible for specific objectives might 
be a way to baMnce some of the discordant features of 
State's political and short term orientations'. 

1. We are aware of an internal State study (State 2000 Report) which has some detailed recommendations in 
these regards. 
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THE AGENCY FOR 
INTERNATIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT (AID) 

As noted in the Commission's April 1992 Report to the 
President - An Actioll Plan, AID needs legislative, struc
tural and operational revitalization. It also needs effie
title leadership and management. Although historic 
responsibilities and the Agency itself might be signifi
cantly altered by new legislation, the Commission 
concluded that many current Agency functions would 
likely re-appear in a new foreign assistance "mission" 
statement. If these functions are to be better managed 
by AID and aligned with U.S. foreign policy, 
AID/Washington should be restructured as recom
mended by the Commission and merged into the U.S. 
State Department. A brief review of the Agency's 
Washington headquarters and the Commission's ratio
nale for reshaping it will be a backdrop for considering 
models for merging AID into the State Department. 

AID has a Washington headquarters operation that 
employs about 1,400 Civil Service personnel, 500 
Foreign Service members and 100 other direct hire 
staff. These 2,000 Washington employees are sup
ported by approximately 1,000 full-time or intermit
tent contractors. The Agency provides assistance to 
about a hundred countries overseas and has field 
Missions or Offices in about seventy-five locations. 
AID's overseas workforce is composed of approximate
ly 1,200 Foreign Service members, 1,000 Foreign 
Service National employees and 6,000-7,000 contract 
support staff. This combined workforce oversees 
roughly 1,800 projects or activities with a total 
"pipeline" of about $10 billion in undisbursed funds. 
Agency staff obligate and/or disburse about $6.5 bil
lion a year in financial, technical and food assistance 
activities. 

. AID SHORTCOMINGS: 

The Commission believes AID has too many 
"voices," objectives and duplicative functions in 
Washington. Coupled with weak management over-

sight, this increases program and operating costs and 
dilutes accountability. Each of AID/Washington's 
regional bureaus behaves as if it is a separate agency -
making its own policy and pursuing independent 
agenda. Bureaus' preoccupations with policy, annual 
funding levels and "turf" matters almost totally 
eclip~e their obligations to oversee, direct and sup
port field assistance programs. 

This competition for resources and currying favor 
with Congressional elements and external support 
groups results in each bureau becoming involved in 
too many activities in too many places. Program 
effectiveness is declining and operating vulnerabili
ties are increasing. AID's State Department col
leagues occasionally amplify this problem by being 
more concerned with the political "optics" of a recip
ient's annual funding level, instead of the relevance 
and quality of the AID assistance programs and 
expendi tures. 

To neutralize these budgetary, assistance-level compe
titions a1td sharpen AID's strategic focus, the 
Commission recommended that AID/Washington's 
five geographic bm·eazts be realigned into three 
bureazts that would each be respomible f07· a single 
category of assistance. These bureaus would be com
plemented by a Special Situations Bureau and a 
Technical Support Bureau. This recommendation 
arose from the expectation that future assistance 
rationales will primarily be based on whether a recip
ient is of security, trade, economic development or 
humanitarian interest to the U.S. Regrouping 
bureaus by category of assistance allows AID to clari
fy its country program strategies, realign staff and 
concentrate on helping recipients "graduate" from 
assistance dependency at the earliest possible date. 
Restructuring AID program management units 
makes even more sense within the merger context, 
because joint State-AID Country Desks would be 
expected to make needed policy-political-regional 
information inputs into resource allocation and oper
ating decisions. 
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The Department and AIDIWashington are com
prised of many "support" functions that are similar 
in nature or operationally compatible. Beyond 
obvious administrative/management unit combina-
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tions (finance, personnel, information services, pro
curement, property management, training, commu
nications), State has "program" or service-delivery 
functions (refugees, narcotics and overseas schools) 
which could be combined. streamlined and strength
ened by the infusion of some of AID's more experi
enced program planners and managers. These merg
er combinations might take time to arrange and 
complete, but they would free up substantial 
Washington resources that could be used to staff 
chronically vulnerable functions and changing over
seas responsibilities. 

The following organization chart diagrams how 
AIDlWashington should be structured to improve 
its performance and to prepare it for a merger with 
the State Department. The diagram following this 
chart indicates elements of AID that would be blend
ed with State units in merger models. 

In option "A", some elements of AID would be 
blended with comparable State offices, bur restruc
tured AID "program delivery" bureaus and compo-

nenrs would remain intact. This operation would be 
headed by an Under Secretary for Economic 
Assistance. In the second merger option, which is 
felt to be the most productive of two over time, we 
assume a significant remolding of State itself. In this 
latter option, AID clements approach complete inte
gration within the recommended State groupings, 
either as separate units or as combined offices or 
functions. 

Notwithstanding the advantages of options A or B, 
AID cannot be merged with the State Department 
unless there is a strong commitment, starting with 
the Secretary of State, to improving management 
throughout the new organization. Neither State nor 
AID can afford to carry organizational weaknesses or 
duplications into an era of heightened performance 
expectations and competition from other 
Departments for scarce resources. Expectations about 
foreign assistance cost-effectiveness and program 
results also need specification if State and AID are to 

overcome accountability problems. 

Restructured A.I.D. Organization 

Under Secretary 
teo These units are No 

ble 
th 

for Economic 
nded with State units as Assistance 

e Integration advances. COO t::::J 
• ................ , ............ / ........ \ ................................. 

: Policy/Eval. Budget I 
· · · Management Services Operations Support · · · 
· · · .......................................... .... .......... .............. ................ .. ................ .............. ..... .............. ...... .... ............ .......... .......... .............. .... .... 

L I I 

Technical Special Least Advanced ESF 
Support Situations Developed Developing Countries 
Bureau Bureau Countries Countries 

..........................•................•......................•.......................................•. ......... ~ 

• These "adion" bureaus are relocated to an appropriate 
Ugroup" in the "S" merger option. 
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Integration of State-AID Functions 
Merger Candidates 

State Units AID Units 

Legal Advisor .................... General Counsel 

Comptroller .................... Financial Mgmt. 

Public Affairs .................... External Affairs 

Legislative Affairs .................... Legislative Affairs 

Personnel .................... Human Resources 

Foreign Service Institute .................... Training Staff 

EEO-CR .................... EOP 

Information Mgmt. .................... Information Mgmt. 

Admin.-Opns. Services .................... Mgmt.-Procure. Services 

Refugee Programs .................... Food/PVO/Emer. Assist. 

Country Desks .................... Country Desks 

Science and Technology .................... Technical Staff- (R&D) 

INR & Policy Research .................... R&D Research-Policy/CDIE 

I nternational Organizations .................... Donor Coordination 

Foreign Buildings/Opns. .................... Overseas Mgmt. Support 

Overseas Schools .................... Am. Schools & Hospitals 

Econ-Business Affairs .................... Private Ent. -Trade & Devel. 

Ocean/Environ/Fisheries .................... Environ/Fisheries- (R&D) 
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MERGER OPTIONS: 

Option A: Putting AID into State with Minimal 
changes in either organization 

Option A assumes that the prime concerns in a merg
e,. of AID and State are to minimize dismption aud 
to do it quickly. 

Current program~ of AID would become the respon
sibility of the new Under Secretary for Economic 
Assistance. Obvious State-AID functional combina
tions such as country desks, information services and 
administrative management, that fit many merger 
options, would begin quickly. 

Pros and Cons: The principal advantages of a "min
imal change" merger would be ease and speed of 
implementation and continuity of ongoing activities 
and responsibilities. This approach would also pre
serve both organizations' options in case subsequent 
decisions (when foreign policy adjustments are final
ly hammered our) require a breakour and transfer of 
fu nctions our of State or AID. 

To the extent State would pay more attention to and 
be held accountable for foreign policy-based funding 
or program decisions, AID would be better off. One 
would also expect dialogues with OMB and 
Congressional sources about the foreign affairs "150 
account" and economic assistance to become more 
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substant ive. Because program direction would come 
from the Secretary's Office and reflect U.S. 
Government priorities, inappropriate actions of mav
erick AID offices and inRuences of special interests 
and Congressional staffs would be moderated. 

Arguments against a "minimal" merger would be 
lower payout (staff and cost savings, program effi
ciencies) and little improvement in organizational 
accountability. The State Department would not get 
the full benefit of professional and technical expertise 
that many AID staff possess. AID's necessary mid-
to long-term focus could be overwhelmed by short
term, politically based decision making. 

The Option A, "minimal" merger proposal could be 
brieRy diagramed as follows: 
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Option uArr - Minimal Integration 
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MERGER OPTIONS: 

Option B: Integrating AID into a new State 
structure 

Option B assumes adequate support for quickly 
reforming foreign assistance and the conduct of 
V.S. foreign policy - and to do this with the best 
possible organizational structure. 

Without prejudging specific outcomes, it is envi
sioned that more emphasis would be given to eco
nomic, trade and technology matters. With a shift 
in security emphases from global to regional, there 
will be opportunities to remold the role(s) of the 
U.S. military. Successfully handling "transnational" 
issues, such as disease, migration, illicit substances 
and the envitonment, will also be essential. 

To operate successfully and maintain leadership in 
such an environment, State will have to change. Its 
historically reactive operating style and short term 
focus will have ro be tempered with strategic plan
ning, especially in subjects such as transnational 
issues and long run positioning ofU. S. interests in a 
global economy. With resources becoming scarce and 
domestic needs on the rise, State will be held more 
accountable for efficiency and results that reRect pos
itively on the U.S. 

To date, U.S. activities in the international arena 
have not been well orchestrated. Getting agreement 
on U.S. objectives, devising successful strategies 
and coordinating expanding V. S. Government 
efforts abroad give the State Department an attrac
tive leadership challenge. State is positioned to lead 
these activities, but it must be organized and man-
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aged more effectively. Restructuring the Department 
along the lines of these responsibilities or "focus 
groups" would improve Washingron's management 
and backsropping of country activities and staff uti
lization and development. Adding some of the more 
action-oriented AID resources ro that new organiza
tion would accelerate a successful transformation. 

Pros and Cons: Placing State and AID resources 
into several definitive "focus groups" would be a 
positive move away from budget rituals and 
"process" and toward measurement and account
ability. Decreasing the Secretary's span of control 
and making Under Secretaries' responsible for explic
it goals, objectives and "business plans" would 
improve cOSt and outcome management. Embassies' 
suppOrt of U.S. interests could be more measurable 
because these interests would have increased local 
specification and be complemented by agreed upon 
resource Rows and timetables. 

While traditional embassy functions will remain 
important, there is a whole new agenda emerging. 
Country teams will need ro adjust staffs ro reRect 
new functional areas. "Geographic" emphases will 
probably give way somewhat ro ropical foci. Having 
the Department in Washington organized along 
these ropical "action" lines would improve backstop
ping of field units and management oversight. 

Possible risks of reorganization are many. Both 
AID and State lack effective operating systems and 



suffer from weak management and accountability. 
State's and AID's common weaknesses may, howev
er, be the best justification for exacting change: pro
duce a combined organization that clarifies respon
sibilities and sharpens focus. By streamlining overall 
responsibilities and cutting back on program dupli
cations, one can increase the probability that staffing 
and systems improvements catch up with the organi
zations' weaknesses. 

Many arguments can be offered to reinforce the 
pros or cons of Option B. However, from the stand
point of simultaneously reforming the management 
of foreign assistance and improving State's opera
tions, Option B poses the best risk-to-payout index. 
The real isSlte for carrying out SItch a reform is the 
high level commitmmt to do it. 

The following diagram is one possible version of this 
alternative. 

Option JJB rr 
- Integration + New State Structure 
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Security 

Medical Svs. 
Foreign Missions 

Economic 
Cooperation 

Tech.Seien. Coop. 

Trade/Invest Promotion 

Ocean/Environment 

Socio·Economic Devel. 

Transnational pgms. 

Speeial Issues 

Technical Support 

Program Services 
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OPTION "B" - Integration + New State Structure 

Location of AID Units in New State Structure 

Exec. Sec. 
Pub. Affairs 

Protocol 
PoIJPlng-Co. 

Strategic Analysis 
& Research 

INR 

ransnat. Issues 

Policy Research 

Social Sciences Res. 

Technology Mgmt. 

Physical Sciences 

Intemational Security 
& Emerg. Assistance 

Military Liaison 

Multination Actions 

Emergency Pgms. 

Security Assist. 

Refugee Activities 

Disaster Mitigation 

PVO/NGO Liaison 

Logistics Support 

Secretary 

Deputy 

PoliticaVRegional 
Affairs 

nternat. Organizations 

Africa 

Far East 

Latin America 

Europe 

Eurasia 

Near East/S. Asia 

Consular Affairs 
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Legal Adv. '-_---- , 
LEG Affairs 
Inspection 
Counselor 

MgmtJAdmin. 
Services 

Mgt. Policy/O'Sig 
Comptrol/er---t--

PersonneI/EEOI--r-
Training/FSI 
Procurement 

t+-_dmin.Servs. 
Info Mgmt. 

Security 
Medical Svs. 

Foreign Missions 

Economic 
Cooperation 

Tech.Scien. Coop. 

Tradellnvest Promotio 

Ocean/Environment 

ocio-Economic Devel. 

Transnational Pgms. 

Special Issues 

Technical Support 

Program Services 
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Part Ill-
Foreign Assistance Coordination 

With rapid change in foreign poliC)' requirements and 
an increasing number of actors, the ExeClltive Branch 
mIlS a retzl danger of losing control over the priorities 
and roles of va rio ItS agencies in foreign assista1lce and 
the tlllocation oJfimds. 

The Commission recommended that the E'l:eClltive 
Branch establish and activate a formal inter-Agency 
coordinating committee on foreign assistance to be 
chaired b)1 the Under Secretmy for Foreign Assistflllu. 

INTRODUCTION 

It has been fourteen years since the Development 
COOldil1ation Committee formally met to consider strat
egy, plans and imeragenq interests ill Us. foreig1l assis
tallce. During that period, eight additional govern
ment agencies have begun running their own signifi
cant foreign assistance programs. Each new program 
has been initiated without government-wide guid
ance, strategic direction or coordination. 

AID, Agriculture, Treasury. State, Defense, EXIM, 
OPIC, TOP, Peace Corps, USIA, Commerce, Labor, 
EPA, Energy, Interior, Transportation, Education 
and others, all operate foreign assistance programs. 

GAO, Inspector General, investigative journalism 
and anecdotal evidence abounds describing U.S. for
eign assistance failures resulting from lack of coordi
nation among the agencies involved. Even rodays' 
most focused and well coordinated foreign assistance 
effort, aid ro Eastern Europe, is beset with chal
lenges. For example, Program Officials for the East 
European Assistance Program were not aware that 
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specialists at the SEC were running a $25 million 
program to develop a srock exchange in Poland. 
When foreign governments rely on U.S. government 
representations from several different agencies, none 
talking to the other, diplomatic and economic confu
sion is inevitable. With confusion come problems. 

The Congressional Research Service (CRS), in a 
1989 report, documented the programs of 78 Us. 
Govemment entities engaged ill activities yielding bene
fits to foreign governments. CRS found that "no single 
office supervises, tracks or even keeps a list of the 
agencies or activities involved." CRS concludes that 
the U.S. Government cannot "avoid duplication, set 
priorities, maintain agency jurisdictions, or ensure 
that the activities being conducted with foreign 
countries are consistent with U.S. foreign policy, 
national security policy, and economic policy." 

The lack of coherence, cohesion and coordination of 
foreign assistance programs through the nineteen 
U.S. government agencies with the largest assistance 
programs is not peculiar to foreign assistance, it is the 
StOI)1 of modem governmellt. But that does not excuse 
it nor make it acceptable. The war against drugs and 
export trade promotion are other examples of inter
agency programs which have coordination difficul
ties. 

How can the many conflicting interests served by the 
U.S. foreign assistance programs be rationalized and 
coordinated? 



A WELL DOCUMENTED 
PROBLEM 

In fiscal year 1992, the U.S. government spem $ 14.2 
billion on fi.1reign assistance programs. However, 
funding for the nineteen executive branch agencies 
involved in foreign assistance is not made on the 
basis of an explicit government-wide strategy or set 
of priorities. Without an overall rationale and guid
ance, it is not clear whether foreign assistance 
resources are being channeled effectively. 

The foreig1l Assistance Act of the Ullited States contains 
thirty-three objectives, mtln)' in jimdamenttll conflict 
with each othel: Separating each bureaucratically or 
centralizing under a cabinet rank "Czar" is appealing 
to certain interest groups, but is an obviously 
impractical solution. The multiplication of indepen
dent agencies, adrift without direct Executive Branch 
guidance and accountable to 535 Congressmen, is a 
trend that needs to be reversed. 

This deb.ue need not be an "either or" proposition. 
We believe that an approach proposed by the 
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and 
Institute for International Economics Commission 
on Government Renewal (Joint Commission), 
Harnessing Process to Purpose, is elegant in its sim
plicity and, if imposed and enforced by the new 
President, would solve many major organizational 
problems. 

HISTORY OF FOREIGN 
ASSISTANCE COORDINATION 

During the past 50 years, Congress legislated several 
foreign assistance coordinating mechanisms. 

- In 1945, Congress created the National Advisory 
Council on Imernational Monetary and Financial 
Policies (NAC) in the legislation authorizing U.S. 
participation in the World Bank and lmernational 
Monetary Fund. The NAC was created to insure 
that the administration had a formal mechanism for 
reviewing different .5. international loan programs. 
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- In 1973, Congress created the Development 
Coordination COlllmittee (DCC) in order to require 
the administration to give more attention to the way 
differem U.S. fi)reign aid, trade and commercial poli
cies affected developing countries. 

In 1974, the Council on International Economic 
Policy was est.lblished by law as part of another 
effort to improve the coordination of U.S. activities 
in the broad area of imernational economic policy. 

- In 1978, the late Senator Hubert Humphrey pro
posed legislation to consolidate most U.S. foreign 
aid-related organizations in a single agency - the 
International Development Cooperation Agency 
(IDCA). It was signed into law in 1979 along with 
the Institute for Scientific and Technological 
Cooperation (lSTC), which was designed to coordi
nation R&D development for the Third World. 
ISTC, IDCA and the DCC are stiff listed in ClIl71?1lt 
legislation. 

- During the Reagan Administration, a series ofNSC 
coordinating councils called Policy Coordinating 
Committees (PCC) were created. A PCC with over
sight of U.S. foreign assistance, called Resources for 
International Affairs Programs and headed by the 
Under Secretary of State for Management, never met. 
It was subsequently abolished in 1989 by President 
Bush. 

IN SEARCH OF SUCCESSFUL 
MODELS OF COORDINATED 
GOVERNMENT 

As much as U.S. foreign assistance programs have 
been castigated for lack of coordination, one is hard 
pressed to find a workable model elsewhere in gov
ernment to emulate. Only two are consistently men
tioned: 

- T he intelligence community's Non-Proliferation 
Center, headquartered at the CIA, is cited as one 
success. It effectivelr coordinates the govern
ment's efforts to stem international weapons 



proliferarion through NSA, Energy, DIA, ' IA and 
Stare. However, the i~sues are well defined and the 
control of money and resources are nor major on
siderations as they are in foreign assistance. 

The Office of National Drug Control Policy 
(ONDCP) is cited for its "budget certification" 
authority. This statutory authority to impact the 
budgets ofCusroms, DOD, HHS, Coast Guard, 
FBI and DEA is a powerful rool, but ONDCP's 
ability to inRuence is still primarily based on the 
personal political clout of its director. 

CARNEGIE ENDOWMENT -
HARNESSING PROCESS TO 
PURPOSE 

We endorse the governmenr coordination recom
mendations of the Joinr Commission. A central ten
ant of their thinking is the need for a more powerful 
and leaner White House staff that is charged with 
formulating strategy and policy and actively coordi
nating interagency issues. The emphasis is more on 
coordination than reorganization. 

Harnessing Proces~ to Purpose recommends, "to 
make the governmenr work effectively, it is essenrial 
to break down the bureaucratic walls still separating 
increasingly interrelated issues ... policy challenges 
almost never fall within the purview of a single 
department or agency. No matter how strong a cabi
net team is, White House leadership in formulating 
strategy and policy is essenrial." 

The Joint Commission is promoting "a system that 
manages inreragency policy-making from the White 
House but brings the Cabinet departmenrs imo poli
cy discussions early. The President would establish 
and preside over three co-equal Councils - the 
National Security Council, the Economic Council, 
and the Domestic Council. Three co-equal senior 
Assistants to the Presidenr - for National Security 
Affairs, for Economic Affairs, and for Domestic 
Affairs." 
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The White House sraff should not "cross the fine line 
between straregy and implemenration, between poli
cy formulation and operations." 

An essenrial difference from past practice is that for
mulation of interagency policy would be coordinated 
by the relevanr Whire House Council staff, who 
work for the President, and not by anyone deparr
memo 

In case of disagreements -which are inevirable- over 
which Presidential Assistant or which Council 
staff has responsibility for an issue, the Chief of Staff 
should make the decision, with the President's 
involvemenr only if necessary. 

Major issues would be focused on by designated Sub
COllncils. Attendance would be at the Deputy Secretary 
level. Specific components of those issues would be han
dled by Working Groups, with membership at the 
Assistant Secretary level. 
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Coordination of u.s. Foreign Assistance 
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," "LI 
Working Other 

Group FMS ESF IMET Security 
Level Assistance 

\ .................. 

EFFECTIVE COORDINATION OF 
FOREIGN ASSISTANCE 

With the new post-Cold War era emphasis on eco
nomic security, we recommend that most foreign assis
tance programs should move fi'om the purview of the 
NSC to the new Economic Council. 

There should be a Sub-Council of the Economic 
Council (EC) for Foreign Assistance, which would 
be chaired by the new Under Secretary for Foreign 
Assistance. It would have a standing membership of 
State/AID, Agriculture, Commerce, Treasury, 
Defense and OMB. EXIM, Peace Corps, OPIC, 
Commerce, CIA and others would be invited on a 
issue specific basis. 
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r 
Multilateral 

Banks 
andlMF 

Food Development Transnationa Intemational 
Assistance Ass'stance Programs Orranizations I (EmiJiI, AIDS) (0.11. II. aI.) 

The many components of foreign assistance would 
be addressed at the Working Group level. These 
include the issues of food aid, disaster and refugees, 
multilateral banks, the UN, environment, Eastern 
Europe and the NIS, development assistance, . 
transnational issues (population, AIDS) and private 
sector development. Security Assistance, Foreign 
Military Sales and Economic Support Funds would 
be coordinated under the NSC. 

Coordination without illjlue1lce overfimdillg has 
prove1l to be a exercise ill fittilit), OMB should 'per
form an initial cross-cut survey of current foreign 
assistance funding levels throughout government. 
When additional or new budget requests are made, 
OMB would insure prior clearance by the Chairman 
of EC Sub-Council for Foreign Assistance, before 
allowing the request to go forward. Budget certifica-



tion authority. as currently practiced by the Office of 

National Drug Control Policy. is key for successfit! COOI'

dination. 

A fundamental policy question : will all agencies of 

government with foreign assistance funding and pro

grams be coordinated or are some to be kept offlimits? 

To work, all must brought to the table together. 

Therefore the President must direct his new team to 

accept this arrangement and work within the new 

coordination structure. This will bring the multilat

eral banks and United Nations programs to the table 

with development, food aid and technical assistance. 

POLICY, PEOPLE AND Top
DOWN COORDINATION 

The Joint Commission recommended that the 

President-Elect first determine his policy priorities 

before choosing his people. We strongly agree. 

This does not require a wholesale restructuring ofgov

ernment, but rather the restructuring of White House 

coordination of government. The structure of govern

ment should not be continually rationalized to fit 

every new policy initiative. Structure should follow 

good management tenets and effectiveness will 

depend on personalities, political clout and the rela

tive importance of the issue. 

What is important is effective top-down coordina

tion of the government structure. 

The Joint Commission coordination model is based 

on sound management tenets and reflects the way 

government actually works. For AID and the nine

teen agencies involved, it will bring accountability 

and cohesion to an otherwise eclectic collection of 

foreign assistance programs. 
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IN SUMMARY 

Foreign assistance historically requires a significant 

amount of money, involves many disparate interests 

and is run by a multitude of agencies. It is time for

eign assistance was coordinated in the most intelli

gent manner possible. Both the bottom-up consen 

sual and the laissez-faire coordination approaches 

used in the past have not worked. A top-down White 

House directive to the new appointees and the bureau

cracy, along with fUllding control, is required to launch 

this overdue initiatille. 



Glossary 

Associated Financing - Ways in which donors blend 
Official Development Assistance with commercial 
loans to improve the competitiveness of domestic 
firms in the Third World. 

Bilateral assistance - Economic assistance provided 
by a donor country or entities thereof directly to a 
recipient country. 

Country Assistance Categories - The Commission 
recommends that AID/W's five geographic bureaus 
be replaced with four bureaus organized according to 
the type of assistance AID provides. Overseas 
Missions and offices would be in one of the follow
ing categories: ESF Countries, Advanced 
Developing Countries, Less Developed Countries, or 
Special Situations. 

Country Program - The tOtal package of assistance 
AID provides to a specific country. 

Development Assistance Committee (DAC) - One 
of the specialized committees of the OECD. DAC 
members periodically review the amount and nature 
of their contributions to bilateral and multilateral aid 
programs and consult each other on aspects of their 
development assistance policies. In 1991, DAC 
members provided $57 billion in Official 
Development Assistance. The 20 DAC member 
countries are Australia, Austria, Belgium, Canada, 
Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, 
Japan, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, 
Portugal, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, the United 
Kingdom, and the United States. The Commission 
of the European Communities is also a member. 

Development Assistance (DA) Funds - Assistance 
under Chapter 1 of the Foreign Assistance Act pri
marily designed to promote economic growth and 
equitable distribution of its benefits. 
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Earmark - Funding for specific countries or types of 
activities directed by legislation. The major earmarks 
are for ESF recipients and the functional 
Development Assistance accounts. 

Economic Support Fund (ESF) - The objective of 
the ESF program is to support U.S. economic, politi
cal and security goals in countries of strategic interest 
to the United States, in some cases related to military 
base rights or access rights agreements. The United 
States provided about $4 billion in Economic 
Support Fund assistance to about 50 countries in 
1991. The ESF appropriation account represents 
about one-half of the U.S. bilateral economic assis
tance program. Currently, the major recipients are 
Israel, Egypt, Central America and Turkey. The 
Department of State directs ESF country allocations 
and handles policy matters; AID administers the pro
gram. 

European Economic Community (EEC) - The 
European Economic Community was founded in 
1957 and currently has twelve members: Belgium, 
Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, 
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and 
United Kingdom. Its goal is to create a single trade 
market within the twelve member countries that 
allows a free flow of capital and people. 

Foreign Assistance - In this report, the term refers to 

economic assistance which is designed primarily to 
benefit the recipient country's economy. Includes 
both multilateral contributions through international 
institutions such as the World Bank and bilateral 
assistance given directly by a donor country to a 
recipient country. It does not include military assis
tance. Also called foreign aid. 

Foreign Assistance Act of 1%1, as amended - AID 
authorizing legislation. 
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General Accounting Office (GAO) - The investiga
tive arm of Congress charged with examining all 
matter relating to the receipt and disbursement of 
public funds. GAO conducts audits and evaluations 
of government programs and activities. 

Host Country - A country to which AID provides 
assistance. The terms "host government," "recipient" 
and "recipient government" are also used in this 
report. 

Mission - AID maintains offices in 48 countries 
where the AID program is large and involves multi
ple types of assistance. As used in this report, the 
term also includes other types of AID offices over
seas. 

Mixed Credits - A form of associated financing 
whereby the donor mixes concessional and commer
cial portions of a loan into a single financial package. 

Multilateral assistance - Aid channelled through a 
multilateral organization like the World Bank and 
UN Agencies. 

Official Development Assistance (ODA) - Grants or 
loans provided by a donor government with the 
main objective of promoting economic development 
or welfare. Loans must include at least a 25 percent 
grant element. DAC statistics for ODA exclude 
grants, loans, and credits for military purposes. 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development (OECD) - Pursuant to the 1990 
Convention signed in Paris, the 24 members of the 
OECD have agreed to promote policies designed to 
(1) achieve the highest sustainable economic growth, 
employment and a rising standard of living in the 
member countries, while maintaining financial sta
bility and contributing to the development of the 
world economy; (2) contribute to sound economic 
expansion; and (3) the expansion of world trade. 
Also see DAC. 

Program Assistance - Funding, usually a cash or 
commodity transfer, to offset balance-of-payments 
problems in recipient countries. Program asssistance 
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is usually tied to policy reforms at the macroeconom
ic level. U.S. program assistance is usually ESF
funded. 

Project Assistance - Funding used to address specific 
development goals in mutual agreement with host 
countries. Projects may have one or many compo
nents. A complex project might include training, 
construction, institution building, agriculrural pro
duction, research and credit components. 

Technical Cooperation - A form of aid which is 
almost entirely grants to nationals of developing 
countries for education or training at home or 
abroad, and for the costs of teachers, administrators, 
advisors and similar personnel serving in developing 
countries. 

Tied Aid - Official Development Assistance that 
must be spent on goods and services in the donor 
country. 



Bibliography 

Arnold, Steven H. 1982. "A Comparative Study of 
Five European Development Assistance Programs." 
Development Studies Program, Occasional Paper in 
Development Assistance No.4 . 

Association for Promotion of International 
Cooperation. 1989. A Guide to japan's Aid Tokyo. 

Bendix, Paul J. 1987. The United Kingdom's 
Development Cooperation Policy. Berlin: German 
Development Institute. 

Bivin, Julie. 1988. Policy Reform in Developing 
Countries - The Influence of Bilateral Donors. 
Washington, D.C.: Bureau of Science and 
Technology, U.S. Agency for International 
Development. 

Bose, Anuradha and Burnell, Peter. 1991. Britain's 
overseas aid since 1979 - Between idealism and self
interest. New York: Manchester University Press. 

Canadian International Development Agency. 1987. 
Sharing Our Future; Canadian International 
Development Assistance. Ottawa. 

1989. Canada's Official Development Assistance 
Prog1'llm: An Overview. Onawa. 

1990-91. Annual Report. Ottawa. 

1991. Report to CIDA: Public Attitudes Toward 
Intemational DelJelopment Assistance. Ottawa. 

Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. 
November 1992. Mel1101'llndul11 to The Preside1lt
Elect: Harnessing Process to Purpose. Washington, 
D.C. 

1992. Changing 0111' ways - America and The 
New World 

Congressional Research Service. August 1989. U.S. 
Government Activities Not Directf)' Financed Through 
the International Affairs Budget Account Yielding 

57 

Benefits to foreign Natio1lals or Foreign Governmeuts: 
1983-1986. Washington, D .C. 

Eurofi (UK) Limited, comps. 1988. Development 
Aid: A GlIide to National and Intemational Agencies. 
Borough Green: Butterworths. 

Faber, Gerrit. 1982. The Europea1l Community and 
Development Cooperation. Assen, The Netherlands: 
Van Gorcum and Compo B. V. 

Gillies, Davis W Winter 1988-89. Commerce Over 
Conscience? Export Promotion in Canada's Aid 
Program. International Journal. 

Groupe Secor. 1991. St1'lltegic Management Review 
Working Document: A Study Completed for Canadian 
International Development Agency. Ottawa. 

1991. St1'lltegic Management Review Report. 
Ottawa. 

Hofmann, Michael. 1985. japan's De/Jelopmem 
Assistance - A German View. Tokyo: Institute of 
Developing Economies. 

Hofmann, Michael. 1986. Canada's Developl11em 
Coope1'lltion Policy. Berlin: German Development 
Institute. 

Islam, Shafiqul, Editor. 1991. Yen for Development: 
japanese Foreign Aid and the Politics of Burden
Sharing. New York: Council on Foreign Relations. 

Jackson, James K. 1992. Tied Aid Credits. 
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Library of Congress, 
Congressional Research Service Issue Brief 89131. 

Jepma, Catrinus J. 1991. The Tying of Aid Paris: 
Organization for Economic Co-operation and 
Development. 

Lembke, Hans H . 1986. Sweden's Development 
Coope1'lltioll Policy Berlin: German Development 
Institute. 



Ministry of Foreign Affairs. japan's ODA 1989. 
Tokyo. 

Ministry of Foreign Affairs. japan's ODA 1992 -
New Philosophy, New Principles. Tokyo. 

Nowels. Larry Q. 1990. japan's Economic Challenge. 
Washington. D .C: Joint Economic Committee. 
Congress of the United States. 

Nowels, Larry Q. 1992. Foreign Aid Policy Issues. 
Washington, D.C: Congressional Research Service, 
The Library of Congress. Japan-U.S. Relations: A 
Briefing Book. 

Organization for Economic Co-operation and 
Development. 1991 and 1992. Development 
Cooperation: Efforts and Policies of the Members of the 
Development Assistance Committee. Paris. 

1990. Aid Review 1990191 - Report by the 
Secretariat and Questions 011 the Development 
Assistance Efforts and Policies of Canada. 

1991. japan. 

1992. Federal Republic of Germany. 

1992. Sweden. 

1992. United States. 

1992. Aid Review 1991192 - Memorandum of 
Canada. 

1991 . japan. 

1992. Federal Republic of Germany. 

1992. Sweden. 

1992. United States. 

1992. Aid Review 1991192 - Statistical Annex 
of Germany. 

Overseas Development Administration. June 1989. 
British Overseas Aid - Anniversary Review 1989. 
London. 

Sanford, Jonathan E. 1979. Issues and Options in the 
Coordination of u.s. Foreign Aid PoliCJ( Washington. 

58 

D.C: Committee on Foreign Affairs. U.S. House of 
Representatives. 

Schmitz. Gerald. January 1991 . Aid to Developing 
Cou1ltries. Ottawa: Library of Parliament. 

United Nations Development Program. 1990. 
Donor Profiles. Resource Management Unit. New 
York. 

U.S. Agency for International Development. 
February 1989. Development and the National 
Interest: u.s. Economic Assistance into the 21st 
Century. Washington, D.C 

October 1992. Office of Evaluation. Center 
for Development Information and Evaluation. 
AID Program and Operations Assessment Report 
No.3 - AID's In-Country Presence - An 
Assessment. 

U.s. General Accounting Office. February 1980. 
Coordinating U.S. Development Assistance: Problems 
Facing the International Development Cooperation 
Agenry. (GAO/ID-80-13). Washington, D.C 

1983. Donor Approaches to Development 
Assistance: Implications for the United States. 
(GAOIID-83-23). 

1988. Foreign Economic Assistance Ismes. 
(GAOIOCG-89-23TR). 

1988. Department of State Issues. 
(GAOIOCG-89-19TR). 

1990. Economic Assistance -Integration of 
japanese Aid and Trade Policies. 
(GAO/NSIAD-90-149). 

1990. Eastem Europe - Donor Assistance and 
Reform Efforts. (GAO/NSIAD-91-21). 

1992. £-.:port Promotion - Overall U.s. Strateg)1 
Needed. (GAOIT-GGD-92-40). 

1992. Foreign Assistance - Management 
Problems Persist At the Agency for brternatiollal 
Development. (GAOIT-NSIAD-92-31). 

1992. Foreign Assistance - A Profile of the Agmq 
for International DeveLopment. (GAO/NSIAD- 92-148). 



1992. Fina11cial Mal1ageme1lt - Serious 
Deficie1lcies In State's Financial Systems Require 
SlIStained Attention. (GAOl AFMD-93-9). 

1992. AID Management - Stl'tltegic 
Managemellt Can Help AID Face Current and 
Future Challenges. (GAO/NSIAD-92-100). 

U.S. House of Representatives. 1992. H.R. 5368 -
Foreig1l Opel'tltions, FY 1993. Washington, D .C. 

U.S. Senate Committee on Foreign Relations and 
U.S. House of Representatives Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. February 1991. Legislation on 
Foreign Relations Through 1990 - Volume I. 
Washington, D.C. 

U.S. State Department. October 1992. Report of the 
Commission on State Department Personnel. 
Washington, D.C. 

November 1992. A New Model for Managing 
foreign A./foirs. Report of the State Department 
Management Task Force, State 2000. (in draft). 

Wilhelm, John and Feinstein, Gerry. 1984. u.s. 
Foreign Assistance - Investment 01' FolIJ1?New York: 
Praeger Publishers. 

Wilkens, Ann. 1990. Development Aid in the 1990s 
- Swedish experience and perspectives. Stockholm: 
Swedish International Development Authority. 

World Bank. May 1988. Review of National Aid 
Progl'tlms; Canada. Resource Mobilization 
Department, VPFPR. Washington, D.C. 

November 1988. United States. 

June 1990. Sweden. 

August 1992. Fedmzl Republic ofGern1tlnJI, 

59 



CRIII( II U~llI- RI \ IN(, 1 " l! I'. ~ • h R I III I( ,\ N I I Y'" 

Staff 

Frank B. Kimball, Executive Director 

Richard H. Endres, Deputy Director 

Francis J. Kenefick, Senior Management Anal)'St 

Marian Harvey Bennen, GAO Liaison Officer 

Brenda K. Jones, Special Assistant 

60 












