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. ABSTRACT

Th1s report exam1nes the major factors that shaped u.s. forexgn assxstance“
1eg1slat1on 1n the 99th COngress.:'Concern over the rxsxng Federal de£1c1t 1af:
c1ted as the prxme reason U s. £ore13n assxstance declxned from the 1985 level
dur:ng both ‘sessions. Although iund1ng pr10r1t1es were establxshed cons1stent-

thh u.S. fore1gn polxcy obJectxves, controversy surrounds the 1mpact of the:

reductions on the»U.S. 1nterests overseas.

~NOTE
Th1s report was or1g1na11y prepared ‘at the request of the House Forexgn

Afiaxrs Comm1ttee as a; chapter ior the COmmxttee s publxcatxon, COngress andp'

3 : rd-'u’z . : A

kForexgn Pol1cy, 1985-1986. thh the COmmxttee 8 permxssxon ‘the report is- made

avaxlable for general congressxonal use.
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THB 99TH CONGRESS AND FOREIGN ASSISTANCE
- IN AN ERA OF BUDGET CONSTRAINTS:

OVERVIEW

In efforts to address the large U. S.. Government def:cxt, the 99th Congress '
_reduced forexgn assxstance fundzng levels after 5 consecutxve years of :
growth.1 Congress acted on the forexgn aid budget and the budget process
1tse1f by passzng the fxrst forexgn assistance authorzzatxon bxll since 1981,
and then enactxng the Graum-Rudman-Hollxngs Defxcxt Reduct1on Act (GRH) Hhxch
nmndated elxmznatxng the Government deficit over the next sxx years. Bothx
enactments were 1nstrumental in makxng dxffxcult choxces and establxshxng
defxnxte prxorztzes 1n the U s. forexgn assxstance approprzatxons legxslatxon.
The 99th Congress was more assertxve than the previous Congress had been
'1n forezgn assxstance and Government budget affairs. ance -1981, th
admznxstratxon had recexved much of what it requested 1n forexgn assxstance’-r:~
1n amount and ln program category. Hxlxtary assxstance, for example, 1ncreased
vas the admxnzstratxon had requested at ‘a. sxgnxfzcantly greater rate than
_‘development assxstance. Partxcularly absent, durxng the earlier period, was a
k‘degree of guxdance and accountabxlxty the Congress normally imposes on U.S.
'forexgn assxstancel programsY through the‘ regular authorxzatxon ‘and
approprxatxon‘process.( The 99th Congress completed authorzzatxon legxslatxoni
and restored some of the fundxng ratio that ‘exigted durxng the 1970s between

m111tary and developmental ass1stance.

lpor afdescrlptlon of Q.C; foreign"assistancefprograms,fsee:appenditi;
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iPﬂiﬁéditién, the U.s.- Government bud8et defxczt had: been mounting to

‘_aidef1c1t of $78 9 bxllxon 1n 1981 had ballooned to»i

‘$212 2 bxllxon 1n 1985. As the 99th Congress convened Members knew somethxng

had toibe‘done to reduce the deficit, but nobody vas sure Just vhat. Congress

startedtearly in’ the fxrst sessxon with the idea of a "budget freeze," but. by~u
the end\of the sessxon Gramm-Rudman-Hollxngs vas enacted.‘

Thxs chapter examxnes the budget factor and other major factors that
Ashaped the U S. forexgn asaxstance authorxzatxon and approprxatxon legxslatxon ‘
in the 99th Congress as uell as the consequences of the 1eg1slatxon on U S.
forexgn assxstance programs.
| In the fxrst sessxon, other factors that shaped congressxonal actxons ou:

S
nfore1gn assxstance 1nc1uded. 1) pressure to pass an authorxzatxon b111 after7
a 4-year h1atus,: 2) Presxdentxal pressure to increase spendxng 1nvzsome
categorxes of forexgn ass1stance --vmxlxtary and Economxc Support Fund (ESF),
3) an approprxatxon process that was evolving into a series of contxnumg‘
resolutxons, and 4) a ser1es of congressxonal choices’ that prxorxtxzed fundxng
levels for certaxn forexgn assxstance programs.
| The legxslatxve outcomes on forexgn assxstance fundxng were progressxvely’

more strxngent as the f1rst sessxon vore on; The enacted authorxzat1on b111
'froze spendxng at fxscal year 1985 1eve1s, but the attxtude that emerged after
vpassxng Gramm-Rudman-Hollxngs ‘was to reduce spendxng even more.;;As a result,»
f1sca1 year 1986 forexgn assxstance approprxatxons were lover than the
Presxdent had requested and lower than approprxatxons levels 1n the prevxous
year.‘

In the second ‘sesgion, cramm-Rudman-Hollzngs set the tenor for the

budgetary delxberatxons.‘ Aftcr the Presxdent requested 1ncreased spendxng for

forexgn ass1stance and natxonal defense and less gepending for domestic
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fprograms, Congress had to make dxffxcult choxces among the varxous types off,

programs. Theiresult’?as a s1gn1£1cant cutback in what the admxnxstratxon had
requested in - forexgn assxstance and a moderate reductxon from £1sca1 year 1986
. levels. ,,'
| To help prxorxtxze bxlateral fundxng levels to some countrxes, the
Congress earmarked" funds to ensure a certaxn level and type of asslstance to
thehé: A consequence of th1s approach vas that as forexgn assxstance programs
‘were .reduced, most of the reductxons took place in the non-earmarked
categorxes. Because these reductxons were' sxgnxfxcant and 1nvolved 80 nan;
countrxes, - some ~be11eve 1t has» caused.'a~ cr1s1s in U.S. forexgn polxcy.
However,vothers have maxntaxned that given the debt situation of the Unxted
States and other domestxc economxc problems, the United States has had to

' concentrate 1ts a1d 1n those recxpxent countries where U. S. interests were best

served.

THE FOREIGN ASSISTANCE SETTING AS 'ruE'99m CONGRESS CONVENED

In 1985 Congress faced a leg1s1atsve process for U.S.: forexgn assxstance
_that had changed sxgnxfxcantly over the prevxous three years. ’ Legxslatxng
1{£orexgn axd programs maxnly occurred through contxnuxng resolutxons rather ‘than
5dthrough regular authorxzatxon and appropr:atxon bxlls. Thxs changed the
f}process whxch permxtted wxde partxcxpatxon 1n forexgn polxcy debates so that
'; 1nd1v1du41 Members had the opportunxty to 1n£1uence emergxng legxslatxon.
vander the process present at the begxnnxng of the 99th Congress, nany final
decxsxons on foreign aid. and forexgn polxcy rested thh the tour-Hember (from

' the;Appropr1at1on Comm;ttees) mxn;fconference on the contxnu;ng resolutxon -- a
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':process that could. ‘exclude .others from having a direct. impactf‘on _the"
";legxslatlve outcome 2"

HaJor factors contrxbuted to changlng the process. - First,. Members had
' often ngen hxgher przorxty to 1mportant domestic programs that could dzrectly'

“affect thexr constxtuents than to forelgn assxstance 1ssues. Fundxng for

.,forexgn a1d, some argued,fcould be at the expense of domestxc programs.v The

"hxgh v1s1b111ty of recurrxng votes on contentxous forexgn assxstance issues in.
j 1nd1v1dual bxlls further contrlbuted to the changlng of the process. .

Second; the executxve branch was - able to achxeve its major objectives,
;1ncreased spendlng part1cularly\ in’ secur1ty asszstance programs, throughi
contxnuxng resolutxons, vhile av01d1ng many congressxonal spendxng and pollcy;
condxtlons that are characteristic of authorxzatxon legislation.

‘The“thirdvfactor related to the committees involved. Some obserVers"felt:5
that the development of strong subcommxttees made it more difficult for the
House Forelgn Affaxrs Commxttee to build cohesxve and supportable commxttee‘
posxtxons. Sxmxlarly, some contended that the: forelgn a1d ‘bills reported by.
the Senate Forelgn Relatlons Commxttee were overly restr1ct1ve of executxve‘
branch polxcy and generally too 'qxberal" - mnkxng it dxffxcult “to obtain
rbroad support 1n the Senate. a

The leadershxp of the committee chaxrmen vas important.“ 'Hany” had
attrxbuted the successful House passage of the 1984 bxll to the new leadershxp
of Rep:esentatxve Dante Fascell. As the 99th Congress convened, »8enator

‘Rxchard Lugar was elected as the new.. chaxrman of the Forexgn Relatxons

Commxttee, ‘he had support from and good relatxons thh the admxnxstratxon.

2For a more 1n-depth analysxs, see Nowels, Larry Q.> Forexgn Aid: The
Changxng Legislative Process. ' Congress _ and Foreign Pollcy --1984 in U.S.
Congress., House. Commlttee on Forexgn Affaxrs. Hashxngton, G.P 0., 1985.
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Beyond these factors, as:. pressures to reduce the overall Federal budget
_defxczt reached a cr1t1cs1 stage, the‘ budget for forezgn assxstance had
'contxnued to r1se steadxly. ~In »addxtlon, the m1x of fundxng levels for _
' 1nd1v1dua1 forezgn assxstance‘ programs had changed..f. Amounts for securxty,“
programs almost doubled and represented a much greater proportzon of the total,
} fundzng thsn when Presxdent Reagan was elected. As a 'result, the 99th,f
COngress would face pressures to: reduce the forelgn asslstance budget and”
declde the '‘proper" mix of: dszerent types of forexgn asszstance programs. ,']

Ultxmstely, the mix of the foresgn a1d budget request from another .
perspective vould also have long-range consequences for f1na1 fundlng levels
durxng the 99th Congress. - Almost - half of the 1ncrease from 1982 to 1985 1n.

total U S., forelgn assxstance went to five countrses - Paklstan, Greece,

Turkey, Israel and Egypt, thh the balance spread over approxlmately 50

tcountr; ‘,'many in Latxn Amerlca and- the Carzbbean.v Not only uhat program, but

’ also what country, uould see 1ts forexgn azd fundlng 1eve1 reduced 1n a budget

1<crunch would hsve to be decxded.

' 1985: CONGRESS REVITALIZES ' ROLE . IN. U 8. < POREIGN ASSISTANCE AMIDST BUDGET
- REDUCTION PRESSURES

President Reagan's FY.1986 budget‘proposal, presented in January 1985, was
ylprOJected to raise overall Government spendlng only slxghtly, but; would
'contlnue a trend of the past four years that shzfted expendltures from domestlc
fprograms to nat}onal defense and related programs such as 1nternatzonn1

1secur1ty assletance programs.‘ The budget defxczt was prOJected to be reduced

lby $42 b11110n, but observers felt the Congress uould never. accept the neces-
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~vsary cuts 1n domestlc prograas to. achleve the reductmn.3 Hzth the Pres1dent
opposed to two. v1able alternat1ves‘of address1ng the del1c1t, that 1s, 1ncreas- \
1ng revenues through tax1ng .or. reducing spendxng for nat1onal defense ands
'related programs such as U S. fore1gn assistance, the battle lines were drawn
;for the sesslon.y
v In 1add1t1on, Hembers of Congress were upset w1th the U, S. fore1gni
4 ass1stance portxon of the budget request because expendxtures for two nmJorf
programs were left out, thus present1ng .an - 1naccurate p1cture of uhat the :
eventual expend1ture level m1ght be.‘ Fxrst, the f1gure did not 1nclude $l Sﬁ
bxllxon in ant1c1pated econom:c a1d for Israel for later in the year. . And
second, the admxnxstratlon proposed to end. the Enport—Import Bank s $3 8
bxll1on d1rect loan progrmm which . helped boost oOverseas purchases of u. S.
exports and was popular among Members of COngress.s
Durxng the f1rst session of the 99th:Congress, leglslatxon determxnlng the ‘
fxnal fundxng levels for U S. forexgn assxstance would take three: dxfferent,
;but hxghly 1nterrelated paths. - 'as part of the overall budget resolutxon

icalled for in the 1974 Budget and’ Impoundment Control ‘Act (P. L. 93-344). as

:part of the approprxatxon process, and as part of the authorxzatxon process.

3[-‘essler, Pamela. “FY 1986 Budget ProJects - Small- R1se in Spend1ng.
ZCongressxonal Quarterly, February 9, 1985: 219, .

A 4Hembers Cool to Foreign Aid In Time of Domestxc Cutbacks. Congressxonal
Quarterly, February 23, 1985: 343.

o sAlthough the Export-Import Bank is not considered a foreign aid program,

it is funded within the International Affairs- (150) budget account and its
. appropriations are a part of the Foreign Assistance Appropriations Act. It
therefore competes, at times, with foreign aid funding from this account.
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‘Ine Authorization Process

' Two maJor forexgn aaaxatance acta were paased dur1ng 1985.:'The House and‘
Senate Agr*culture Commltteea aa well as the House Foretgn Affaxra Committee
'1 'ted am:ndments - on P L. 480 whxch reaulted 1n the enactment of the Food
Securxty Act of 1985 (P.L. 99-198).- The act reauthorxzed the P.L. 480 program
for another f1ve yeara, unt11 the end of 1990, and permxtted the President to
waive the program 8 authorlzatxon cexltng to meet urgent humanitarian needs
aauch aaathoae preva111ng 1n Afrlca.

“In addztxon, the House Forelgn Affaxrs and the Senate Foreign Relatlona
'Commxttees acted upon U S. forexgn aaalatance legxslatxon reaultxng in the~
Internatxonal Securzty and Development Cooperatlon Act of 1985 (P L. 99-83),'
which is the ma1n focus of this section.

’In1t1a11y, the Houae Forexgn Affaxra Commlttee and; - the Senate Forexgn
Relatxons Commltteea had a number of preaaurea relatxng to forexgn aaalatance
to,conaxder: 1) pressure to pass something after a 4-yearvh1atua;\2) preaaure
from the Budget Committees to hold the line on spending (compared'to FY 1985);
d)'Presidential preaaure to .increase spending on aome categories of‘foreign
aasxstance--mllxtary and economxc aupport (BSF)—-or face a posaxble veto of the
'authorxzatxon b111.‘and 4) preaaure not to make the polxcy 1anguage overly

.’reatrlctxve and thus poaaxbly’alxenate other Hembera of . Congreao or force a

'gPreaxdentxal veto.

Chaxrmen Faacell and Lugar,~under a "budget freeze ‘acenario. pledged to
make pasaxng an authorxzatxon b111 a top prxorlty and to compromxle on personal
iobJectxves in: order to 1mprove ‘its chances of passage. Each achieved success
un a dxfferent uay. and the measures which finally passed each body were

a1m11ar in fundxng levela though different in content.‘ The Senate approved by
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vpthe end of Harch 1985 an authotxzatxon bxll vhxch basxcally froze fotexgn aid i
‘fspendxng at FY 1985 levels (but allowed for mxlxtary a1d increases for Israel
T;and Egypt), supported the Presxdent on most 1ssues, and wvas relatxvely free of
i-constraznts on Presxdentxal policymaking. The House, though alao freezxng’
'ffotexgn a1d spendxng levels (after allowing for mxlxtary a1d 1ncreases for,
, Egypt and Israel), fundamentally reatranged the admxnxattatxon 8 requested”

pthtltles by reducxng mzlntary assxatance and 1ncreasxng development axd.6

Senate Action

t qu“things characterieed_Senate Fofeignﬁaelations ?ommittee-conaideration:
the.avoidance of nearly everyusensitive’or_"hudgetébusting" issue that might
: complicate the bill's chances of Senate ‘passage,i and the effort to adhere
_lsuffxcxently to administration prerogatxvea to assure acceptance of the bxll by
) the ‘White House. One such maJor controversxal 1saue waa economxc sanctxons
-fagaxnst South Afrxca.4 Senators Mathias and cranston, both of whom consxdeted .
_'adding sanctions unasures as amendments to the FY 1986 authorzzatxon bxll,
vtefraxned “from doxng so at the request of the chaxrman and offeted separate
bills 1nstead.7“

In ‘a sxmxlar vexn, attempts vere made to address the concerns. of the

admxnxstratxon and avoxd takxng ‘actions uhxch could have caused tensxon or

raxaed the threat of a veto. For instance, committee members rejected several

 61he final Senate bill authorized $12.8 billion for FY 1986; the House
bill authorized $12.6 billion for FY 1986. Both of these amounts excluded a
special $2 billion in economic assistance for Egypt and Israel which was
. 1ncluded in the enacted continuing resolution.

7Tgee U.S. Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service. The 99th
Congress and South Africa Sanctions. Report No. 87-942 F, by Robert Shepard.
Washington, 1987.
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amendmenta whxch uould have ‘placed reatr:ctxona on the admxnxatratxon s

pol;cxea 1n Central Amerxca.sz

The commxttee alao adopted a precedent-aettxng’
p:ovxaxon,bvrequeated hy the ,admxnxatratlon, to provxde in the FY 1986‘
autnofizatxon bill' an ,annual :$1 2 billion authorxzatxon for econom;c andf
development aid to centfal’America in FY 1987-1989.7

The committee: consensus to avoid controversy was teated on only a few
oceasxons. . On one of.these’occaaxons, the commxttee, 1n.1ta only direct
contradlctxon of a maJor admxn;ettatxon przorzty, paaaed an amendment to
restrzct aid to the Nlcaraguan contraa. Thxs provxaion became doubly
controversial uhen its. author, Senator Pell, dlaagreed Hlth the cha;rman as to
whether the amendment the commxtteevhad just passed uould prohxblt only U.S.
aid (Senator Lugar 8 vxeu) or also would prevent the channeling of aid through
other countrles (Senator Pell's. vxew). The chairman's priorities on the
authorization bill were demonstrated vhen he refrained from pressing his point
and instead reserved'the right to delete the measure during floor considefa-
tion-~a move heIn}timately’decided:againat.

AVAécng test ofdtﬁe;ednnittee;s cddperative mood occurred on measures

relating to U.S. population assistance programa. The issue focused on the

eontinuation of American support for groups that use their own funds for

8The amendments, offered by Senator Dodd, would have prohibited foreign
aid to any country providing support to the contras, imposed conditions on aid
to El Salvador and Guatemala, and reduced aid to Costa Rica, El Salvador, and
Guatemala.

9The administration argued that the multi-year authorization was
essential to provide cont1nu1ty to the region and assure it of continued U.S.
support. Senator Kassebaum's amendment to delete the multi-year authorization
vas defeated on an 8-8 vote.

105¢e 1.5, Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service. The
Battle Over Nicaragua. Report No. 87-890 F, by Anne L. Potter. Washington,
1987.
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,'abof;ibﬁfrejgﬁgd;aEFiVi;ies,or that cqﬁcinue tbégonduct voluntary programs in
cbuﬂ££iég,Qﬁ;;h”;rqiqilegéd,toVconéd;t coercive abériidﬁ practices. Despite a
serié§ §ftcon£ro;érsig1 Améndﬁehts, the issue w§§ hat suffiéieqt to dérail the
cpmﬁiftéé'ﬁ acgion. . The _coﬁﬁitteg’ passed S. 960. the. fc:eign' agsigtance
authbfiz#;ion bill, by a vote of 16-1 on March 27. A

In a move designed tb further speed,§0nsidegation,48engtg leaders purdugf
a floof strategy‘degigngﬂu;o,keep controversial or_"budget-busting” amendﬁggts.
from being offered'oﬁ;thg Senate floor.  With minimized controversy during. the
two-day debateabn:iky 14-15, committee -leaders were able successfully to Hold
together a ftagile, coali#idn of,jliperhl;, and conservatives to achieve the
bill's p@ssqge by one. of the lérgést‘ﬁajorities ever for this type of legisla-

tion,11

House iAction

Like the Senate Committee, the House Committee on.queign,AffSirs was
under pressure . tq  é@act' authorizﬁtiphl»leginlatién‘~(thoug£ it epjoyéd th;
distinqtion of’having ﬁoh¥ﬁ6u;é paéi;ge bf”ahuhUthéf{gqﬁioﬁ bill‘ége_preVious
year);'nnd‘béﬁause’;g it; Chairman Fahéefi Qisogiﬁfémpte& fo keep divisive
ﬁéssués=t9 a mihimum.‘.ﬂheh compared with the“SéﬁEfe Bili; thé Housé’dqmmittee
:bill bristled with policy initiativ@é’j. : One of \'é}';henei“ wa§ a comprehensive

_international narcotics control initiative designed to strengthen both U.S. and

, Mppe fragility of the coalition became clear at one point during floor
debate, when Senator Bingaman offered an amendment to delete $100 million from
military assistance programs with the intent of transferring it to P.L. 480
Food for Peace programs. Senator Helms, addressing the chairman, suggested
that passage of the amendment would break a compromise agreement reached in
committee, and asked whether that would then ieave the bill open to a whole
range of amendments to raise or lower various funding amounts. Helms, Jesse.
Remarks in the Sensie. Congressional Record, Daily Edition, May 15, 1985:
S6162.
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mternatxonal part1c1patxon 1n‘ “narcotics control enforcement, : 1nclud1ng. :
repeal of an_ old law forb1dd1ng U S. off1c1als from be1ng present. durxng d1rect [
! antx-narcotxcs polxce(’actxons 1n forexgn countrxes, an earmark of $1 mxlhon ofrl"
grant mxlxtary assxstance for a1rcraft used 1n narcot1cs control‘,_ and at:,
requxrement that U S. narcotxcs control assxstance be prov:.ded tovforexgn":
cOuntnes only on ‘a, 75/25 percent cost-sharmg basu. In add:.t:.on, the b:.ll»}b
mandated more spec1f1c actlon 1n the cases of Jamnca, Bol:.v:.a, and Peru by

.‘-.

du-ectly tymg U S. 'economxc a1d for these countr:.es to the1r earnest and.-
successful act1ons m controllmg narcotxcs productxon.u;
The mtent of commxttee members to reassert congressxonal 1n1t1at1ves m\":
the polxcy arena was clearly ev1dent. .Even though accedxng to the'ie‘xe..utlve
branch on some points, the commxttee adopted a b111 U R. 1555, wh:.ch mcurred'l"
the opposxtxon of the administration on a number of 1ssues, at least one ofm:
which brought a veto threat from the whxte House.. Among those provu:.ons were'f
a prohxbxtxon on U, S. combat troops 1n Nxcaragua and El Salvador mthout'
congressxonal approval, a cut of $l§2 mxlllon from the admm:.stratlon 8 fundmg
request for the’ Central America regzon, and a ban on sales of m111tary a:.rcraft
to Jordan unless that country recogmzed and agreed to negot:.ate mth Israel 13
B maJor 1ssue with which the commxttee chaxrman had to contend was the
presence of a. Repubhcan substxtute Inll to restore certam fundmg levels'

1mportant to the admmxstratlon and remove restr1ct1ons on executlve act1on '

which the comnuttee had adopted in its own authonzatxon b:.ll. Hhxle oppos:.ng-

120phe. Senate, in floor action, had also. enacted comprehensive narcotics
control measures, assuring that the public law would contain stringent provigions.

13The Jordan provision prompted the veto threat from the Administration.
The enacted bill included this provision as a sense-of-Congress statement and a
requirement for the President to certify Jordan's' comphance when not:.fy:.ng
Congress of a proposed sale of advanced weapons.
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gthe commlttee'measure, the admxnxstratxon, perhaps reflectxve of 1ts relatxveg

satxsfactxon wlth how Lt had fared under the contxnuxng resolutxon process,;

lalso opposed the Republxcan substxtute.vL'?':,rAbsence ‘of executxve branch lobbyxng".‘;"
for any House measure raxsed 1n1t1al doubt m the m1nds of many- ‘a8 ‘£o’ whetherl_“?
the House could f1nally pass a bxll. '

Recogmzxng that the com1ttee-reported btll "had: lxttle chance of passage?'

1n 1ts present form, Democrats expressed wxllmgness to compromxse on manyk

polxtxcally sensxtxve 1ssues. Paramount among these was the 1ssue o the

overall spendmg levels contaxned m the commxttee-reported bxll. Under"
pressure from other Hembers who were prepared to offer amendments mandatmg
cuts of as much as 10 percent m the bxll s already pared-down fundmg levels,
Chalrman Fascell took the unusual step of offermg to propose ‘an amendment to
h1s comxttee 8 bxll, at the outset of floor debate, to cut 3.2 percent across-—
the-board in- the bxll s authorxzatxon levels. ,. In hxs floor statement, the
Chazrman 1nd1cated that hxs amendment had the support of both Democrats and
Republxcans. :

Durmg the remainder’ of floor. debate, other extensxve changes were made in
the bxll,‘ mcludmg the attachment of a provxsxon provxdmg humamtanan
assxstance to the Nxcaraguan contras, to make the blll more acceptable to the
House ‘as’ a whole. Among those actxons that may ‘have helped achxeve thxs was
the approval of a series of amendments strengthemng the bxll 8 provxsxons for,
open assxstance programs‘ to a range of non-government, antx-Conlnumst
resistance forces battlmg governments backed by the Sovxets or“"“by 80v1et.
clients. In the most startlmg of these provxnons, the House :jenacted an

amendment on July 10 wluch repealed the. "Clark Amendment" wluch, smce 1976,»

had barred b S. 1nvolvement m rebel acthtxes m Angola. Prevxously most of
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‘thesenSprograms had been ~conducted quietly ‘under covert. operations- of U, S.

Vlntelllgence‘agencles.a

'~; In another ‘such actlon, fueled by the hxjackxng of an Amerxcan THA"

( commerc1a1 a1r11ner and a rash offfaxrport an '.r11ne bombxngs'

:approved a ser1es of amendments to‘strengthen.sxgnlfxcantly U.S. antx-terrorlsm.
’ 14

assxstance programs and securzty measures at forexgn axrports ﬂUl.xmately,'

these and sxmxlar amendments may havefhelpedfsecure the'bxll's passage byi

vvoxcelvote.

In h1s closxng floor remarks, Cha1rman Fascell stated that the a11-1mpor-
ftant.passage of forelgn ass1stance authorxzatxon leglslatxon had once agaln
"estabhshed the authorxty of the authonnng comxttees, absent whxch "the
‘whole 1ssue of po11cy formulatlon and its 1mp1ementat10n [becomes al negotxa-

tion between the Approprlatxons Committee and the admmstratxon.15

Conference Action

Havxng passed the forexgn assxstance authorxzatxon b111 1n thexr respec-
:txve Houses of COngress, the cha1rmen of the House Forexgn Affaxrs and Senate
. Forexgn Relatxons Commzttees made every effort to assure the b111 8 success in
| conference. Representatlve Fascell, chalrxng the conference committee, pressed

S

ﬂforlagreement_on,the approxxmatelvaOO d1fferences between the two bxlls. In

1"A consequence of the anti-terrorism amendments was that the annual
“amount finally authorized for U.S. anti-terrorism assistance in FY 1986/87
“($9.8 million) was nearly double what the administration had requested for each
year. In addition, the bill provided for various unilateral sanctions and
restrictions against countries that are either engaged in terrorism or that
give sanctuary to terrorists. See chapter below, The 99th Congress and the
Response to International Terrorism.

15Fascell, Dante. Remarks in the House. Congressional Record, Daily
" Edition, July 11, 1985: H5522. . S TR
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the last maJorf 1sagreement,,8enator Lugar, holdxng out for a Senate provxsxon‘

conce’nxng 'CIAy 1nvolvement 1n Nxcaragua, ultxmately compromxsed uhen House'

conferees madeiclear thexr 1ntentxon to reJect the bxll rather thnn approve the,

‘Senate posxtxons1§ Fxnally, both chaxrmen adamantly refused to reopen the bxll‘
;for change after the conclusxon of the conference, even uhen it appeared that‘
the admxnxstratxon vas anxxous to do so. -

| The fxnal passage of the conference report by House and 8enate, and the
'ultxmate sxgnxng of the publxc law by the Presxdent, appeared to rev1ta11ze the
authorxzatxons' process and the authorxty of the authorzzxng commxttees.ﬂ
',Impendmg legxslatxon on. def1c1t reductxon measures, however, would shortly:.
1mpose other spendxng cexlxng requxrements uhxch, when 1nterpreted and 1mposedi

by the appropr:atxons coumxttees, vOuld have serxous consequences for actxons

that the authorxzxng commxttees had taken.

Linking the Budget Process to the Authorization and Appropriation:Processes

As the £orexgn assxstance authorxzatxon bxlls wound thexr way’ through the

COngress, the House snd Senate concurren 'resolutxons on the;budget b111s vere

doxng the same 1rst maJor deadlx e for the full COngress was Hay 15, by;
vhxch t1me Congress;was supposed to adopt the £1rst non-bxndxng concurrent
resolutxon on the total Government budget.' The Senate and House adopted thexr

budget resolutxons (S. COn.Res. 32) %i Hay 10 and Hay 23, respectxvely settxngr

spendxng and revenue targets for FY 1986-88.;

16Senator Lugar later said that the "success of the conference was more
1mportant" than any of the provisions at issue. Felton, John. Conferees
Loosen Strxngs, Agree on Forexgn Aid., Congressional Quarterly. July 27, 1985:
1475+ -
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The targets were to guxde the authorzzxng‘and'approprxatxons commxttees 1n1

If, as happened often 1n"

formxng thexr legxslatxve pr10r1t1e i_ n

‘4recent years (and vould happen“ 1n. th1s essxon), Congress fa11ed to ‘take
actxon on a second measure by September 15, the targets in’ the fzrst resolutzonv
,iuould become bxndxng.

Some of the?fdxfferences that exzsted “betveen the House and Senate

"1resolutxons were as follows. Fxrst, the House budget de£1c1t pro;ectxons vere

;hxgher than the Senate s (1n FY 1986.by $1.8 bzllxon).‘ Second, the Senate

'voted to e11m1nate for: a year a cost-of-lxvxng adJustment (COLA) for Soc1a1
Securxty, whxle the House voted to retazn ‘it. . And thxrd, there were
dxfferences 1n non-bxndxng assumptxons pertaznzng to’ the 1nternat10nal affaxrs

150 account; as shown below'17"f

: House

o Limit the direct-loan program of

0

- the Export-Import Bank to $2.8
‘billion in FY 1986. The Presi-

dent had requested that the

- direct loan program, which helps

foreign customers purchase such

costly U.S. exports as airplanes,

be replaced with a $1.8 billion
loan guarantee program.

One-year overall freeze at FY .

1985 levels.

'86 Budget Accord,

. Senate

() Terminate the Export-Import Bank

direct loan program and assume
instead a $3 billicn subsidized
guaranteed loan program, with
$§175 million per year in appro-
priated funds for the interest
rate subsidies.

o  Assume FY 1986 levels for other
‘foreign aid, State Department
- programs, the United States
~Information Agency, and other

programs as approved by the

~ Senate Foreign Relations Commit-

tee in the FY 1986 authorization
billy} also an additional $200
million in budget authority for
FY 1986 for unspecified
restorations of parts of the
Reagan budget request, which had
been cut off by more than $700
million by the Foreign Relations
panel,

17Hehr, Ellzabeth. Bndﬁet'éonferenee Oﬁtiook; - Tough T"“"]3¢§¢hi“8 An

Congresszonal Quarterly, June 1, 1985.~ 1047.



oms-16:

"Assume the supplemental
.appropriation for African
“famine relief (H.R. 1239),
‘cleared April 2, and assume
appropriations for embassy
security and payments to
‘regional development banks.

'It took Congress untxl August llto uork out a compromxse uhxch essentxally

some promxnent leaders that both were essentxal for s1gn1f1cant def1c1t

1

reduct1ons., . In the 1nternat1onal “affairs account, the Export-lmport Bank

fb1llxon over three years, ‘a substantxal reduction over ‘the prevxous year s
allocatson.i

Thxs delay 1n the budget process (by 2 1/2 months) caused maJor problems in

the authorszatxon and appropr1atlon processes because, ‘at: least 1n theory,
Congress was not to act on. authorxzatxon or approprzatzon bxlls untzl 1t had
completed the f1rst budget resolutzon.. One observer noted that th1s nou-rou-'
tine: fa1lure of Congress to make its own deadl1ne has made for less scrutsny of
programs by author1z1ng commlttees and delays 1n actzon on appropr1at1on
bills.? The results show that during the f1scal years 1982-1986, Congress
finished only one or two _--‘ never more than four - of the 13 regular
approprxat1ons bllls before October l, the beg1nn1ng of the f1scal year.,.- ,f“e
These and other frustratzons over the budget process contxnued to mount as

d1d the Covernment s budget def1c1t, and this came to a head in the Senate

durxng the begznnxng of October 1985.s At that tzme, actxon vas delayed on

flegzslatxon (H.J.Res. 372 ’Nofra1se the cexlzng on the Federal debt to over $2

trxllzon as Senators Cramm, Rudman, and Hollzngs persuaded the Senate to adopt
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5‘an amefdment to the measure that reformed the‘budget ;Among otheri

thxngs, the amendment mandated annual reductxons 1n theTFederalﬁdefxcxt tof

produce a balanced budget byzFY 1991 If Congreaa and the Preaxdent faxled to;

make the mandated reductxons, automatxc;[acroaa-the-board apendxng reductxona€

would go 1nto effect.v

Deapxte gravej queatxona of‘ﬁwhether the def1c1t reductxon fwaa exther;

conatxtutxona‘ or vorkable, the Senate and the Houae by large maJorxtxeatbothk

paaaed the Gramm-Rudman-Hollxng',f(GRH) plan by' November l, 1985-}& It waa.

enacted 1nto law (P L. 99-177) on’ December 12 1985. It'aet binding deficit

targeta for the enauxn:jfxve yeara and requtred a balanced budget by October
1, 1990inp It alao eatablxahed a procedure for acroaa-the-board cuts fin‘
non-exempt" }programs by~ a unxform percentage and ‘divided automatic cuta
between defense and non-defense accounts whxch 1ncluded foreign assistance. |
‘ Seven daya later (December 19, 1985), Congress sent the President a $362
bxllxon FY 1986 approprxatxona bxll (H J. Rea.vﬁ65) in the form of a contxnuxngl
reaolutxon (CR) to keep the Government runnxng another year. The bxll was $S 9
b1111on below apendxng levela 1n FY 1985, and $18 4 bxllxon belov the
Prea1dent 8 FY 1986 requeat. The bxll waa quxckly azgned (aa P.L. 9-190) the,
same. day becauae a ahort-term catchall fundxng bxll (H J.Rea. 491 - P L.
99- le) - the fourth since: the atart of FY 1986 - had)expxred at m1dn13ht
that‘day;t

The contxnuxng reaolut1on provxded fund1ng for programa “covered by ‘seven

regular pproprxatxona that were not enacted that year: Agrxculture, Defenae,'

‘Interaor,,Tranaportatxon, Treaaury-Poatal 8erv1ce, the Dxatrxct of COlumbxa,

"1The enacted 1986 approprxation level for forexgn a1d Hll

,‘$l5;dfbfllloni; How. that fxgure was’ aettled upon, hov aaaocxated pol:cy 1aauea
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vere dec1ded, “and what kind.of restrictions were p1aced on ‘the. fundlng 1s the

~£ocus of the next sectlon.

VForelgn Asaxatance Appropraat1ons. Short-01rcu1t1ng the Procea

part of the budget process,35'he‘ Houae and Senate Appropr1at1ong
*Commltteea, 11ke the authorxzat1on comnatteea, £11ed w;th the budget comm1tteesff
- a annual vxeua and est1mates report on the Prea1dent'a budget request. Theia
'Houae Approprxatlona Commlttee, 1n 1tsu v;ewa~and eatxmates 'report, c1tedi
‘-three a1gn1f1cant factora in consxderxng the FY 1986 foreagn a1d budget' 1) thei
size’ and scope of a yet undefxned adm1n1atrat10n propoaal to addreaa Iarael 's
‘econom1c cr1a1s, 2) the adm1n13trat10n propoaala on: the Export-Import Bank‘ and
'3) perhaps most 1mportant1y, the 1mpact of the U 8. de£1c1t and the depth of

propoaed cuts in domestic programa on the forexgn aaexetance appropr1atxons

'1debate.1§

. House Action’

Hhen the Prea1dent 1ntroduced the budget for U 8. forexgn aaalatance, the
tmembera of the Approprlatxons COmmxttee reacted thh dxabelxef. Repreaentatxve

00bey, who cha1red the Approprxat1ona Subcommlttee on Foreign Operatlons,-

fcomp1a1ned that the adm1n1strat10n submitted "a phony requeat" for forexgn

’atance, eapecxally becauae 1t propoaed an 1npoaa1b1e cut" 1n »the"'

:Export-lmport Bank. and left -out an ant1c1pated addxttonal requeat of $1 5

fb11110n 1n emergency a1d to Iarael.lg,

. 1BVieua And Estimates Of Committees Of the  House. . House 'Of
‘Bepreeentatlvea COmmlttee On. The Budget.' Harch 1985.' p. 99”M ‘ ;

19Membera Cool to Fore1gn Aid In Time of Domeatxc Cutbacks, p§1343,
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. Représentative Obey's subcommittee hiad to deal!with the President's reavest

and”ics*“ p'lxcatxons, not in 1solatxon, but takxng 1nto account uhat had been;f

decxded in" the authorzzatxon snd budget process (for the 150 account). Table Iﬁ{

S (thxs*page) - summarxzes thewauthorxzstxon and budget resolutzon levelst

thatzthe‘subcommxttee had to take 1nto;cons1derstxon as the its delxberatxons?v
progressed.
Table I
c?oreign Assistance Funding Levels Proposed 1n‘che |

" Authorization, Budget, and Apptoprignons Bxlls .
~(in millions of dollars)

: o . , N " House
, Fisca1_~ Fiscal "House . 'House Appropriation
.. year: - year . passed .. passed Committee
1985 . 1986 . budget . suthori- recommended
level1 request resolutzon zation  for fiscal
S S : year 1986

Military assistance S A : . o

programs $5,909.8 $6,670.0 $5,665.9 $6,044.4 $5,916.1
Economic support fund _ 3,826.0 4,024,0  3,326.0 3,775.6 - 3,651.3
Development assxstancs3 4,536.3 4,026.1 = 4,365.3 ceeeienccane 3,940.1
(comparable prograNS) ...000...Il.ll.ll.'.l.‘l....... . 2 818 0 (2,60009)

Subtotal 14’562.1 . 14 970 2 13’447 2 coos.uoosooo;;-13p776ss
Export-Import Bank, .. Co e B E
direct loans - 0 3,865.0 iigﬂ ‘»0 2 800.0 e aee 18349
Total, 18,&27.1 14, ,970. o 16 247. vl '(_{-.14 560.4

Budget Authority -1 .-

1 Includes 1985 continuing tesolutxon approptzatxons plus House passed
levsls for regular annual programs.

These figures are comparisons of programs funded in both the Fotezgn
Affairs Committee authorization bill and 'in the forexgn assistance and telated
programs approprxatxons bill.

Development assistance includes all multxlateral and bxlateral economxc
programs excluding the economic support fund. : :

2050urce: House Report 99-252.f:
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To deal thh the varxous fundmg consxderatxons, hxghhghted most by concern“\

- for reducxng the Federal dehcxt, the subcolmuttee constructed a formula for 'f

,arrwmg at what 1t char“‘cterxzed a"' a faxr and reasonable forexgn asnstance:'

approprxatxon.v The suhcomxttee reduced each program request by the samef:,_
percentage unless the reductxon resulted 1n a program or country allocatxonr”f
falhng below the prescrxbed level when compared to its FY 1985 fundxng;“:
level.n‘ The subcommittee made two other maJor adJustments m applymg thxs_l
formula. 1) it was not apphed to the Export-lmport ‘Bank; and 2) three{'
countries -- Israel Egypt and Palustan - recewed fundmg at “the Presxdent sa‘"

requested level and the fundmg vas. earmarked to those countrxes.

The full House Approprxatxons Commttee, acceptmg the subconmuttee s'i‘

ions) 'reported out: 1ts FY 1986 forexgn assxstance fundmg levels atf;

$13 8 b111‘1on (excludmg the Export-lmport Bank), which was $700 mxlhon less

than the;’;‘FY 1985 level and $1 2 bxlhon 1ess than the Presxdent 8 request.é'
- The . Export-Import Bank's dxrect loan program was funded at $784 mlhon, the"'
"admmxstratxon had zeroed out the program. Reductxons were made m bxlateral_"l'
development programs,‘ economsc support fund (ESF),.and m111tary a1d from."
requested levels, although the latter two were reduced a much greater per-_: ;;
centage as the comuttee sought to reduce the mcreasmg admmxstratxon’i
emphasxs on these programs._ Hultxlateral a1d :was shghtly mcreased from the'v‘

reques ted levels o

21'l"‘or a greater descrxptxon of the formula, see U.S. Congress. . House.
Committee on Appropriations. Report on Forexgn Assutance and Related
Programs. House Report No. 99-252,. 99th Cong., 1t 8ess., August 1, 1986.
Washington, G.P. 00, 1986. P 6.,


http:level.21

CRS-21

“Senate“*Action.

The Senate Approprxat1ons Commxttee recommended $14 4 bxllxon, a level)i

4'aboutn _lfway betueen the HOuse Approprxatrons Commxttee s:proposal and the}i;

“ Presxdent s request. Compared to the Bouse measure, the Senate 8 b111 madefn

'to multxlateral axda'programs':‘1ncreased some bxlateral developmenth

actzvrtres (1.e. agrrculture), and;booated ESF and mxlxtary aid spendrng. Axd,w

, levels earmarkedh for ‘Iarael and Egypt were 1dent1cal to the Bouse bxll.f-

s Earmarks uere also 1ncluded for Greece, Turkey, the thlxppznes, and Tunraza.y
In addxtxon, the legxslatxon provxded the authorrty to reduce the 1nterest on
’repayments of past mxlxtary loans to Israel' but that vas later dropped.

These bxlls never reached the floor for full House or Senate consxderatron,
1nstead, 'they were 1nc1uded in the respectrve contrnuxng approprxatzon‘
resolutzons.-- a process that in the Bouse precluded floor conszderatxon of
forezgn axd amendments - and then went to a “conference commxttee formed from_
House and Senate Approprxatxons Commxttee Amembers. Thexr compromzse was
1nserted 1nto the contxnuxng resolutxon conference report as the forexgn
.asszstance approprxatxon budget.i Possxble explanatrons on th the bxlls never‘
reached the floor were: (1) there was not enough txme left in the
congresszonal sesgion to iron out the dxfferences betueen the two bills; (2)
forexgn a1d is so polxtxcally unpopular that the blllﬂ would not have passed'
even if there was enough txme, and (3) most Hembers preferred not to vote‘
dxrectly on a forezgn axd spendxng b111 1f it could be burxed 1n an omnrbus“f
.bxll."

The consequence of no dxrect debate on forexgn axd, however, was that a'

relatxvely small number of Hemberc ultzmately deczded forexgn aaaxstance

fundxng levels and 1n aome cases polxcy refxnements. The two poxnts of maJor'
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contentxon"* o

; lance between development and mxlxtary axd, andv the
. phas1s)on bxlateralﬁversus multxlateral a1d --"caused sharp dxsagreementh
among' conference members. All of the Republlcan Hembers from the House

‘subcommlttee except Representatxve Conte refused to axgn the fore1gn a1d
sectxon of the cont1nu1ng resolutxon.zzﬁ

Fore1gn Operatxons Subcommlttees had - negotzated the a1d provxszons during a

conference meetxng ‘on December 11, 1985.

The House and Senate conferees agreed to set FY 1986 forexgn assxstance
spendlng at $15 0 bxllxon (1nclud1ng the Export-Import Bank) whzch vas about
what the Pres1dent requested. The compos1txon of the approprzatxon, however,
was . dmfferent from the Presxdent 8 budget. It must be remembered that the Ex-
port-Import Bank had been zeroed out by the Pres1dent; the $1.1 bzll1on
approprxated for the Bank by the conferees essentlally was created by taking
~ funding from those programs -- pr1mar11y in the ESF and mxlxtary programs ==
' that the Pres1dent had asked to be 1ncreased.; The COngress also approved $l 3
bxllxon for the P L. 480 program. As a result, 1f the Export-lmport Bank was
excluded, Congress reduced ‘the level of the Presxdent a request for fore;gn

ass1stance (1nc1ud1ng the P L. 480 program) by 5 percent.;

The relatlvely small reduct1on in the Pres1dent's request camouflaged thef

“; . .'_u,‘

R

_s1gn1f1cant 1mpact nf th1s reductxon on countrzes recexvxng partxcular types of‘
b11atera1 U S. forexgn asszstance uhzch vere non-earmarked. For FY 1986, a
hxgh proport;on of U.S. m111tary a1d, and economac aid in the Economic Support
fund (ESF) vas earmarked fundxng essentxally guaranteexng amounts to
'countrxes thh a h1gh pr1or1ty in U s. forexgn polxcy. "The result was that.

'moat of the reductxons 1n ‘the m111tary and ESF programs was borne by the non-‘

_-rzzFelton. John. Budget’Cuts1heauefﬂark”onfForeign Aid. Congressional
Quarterly, December 21, 1985: 2688. .

Leaders of the House and Senate- )
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earmarked fund1 "gig portxon of the programs.- The U S. m111tary a1d uas reduced i

‘10 percent from;the Pres:dent 8. request, however, the fundxng level for the
earmarked countrzes --'Israel, Egypt, Pakxstan, Turkey, Greece, and Tunxsza--
was reduced by only 5 percent, whxle non-earmarked fund:ng was reduced by 30
percent.j, ESF fundxng was reduced 8 percent, but non-earmarked fundxng was
reduced by 43 percent.

| In early 1986, in accordance thh the provxsxon of the ‘newly enacted’ Graun-
Rudman-Hollxngs (GRH) def:cxt reductxon plan, the automatxc across-the-board
reductxon mechanxsm was tr1ggered and fore:gn assxstance funding was reduced an
add:txonal 4, 3 percent.’ any in Congress vere th:nkrng of how to absorb the
FY86 budget reductxons, stxll maxnta:n the1r spendzng prxorxtxes for the
Federal Government, and deal thh a Presxdent who opposed tax 1ncreases and
favored 1ncreases in defense spendxng. As the FY87 budget process began,
another consxderat:on vas that the FY87 Government defxcxt would have to be
thhxn $10 bxllxon of $144 bxllxon (a reductxon of $33 b1111on from FY86) as

mandated by GRH or mandatory reductxons 1n spendxng levels would be trxggered.

1986{5’CONGRESS GRAPPLES WITH BUDGET CONSTRAINTS

The Pres:dent s proposed FY 1987 budget met: the GRH guxdel:ne, contaxned no

;tax 1ncrease, and 1ncreased defense spendxng, but also 1nc1uded two maJor,
and, to many in Congress, po11t1ca11y unacceptable results."severe cuts in
_domestxc spendxng and umJor 1ncreases 1n forexgn assxstance.\ Thxs put a
tremendous amount of pressure on the Gongress, partxcularly the Budget,
Authorxzatxon, and Approprxatxons commxttees to arrange spendxng prxorxtxes as

quickly as poss;b{e,
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The Presxdent requested $22 6 b11110n for the 1nternatxona1 affa1rs account
(the 150 account), ‘a 1eve1 about 10 percent above h1s FY 1986 request and 20
percen above what was approprJated for FY 1986 after the GRH reductxons.23
Major increases sought 1nc1uded! 1) a r1se of $1 S billion in 1nternatxonai
securxty assxstance (military assxstance and Economxc ‘Support Fund), and 2) a
'new fxve-year State Department program 1ncreas1ng its securxty measures
; worldwxde and costxng $4 .44 bxllxon, §1. 4 bxllxon of which vas 1n FY 1987.

Conspxcuously absent from the admxnxstratxon 8 request was fundxng ‘the
Export-Import Bank 8 d1rect loan program whxch even after GRH sequestratzon
was funded at $1 0 billion in FY 1986. |

After examining the 150 account, many Hembers felt that the admznxstratxon
had 1gnored the new budget restr1ctxons for its favored programs, and
establxshed an atmosphere of confrontatxon between the admznxstratxon and
Congress on this as well as the much larger defense budget.24 It was not a
questxon of whether or not the 150 account would be reduced, rather it was a

questxon of what programs in- the account would be reduced. and by hov much.

" Authorization Process

Under the budget process, the House Foreign Affairs Commxttee had to make
1ts suggestxons to the Budget Committee by February 25, 1986, on how 1t would
‘cut spendxng on programs under its Jurxsdzctxon. House Forexgn Affaxrs

3

.Commxttee Chairman Fascell moved quickly to 'establxah=:the commxttee 8

: . 237hig estimate excluded the 155 ‘account (part of 150) Internatxonal
Fxnancxal ‘Programs because of its- abnormally large, by historical standards,
revenue impact.

L 2"Madxson, Chrxstopher.- " Crisis 'in FPoreign Aid. ~:National Journal,
,September 20, 1986: 2239,
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_ prxorztxes wzth the Budget Commzttee. In 1ts letter of vxews and estxmates, fﬁ

vthe commzttee proposed a spendxng cexlzng of $15 0 bzllionlfor those programs:i

in the 150 account cnder 1ts»Jur1sd1ctxon or a 13 5 percent reductzon,xn theﬁ{
Presxdent s request.??v The Admxnxstratxon had requested $17 35 bxllxon for”i
those programs, the FY 1986 spendxng level was §15.5 bxllzon.

In an attempt “to reduce the overall 1mpact of the budget cuts,, the:
commzttee proposed g1v1ng specxal treatment to expandxng State Departmentir
securzty overseas by propos1ng that the $l 4 bxllxon be conszdered aeparately.d%
- The commxttee also put off the nmch tougher deczszons of how it would cut
1nd1v1dual programs to meet the overall target.’

In an effort-to set 1ts oun pr10r1t1es for 1nd1v1dual programs cuts, though,‘f
the ‘commzttee announced an unprecedented plan to reduce prevzously enactedd
authorxzatzons -- in the Forexgn Assxstance Authorzzatxon Act (P.L. 99-83) and
the State Department Authorxzatxon Act (P L. 99-93), whose combxned annual
authorzzxng levels were §$17.0 bxlllon.‘ The plan dxd‘not come to fruztxon,
however, and there was no such analogous plan on the Senate sxde. Other than
'recommendlng reductxons 1n lxne thh new Budget Commi ttee targets, the Senate

Forexgn Relatxons COmmlttee took no actxon to reopen the authorxzatxon‘

process.zsn The maJor deczsxons on how substantxal reduct1ons 1n FY - 1987

ZSAll 'those 'programs .included in the foreign tassistance "authorization
bzll and the State Department authorization bill.

"- 26Senator Lugar, having just barely achieved the delicate workzng consen-
‘sus necessary to get a bill through the Senate, mainly by promising separate
committee action on a number of controversial issues, expressed reluctance to
reopen the authorizations process, stating that it "opens up the possibility
for all sorts of debates that we hoped would be quiet for a couple years."
Hefty Boosts Aid Programs Not likely to Survive on Hill. Congressional
Quarterly, February 8, 1986: 239, As in the House, however, the Senate opted
for separation of the embassy security initiative from the main foreign aid
bill; ultimately, the Diplomatic Security Act (H.R. 4151) was enacted into law.
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foreign assistance levels ‘would 'be allocated as ‘a result, ‘emanated from the

Budget and-Appropriations. committees.

TheBudgetProcessNarrousthe _Boundaries for the ‘Appropriations ‘Committees .

Once reported from the Budget Comxttees, the House and Senate i:‘quxckly

approved the budget resolutlona.A On May 15, the House paased H Con.Res. 337
w1th a proJected def1c1t of $137 bxlhon def1c1t, $7 b1111on less than the'
Senate 8 resolutxon (s Con.Res. 120). . In the Senate-House conference, the:{
compromse FY 1987 spendmg target for the mternatxonal affaxrs account was\’
. $17 5 b11110n (mmus the neu State Department aecunty program). These
targets were g1ven to‘ the'.Approprxatlons COmxttees, whxch estabhshed ‘the -
: over-all spend1ng authorxty 11m1ts used by the approprzatxon subconnuttees with _
-Junsdlctxon over each part of .the budget. |
One such 11m1t provxded $12 99 billion for U s. forexgn a1d programs
(1nc1ud1ng the Export-Import Bank) under the Junsdxctxon of the House Forelgn :
.Operatxons Subcomxttee. This budget 1eve1 represented a 9 7 percent cut from
\ FY 1986 GRH levels in total funds avaxlable to the subcommxttee.- Thls also

'~"f‘represented a cut of approxmately 16 percent from the adm1n1stratxon s FY 1987

v'_:.’.equest 1nc1ud1ng the Export-Import Bank' excludmg the Bank (at FY 1986

‘f‘{;fundmg 1eve1s) in these fxgures resulted in a cut of appronmately 20 percent
.;::,m the admnxstrat;on request...,

'l'o arnve ‘at fundmg 1eve1 recomendatlons, the subcommxttee uaed a complex
4_,_formu1a wh;ch 1nc1uded enacted budget resolutxon and GRH gu1de11nes. The
‘;recomendatxons are shown m table II. Of apecxal note 1s the action the
_'subcommxttee took m earmarkmg fundmg levels for certazn countnes in the

““_Economxc Support Fund and Fore;gn Hxhtary Credxt Sales (FMS) programs. ’l‘he
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Table I
u. S. Foreign Assxstance FY 1987 Fundlng Recommendatlons
(1n billions of dollars)

Elscal year | House ‘Senate

1986 actual/1987 actual = Appropriations Approprxatlono

TR ARt e e Committee = -~ Subcommittee.
“Bilateral o o
development a1d 2.6, ‘2.8 ‘2.6& 2.7,
'Hultllateral - o S f“j;
~ development aid 1.4 1.6 51 3f 1.0
Economic oupportffond}d{,jﬁﬁl ;ﬁii; 3 2; ]339‘
H:lltary 81d S}é‘ 6.7 '5 0} ,S;Q
Export-lmport Bank *ff{i? - %0 9; 1629
Total foreign aid  $14:4  §15.5 $12,9, $13.1

subcommxttee projected that, after earmarklng fundlng for Israel, Egypt,

Pakistan and Ireland, the total avaxlable fundlng for the other countrxeo 1n

21 Sxmllarly, the subcommlttee

the program would decrease by 32 percent.
‘proJected that in the Forexgn Hxlxtary Credxt Saleo Program, after earmarka for

Iorael, Egypt and Pakxstan vere taken 1nto account, the total ava;lable for

I

:other countrles would declxne approxxmately 51 percent.zqu'“Part1cx1ar1y h1t

:hard were the "base rxghts countrtes, w1th uhlch the UnxtedﬁVStateo hns

1t

......

agreements permxtt1ng U 8. forces to uce thelr mll1tary basec.,;_'

}chould be poxnted out that from FY 1981 tode’1986, U 8. forexgn acc1ctance to

these countr1ea had 1ncreased“from 398‘?m1111on to;$1 9 b1111on.¢

27Fore13n Aso1stance and Related Programs Appropr:atlons 8111, 1987.
House Report 99-747.‘ p. 12..

28Forexgn Assxstance ‘and Related Programs Approprxat1ono Bill, p. 12.
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The Senate Forexgn Operatxons Subcommxttee approved forexgn assxstanceA

legxslatxon that added Greece and

Turkey to the lxat of earmarked countrxes,

,although the a1d levels were slgnxfxcantlyﬁbe ow those requested.; Its bxll

also conta;ned a maJor refor proposal to change the mxlxtary a1d program to
.'3 waxllxon 1n unuaed mxlxtary

rather than lend, money to

cred1ts 1nto grants ’ The ratxonale'was;t nge;

gfxnancxally strapped countr;es, auch as Egypt and Turkey, uho uere atrugglxng

| to repaylpast loans.‘,

s The reform proposal became a mazn obstacle to reachxng an. agreement on the

;forexgn assxstance appropr:atxon bxll 1n conference. The fxntlf‘compromxse
1boosted the Military Aasxstance Program (HAP) to $900 mxllxon and gave the
‘,Presxdent dxacretxonary power to allocate the $4 billion in Forexgn Hxlxtary
TSales (FMS) credxts as. grants or low-xnterest (concessxonary) loans. i

’ In the other maJor securxty a1d 1nsue, the House-Senate fundxng dxfference

Tfor Economxc Support Funds (ESF) was aplxt in half at $3.55 bxllxonﬁ 1But 1n a
?Tmove to reduce the 1mpact of actual budget outlaya durxng FY 1987 (due to a
T:GRH-related constraznt), the bxll allowed the admxnxatratxon to oblxgate the

i’,‘i'ssr funds durmg both FY 1987 and BY 1988. )

a}ﬁj{After the conference negotxatxons were completed,; forexgn assxstance
f.approprxatxons (1nclud1ng the Export-lmport Bank) amounted to $l3 37 bxllxon
;fuhxch vere folded 1nto the FY 1987 omnxbuo appropr:atxons bxll (H J.Res. 738)
vcontaxnxng all 13 regular approprxation bxlla. The total for forexgn assis~
| tance (excludxng Export-Import Bank, but 1nclud1ng the P.L. 480 program) wvas
'”$l3 94 bxllxon, and the total for the entxre 150 account was 518 0 bxllxon

’"(P L. 99-591, sxgned on’ October 30, 1986)._
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Impact. of Gramm=Ri

‘ Grsum-Rudmen-Hollzngs forced the second sessxonuof the 99th Congress to;:

make tough choices, esteblxsh fundzng przor1t14' {end then compromxse or ecceptr,

a prescrzbed deczszon.i Almost'every forezgn esszsi'nce progrem vas reduced 1nf1
some vey. The deczszons reeched on forezgn asszstence fundzng 1ncluded the!7
followzng results., Fzrst, the belence among the meJor U s. forexgn sssrstence
programs shzfted for the frrst tzme 1n fzve yeers, fundrng for development

forergn assxstance, uhzle mrlztary azd and ESF (whxch 1s most often allocated .

eccordzng to U”S. polztrcel end securrty 1nterests) decreased.

Second‘eurs. forezgn esszstence fundzng was reduced for ‘the second*f

-'¢°Q'§59tiV95Y¢!f_§fFeF'f1Ve~YGlf° of growth (see ChﬁfF;b°1°V)§29 ,

RN

Chart I

f“!; nrngnuauumruu?uiamt-lun

3 special
sppropriation

regular
= aporopristion

“bil1ons of
current $  iamm

' Claral Yasa

" Source: Congressional Research Service graphics using dsta from
various rsports of House and Senate Appropriation Committees.

o 29For purposes of compsr;son. Chart 1 dzstznguzshes between regular
ffundzng bills and special appropriations that support initiatives that are not
"regular and contrnuxng elements of the program. Famine relief assistance for
sub-Saharan Africa in FYs 1984 and 1985 and a $2.25 billion emergency aid
package for Israel, Egypt, and Jordan in FY 1985 are included in this special
category. Including these amounts among the regular funds would distort, to a
certain extent, the general trend analysis,
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And‘thlrd, although pr;or1t1es 1n b11atera1 U s. forelgn asslstance seemed

to have been ma1nta1ned -’ pr1mar11y 1n earmarklng fundlng levels, some
programs were reduced to uhat many consldered rather drastxc levela.30
Perhaps the pr1me examples are the non-earmarked fundxng levela for the

countrxes 1n the mxl1tary axd and Bconomlc Support Fund a1d (ESF) programs.

Total m111tary a1d vas reduced 26 percent, but, whxle earmarked fundxn ;;
Israel, Egypt, Pakxstan, Turkey, and Greece) was reduced 11 percent, non-

earmarked fund1ng was reduced 62 percent.‘ ESF a1d was reduced 13 percent, but,

Bgypt, Pakxstan, Turkey, and Northern

whxle earmarked funds (to Israel,h
Ireland) were reduced 6 percent, non-earmarked fundxng was reduced 25 percent.
Also among the hardest-hxt programs uere U s. contrxbut1ons to the Horld
Bank and other international development banks., The 1987 approprlatxon bxll
1ncluded $949 million for cash payments for those banks - $443 m1llxon less
than the admxnxstratlon s request and $523 m1111on less than the FY 1986
appropr;atxon;- Hhen added to reductlons prlor to FY 1987, 1t meant that ‘the

Un1ted States had fallen $690 mllllon beh1nd 1“, payments that “the

‘fﬁwxon had pledged. gff

forelgn' pollcy of reducxng the ‘forexgn

The _ultxmate 1mpactlmonq u. s!{_

ass1stan eﬁxn the 2nd sessxon as well as the 1st sesslon of the 99th Congress

1s open to'conJecture. 3;Some belleve the budget reduetxons, partleularly to
non-earmarked countr;es 1n the U s.,btlateral securxty and BSF a1d programs,
has harmed U S. - forelgn pol1cy, some even go as far as. saylng th1s budget has
caused a crisis in U s.rforexgn polxey.alb U1gher levela of U.S. a1d, ‘they

belxeve, could provxde a cost-effect1ve ‘means. of protectxng U 8. securxty

30poreign assxstanceiherefincludespthe;P,L;QQBOfprogram;'but"excludesfthe
Export-Import Bank.;.

| 3luad1son, Chrxstopher. ~\;cfifiighiﬁhéF°?ei¢h5'5idef;f“NPFibgaI],Journal,
September 20, 1986.- 2236., R S S PRtk
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fxnterests w1thoutﬁ dxrect U s. 1nvolvement, as Hell as provxdxng polxtxcal’g'

1’stab111ty 1nf:the" _erd;iuorld and U'S.‘;access to 1nternat1ona1 markets andf'

vresources.-

Others, however,”

‘ perspectxve“ Fxrst; 1n(the1r vxew forexgn sxd should be lubJected to the ssme'
;defxcxtrreducxng pressures as other components of the U.S. budget. Second,

bfrom FY81 to FY87, axd levels 1ncreased sxgnxfxcantly,* slthough 1t was;
pr1mar11y 1n the mxlztary aid and Economxc Support Fund azd programs.. And‘
thxrd, they contend the Unxted Stat2s, as the eorld's largest debtor nstxon,
acan no longer afford to support Third Uorld natxons ~and multxlaterali
1nst1tutxons to the degree it has in the past and therefore, should concentrste'

on thosefcountrxes where the dividends are lxkely to be the greatest. ~j7'%

In‘sum“the 99th Congress 8 action on the forexgn aid budget and the budget
process 1tse1f forced dxffxcult choxces and d1d establzsh fundxng prxorztxes
.Vand thetr 1mpact on U S. forexgn polxcy w111 be a 1mportsnt topxc of debate in

the 100th Congress..
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APPENDIX

Foreign Assistance Program Descriptions32

‘Development Assistance (DA) helps friendly countries work toward achieving
sustained economic growth and satxsfyxng the basic human needs of their:
populatxons. Included are programs in agriculture, rural development, and
nutrition; population plannxng, health, education and human resources, disaster
assistance, private enterprise development, Sahel development, housing, AID
operating expenses, and American Schools and Hospitals abroad.

Economic Support Fund (ESF) loans and grants are used to support U.S. economic
foreign policy, and national security interests. The Fund finances development
prOJects, capital prOJects, commod1ty import programs, and balance of payments
support in countries of special importance to U.S. political or security
interest.

P.L. 480 Title I provides food aid to fr1end1y governments on a credit baaxs‘
for sale in commercial markets.

P.L. 480 Title II provides food on a grant basis directly to governments and{
through private voluntary agencies and the World Food Program.

Peace Corps places trained volunteers in 59 developing countries to work with
local counterparts in food production, education, health, natural resource
management, and other fields.

Narcotics Control programs help increase awareness in developing countries of
local and international drug problems and help desxgn projects that provxde-
economic alternatives to farmers in narcotxcs-growxng areas.

Migration and Refugee Assistance programs in the Department of State help fill
the immediate needs of refugees for food, shelter, and medical supplies. AID
programs help some refugees and displaced persons to resettle and become self~
supporting.

Multilateral Development Banks (MDBs) are also supported by U.S. fore1gn‘

assistance as a complement to U.S. bilateral programs. Contributions or
subscriptions to the following institutions have been negotiated or agreed to
by the U.S. Government and have received congressional authorization:
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development, International
Development Association (IDA), and International Finance Corporation (IFC) (the
World Bank Group); Asian Development Bank (ADB), and Fund (ADF); African
Development Bank (AFDB), and Fund (AFDF); Inter—-American Development Bank
~ (IDB), and its Fund for Special Operations (FSO); and Inter-American Investment
Corporation (IIC). Funds are also proposed for U.S. part1c1pat1on in a
Selective Capital Increase for the World Bank, a capital increase for the
International Finance Corporaonn, the fourth replenishment of the African
Development Fund, and in a new affiliate of the World Bank, the Multilateral
- Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA).

32p4ken  from Foreign Aid == A Policy Overview. CRS Issue Brief IB87016.
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International Organizations and Programs that are partially funded with U.S.
foreign assistance include the U.N. Development Program, U.N. Children's Fund,

International Atomic Energy Agency, OAS Development Assistance, U.N.
Environment Program (UNEP), the International Fund for Agricultural
Development, and 16 smaller programs.

Other economic assistance aid includes funds for the Trade and Development
Program, Emergency Refugee Assistance, Inter-American Foundation, African
Development Foundation, Foreign Service Retirement Fund, and has included aid
to the Nicaraguan counter-revolutionaries and a foreign assistance contingency
fund. AID includes in this category in its congressional presentation
documents certain .Treasury receipts and, in the past, adjustments for
reobligated funds, none of which affects appropriations.

Foreign Military Sales (FMS) Market Rate Credits are loans extended to
friendly countries at the rate of interest at which the Government borrows
money. These funds are generally used by the recipient to buy U.S. defense
articles and services.

Foreign Military Sales (FMS) Concessional Rate Credits are military credits
extended at rates less than those at which the U.S. Government borrows money
but by law, not less than 5 percent. Repayments of FMS credits by Israel and
Egypt are to be forgiven as they have been for the last several years.

Military Assistance Programs (MAP) provide funds on a grant basis that are
merged with the recipient country's FMS credits and used to buy U.S. defense

articles and services.

International Military Education and Training (IMET) is grant aid to support
instruction of foreign military personnel and thereby to increase rapport and

understanding of the United States as well as the technical skills of the
personnel.

Other Military Assistance includes funds to support Peace Keeping Operations
(PKO) in Cyprus, the Sinai, and the Caribbean, and anti-terrorism programs.
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