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2 

OMfglo I VOICE, The U.S. Chamber of Commerce presents 

2 International Forum. today's guest speaker will be Peter 

3 McPherson, Administrator of the Agency for International 

4 Development. He will discuss today's ooportunities for 

5 American business in U.S. foreiqn aid programs. And now 

6 today's International Forum; here's Jean Mazur. 

7 1AS. MAZUR(ph.): kelcone to International Forum. 

8 'rhe focus of today',s program, the IJ.S. Foreign Aid Program. 

9 fhe U.S. f'overnmnnts 9oproach to providing 

10 foreign economic iqsistance is changing and th.,t news is 

I good news for American husiness. i'he I?eagqan Administration, 

12 recognizing the important role the private sector can play 

13 in furthering the economic development of Thid 'qorld 

14 countries, has ben actively redirecting its aid program to 

5 include more of a privatp sector dimension. 

16 A Bureari for Private Enterprise has b.en 

I/ estahlished within the Aid structure and all regional 

Is bIjreaus are expected to i.entify private sector projects to 

Iy sunport as wp1l. Closer workina replationships have heen 

20 established with husiness, but many in the U.S. husiness 

21 community qiestion whethpr there are opportunities for their 

22 companies provided hy this new aoproach. 

23 Here in our btusiness studios to discuss the 

24 condition of the U.S. Aid proqran today, where it is heading 

25 -nd what it means for American hJsiness, are Frank Balance, 
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OMr'glo i President, Action for Norld Development; Samuel Hale, Jr., 

2 President of Energy Development IntornationalD Steven 

3 Drimoff, Director of the iashington office of the 

4 U.rN. Association of the U.S.; and moderating today-s 

5 liscussion, Fred Stokeld, Director of International Economic 

6 Policy here at the U.S. Chamber of Commerce. 

7 MfR. SrOKEDI-: Fhank you, Jean. People tend to 

8 have strong opinions about foreign aid without necessarily 

9 knowing much aholt the program's ingredients, so I thought 
() we'd hetter begin with a summary of what constitutes the 

I U.S. Foreiqn Assistance Program and how much money is 

12 involved. 

13 Steve, could you start thin-s rolling with a few 

14 labels and nurnhers to put all this in p-rspective? 

15 MR. DIMOFF9 Thank you, Fred. I think our Foreign 

16 Assistance Program has two major sides to it: a bilateral 

17 side, which essentially involves our relationshir, with 

1,3 indlvidual countries around the world, and the mtjltilateral 

IV side, which involves our contrihutions to the various 

20 international lendinq institutions and International lending 

21 organizations which have developnent programs. 

22 As far as our hilateral program qoes, we have a S5 
23 hillion-a-year program in agriculture, population, health 

24 and technical aqsistance activities. Our multilateral 

25 activities includn our contrthutions to the Vor.-i Bank and 

various regionail development hanks in Asia, Africa and 
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OMfglo I Latin America. 

2 MR. STOKELDI Very good, Steve. And now, Sandv, 

j from the viewpoint of American business, what other main 

4 questions are now belnq asked about U.S. Foreign Assistance 

5 policy? 

6 VO)C F I would say the perception of oeople, 

7 particularly not in dashinqton, is still an agency that 

8 larclely funr, hurnan-nreds-klnd of activities: health. 

) education, the hasic infrastructjre. &nd in fact while a 

10 lot of that still joes on, increasingly there are examples 

II of private-enterprise-develooment-sorts of orojects. 

12 Presumably, some of those Mr. McPherson will he 

13 speaking about today, but increasingly within the last two 

14 or three years there's h',en attention paid to incentives for 

!b prodUction, fin~ncin.j Instittions, Income-generation 

16 opportunities, a very si-Inificant kind of changje in hasic 

I7 oijtlook that's not nece.;-irilv r.flected in the numhers; 

Id ti.at is, within an .:jrlctult'Jril project you may Just do that 

19 project differnntly than you did before. 

20 1R. SfOKFHLD: Now, Frank, the main question: Is 

21 aid in the J. . national interest? Is it really worth all 

22 the bother? 

2J M.'?. IBALAN,.I-: Fred, this is a q(uestion that pe.ople 

24 have been askin; ever since we gut involved in aid programs 

'D with the Marshall Plan at the en'I of the Second 4orld War, 
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and while theres a lot of 
debate on the subject, I think

that most people who've looked at the program woildj say, 
"Yes, 
it's very clearly in the 
national 
interest."
 

It's in 
the national 
interest 7enerally In the
 
larger sense 
of our responsibilities in 
the world as thre
 
leader of 
the Free iorld, and It is 
in our national 
interest
 
in a narrower 
sense from the economic ptprspectiive 
of th ,
 
business communIty, hecalise 
there's a tremendous amount of
 
business "Tene.rated In economic ties developed 
,s a re.sult of
 

the aid oroqram.
 

Ve only have to 
look at, 
say, the headlines of the
 
last six months or so in terms of 
the role of 
U.S. banks in
 
international development; we reglzA the interconnictedness 
of the world. And in sure it's a point that Or. McPherson 
will make as AID Adminstrator, hut 
some of the facts are
 
that one out of four acres of U.5. farmland goes 
to exports
 

to developinq countries.
 

Withou t thit , l.S. 
farners woulId he in real
trojhle. 
 Forty percent of U.S. exports 
now go t, developing)
 
countries, ind they're our fastest-growinq market for 
exports, and in many ways they take the leadinq edge of
 
U.S. technology. 
 9o that 
our exports to developing
 

countries 
are very importnt and without 
an aid orogram and
 
the financing that 
it provides and the government contacts
 
that it provides, we would ulndoutedly lose some of those 
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Omglo I export possibilities. 

2 So in fact we benefit both directly from the 

3 contracts, from the fact that I) percent of the aid monev is 

4 soent in the United States on contracts in this country, and 

5 indirectly from the infrastructure created by the aid 

6 Proqram, hy the climate created hy business overseas, by the 

I education and traininq proqrinis that aid funds, hy the 

8 health that makes for a healthier work force and so on. 

9) So I think very definitely it's in our national interest. 

I0 M'?. STO)K[.): Very rjoo(l, Frank. Now on that ooint 

II before we qo downst:tiirs, we can say somethinq about the 

12 natinal security aspects of the gid proqrams. I'm sure 

13 4r. 'AcPherson will address those today, the importance of 

14 our foreign policy interest that's in the Caribbean 

15 Initiative that is being considered in the Congress this 

16 week. 

17 M!?. BALANCE: Well, exactly. Of course, this is a 

18 '1 jor aspect of the forepi'n .iid nro';ram, and I think we 

19 o'liht to say, as probahly Mr. McPherson wil l say, that the 

20 -iid program Is an instrujment of iJ.S. forpiqn policy, and it 

21 can accomplish a number of different objectives at once and 

22 we hope it does. He hope it has humanitarian purposes, hut 

23 we mistn't forget that the foreiIn aid grogram is a forepin 

24 policy tool of hr- Unitned Staites designed to promote 

25 U.S. interests in the world, and it should do that. 
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OM glo I The difficulty, I think, is that there'5 often 

2 substantial disagreement about what promotes the 

3 U.S. interest in the worl. i'het's where the difficulIty 

4 comes. 

5 MR. SI')KELDf,: Fxactly. And this is a related 

6 point here, that the foreiqn aid traditionally hasn't had 

I much of a constituency of interest around the country, and 

8 this is reflected somewhat in the Conqr.ss where I 
9 understand out of the five last fiscal year aopropriations 

10 eor foreign aid, I think only one of those years was a hill 

.11 actually aporopriatedi. Ihe money has always heer) votea on 

12 the hasis of a continuinq resolution. 

13 )o any of you see any change in the attitude of 

14 Congress toward foreign aid with respect to placing higher 

15 priority on it? Req1irinj, let's say, a more serious 

16 consideration of the appropriations of funds for these 

I1 programs instead of leaving it to the system, as it were, to 

18 float along? 

I9 VOICFt: Nell, I think the Administration's 

2() initiative In settincl up 9 Committee on F1 conomic Assistance 

21 ;oes a icnrI way to trying to hulid a consensuis on our 

22 foreiln assistance proqram. That consensus has not existed 

23 for several years, and it's increasinqlv difficult to get a 
24 consensus, -iven the various levels of military security 

25 policy numbers that we're lookin; at, and the various 
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OMrglo I numbers that we're looking at. 

2 The oroportion has been the sublect of much 

3 dispute in Congress and it's been difficult to arrive at 

4 some consensus on exaciv what a foreiqn aid hill should he, 

5 what the levels of security assistance should he vis a vis 

6 development, actjal development assistance. 

7 VOICE: I might say sometinq on that point, if we 

8 have a moment here. And that Is that generally speaklni, in 
9 the last few years there has not been very much controversy 

10 over the develoment aspect of the aid program, the bilateral 

II aspect of the program. That part qenerally is approved 

12 rather readily without mujch difficulty. 

13 The problem comes in the security/ military side 

14 or the program which is much more visible politically and 

15 where there's real controversy involved, and that I'm sure 

16 we'll get to later. 

17 M!?. SfOCKFLV) Fxact lv. I would imagine that 

18 today Mr. McPherson will aaddress the so-called private 

19 sector emphasis and the bilateral aid programs. That also 

20 rI ss a question Steve alluded to, that our aid program is 

21 not just a bilateral program associated with the AID agency 

22 or the multilateral :rograms, the Norld t3ank and the other 

23 regional banks. It has much of a private sector emohasis, 

24 whatever thi rnens, which wn'l'i 'ipt into -- creot into the 

25 N'Vorli Hank', think irv; woi ilI youj say, Steve? 
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OMfglo I MR. DIMOFF: I think the Treasury D)epartment 

2 assessment of the multilatpral development hanks, the 

3 Administration has found thvat there is indeed a private­

4 sector emphasis in the Bank's programs. 

5 fhere are various oroposals that the 

6 Administration is advocating in negotiations for 

7 replenishments, greater co-financing of projects, a more 

8 specific maturation and qraduation policy of countries out 

9 of the various development loan windows. 

I0 All in all , thoijqh, I think the Administr-ition has 

II been rather positive In its emphisis on multilateral 

12 development banks. 

13 Mr?. STIgCKELDt Very good. 

14 VOICE: Fred, [ might say at that point, that with 

15 Tom Clausen coming in as president of the World Bank -- and 

16 he was chairman of the Bank of America prior to being 

11 arpointed to his post as president of the Norlcd Bank -- that 
Id there has been a suhstantlal emphasis -- change in emphasis 

19 qnd a move to the private sector in a stjbstant la degree, 

20 and it was a change that occurred almost simultaneously with 

21 the Reagan Administration coming to power. It certainly was 

22 given a push hy the [?egan Administration, and the Treasury 

23 report that Steve refers was part of that effort. 

24 But Tom Clausen had an inclination in that 

25 direction. His hank had heen heavily involved in lending to 
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OMglo I developing countries, and he carried that same private 

2 sector approach with him when he came theto World Hank. So 
3 it's made a difference in the World Bank as well. 

4 MR. SIOCKELI): Excellent. 

5 VOICE: I think there's one other point that's 

6 important to consider about the private sector 
initiative,
 

7 and that is that it haopens for mainly other reasons, that 

8 more and more, not only AID aid hut also multifefleral aid is 

Y coming 
to he focused on Africa simply because of the
 

l() pressinq problems there. And particularly with the 

II iraduation policy and so forth. 

12 That, arlain, is qoing to focus more of the 

13 strictly development resources Africa, Ion and think most 

14 of us in the husiness feel that Africa is hy far the most 

15 difficult environment in which to try to make the private 

16 sector aoproach work, whether it's in agriculture, small 

17 enterprise development, the financial institutions, 

id whatever. fhere's just less of a history there, less 

19 infrastructure ; a lot of other reasons.
 

20 MR. STOCKE-LD: 
 Very good. That raises now the 

21 question that some of the critics of the prevailing 

22 traditional awproaches to aid have tended to polarize around 

23 whether basic human needs, which is that part of the aid
 

24 program which has placed priority on providing w.3ter, 

25 irrigation, infrastructure, to these very poor countries, 



14(00 9)1 10 
.11 

OMfglo I as opposed to what we'd call the development of economic 

2 activity in a more direct senses manufacturing, farming and 

3 so on, 

4 Ihere tends to he a division of opinion of which 

5 side we should emphasize, and much of the criticism that we 

6 see today on the aid programs su-Igests that the model to 

7 follow is that of the so-called market economy as evident in 

8 South Korea or Taiwan or Hong Kong, who graduated from aid 

V programs, as opposed to those systems which like Tanzania 

I0 and Zambia and Africa which have been the recipients of very 

11 jenerous aid donations from many countries, but don't seem 

12 to he showing much signs of economic progress. 

13 How do we pick the hons out of this general 

14 question of which side should he emphasized? Is this a 

15 valid comparison? 

16 VNe are ready for downstairs now, Jean? 

17 MS. MAZUR: And now we will go live to the Hall of 

18 Flags where Dr. Michael Samuels will introduce today's 

19 featured quest. 

20 DR. SAMUELSI Our thre? members of the business 

21 community, upstairs in the Biznet studios. I would also 

22 note that there is 9 chance that the entire video tape of 

23 the full hour-long program that will be put together will he 

24 sent around to all the AID missions throughout the world. 

25 So when you think about questions to ask, you 
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OMTglo I might think about a larger audience than just this one here. 

2 One piece of housekeeping before I introduce our 

3 speaker, and that is to call the attention of all of you to 

4 a brochure that is on the table in front of you advertising 

the annual corporate briefing of the Association of American 

6 Chambers of Commprce in Latin America. 

7 This briefing is normally done in New York, but 

8 it's being done here in Nashington for the first time this 

9 year. The briefing is done by senior corporate officials 

active in local American Chr.mbers in Latin America. So if 

I you or anyone in your company has an interest in Latin 

12 America, you will not find a better-qualified presentor or 

13 group of presentors than those who will be at this 

14 orlefing. 

We are very honored this afternoon to have a very 

16 special speaker. Peter MdcPherson is the Administrator of 

17 the Agency of International Development and Acting Director 

18 of the International Development and Cooperation Agency. 

19 In this capacity he 'Ias brought long experience in 

both government and the private sector to bear at trying to 

21 address the nation's interests of both the human and 

22 development nature throughout the world, and particularly 

23 the developing countries. 

24 v~e are honored as longtime supporters of the aid 

legislation here at the Chamber of Commerce, and on behalf 

of the U.S. business community, to have Peter speak to us 
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today and answer any questions you may have. 
 Peter
 

McPherson.
 

(Applause.)
 

MR. MC PHERSONs 
 Thank you, Mike. 
 It is very nice
 
to be here. 
 This group has been a long-supporting group of 
foreign aid and it's especially nice to be here to talk
 

about it.
 

Let me be frank with you. Aid has long been
 
viewed by many Amricans, perhaps 
some 
of you here today, as
 
an international 
welfare program. 
Some believe that 
we are
 
simply throwing money down 
a rathole. 
 i'm here to dispel
 

those thouqhts. 

There are three key points I'd like to 
make todayl
 
One, 
that aid does help the U.S. economy and in reality is
 
an investment 
in the American economy; two, that 
aid
 
increases our national security, especilly as 
President
 

Reagan has restructured that program; and three, aid has
 
around the world experienced some 
dramatic successes, and
 
with our new restructured efforts, 
we believe we're qolnq to
 

have even more of these successes. 

Let me 
first he'lin with the U.S. economic benefits 
of our foreign aid program. The degree of interdependence 

between countries, ourselves and the Third Vorld has 
increased dramatically in recent years, and we 
believe will 
continue to do so. 
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2 OMTqlo I Trade with developlnq countries has become an 

2 Important part of the U.S. economy. Every state in the 

3 union Is now involved In exporting to developinq countries. 

4 Let me cite some njmhers. In 1981 our exports to developing 

5 countries were 43 percent of the total exoorts. This 

6 contrasted with about 10 years aco when only 30 percent of 

7 the total exoorts were to developinq countries. 

8 The growth of l.S. exports Is especially dramatic 

9 to countries which have had rapid economic growth, such as 
10 Brazil and Korea. [1.9. exnorts and manufactures have shown 

1I Dartictilarly strong growth. More than 80 percent of the 

12 manufacturIng Jobs created, more than 80 nercent in the late 

13 1970s, wore linked to exr)orts; and fully one-eighth of all 

14 U.S. jobs in manufacturing are now export-related. 

15 Sales to poor nations mean about two million jobs 
16 for U.S. citizens. Exports of agriculture products are very 

17 imoortant as well. Exports to developing countries of ag 

18 products account For about 20 to 25 nercent of gross farm 

19 Income; very qionificant in fact indeed. 

20 In addition to generatinq jobs for workers 

21 directly involved, there are many servIce-associated jobs 

22 thci create substantial employment and Income for the 

23 U.S. as well: grain elevators, transonrtation, insurance, 

24 banking and so forth. 

25 In hrief, trade in general and the develooino 
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OMTglo I world in particular have improved -- have been very 

2 important to us. And as the Third Norld improves its 

3 economic performance, the Third Norld's capacity to huy our 

4 goods and services has incraesed enormously, to our obvious 

benefit. 

6 By the way, I might mention that about two-thirds 

7 of the money that we send abroad in foreign aid comes hack 

8 to us immediately in the form of purchases of roods and 

9 services. In short, what we send abroad, much of it comes 

right back. 

I1 Recently, for example, an AID contract with a 

12 manufacturer in Alahama, millions of dollars wpre generated 

13 in the purchase of goods from that manufacturer and about 

14 930 jobs were involved in that contract. That community 

certainly thought that AID was relevant. 

16 Let's look at the other side of the coin, what 

17 the United States buys from developing countries. Our 

18 society needs many imports to function, and strategic 

19 minerals in particular come from developing countries. 

For example, wo depend upon developing couintries 

21 for 90 percent of our tin, vital to our electronics 

22 industry; 88 percent of our hauxite without which our 

23 aircraft industry simply could not '1o on; 75 percent of our 

24 cobalt needed by our steel and nuclear industries, and so 

on. 
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OMTglo I Just imagine a car without a starter switch, a jet 

2 plane without an engine, a TV set without a picture tube, a 

3 computer without a memory; or for that matter, a fourth of 

4 July without fireworks. 

5 Without imports from developing countries these 

6 and other necessities and conveniences would be, to 3ay the 

7 least, uncommon. And we're (er)endrl,. more and more on Third 

8 World countries for this kind of flow of goods, especially 

9 as I mentioned to begin with, the strate.gic minerals. 

10 Of course, some of the things that we import gre a 

II lot more commonplace, perhaps not as vital, hut important. 

12 92 percent of our coffee comes from developing countries. 

13 Let's turn now to another benefit of the foreign 

14 aid program, national security. To a considerable 

15 extent, U.S. security depends upon the political and 

16 economic health in the Third 14orldi. Afqihanistan, El 

17 Salvador and the Middle Fast are examp.rns of the impact 

18 Third World countries have on the U.S. 

19 In examining our overall security nPeds, this 

20 Administration has tried to balance the budget demands with 

21 the needs for a strengthened international situation. 

22 President Reagan concluded that the U.S. national interest 

23 demanded a strong foreign aid program, and he has personall, 

24 fought for that program on several occasions. 

25 This is not surprising. The decision to provide 
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OMglo I aid Is a key foreign policy decision. Successive Congresses 

2 and Administrations, begicining with Roosevelt and Truman, 

3 have recognized the importance to our foreign policy of a 

4 strong foreign aid proram, and President Reagan was 

5 continuing on with that tradition. 

6 Why ca-e about people thousands of miles away, so 

7 many people ask, when we have our own problems here today? 

8 Let's take a look at our neighbors to the south for a 

9 moment. That will give us I think some clearer idea. 

IC) I'm sure you will agree that Latin America and the 

II Caribbean have a direct bearing on our national security. 

12 Our vital concerns in the region include keeping the sea 

13 lanes clear. Latin America 9nd the Caribbean are important 

14 to our efforts to limit the spread of nuclear 

15 and conventional arms. 

16 Still other important concerns have to do with 

17 keeping down the flow of narcotics and of course 

18 undocumented workers coming across to our borders. 

19 Economic stagnation in the Caribbean could cause 

20 -- and does cause -- misery and 'iiscontent leading to unrest 

21 and exodus of the so-called boat people. The cost of 

22 maintaining and relocating from the Caribhean coming into 

23 the United States is staggering. 700 million from 1980 to 

24 19d2 was the cost. 

25 We all know the problems of the Middle IEast. The 
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OMfglo I U.S. foreign aid there is a vital tool in our efforts 

2 there, as it is in the Horn of Africa, in southern Africa 

3 and so on. 

4 And for all these benefits, economic and foreign 

5 policy, the foreig.n aid program is really one of relatively 

6 small cost, and I might say, is a relatively shrinking part 

7 of the total Federal budget. fhe combined bilateral or 

8 multilateral hudget represents only I percent of the total 

9 U.S. budget, I cent out of every dollars. 

I0 It's about .2 percent of otur ,Iross national 

11 product. That's by comparison, I might note, of during the 

12 1950s when the foreign aid progr.am was aboijt 3 cents out of 

13 every Federal Government dollar, and was substantially 

14 larger as a percentage of GNP. 

1b Finally, let me spend a little time talking about 

6 the successes of AID. Twenty-eljht years ago, for eYam'ple, 

17 war had delivered the final hlow, so to speak, to South 

18 Korea, a nation already we.ak from years of hardship. 

19 Massive destruction and wretched living conditions were 

20 everywhere. Ninn million people were homeless. The 

21 fighting had leveled thrPe-fotjrtis of the countrv's very 

22 limited industry. rhere wasn't enough food to go around. 

23 The country never had -- and still does not 

24 really have -- any natural rpsources to speak of. To mae 

25 matters worse, a large percentage of North Korea's onople 
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2 omfglo I had fled south. fhe feptblic of Korea today is a vastly 

2 different Korea from what I just descrthed. 

j Visitors today see an industry on a grand scale 

4 and siqns of a rapidly qrowinq standard of living. The 

5 bustling populus is well fed, well clothed and well 

6 educated. Everywhere there are siqns of growing 

I prosperity. 

8 Korea's evoltition from poverty to prosperity is 

9 one of ojr proudest contributions. #ve helped a determined 

10 neople to help themselves, to mohilize their potential and 

II to prosper. AID an,i the U.S. Government has left its mark 

12 -i01 over the country. A power plant generator along the Han 

13 River hears a plaque with the U.S.-AID handshake. fhe 

14 railroad and port facilitieq are reminders of the 

15 U.S. contribution. 

16 AID helped huil 1 schools and set tip training and a 

I/ host of dlifferent vocations. In 1961 Korea's per ca-3ita 

Id incomec wa s d/. By the end of 1)980, aho,.t 21) years later, 

19 it had risen to I,I). in a single generation Korea became 

20 a malor (.S. trading partner. 

21 Our exports to Korea reached ahout 5 billion in 

22 198) and we're still growing. When I think of Korea, of 

23 what it was and what it has become, I know we are doing more 

24 than Just fiqhtinq a rear-,uard action against hunqer, 

25 poverty and igjnorance. Nte are making a difference. 
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2 OM rglo I The problems are really not too bil to be solved. 

2 1'he contribution of foreign aid, a dedicated population and 

j the right policies of poir countries together can make major 

4 contributions and brinq ahout major change. 

5 Undeniably, I h'elieve IJ.S. foreign aid has made 

6 the world a better plac,. He have done more than jiust dent 

7 the world hunger prohlem. 

8 To take another nxample, India is one of the 

9 poorest and most populous couintries in the world. Most 

I0 people here remember seeinq pictures of starving people in 

II that land not many years ago. Yet dje in part to the help 

12 from the United States, India has nearly achieved 

13 si.lf-sufficlency in food grains. 

14 [n the '50s and "6s)s, AID sent over agricultural 

Ib experts. ,'e heloed build fertilizer plants 9nd irrigation 

16 systems. We brought in Americans to train extension workers 

17 and bolster research of high-yield crops. As a result, 

Id Ind:ti's -:irain production wpnt from ahout 5) million tons in 

19 ,ni-idle 1Yb()s to Thotut Io million, three times production, 

20 hy last year -- enormous fool progress. 

21 President tUeagan h--s mfdir the foreign aid oroqram 

22 n stron:ier progr1v.i. de t:ive henefited from some of the 

23 mistakes In the p-ist i:,n-i of course therm were some. N e 

24 certainly have movel away from any kind of program that was 

25 in the nature of -n international welfare Drogra9n. Ne have 
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2 OMfglo I truly mae9e this a self-help effort. 

2 Th President has conslstenLly stressed iniivlidal 

3 initiative in a free market system rather than government 

4 intervention as the surest route to economic growth. 

5 In unveiling the Caribbean Basin Initiative, for exanpie, 

6 the President outlined the nPed for a program to create 

I conditions under which "creativity, private entrepreneurship 

d an,1 self-help c-n flourish." All) now fosters market forces 

9 and local business condition-3 in developing countries. 

10 In brief, we try to make full use of the magic of 

.11 the marketplace. Private enterprise is now a way of 

12 thinking th3t is being institutionalized at AID. Before 

13 this Administration, AID had almost stopped ,using the 

14 private sector for development purposes. Now it is an 

15 aoproach which we use throughout our agency. 

16 Also, we're paying much more attention to policy 

17 reforms in developing couintrins because policiPs are so very 

18 important, so centr[il in what happens: whether there's 

19 economic growth or mere stagnation. 

20 We see ourselved,- at Al') as sort of development 

21 bankers, hankers who put money on Projects where there's 

22 4oing to he a chance for qrowth, which ustually means that a 

23 country has to have a policy context which will encourage 

24 growth. 

25 Under this Administration, we use AID monies to 
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3 01MTglo I leverage or to encourage host governments to set up legal 

2 rules of the game which will encourage rather than 

3 constrict indigenous and American investment in ooor 

4 countries. e helieve we can do no l'ass in efficient use of 

5 the taxpayers' monies. 

6 In conclusion, we feel AID is I) important to 

7 U.S. economy; 2) a very important tool for our U.S. foreign 

8 policy; and 3) we know that we've made some major 

9 contributions over the years to poor countries. AID 

10 benefits all of us, we believe: the U.S. huqinePssman, yoll 

II here, the United States, ,mind the Third oorld. 

12 It's good to he here and I welcome your 

13 questions. 

14 (Appl.ause.) 

15 DR. SA~IJEL.1: Thank you very much, Peter. 

16 Mr. 'AcPherson has aIreed to answer questions not just on the 

17 text of the spaech that he .19ve, hut also on specific 

18 proQrams if yoj wish to ask them. 

19 Are there any questions to start it all off? Yes, 

20 ma'am. 

21 VO ICF: I saw in a recent newslet:r.:r th1at a 

22 oroposed foreinn air packafle to Lehanon was join-j to haive a 

23 certain amolnt of those funds tied to purchases of 

24 IJ.,. orolicts. 

2b [I think it's a S1h') hilIIon al i packaqe and S6,-) 

26 billion of those dollars is sulpposed to he for purchases of 
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3 0)fglo I products and services from here. 

2 M!. MC' PHHrT)ON: ?i ht. 

3 VO)IC!: Has Al) ever used this kind of package 

4 before, and if not, do you think that AID will be using it 

5 in the future? 

6 MR. MC PHIRSONt Yes, we have. We have about 

/ S300 million of the billion dollars qoing into Egypt going7 

8 for that purpose, and a suhstantial portion -- we-l l, at 

9 least some of the monies going into the Carihhean were used 

I0 for that nurposes as well. 

II It is q program which I think has to be carefullv 

12 tailored to the situation, hut indeed it is sometimes a 

13 vital tool and we think that in Lebanon it's a good example 

14 of where it's important. 

15 In our reconstruction efforts into Lebanon, it 

16 became clear to me that if we didn't watch it, the 

17 U.S. would he the government to provide all the charity 

18 relief and the French and Italians and everyhody else would 

19 walk away with .ll the hi. contracts for their hIsinesmen. 

20 And that was something I didn't think yoli would want me to 

21 have hanpen and go unnoticed, ani so we have put to-ether 

22 that package. 

23 1 think tb-at over the newt few years we're icing 

24 to find that Lehanon is -, very important business pqrtner 

25 of the United Stites, and we're anxious to have o)jr 
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.4 OMql'gIo I foretin aid effort, ur contribution to the recons 'ruction 

2 hl set up in a way that will contrihijte to that lon-l-tern 

3 sound rela tionship. 

4 VOICE: In speakin, of allied programs with the 

5 overall Agency for [nernationaI :)evelopment, the Iride 

6 Development Pro ]ram hrings together hoth private enterprise 

7 elements as well as the return to the United States of 

d exports. kle have sepn a rather iood qrowth in 
this but not 

9 in relation to the rest of the n.tions, mjor nations of 
the
 

I0) world with similar-type programs.
 

•IICoujld you comnent on this jrowth and its future 

12 as you see it? 

13 M. MC PHEISONs Last theyear Carter 

14 Administration had a Trade Development Program hudget of S4 

15 nillion. Ne are asking Conqress for fiscal year '84 to
 

16 propose S22 million in the program. 

17 1 can envision a steadily expanded Trade 

Id Development Program. I'm sure we have to take one step at a 

19 time. Congress will prohhIv give ,is this amount but there 

20 is clear some hesitancy. 

21 For those of you who don't hanpen to be aware of 

22 this pro.g7ram, this is a proqram we helpwhere finance 

23 fe;isibillty studies for projPrts that are going to be 

24 constructed in fhird NorlI countries. If there's a major 

25 Jam or there's a major plant heinq put up in a Thiri World 
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4 ()ArqIo I country, it's very im:qortant for U.S. h'jqfness to he part of 

2 the feasibility stUdy on tht proeect, because once you're in 

3 the door doing the feasihility study, the chances of your 

4 being able to follow up with either executing the contract 

5 or making ma.or sales in connection with that are 

6 considerahly enhanced. 

7 And so [ have felt that this is something we 

8 really ouqht to expand and we're doing it. 
1) Incidentally, wive expanded that TDP budget, one, 

10 by asking Con-ress for more money, hut two, by shifting 

II money into .*[P from other prorams. Last year we put a 

12 couple of million extra doll.rs into it. e've got a 

13 separate program -- the Congressman here is smiling, he 

14 knows how that's done -- we have in Egyot, we've got a 

15 separate feasihility study program of about $7 million. 

16 1 think that's one of the hiqrjest contrihutions we 

17 can make to evervbodv. ve have started off with the 

Id assumption that there should he a marriage hetween 

19 U.S. husiness and developrnent of the Third vorld, that we 

20 Shouldn't assume thit there was nothinq to he contrihuted or 

21 somehow or other they should be separated. And [ think the 

.-2 Thri.i worl d as well as the U.S. husiness commuJnity is going 
2J to reap the benefits of this marriage for growth. 

24 VIOrCE: One are: of concern for the exoorters has 

25 been the area of mixed credits. fhe question that [ have 
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2 ()MFqlo I is this. f know that they are best headed proqram in Fqvpt 

2 ind it has been quite helpful. fhe quIestion is whether or 

3 not 'UD is considering to expand is pro-Iram on a worldwide 

4 basis. 

5 'IAR. AAC PHERS(N: e do have a proqram in IyoDt, as 

6 you just indicatrd, some S7b million. A mixed credit 

7 program, hy the way, is i comhinition of qovernment monies 

8 which will in Pffect he ,ible to reducP the interest rates 

9 that foretiq nntities must pay for the r)ljrchases of ,Ioo,.s or 

10 services, so you're mlxinq government money -- with soft 

II money, if you will, with private money that will come on 

12 harder terms. 

13 Now we've taken a position that this is 

14 essentially not a m3rket force kind of thing, and that we 

15 want to discourage it. Ne don't like it. Unfortunat-lv, we 

16 live in the real world an'l the French and some others have 

17 not taken such a phtlosophlc;il position on this matter, :i­

18 i'm sure most of yoi have herome aware in your various 

19 ie:lings, and so we have heen forced to, in the case of 

20 Eqypt, move in and provide some mixed credits. 

21 Now this has b)-en in the nature of kind of an 

22 expanded, kind of an iximhank sort of fulnction, if you 

2J will. 

24 Now, we have , paper out in which we say on a 

2b cise-hy-cas hasis w'll look at further expansion of 
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4 ()MI'clo I mixed credits. Ile want to h' stire that whatever we do in 

2 mtxd credits is In fact helpful to the country 

3 developmentally. 

4 V4e don't have any other program firmly in place 

5 other than Egypt, hut we are willing to look at it on a 

6 country-by-country hasis. 

7 Frankly, I would like to expand that program in 
8 )jypt. I mean I am prepared within the context of realylv 

Y ilite a larqe oroqrarn to jre as many dollars there as it 
10 takes to have U.'. hulsInpssmen get a fair share -- to he 

11 treated fairly, you might sriy. 

12 V:) ICF: Althoujh vou touched upon this in your 

1. address fleetln,,iy, I was wondering if youi could exolore in 
14 a little greater detail any encouragement that AID might 

15 w.nt to give to Third Ylorld countries in innovations in 

16 financial instit'itions which could effectively realize some 

17 of the trade benefits which you lescrihe. 

18 I'm thinkin-g, for example, of revolving funds 

19 which would attract private U.S. industry ahroad. 

20 Ml?. MU PH''?S(Nz VIe have heen sunporting various 

21 venture capitail entities, for .!xa3mole, one in Jamaica, one 
22 in Indonesia, v.arloti loadinj firm funds and so on. In 
2 addtion, we have recently , ntored into an agrPement with 

24 the Siam National 13ank of Thiland in which we're 

25 suoplying a couple of million dollars. Siam National '3ank 
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is supplying a couple of additional million doll-rs. It's a 

very major institution in that country that basically is 

focused on Banqkok. 

Bangkok is entirely different than the rest of
 
Thailand. It's a 
 hiq, big1 city and fairly high oer capita
 

income and out in the northesast you get like a hundreK oer 

person annual income. So it's -- and we've said to that
 

hank, "Look, we'll glve loan,
you a you match it, and in
 
turn you ?-o out 
 -9nd have hranchep out in these ares where
 

you previously 
haven't ben doini busineps."
 

In effect, trving to encourage with .q little
 

incentive, a little soft 
loan money -- to be honest;
 

encourage that 
institution to expand and look beyond.
 

It's like this country; you have some institutions
 

that are very innovative and aqqressive and very service,
 

or a whole range of 
society-oriented, and others
 

which aren't. Ani we 
 think we 
can kind of prod and oush to
 

;et more done. 

Incidentally, there's a inpoint connection with 
that Thailand institution I wanted to make. A k'?y oart of 
that loan is a little money the tofor hank provide 

training, managment training to the opople who get the 

loans. People who get the Loans are "oinq to be pretty 

modest b'lsinessmen, aqrihusiness kinds of activity out in 

the countryside. 

1 mention it because I'm firma believer that 



A4Co OI .11 
29 

3 OMfglo I by and larqe the fhird Norld doesn't need resources as much 

2 as they need oeoolp with training. 

3 Secondly, they need some technology and they n,.ed 

4 institutions, hut the hottom of procress almost always is 

5 oeople who can do things. 

6 Look at this community, look at the communities 

7 where you came from, and I think you almost always find that 

8 it's the people, it's the institutions that make for 

9 economic growth. And we have moved away from -- it's not 

10 the first time AID has done it, it's an old institution 

II that's tried almost everything, but we moved away from a 

12 business where we try to give ppople goods and services 

13 directly. It just doesn't work. 

14 International welfaire just doesn't work. You 

I5 ion't give people fish, you teach them how to fish. And 

16 that's a concept that goes throu1h all of our activity, 

'7 including the Siam National Bank loan. 

18 Yes, sir? 

19 VOICF: '4r. McPherson, there are a number of 

20 ,niddle-income countries that are AID graduates, where we had 

21 extensive prograns. You've mentioned India -ind Korea. 

22 'here are others where there are a lot of linkaqes that over 

23 the years have been developed, institutions that were 

24 orlinall y financed hy ANI. Many of them are still.1 

25 developing countries. althoug3h they're middle income. 
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2 (;4rgio I To what extent are the prlvatP-sector-orientei 

2 pro.rams -- and I know that 'l)P loes operate in some of 

3 these countries -- hut to what extent are you planning or 

4 thinking of extending the activities of PRf-.-, the private 

5 enterprise a,:tivities, to work with private-sector groups in 

6 these countries in developing jobs and other types of 

7 relationships? 

MR. MC PPE-ERS(N: I would envision that the 

9 principal instrument will continue to he the Trade 

I0 Development Program arid the Overseas Private Investment 

,11 Corporation Insurance programs. 

12 1 don't envision there to he much private-sector 

13 activity outside that we would he financing outside of 

14 that. 4Ve continue to find so-called punch corps(?) 

15 activity, which is an executive retired training grouping 

16 that does enormously good things and they have a big program 

17 in Mexico, and they have a hio proqram in Mexico and Hrizil, 

18 hut we're phasinq out of the -- we're noticing someone here, 

I1 oeople contributing to this in the past -- anyway, this is a 

20 proiram that has done enormously lood things, hut we think 

2 that VIexico and Brazil, for example, are an economic level 

22 where they probably ought to be loing their own thing. 

23 Actually, foreign aid plays q role --- transfer of 

24 resources in an innovative way plays a role, hut keepina our 

25 horders open for relatively free trade for countries like 
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2 om rglo I 4exico and Ldrazil -- I mean, it has to he 

31 

fair trade, hit 

2 

3 

having our borders open, relatively open, is to a greater 

advantage to those countries probably than a foreign aid 

4 prof.ram would he. 

5 

6 

"! 

Therels numbers of things that we can ,Io and T 
think we have probably played the major role that we should 

in connection with those countries. 

8 

Y to ask --

DR. SAMUFLi: Peter, there was a question I wanted 
in the discussions among people who are interested 

I() in development -­

.11 

12 

MS. MAIJr: Ne have been listening to Peter 
McPherson. J rinistrator of the Agency for International 

13 Development who is speaking this afternoon down in the Hall 

14 of Flags. 

I 

16 

17 

18 

19 

He spoke this afternoon about the interdependence 
of this country and those in the developing world and the 
role All) plays in promotncl the relationships. Specifically 

he cited the number of (.3. exports sold in the developing 

world: $99 billion worth in 1981, he said. He also noted 
20 

21 

22 

the number of products traded to us by them: 

products like coffee and also things of more 

importance, for instance, certain minerals. 

everyday 

strategic 

23 

24 these 

He spoke of the strategic importance of many of 

areas, specifically the Middle East and the Carihbean 
25 3asin. He also made a case for foreign assistance programs. 
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I )Mrglo I He said they do pay offl he said "we are not throwin-g money 

2 down the rathole" -- that's a quote. He cited South Korea 

3 as an example of success. He outlined the Reagan 

4 Administration anproach to foreign aid, which he described 

5 as stressing the free market system rather than jove:rnment 

6 intervention, and he said that as importait and successful 

7 as AID may be, its budget is shrinkinq. 

8 Here to make sense of this and analyze what was 

Y said is our panel. Fred, why don't you take it? 

I() MR. SOKETL): One point 'hr. McPherson made in 

.11 putting across his message was that Soith Korea provides an 

12 excellent example of how aid can work to graduate a poor 

13 country into one of economic self-sufficiency. 

14 Frank, how valid is the South Korean case to other 

15 countries involved in the aid program? Is it Just apples 

16 and oranges, or is there something to be learned and aoolied 

I7 there ? 

18 MR. BALANCiI- Nell, Fred, there is undoubtedly a 

19 good deal to be learned and applied from the Korean 

20 experience, and Korea really is 9 symbol for the economic 

21 progress that a numbe.r of Asian countries have made, many of 

22 which are aid gradhiates. An,'f in that category of Korea are 

23 often included, and I think probably Mr. McPherson mentioned 

24 those, "ariwin, lionq Konq ind Sinjapore -- all countries that 

2t have made substantial economic prog)ress. 
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CO)M glo I 1 think however that we need to recognize that 

2 there are some substantial differences between the Koreas, 

3 Taiwans and so on, and some of the problems we're now 

4 1?ncounterin3 with particularly the poorest countries in 

Africa. 

6 For one thing, the Asian countries by and large 

7 had very long histories of education, they had relatively 

8 well-trained manpowerl particularly Hong Kong, Singapore and 

9 Taiwan are really export platforms where the labor character 

of the economy and the qualified labor force makes it 

I possible to add %.lue to labor-intensive products which are 

12 then exported. 

1i It also, I might point out, because Mr. McPherson 

14 also mentioned the trade issue, the countries also developed 

in a time when we really were in a free trade mode. We are 

16 still in that mode but there's a great deal more pressure of 

17 a protectionist sort than there has haen in a long time, and 

18 to recommend that other piople follow that same mode of 

19 development requires many things that African countries 

don't have: thpy're ov.rwhplminqly agricultural, and many of 

21 them dependent unon one or two r9w materials, and frankly 

22 the climate for rw material exports has been very poor 

23 lately. 

24 So the conditions )f a Korea and the conditions of 

African countreis are really quite different. Meanwhile, 
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Iom 'glo I the world economy has also changed, so that it is going to 

2 he much more difficult in the 180s, say, for countries to 

3 export th, lr way to development than has been true in the 

4 past. 

I think they'll find it really much more difficult 

6 in the protectionist leanings that we see, whether it 

7 aoplies to textile or footwear or steel, whatever, are qoinq 

8 to he felt by the newcomers entering this field. 

9 MIR. STOKELD Very qood, Frank. That raises 

another question i'd like to put to Sandy. Peter McPherson 

II made many references to this private sector approach in the 

12 aid program today. 

13 in your experiencd, what are some of the things we 

14 should look for in this private sector approach? What if a 

country doesn't hay a private sector to beguin with? 

16 VOICE: Well, first of all, I'd say that every 

17 country has a private sector, and not only that, but every 

18 country has an entrepreunial sector. In some places it's a 

19 lot harder to find than others, hut for example, an example 

in Africa that's often cited is Kenya, where the small 

21 farmer was really the dynamic force in the marketplace for 

22 years. 

23 But even if you qo to 9 country, for example, 

24 Sudan, one finds that when the government finally gets 

around to having the kinds of incentives where a farmer 
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3 oMArglo I would have any kind of incentive to respond, the farmers do 

2 respond. A lot of what we call lack of entrepreneurship is 

3 lack of training in finance, accounting and so forth, but 

4 in terms of wanting to go ouit and market something and 

5 ability to respond when the incentives are right, I think 

6 you'll find even to a great extent in Africa people do 

7 respond. 

8 Nhat you often fin,1, however, is government 

9 policies where there is no incentive to become an 

I() -ntrepreneur at any level. The other thing is I think AID 

II has in the past often used what I would call 

12 non-entrepreneurial kind of aoproaches to its projects, and 

13 I'll give you a couple of fairly trivial examples, but they 

14 relate I think to the rest of AI. 

15 In planting tr-es, and certainly deforestation is 

16 one of the major prohlems throtlhout Africa and the tropical 

17 zonps generfilly, the traditional approach of AID and the 

Id other donors hiasi been simply to jive the governments money 

19 and let the forest departments go out and plant trees. Now 

20 there's much more recognition of the fact that markets for 

21 things from those trees exist in the countries and that you 

22 can in fact qive the farmers a good incentive to go out and 

23 plant the trees themselves and do it on a self-sistaininj 

24 basis. It doesn't need that infusion year after year of 

25 donor money. 
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2 ()M rglo I Another example that we often use is a very little 

2 one: cook stoves, where AID for a number of years would go 

3 in and try to get the Peace Corps, private volunteer 

4 organizations or whatever to go family hy family trying to 

5 show people how to make more efficient stoves, which was 

6 going to take well into the year 3000, 1 suspect. 

7 At the same time artisan and marketing networks 

8 already existed which were making and sep ling stoves, and 

9 now there's much more, say, "Let's stop and use that 

10 existing artisan at work, not try to build something that's 

I I in fact going to put it out of bu]siness." 

12 I would find that i'd say something about trade. 

13 think it's important to put the foreign aid program in the 

14 context of what the Administration's been trying to do, to 

15 fight a kind of rear-guard action to maintain some freedom 

16 In world trade. And certainly if you look in the 

17 Caribbean, for axample, what's harpened in the sugar markets 

Id with the entry of particuilarly the PEC, far dominates any 

19 kind of aid that we would (live. I mean the economies have 

20 suffered such a blow hecause of that that it's hard to 

21 recoup from it. 

22 MR. STOKELDt Excellent. Now there's a related 

23 fact I'd like to discuss with Steve, becausp we are seeing 
24 that the bilateral program is qetting onto firmer ground 

25 with respect to the interest in the government and 
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5 (Mfglo 1 consulting with business as to the best way to fine 

2 -tune this apparatus, while on the multilateral side our 

3 support of the Norld Bank consumer organizations. 

4 Nhat is there to this charge of times that the 

5 rNorld Bank may be encouraginq developments in so-Me countries 

6 which are opposed to U.S. interests? Is there anything at 

7 all, or is this Just hearsay? 

8 MR. I)IMOF: Ne II, Fred, I think that the 

9 multilateral development banks by and large serve American 

10 interests very well. From the point of view of their 

.11 cost-effectiveness, they're very cost effective. 

12 Secondly, they complement our bilateral efforts, 

13 they enable us to really kind of build the infrastructural 

14 projects which create the ability of the smaller bilateral 

15 projects to be expanded and they're also very 

16 cost-effective. For every one dollar that the 

17 U.S. contributes, several other dollars will he contributed 

18 by member countries. 

19 So I think that they serve U.S. interests 

20 extremely well, and I think that's reflected in 

21 Administration policy, both in the past and in the present. 

22 VOICE: Fred, I'd like to say something on that 

23 point. I think it's important to recognize that while the 

24 United States is the largest participant in the multilateral 

25 institutions, it by no means has a veto power at these 
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2 OMTglo I institutions, so that if it comes actually down to a vote on 

2 a particular loan, the United States, unless it pulls its 

3 allies along, cannot actually block a loan to a country. 

4 After all, they are multilateral institutions. 

The developed countries, Europe, Japan and the United 

6 States, have the clear majority and they clearly set the 

7 policy. But the fact is that there may be occasions -- and 

8 it's entirely anpropriate that there are occasions when the 

Y policy agreed upon by all the members of the World Bank may 

not be exactly the same thing as the policy of the United 

II States in a particular' instance. 

12 And that probably is good because in fact one of 

13 the reasons why -- certainly in the '703 -- more attention 

14 was paid to the multilateral institutions is that they 

provide a buffer against some of the more overtly political 

16 involvement, and so that for people who are interested in 

17 economic development without the very strong political 

Id involvement that the bilateral program often led to. the 

19 orld Bank and the multilateral institutions have provided a 

very good solution for that and continue to do so. 

21 They buffer the political involvement so that you 

22 don't find the World Bank on the carpet on El Salvador, you 

23 find the U.S. bilateral aid program on the carpet. 

24 MR. STOKELD, That was a good point. One key 

question involves Congress, and of course the Administration 
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3 OMTglo I 
 has already requested a billion dollar 
increase more or less
 

2 for the next 
fiscal year program, bilateral and
 

3 multilateral: 9.1 billion up 
from about 8 billion.
 

What do we think around the
4 table of the prospects
 

5 
 for this package getting through the Congress? Can we
 

6 anticipate any cutbacks, or 
what's the situation?
 

7 VOICE; 
 Nell, Fred, we've already seen in the
 

8 House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee action yesterday on
 

9 
 Central America that there's strong opposition to the
 

10 Administration's request 
for substantial increase in funds
 

II for El Salvador. I helievP that 
was cut hack in half; 'm
 

12 not sure of that altogether.
 

13 And secondly, the question of U.S. assistance to
 

14 Nicaraguan guerrillas attempting to overthrow the 
Nicaraguan
 

15 Government is a very important and very divisive political
 

16 issue, and Congress is arguing 
-- members of Congress are
 

17 arguing that this contravenes 
the Boland Amendment which was
 

18 passed last year, which prevents U.S. assistance to
 

19 overthrow the government of Nicaragua as onposed to
 

20 attempting to cut 
the sunply of arms from Nicaragua to El
 

21 Salvador.
 

22 Also, when you consider that the vast portion of
 

23 the Administration's request 
for an increase in the AID
 

24 program is for security-related items, I think you will fin
 
25 real controversy over 
those, and I would expect that if the
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2 O)MFglo I Senate Republicans are cutting the President's request on 

2 defense as much as they are, you will not find great sllrnoort 

3 either, even in the Senate, for suhstantiql increases in the 

4 secuity portion of the AID progr3m. 

But Steve follows this very closely and maybe he 

6 has some thoughts. 

7 MR. DIMOFF: iWell, I think the important factor is 

8 the mix of security versus development assistance, and 

9 Secretary of State Schultz recently testified on the Hill 

that the bill is in fact comprsiid of 67 percent of 

II security/ military a,sistance anI 30-some percent 

12 development assistance, and that particular relatioiship 

UI will be where most of the conflict occurs. 

14 Those who have traditionally favored development 

policies as the cornerstone of the foreign assistance 

16 legislation will insist that that level be increasel in 

17 order to move the bill along in its congressional path. 

18 MR. SfoKELD: Very good. r(e're runnlnj to the 

19 close of our time, hut I'd like to quickly go arotini the 

table Just for any last observations we have. I guess 1 

21 could frame them in the context of a question: is the ai-1 

22 program here to stay? Do we expect to see any major changes 

23 over the next few years? Do you f4-l good about the aid, 

24 program, Sandy? 

VOICE: I think it's here to stay and it's a 
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3 ()Mfglo I little like a glacier; that is, I think the private 

2 enterprise thrust, rngardlesq of who the Adminstratlon is, 

3 is going to take years to permeate through the bureaucracy. 

4 MR. STOKELD: Excellent. Steve, do yo'j think it's 

5 going to wax or wane? 

6 MR. DIMOFF: Nell, I think it will continue. 1 

7 don't believe that it's not subhect to change. I think that 

8 the basic thought of the foreign assistnce bill is that 

9 there's indeed a -jlohal interdependence, and that 

I0 interdependence requires that the U.S. contribute to that 

II development effort. 

12 MR. STOKELDI Very good. Now Frank? 

13 MR. BALANCEt It's here to stay, Fred. I think no 

14 question about it. But certainly the Reagan Administration 

1b has put its stamp on it and future Administrations will do 

16 the same. 

17 As we have said, the crucial i. ssues turn out to he 
18 the political issues, the political issues havinj to do with 

19 who we're sLupporting in the worli and what those governments 

20 are like and whether that's it the U.S. national interest. 

21 MR. STOKELD: Thank you, Frank. I guess I could 

22 say in summary that the aid proqram, we would agree, is a 

23 living example of enlightened self-interest. Its goals of 

24 economic growth and polJtLcal stfhilitv are important to the 

25 United States in terms of lots, in terms of security. 
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3 OMTglo I And the main thing is that today the govrnment 

2 that is responsible for carrying out this orogram is more 

3 and more sincerely looking to business, to the private 

4 sector, for advice on how best to fine-tine the aprertiis of 

5 the program. 

6 I think on that note we'd like to thank 

7 Mr. McPherson for being with us today and hope on behalf of 

8 all of us here thr.It his private sector emphasis indeed will 

9 bear fruit over the next fnw years. 

I) Do we have time for any last comments on this 

,11 point? 

12 MS. MAZUR: Thank you for joining us on 

1j International Forum. Join us again on April 27th at 11:00 

14 a.m. Eastern Standard Time for Diteline International, the 

15 program that offers timely analysis of international trade 

16 policy and a perspective on how shifting world events affect 

17 American business interests abroad. 

18 I'm Jean Mazur for Bisnet(?) 

19 V)ICE: This has been a presentation of Bisnet, 

20 the American Businesq Network, a service of the United 

21 States Chamber of Commerce. 

22 (Announcement. 

23 

24 

25 


