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FOREWORD 

This report on issues and options in the coordination of U.S. foreign 
aid policy was prepared by Jonathan E. Sanford of the F o r e r  Af- 
fairs and Sational Defense Division, Congressional Research ervice, 
at the request of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Issuance of this report is particularly timely because the Congress 
is now considering Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1979, submitted by 
the President to the Congress on April 10 1979, which consolidates 
various foreign assistance activities of the b.~. Government. This re- 
organization plan is submitted pursuant to title 111 of the Interna- 
tional Development and Food Assistance Act of 1978, which required 
the President to establish an International merit Cooperation 
Agency which would have primary coordination of 
international development-related include the 

related to international development. 
maximum possible range of U.S. Government agencies and programs 

Dr. Sanford's review of the various programs through which the 
United States provides economic assistance to developing countries and 
his analysis of alternative arrangements for im roving coordination 

: in this area should be of assistance tq a 1  Mem t' ers of Congress and' 
.'; - 'to the public in sti~dying .$he President's prdposed i.ebr'&gnizstiori, .. . :. 

' Findings and obserb'atiolis contained m this *port are those of the 
author and do not necessarily represent the views of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs or its members. 

CLEMENT J. ZAFILOCKI, 
Chuirmun, Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
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FOREWORD 

This report On issues and options in the coordination of U.S. foreign 
aid policy was prepared by Jonathan E. Sanford of the Foreign Af-. 
fairs and National Defense Division, Congressional Research Service, 
at the request of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Issuance of this report is particularly timely because the Congress 
is now considering Reorganization Plan No.2 of 1979, submitted by 
the President to the Congress on April 10 1979, which consolidates 
various foreign assistance activities of the a.S. Government. This re­
organization plan is submitted pursuant to title III of the Interna­
tional Development and Food Assistance Act of 1978, which required 
the President to establish an International Development Cooperation 
Agency which would have primary responsibility for' coordination of 
international development-related activities and would include the 
maximum possible range of U.S. Government agencies and programs 
related to international development. 

Dr. Sanford's review of the various programs through which the 
United States provides economic assistance to developing countries and 
~is ~alysis of a.lternative ar.ra.ngements for ~proving coordination 
ill thIS area should be of assLStan~e tQ ali Members of Congress and 

. to. the public in: studying .~he President.'S' preposed reorga.niza.tion. .' . '" .'., 
. Findings and obserVations containedm this ~port are those of the 

author and do not necessarily represent the views of the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs or its members. 

CLEMENT J. ZABLOCKI, 
Ohairman, Oommittee on Foreign Affairs. 
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PREFACE 

This study examines.different programs through which the'united 
States provides economic assistance to developiug countries and ex- 

. plores -alternative ways the U.S. polic coordination system might be 
improved. The United States channe f s its foreign aid through four 
kinds of programs-bilateral economic aid, bilateral food aid, mterna- 
tional orgallization programs, and multilateral development banks. 
There are diffeient U.S. goals and concerns for each program. The key 
reorganization' issue is probabl how one can strengthen the policy 
coordination process linking u.8. activity in each area without elimi- 
natin the special characteristics of each program or hampering con- 
tinue 8 U.S. pursuit of multiple goals through these development 
programs. 

This paper reviews three options for improving the coordination 
process for U.S. foreigg aid: (1) Consolidation of all development 
programs in a single agency, either State, Treasury, or a new Inter- 
national Development Coo eration Agency; (2) federation of the 
separate aid rograms un er the general authority of a Director P A' 
for U.S. Deve opment Policy; and (3) continuation and improvement 
of the present system of relatively autonomous aid programs. The 
study assesseses the advantages and disadvantages of each option 
without making any concluding recommendat,ions as to how the U.S. 

. . . . . . .  . policy.'process ought to be organized in the foreign assistance area. . . . .  . . .  . . '.: . . . . .  . .  . . . . . .  
. . . . .  . . . . .  . . . - . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . " . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . :  -. . , . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . '. . . . . . . . .  , .  (. v);.: ". 
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This study examines'different programs through which the United 
States provIdes economic assistance to developing cou'ntries and ex­
ploresalternative ways the U.S. policy coordination system might be 
Improved. The United States channels its foreign aid through four 
kinds of programs-b!Iateral economic aid, bilateral food aid, mterna­
tional organization programs, and multilateral development banks. 
There are diffe'rent U.S. goals and concerns for each program. The key 
reorganization' issue is probably how one can strengthen the policy 
coordination process linking U.S. activity in each area without elimi­
nating the special characteristics of each program or hampering con­
tinued U.S. pursuit of multiple goals through these development 
programs. 

This paper reviews three options for improving the coordination 
process for U.S. foreigTJ. aid: (1) Consolidation of all development 
programs in a single agency, either State, Treasury, or a new Inter­
national Development Cooperation Agency; (2) federation of the 
separate aid programs under the general authority of a Director 
for U.S. Development Policy; and (3) continuation and improvement 
of the present system of relatively autonomous aid programs. The 
study assesseses the advantages and disadvantages of each option 
without making any concluding recommendations as to how the U.S. 
policy' pro~ess ought to be organized in the foreign assistance area. 
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. . 
. . - INTRODUCTION. . . 

The United States provides foreign kssistcmce through a variety of 
different programs. I n  some-such as  U.S. bilateral economic assist- 
anm or V.S, food aid-it has direct control over policy and operations, 
while in other pro,pams-such as U.S. participation in the interna- 
tional development banks and the Ullited Nations or  other interna- . 
tional organizutions-U.S. fuiids are mise,d with those from other 
nations and managed through u multilateral agency. Recently, there 
has been a great deal of discussion about possibly reor anizing the 
U.S. foreign aid p r m s  or  consolidating the different 8s. progr&m 
offices or agencies in a single organizatiou. I n  1978, the Con ess di- 
rected the President to present a re ort by February 1979 on g e  steps 
he. had taken to strengthen the U. i . foreign aid policy coordination 
process. This paper is intended to facilitate congressional review and 
evaluation of the Presidential report. 

Congress has long been concerned about whether ihe executive 
branch has adequate mechanisms to coordinate the different elements 
of U.S. international assistance operations. I n  1045, Congress created 
the Sational Aclviso ry Council on International Monetary and Finan- 
cial Policies (NAC) in the legislation authorizin U.S. participatio~i f in the World Bank and International Monetary ~ m d .  The NAC was 
created to insure that. the administra'tion had a formal mechanism . 

, . 
. . f o r ,  reviewing differ,ent.'U.S. .international. loan programs. I n  1973. . . . ' . .:. . . . . . .  . . . 

: : . ': . Congress:*ahd the*Developine~Coord.bation C&ynittee'.(DCCJ: %.. ' .. . .. . . .. . . . . . 
order to reqi~ire the administration to give more attention to the way 
different U.S. foreign aid, trade and commercial policies affected de- 
veloping countries. I n  1974, the Council on International Economic 
Policy was established by lam as part of nnother effort to improve 
the coordination of U.S. activities in the broad area of international 
economic policy. I n  1978, the lnte Senator Hubert Humphrey proposed 
legislation to consolidate most, U.S. foreign aid-related organizations 
in a single agency-an International Development Cooperation 
Agency (IDCA) . Congress considered the Humphrey proposal 
later that year, but decided to defer the issue and require the President 
to improve the existing coordination process and to report early the 
ne.xt year. As this CRS studp mas being prepared, the administratio11 
was actively considering options for consolidat,ing programs or  
strengthening the aid coordination sjstem. 

This st~idy reviews the three main systems the United States might 
use to orpnizc and coordinate foreism aid polic~-consolidntion of all 
the prrgr:lms in n 5ingIe agency! federation of separate agencies under 
n sing!? director. or  continuation of the present interagency process- 
and it rniws ~ S C ~ ~ P S  the Congress might asess when ~t considers the 
President's 1979 report. The study also provides background informn- 

(1 )  
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IN'rRODUCT~ON .. 

The United States provides foreign assista~ce through a variety of 
different programs. In som~uch as U.S. bilateral economic assist­
ance or U.S. food aid-it has direct control over policy and operations, 
while in other programs-such as U.S. participation in the interna­
tional development banks and the United Nations or other interna­
tional organizations-U.S. funds are mixed with those from other 
nations and managed through II. multilateral agency. Recently, there 
has been a great deal of discussion about possibly reo!,ganizing the 
U.S. foreign aid process or consolidating the different U.S. program 
offices or agl'ncies in It single organization. In 1978, the Congress di­
rected the President to present a report by February 1979 on the steps 
he had taken to strengthen the U.S. foreign aid policy coordination 
process. This paper is intended to facilitate congressional review and 
evaluation of the Presidential report. .' 

Congress has long been concerned about whether the executive 
branch has adequate mechanisms to coordinate the different elements 
of U.S. international assistance operations. In 1945, Congress created 
the Xational Advisory Council on International Monetary and Finan­
cial Policies (NAC) in the legislation authorizing U.S. participation 
in the World Bank Rnd International Monetarv Flmd. The NAC WRS 
created to insure that· the administration had a formal mechanism . 

. for. reviewing different ·U.S; .international. loan prog~a~s. In 1973. 
: :. ': . 0ongress'~ated' tne' DevEllopin~Irt. Coordinatioll Coin~ttelr(DCOr Ut· : 

order tp reqilire the administration to give more attention to the way' 
different U.S. foreign aid, trade and commercial policies affected de­
velopin2" countries. In 1974, the Council on International Economic 
Policy was established by law as part of another effort to improve 
the coordination of U.S. activities in the broad area of international 
economic policy. In 1978, the late Senator Hubert Humphrey proposed 
legislation to consolidate most U.S. foreign aid-related organizations 
in a single agency-an International Development Cooperation 
Agency (IDeA). Congress considered the Humphrey proposal 
later that year, but decided to defer the issue and require the President 
to improve the existing coordination process and to report early the 
ne,xt year. As this eRS study was being propared, the administration 
W'as actively considering options for consolidating programs or 
strengthening the aid coordination system. 

This studvr~\'iews the three main systems the United States might 
use to organ'ize and coordinate foreiQ"Il"aid policy-consolidation of all 
the prrgrams in a ~ingle agency. federation of separate agencies under 
a single director. OJ' continuation of the present interagency pl'ocess­
and it rai<;('s is!='llE's the Congress might as~ess when it considers the 
President\;: 1979 report. The study also provines background informa-

(1) 
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tion and a decription of the interagency polil;~ coordination process 
for U.S. bilateral economic aid (including security supporting assist- 

. .. . . ance), U.S.,mliltilateral aid channeled through infernntional develop- . . 
. ment banks, and U.S. multilateral aid .t.hrougl! other international or- .. 

ganizations. U.S. bilateral' food aid is also covered in the discussion of: . 
alternative' coordination systems, but a detailed description of pro- 
gram coordination procedures in that area is beyond the scope of this 
study because of the complexity of that rogmm and its strong inter- 
relationship with U.S. domestic farm po 7 icy.' Recause they are not ns 
directly related to development assistance, this paper does not include 
military assistance, the Export-Import Rank, or U.S. articipation in 
the International Monetary Fund. Table 1 shows t g e impact each 
kindof  economic aid has had on the Federal budget in the last 10 
years. I t  also shows totals for the AID  housing guarantee program,. 
the OPIC investment insurance and guarantee programs, and a - g propriations for callabl-r g u a r a n t e ~ a p i t a l  contributions to t e 
international development banks. Those figures are not included in 
the totals, however, as they represent U.S. Government guarantees 
for private activities rather than direct outlays through the Federal 
budget. 

While all are aimed at develo ment, the various U.S. bilateral aid 
!l pmbmms differ significantly in t eir basic approaches, priorities, and 

operational concerns. The Agency for International Development's bi- 
lateral aid program, for example, emphasizes basic human needs, and 
almost all of its assistance funds o for health, population, education, 

. . or agricultural projects. Since 19 3,,development assistance has been 
,... . . .  , ,  . :  .: . . . . . . . ..: . . . .. . . .. 

T 
. . . . . . : .  . , . , . ' . , . .i.hcre@ngly targeted to.bnefit.thq poor.est, individuals i~ the recipient. 

. , countries and secuiity. 'snp,po'iting assistanq &ri3~kd:.\mostly"t6,na-.- . . 
tions o f '  real. significance for US. foreign policy. The joint AID- . 
Agriculture Department food-far-peace 'propram (Public Lam 4-80) 
indudes a title I program (run mainly b USDA) which offers con- 9 cessional credits to facilitate U.S. agricu tural ex orts to major for- 
eign markets, a title I1 program (run mainly by XID) which grants 
food aid to poor countries wlth serious food needs, and a title III pro- 

% am which forgives certain title I loans if the borrower country uses 
t e funds earmarked for repayment for approved development pro- 
grams. The Public Law 480 program provldes food assistance both 
to help expand overseas markets for U.S. commodities and to help poor 
nations overcome food deficits which block their economic develop- 
ment. The Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC) in- 
sures or guarantees U.S. private investments in eligible developing 
countries to encourage new ventures that mill spur needed growth and 
to help reduce investment risks for American companies. The Peace 
Corps takes a person-to-person approach to development which com- 
bines technical assistance and encouragement of self-help with broad- 
ening growth opportunities for U.S. citizens. 

U.S. multilateral assistance programs are also quite diverse in their 
methods and dex-elopment objectives. The international developnlent 
banks have traditionally corlccritratrd on promoting gro~vrh in t h e  de- 

' F o r  a fuller discussion of U.S. food aid and the U.S. [)olicy proces., s e r :  Jnnicc  E. 
Hnkrr  a n d  -1. Ell rn  Terps t rn .  "The- Food f o r  Peace Prorrom : L e c i s l n t i r ~  Chnnceq nnrl 
Cu r r rn t  Oprratlons." C R S  I l rpor t  ,9 - lO4ESR.  . ipr.  ?. 1979 cmnl t l l i th rd  T P l l o r r l  : nnd 
.Innice E. Itnker. "I..ood f o r  I'ence. 1034-7s: Major ( 'hnn~rs  in  I r (~ci?Int~l i r~ ."  . I t i l l .  I ,  l!I;!l 
(CI:S, r rped report  ). 
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tion and n decription of the interagency poli~ coordination process 
for U.S. bilateral ecoI).omic aid (including security supporting assist­
,ance), U.~.,mu]tilateral aid channeled through international develop- , 
ment banks, and V.S. multilateral aid .through other international or- . 
ganizations. U.S. bilateral food aid is also cove'red in the discussion of.' 
alternative coordination systems, but a detailed description of pro­
gram coordination procedures in that area is beyond t.he scope of this 
study because of the complexity of that program and its strong inter­
relationship with U.S. domestic farm policy.l Because they are not as 
directly related to deve~opment assistance, this paper does not include 
military ass~tance, the Export-Import Bank, or U.S. par!icipation in 
the InternatIonal Monetary Fund. Table 1 shows the Impact each 
kind of economic aid has had on the Federal budget in the last 10 
years. It also shows totals for the AID housing guarantee program, 
the OPIC investment insurance and guarantee programs, and ap­
propriations for callable-or guarantee-<:apital contributions to the 
mternational development banks. Those figures are not included in 
the totals, however, as they represent U.S. Government guarantees 
for private activities rather than direct outlays thr<lugh the Federal 
bud~t. 

While all are aimed at development, the various U.S. bilateral aid 
programs differ significantly in their basic approaches, priorities, and 
operational concerns. The Agency for International Development's bi­
lateral aid program, for example, emphasizes basic human needs, and 
almost all of its assistance funds go for health, population, education, 
or agricultural projects. Since 1973,. development assistance has been 
).ncre~s~ly targeted to Qene1it,the. ppor~st,individual!;l,ilJ. the rec~pient, 

• countries and security. 'suppo'r'tin¢ assistan~dire~ted :'Ihostly"to,pli.­
tions of' real, significarice for U.S. foreign policy. The joint AlP­
Agriculture Department food-for-peace 'program (Public Law 480) 
inc:udes a title I program (run mainly by USDA) which offers con­
cessional credits to facilitate U.S. agricultural exports to major for­
eign markets, a title II pro~m (run mainly by AID) which grants 
food aid to poor countries WIth serious food needs, and a title TIl pro­
gram which forgives certain title I loans if the borrower country uses 
the funds earmarked for repayment for approved development pro­
grams. The Public Law 480 program prOVIdes food assistance both 
to help expand overseas markets for U.S. commodities and to help poor 
nations overcome food deficits which block their economic develop­
ment. The Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC) in­
sures or guarantees U.S. private investments in eligible developing 
countries to encourage new ventures that will spur needed growth and 
to help reduce investment risks for American companies. The Peace 
Corps takes a person-to-person approach to deyelopment which com­
bines technical assistance and encouragement of self-help with broad­
ening growth opportunities for U.S. citizens. 

U.S. multilateral assistance programs are also quite diverse in their 
methods and denlopment objectives. The international dcyelopment 
banks have traditionally concrntrntrd on promoting growth in the de-

1 For a fuller discussion of U,R food aid and tl1e U,S, policy process. see: Janice E. 
Baker anrl ,\. Ellen Terp;;tra, "The Foon for Pence Program: Lel!i,]ath'p Chances ann 
Current \lppcutlons," CRS Heport 7f)-1()~E~R. ,\pr. 2. In,!) Irn\lltllith~d report I : nl)(1 
Janict' E. Bnker. "Food for P('a~e. 18;:)4-78: :\1ajor Chnn~('s in Lt'ci~IHtil'li." JaIl. I. l!l-;-;j 
(ens, UPN report), 
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TABLE I.-U.S. MULTILATERAL AND BILATERAL FOREIGN ASSISTAICCE. BUDGET IMPACT BY YEARS APPROPRIATED 

IFiscal year 197k79; jn_millionr of dollarrl 
. . . . . . .  ....... . 

1970 1971 ; ,' . 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 ' 
. . ....... ... .- .- . . -- 

Bilateral economic assistance: 
................................. Development assistancel.. 

.............................. Security supporting assistance? 
Refugee assistance3 ........................................ 
AID administration' ........................................ 

............................................ Other AID programs6 
........................... (OFIC Insurance and Guaranteesp 

(AID Housing Guarantee Programp .......................... 
............... flilateral food-for-peace assistance (Public Law 480) 

........................ International organizations and programs' 
International development banks: 

Pard-in contributions ....................................... 
........................................... Callable cap i ta l~  

. , 
Total ................................................ ... 2,565.4 2,939.6 "3,723.0 3,069.4 3,357.1 3,616.0 4,552.0 5,257.3 5,921:9 6,460.9 ; . , . .  

~ . ~ - - . - 
. _. 

I B~laleral derelopment assistance includes: AID dsvelopment assistance, American n h d r  m d  
l~os r~ ta l s  abroad A~Dcont~ngency funds Sahel program funds Inter-American Founds t ionau thor i~  '- 
outlays. Feace c b ~ p s  (ACTION). OkIC rhserres, and ~ o a n r ~ r o b  the OPlC Direct Investment Fund. .i 

2 ~ecUrity supporting assistance includes: Security supportinp assistance b c ~ n m k  support funrk.. 
Middle East Special Requirements Fund lndahina Reconstruction Assistahce, m i s t a m  to h r t u -  
guese colonies achieving independence' Israel-Unlted States Binational Aprkultural Raswrch and - . 
Development Fund. Does not include en;ergency grant assistance rwided israel i n  1974. 

3 Refugee assistance includes: AID international disaster arsiskms, Stab Department mlgratioi '" 
and refugee assistance asslstance to tefugees from the Sovlet Union, U.S. Emerge R e f u w  and 
Mtgration Assistance iund, as well as single year appro riationr for r e l u g m  or%ablllbtioa.ln 

' 

(f~scal year 1972) Bangladesh, (fiscal year.1976) Cy rur, (fPwsl year 1977) Indochina retugwr, (6-1 : 
year 1978) ltaly and (f~scal year 1979)Afr1ca. lnclu$rame fundrcontributedthrough thasewmuntr . 
to international'refugee assistance programs. Doer not lncluds fund appmpriated to  HEW for ald to., 
Cuban refugees in the United States. . ,. 

a AID rdminlstratlon includes: AID m d  Sbte Department special rdmlnistratlvs a~pmpriatlonr 
(through fiscal yeor 1975) AID operatlonr funds, and AID mntributlonr to thd Foreign Servim Re- 
tirementand Disablllty ~ u h d  Before fnta l  w r  1976, the cited figurea do notlnclude the ful l  operating 
msb d the Agency for 1nte;natlonal Dsvdbpmen~ 

4 Other AID pmgnmr lnduder: Inbrnstional naco t ia  program, Middle Bstpeqcekedpinp pro;ram. 
F i l u rm I n  plnnthaser show rrnounb for p m p m m  i n  the development arrirtdncs area which 

USE tho u e d i t  of l e  United Statm to ~ r r a n t w  ~ r l n b  u t l v i t l m  but have no direct budcetaw . -  - 
im%mtlonrl orlrniratlon pm rann;ndudr: vdunbry mntrlbutlonr through AID bud et to 

. InternaUonal oc#anlntlons, m n t r i h o n r  to UH envimnment program, contrlbutlonr to u~~RwA, 
mntrlbutknn and l w n r  fos ndur Barln pmgnm Ealudas payment d r a m r e d  contribution to 
, lpternatlonrl orpnirationr &much State ~epartmdnt  b u d m  
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TABLE I.-U.S. MULTILATERAL AND BILATERAL FORE1~N ASSISTAIICE, BUDGET IMPACT BY YEARS APPROPRIATED 

IFlscal year 1970-79; I'!.mllllons of dollarsl 
-- -----'"--,------ ._--------'-----,--

1970 1971 1i72 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 . 
- ---------- --- --, .. _-_._-,"-

BHaler al economic assistance: 
.. 862.1 Development assistance'_. ____ ........•..•........... ______ 996.7 1,233.5 n1.5 1\5.4 677.9 820.4 974.8 1,054.4 1,340.0 

Security supporting assistance'. _____ . ___ ... _______ .. _____ .. _ 395.0 569.6 551.3 600.0 ~87.5 1,200.0 1,739.9 1,757.0 2,181. 0 ,,922.0 
Refugee assistance3 " _ +. __ • ____ •• __ •• _. _ ~ __ ~ __ • _____ • __ .~ __ • 5.5 5.7 .. : 300.0 59.1 196.3 123.4 114.0 107.4 113.0 156.0 
A I D administration' ._. __ .... _. ____ ... __ . ___ . __ • ___ . ___ • ____ 54.7 55.1. 58.6 54.3 60.9 60.9 211.3 216.2 234.0 278.8 
Other AID programs' . ____ .. _. ____ .. __ •. ____ • ___ •. __ • ___________ .. _____ . __ ._. _ •.••• _ 20.6 42.5 42.5 17.~ 37.5 34.0 82.0 65.9 
(Of-IC Insurance and Guarantees>' __ . ____ ._ .• _ ••• _ . _____ ._.__ NA (1,894.9) f!iO.5) (649.5) (1,001.8) (1,237.2) (1,238.0) (756.0) (675.5) NA 
(AID Housing Guarantee Program>' _______ • ________ ._. ______ . (163.0) (194.0) .... ( .59.0) (309.0) (383.0) (463.0) (570.0) (672.0) (769.0) NA 

Bilateral food·for·peace assistance (Public Law 480) _______ •••.. ___ 920.0 702.0 . ',1,'320.0 895.0 ~54.0 778.0 1,236.0 1,169.0 923.0 806.0 
fnternalional organizations and programs' __ . _ .. __ .. ___ ... ___ •• _ __ 113.5 lib. 7 ' .. l51.1 127.0 145.5 139.2 193.8 243.8 231. 0 2EO.0 
International development banks: : 

Paid-in contributions __ • ___ • ______ ~ _______ • ____ ~ ____ ~ ______ + 480.0 255.0 ' 459.3 570.0 1,055.0 619.1 599.1 755.1 I, 103.5 1,632.2 
Callable capital._ ............... _ ... _ .. __ ••. _ .• __ .• ____ •• __ (20S.0) (200.0) - . '(835. 0) (168.4) (1,182.0) (0) (96.5) (386.4) (822.0) (882.7) 

Total. _ .. __ . __ ._. ___ ..... _. ___ .•... _ .•• __________ .•• ____ 2,565.4 2,939.6 '3, 72~. 0 3,069.4 3,357.1 3,616.0 4, S52.0 5,257.3 5,521,9 6,460.9 
---,-------- ----,-------

I Bilateral development assistance Includes: AID development assistance, American schools and . 
hospitals abroad, AID contingency funds, Sahel program lunds, Inter·Amerlcan Foundetlon authorl~ '. 
outlays, Feace Corps (ACTION), O~IC reserves, and loanslrom the OPIC Direct Investment Fund. '. : 

'Security supporting assistance includes: Security supporting assistance, economic support funci)'.' 
Middle East SpeCial Requirements Fund, Indochina Reconstruction Assistance, assistance to Portu­
guese colonies achieving independence, Israel-United States Binational Alricultural Research aAd 
Development Fund. Does not include emergency grant assistance provided Israel In 1974. . 

• AID administration Includes: AID and Silte Department special admInistrative appropriations 
(through fiscal year 1975), AID operetlons funds, and AID contributions to the' Forel.n Service Re­
tirement and Disability Fund. Before fiscal year 1976, the cited fi.ures do not Include the lull operatln. 
costs of the Agency for International Developmenl 

I Other AID pro.rams Includes: Intarnatlonal nan:otics pro.ram, Middle East peacekedpin. prolram. 
I Fllures In .. rentheses show amounts for pro.rams In the development nSisUnte are' which rse the credit of the United States to lII"antH private activities but have no direct bU~letary 

'Relugee assistance includes: AID International disaster assistance, State Department mllratlon 
and refugee assistance assistance 10 ,,'ugees from the SovIet Union, U.S. Emerlencr bfu ... and 
Migration Assistance Fund, as well as single year appropriations for refugees or rehabllliltloo·ln 
(fIScal year 1972) Bangladesh, (fiscal year 197b) Cyprus, (fiscal year 1917) Indochina refulees. (fiscal; 
year 1978) Italy, and (1lScal year 1979) Africa. Includes some lunds contributed through these accounts . 
to internalional refugee assistance programs. Does not Include fund appropriated to HEW for aid to., 
Cuban refugees in the United States, 

.: .... 

' .. 

. " : 

m~rJIIotlonal orpnlutlon pro,ram Indudn: voIunllry contributions throu.h AID bud.et to 
.Intemetlonal or'anlzatlons, contributions to UN environment pro.ram, contributions to UNRWA, 
contributions and loans fa.Jndus Basin prolram. Excludes payment of assessed contribution to 

.Ipternatlonal orpnlutiofts tlirou.h State Department budpt. . 

~ 
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veloping countries through loans for new infrastructure-power, 
transport, and c o m m u n i c a t i o n ~ r  major industrial or agricultural 
facilit'es. Recently an increas~ng, share of thejLfunds has also gone 
for basic needs programs or direct aid to the poore~t .~  The debelop- , 

. . .  . . .. . , . ' ment .bankg rovide aid on a largely nonpolitical basis 3 concessional 
. - . . . or'near-mar t et ternis, depending on ecpnomic conditioris in the bor' 

: . i-omer country. Their-programs are important to the United States be- 
cause the banks strongly support Western .economic principles and 

. their loans often require operational or economic polic changes ("con- r ditionality") geared to strengthen the overall per ormance of the 
recipient's economy. The aid programs of the United Nations and 
other international or anizations are more diverse in their activities, f seeking to provide tec nical assistance on a grant basis to po.or coun- ' tries needing help .with development projects or education, health, 
or scientific-technical activities. They normally provide aid on a non- 
political basis, giving priority to the recipient country's concerns, and 
attach few performance conditions. The United States general1 sup- ! ports these programs because they focus mainly on human nee s and 
encourage international cooperation in meeting world development 
problems. 

The ma& question to be addressed in reviewing reorganization pm- 
posals has to do with whether the United States can !better attain its 
objectix-es in the various aid rograms through separate U.S. agencies 
or through a consolidated u.8. development administration. Consider- 
able care is necessary in evaluating the potential benefits of consolida- 
tion or change in the aid coordination process. As Harold Seidman 

. says, pebplc often have unrealistic expectations in this regard: 
. . . .  . . . . , . . . . . .  . , . .  - . .  . . . The quest for coordination 18 in many respects the 20thcenturg equivalent of 

. . ..-. . ,  . . .  .. . . . .  . . . . ...I . . . .  . .  .. ':. ; : . . ' : " . .the mediegal parch for. t?.w ~hi lodphp's  stone.. If -oh$ .oaei. can .tind. the, rlght 
. formula' for cobrdination.. .we c&xi e n f i e  'the 'irre;ca~idh?le, h.aimbnize &ai-. , 

. petlng and wholly divergent interests, overcome irration8'lities in our Govem- 
ment structures, and make hard pollcy choices to which no one w i l l  dissent' 

It is unlikely that any reorganization program can eliminate all the 
dilemmas or contradictions in the U.S. foreign aid policy process with- 
out fundamental changes in the basic objectives and processes them- 
selves. Seidrnan has observed: "Coordination is rarely neutral. To the 
extent that i t  results in mutual agreement or a decision on some olicy, 
* * * inevitably it advances some interest a t  the expense of ot ers or 
more than others." ' 

% 
Furthermore, as Charles Wilson notes in his case study of the 1965 

foreign aid reorganization controversy, "Reorganizations are rarely 
undertaken purely for the sake of good management, and the NAC 
case was no exception." Reorganization efforts are usually products 

2 See C.S. Conaress. House. Commlttee on Foreign AUalrs "The United States and the 
~Ioltllateral Development Banks" (committee print by 31. ~ o o d m a n  and J. Sanford, CRS). 
93d Cove.. 2d seas. : and Committee on Appropriations. Subcommittee on Foreign Opera- 
tions. Fore in  Asststance nnd Related A ~ e n i c e s  Appropriations for 1979" (hearings 
contnlnlnr CRS study "Towards an .4ssessment of tbe EUectivenesu of the World Bank 
and Intpr-.4m@rican Dm-P~O-rncnt Rnnk 111 Aldlng the Poor"). 95th Conc.. ?d s e ~ s . ,  pt. 5 .  

Harold Seldman. "Polltlcs, Positlon, and Power : the Dynamlcs of Federal Org~nl7.a- 
tion." Sew- Tork : Oxford Unirerslty Press. 1976. 2d ed., p. 190. 

4 Ihid.  n 1 9 4 ~  
5 i ~ h a r i c s ~ ~ l l s o n ] ,  "Rt'orsanlzatlon of  the National Adrlsory Cocincll on Internntlonal 

lfonetnrx. 2nd I'innnclnl Problems: Conflict Within the Execrrtlve Rrnnch." Wnshlnpton. 
D.C. : Sntional Academy of Puhllc Admlnlstratlon, Aprll 1971, p. D-23. 
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veloping countries through loans for new infrastructure-power, 
transport, and communications-or major industrial or agricultural 
facilifes. Recently an increasing, share of thejx,.;funds has also gone 
for basic needs programs or direct aid to the poorest.2 The develop­
ment,banks. provide aid on a l~rgely nonpolit,ical. ba~i~ a.~ c~mcessiona~ 

, or near-market terms, dependmg on .economIC conditIons In the bor­
. rower country. Their programs are important to the pnit~d ~tates be­
cause the banks strongly suPport Western 'economIC prmClples and 
their loans often require operatlonal or economic policy changes ("con­
ditionality") geared to strengthen the overall performance of the 
recipient's economy. The aid programs of the United Nations and 
other international organizations are more diverse in their activities, 
seeking to provide technical assistance on a grant basis to popr coun­
tries needing help 'with development projects or education, health, 
or scientific-techmcal activities. They normally provide aid on a non­
political basis, giving priority to the recipient country's concerns, and 
attach few performance conditions. The United States generally sup­
ports these programs because they focus mainly on human needs and 
encourage international cooperation in meeting world development 
problems. 

The mam question to be addressed in reviewing reorganization pro­
posals has to do with whether the United States can better attain its 
objectives in the various aid programs through separat.e U.S. agencies 
or through a consolidated U.S. development administration. Consider­
able care is necessary in evaluating the potential benefits of consolida­
tion or change in the aid coordination process . .As Harold Seidman 
says, peOple often have unreaHstic expectations in this regard: 
. The quest for coordination IIJ in many resj>ects the 2Oth-century equivalent of 

. We. niedie'al;.searcll .for. ~ p'~<?~pb!ill"S ~ODe., It !Jtllf .we. can ~d. the rlght 
formula' for cOOrdination., ·we can ~nl!Oe. the !n:eColicllal!'le, h~rm~!llzeceub. " 

. petlng and wholly divergent Intere8t$, overcome Irrationtlltles In our Govern­
ment structures, and make hard polley choices to whlch no one will dissent! 

It is unlikely that any reorganization program can eliminate all the 
dilemmas or contradictions in the U.S. foreign aid policy process with­
out fundamental changes in the basic objectives and processes them­
selves. Seidman has observed: "Coordination is rarely neutral. To the 
extent that it results in mutual agreement or a decision on some policy, 
• • • inevitably it advances some interest at the expense of others or 
more than others." 4 

Furthermore, as Charles Wilson notes in his case study of the 1965 
foreign aid reorganization controversy, "Reorganizations are rarely 
undertaken purely for the sake of good management, and the N AC 
case was no exception." S Reorganization efforts are usually products 

: See es. Congress. House. Committee on Foreign AlI'alrs. "The United States anil the 
~Inltllateral Development Banks" (committee print by M. Goodman and J. Sanford, CRS), 
93d ConI! .. 2d sess.; and Committee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on Foreign Opera­
Uons, "Foreign Assistance and Related Agenlces Appropriations for 1979" (hearings 
contalnln!! eRR stud, "Towards an Assessment of thl' ElI'ectivenesR of the World Bank 
and Inrpr·.\merican De"plo~mpnt B~nk In Aiding the Poor"), 95th Cong .. 2d ,." .. pt, fi, 

3 Harold Seidman. "PoHtlcs, Position. and Power: the Dynamics of Federal Organl7.f •. 
tion," XI'''' lork : Oxford University Press. 1976. 2d ed., p. 190. 

• Ibid" D. 1!l4. 
5 [Chs rips WlIson]. "RE'Orgsnlzstion Of the Na tionai Advisory Councl! On Internntlonal 

~[onerfln- "nd Financial Problems: Conflict Within the ExecnUve Branch." Washln!!ton. 
D.C.: Xatlonal Academy of PuhHc Administration, April 1971, p. 0--23. 
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of struggles among the affected agencies, as each reaches for more au­
thority and a policy process more attlmed to its concerns. Cha~g 
the agencies responsible for administering U.S. bilateral aid and U.S. 
participation in the multilateral agencies may alter the pattern of 
U.S. priorities anq goals in their development programs. It ~ay also 
increase or d~crease the lev~ls of congressional or public support for 
the differ~nt programs' and' the o\'erall effectiveness. of their operations'. 

Congress will need to examine the possible effects of any organiza­
tjonal change. It mav also wish to assess the relative <;apability of-vari­
ous agencies to manage or coordinate U.S. foreign assistance, since 
some U.S. agencies have a history of organizational problems that 
might influence their capacity to manage the entire U.S. aid props-roo 
Congress will probably want to study the existing U.S. goals ill the 
djfferent aid programs, decide which priorities it wants to emphasize, 
and insure their prt>servation in any new policy coordination system 
being esta:blished. Finally, as it examines aid coordination proce­
dures, Congress will need to determine whether it wishes a system that 
can effectively achieve mlllti{>le goals or whether it prefers a system 
designp.cl ~o pursue a more linnted range of policy objectives. 
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s ~ c n o ~  I: 'ESUES AFFEC~NG THE OR~ANIZATION OF 

U.S. FOREIGN AID . 

This section reviews different organizational systems the United 
States might use in coordinatin its foreign aid policies. Section I1 d provides a brief overview and esoription of the operations and co: 
ordination systems for the major U.S. foreign economic aid programs. 
Before discussing coordination issues or examinin different organiza- 
tional arrangements for U.S. development aid, t f ough, one needs to 
identify m d  discuss some of the major conceptual problems and pos- 
sible cnteria for choice among the alternatives. 

THE MEdNINQ AND FOCUB OF COORDINATXON 

There are two ambi ous or confused concepts which require dis- 
cussion here. The first F as to do with the m e u g  of "coordination." 
Most analysts seem to agree that coordination is worthwhile, but there 
are signscnnt differences as to what people really expect from inter- 
agency coordination schemes. The dictionary says the word coordina- 
tion means "the combination [of things] in suitable relation for most 

. . . . effective'or harmonious, results ; the functioning of parts in coopera- 
. - . .. . . . . . . . .. . . . . _ _ 

. . .. . 
. .  . 

. ... .-.. , ' ...,.., .., . ,; .tioritand nornpi!:..sequehce.?' Some..exp.ect'that a ~ d n a t i o n  system : . :., . .  . .. . . . . .  should alsd Pi.ovi'de..instnirnen@:for .resolV@'.intdd' 'n'cy 'ijisputes . .: . . 
and/or tmls for imposing their particular views on ot F er agencies. . 

From a point of view outside any particular a ncy, i t  seems that, 
at a minimum, a coordination system should help t T e participants stay 
informed about what the other parties are dolng and why, identify 
problems and alternatives, and relate the different agencies' separate 
actions to some central priorities. A good system may be very complex, 
because i t  will bring many perspectives to bear on its issues. A coordi- 
nation scheme should not be evaluated as though it were a game where 
one totals interagency victories on a scorecard. but rather as a process 
designed to sharpen the issues and clarify choice among the relevant 
options. 

The second confusion has to do with whether the main focus of a 
coordination process should be policy goals or program operation. 
Policy and operations are certainly related, since programs can hardly 
be effective unless they are aimed at attaining stated goals. The link 
beheen development policy and operations is complicated, though. 
bv the fact, that the lTnited States channels its aid money through both 
bilateral and multilateral programs. The E.S. goals in these t ~ o  trpes 
of programs are sometimes rather different. 

,4 policy-oriented coordination system could overcome some of the 
parochialism of the separate agencies and relate U.S. objectives the 

1 Webster's Third Kew International Dictlonarj-. Springtieid. .\lass. : G. Ri C. >ferriarn CO., 
19il. p. 502. 
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SECfION I: ISSUES AFFECfING THE ORGANIZATION"'OF. 
U.S. FOREIGN AID 

CooBDINATION IsSUES 

This section reviews different organizational systems the United 
States might use in coordinating its foreign a.id policies. Section II 
provides a brief overview and description of the operations and co: 
ordination systems for the major U.S. foreign ecOnomic aid programs. 
Before discussing coordination issues or examining different organiza­
tional arrangements for U.S. development aid, though, one needs to 
identi~ and discuss some of the major conceptual problems and pos­
sible cnteria for choice among the alternatives. 

THE MEANING AND FOCUS OF COOBDIN ATION 
&~ 

There are two ambiguous or confused conce:pts which require dis­
cussion here. The first has to do with the meamng of "coordination." 
Most analysts seem to agree that coordination is worthwhile, but there 
are significant differences as to what people really expect from inter­
agency coordination schemes. The dictionary says the word coordina­
tion means "the combin.ation [of things] in suitable relation for most 

. effective' o!' harmonious.results; the functioning of parq; in coopera­
.' tion'and norma:l.seqtieil,!!e.~' 1 Som~ .. e.x:p.ec.t·that a cootdi,natiop. system 

,". 'should aIsd -prOv.i<:ie'·~tnin\e~~,·:fo~ .resohf~·~temgeIicy 'qisputes 
and/or tools for unposmg .theIr partlcular Vlews on other agencles. 

From a point of view outside any particular agency, it seems that, 
at a minimum, a coordination system should hel'p the participants stay 
informed about what the other parties are domg and why, identify 
problems and alternatives, and relate the different agencies' separate 
act.ions to some central priorities. A good system may be very complex, 
because it will bring many perspectives to bear on its issues. A coordi­
nation scheme should not be evaluated as though it were a game where 
one totals interagency victories on a scorecard~ but rather as a process 
designed to sharpen the issues and clarify choice among the relevant 
options. 

The second confusion has to do with whether the main focus of a 
coordination process should be policy goals or program operation. 
Policy and operations are certainly related, since programs can hardly 
be effective unless they are aimed at attaining stated goals. The link 
between development policy and operations is complicated~ though. 
by the fact that the Umted States channels its aid money through both 
bilateral and multilateral programs. The V.S. goals in these two types 
of programs are sometimes rather different. • 

A policy-oriented coordination system could onrcome some of the 
parochialism of the separatE' agencies and relate U.S. objecti,-es in the 

1 Webstpr's ThIrd New International DIctionary. SprIngfield. :lInss, : G. & C. :lIerrlam Co., 
19i1. p, 502. 
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various aid programs to a comprehensive plan showing the overall 
purposes of U.S. foreign aid. I t  might be rather detached from opera- 
tions, though, and unable to give the agencies concrete guidance on 
their operational problems.. 

On the other hang,, an operations-cenlkred .coordination systkm ' 

might improve ope,etlonal links among the diflererit programs but 
undercut some of their basic autonomy. Such a system might. be used 
to encourage loose links between bilateral and multilateral aid activi- 
ties. To get a tight fit between the programs, the United S t a b  would 
probably need to pattern its proglxms after the agenda set by multi- 
lateral aid operations, which would diminish U.S. control over its own 
aid policy. Or, it could seek to make the international agencies fit their 
activities to a .framework set by its bilateral aid prioeties,.a move 
that would be difficult and might hurt the multilateral character and 
integrity of their programs. 

There are already many international consortia and consultntipe 
groups in which the dieerent donor countries and multilateral agencles 
seek to relate their programs in specific  nation^.^ The United States 
might hope through its aid coordination process to use those forums 
as vehicles for improving the links between the aid programs of dif- 
ferent national and international donor agencies. . . 

FIVE CRITERIA FOR CHOICE AMONG COORDINATION 6Y8TEBfS 

Several issues seem particularly relevant to an assessment of alterna- 
tive coordination schemes. Fiist, what goals should the United .States 
pursue in its overall foreign aid program and how much s cia1 em- 
phasis should it give developulent objectives? Second, do t e vcrioss 

. . 
ge 

. . c.oordinatipn schem~.allow for. enough'centralized authoiity to main. 
. :,.th$- akduataljility h d  'endugh ' de&@ializati?xi:. to .get ,Pltern+tb@ .. 

studied from different .policy pei.spectives 8 "llhird,. do .the various 
agencies .have the resources and the personnel needed to perform t he  
tasks required in managing the different U.S. foreign aid programs? 
Fourth, will changes in the coordination system aifect the levels of 
congressional, executive, and public sup 01-t necessary to continue the 
diiferent aid programs? Fifth, how mig 1 t changes in the coordination 
process influence the relationship between U.S. foreign aid and inter- 
national financial and commercial activities which affect the Third 
World B A separate review of these five issues provides a useful frame- 
work for analyzing the merits of various coordination plans. 
Policy go& for U S .  foreign aid 

As shown in the description of the procedures for coordinating U.S. 
policy in diiferent aid programs, the United States has often pursued 
a number of different policy objectives througli its foreign assistance 
programs. Economic development and humanitarian assistance are 
now the central goals of most U.S. foreign aid programs. The way 
the united States implements its policy and its participation in these 
programs, though, can be influenced by other U.S. foreign policy goals, 
such as tliose affecting U.S. relations with specific countries, U.S. com- 
mercial priorities. U.S. national security concerns, U.S. preferences 
regarding the ecorlomic policies of the Third World, and U.S. concerns 

? J a c o b  J. Kaplan. In ternnt ional  Aid Coordination : Seeds and Bfachtnery. Washtngton.  
D.C. : -1lnerican S o c i e t ~  of I n t r r n a t ~ o n a l  Law,  Studies in Transnat ional  Legal P o l l c ~  Xo. 
16, 1978. 
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various aid programs to a comprehensive plan showing the overall 
purposes of U.S. foreign aid. It might be rather detached from opera­
tions, though, and unable to give the agencies concrete guidance on 
their operational problems.. . .. . 

On the other hana, an operations-centered. coordinatlOn .system 
might impr.ove ope.rational links aI!long the different p~ograms but 
undercut· some of their basic autonomy. ~uch a syst;.em might· be used . 
to encourage loose lin.lrs between bilateral and multilateral aid activi­
ties. To get a tight fit between the programs, the United States would 
probably need to pattern its programs after the agenda set by multi­
lateral aid operations, which would diminish U.S. control over its own 
aid policy. Or, it could seek to make the international agencies fittheir 
acti vities to a ·framework set" by its bilateral aid priorities,. a move 
that would be difticult and might hurt the multilateral character and 
integrity of their programs. 

There are already many international consortia and consultative 
groups in which the different donor countries and multilateral agencies 
seek to relate their programs in specific nations.2 The United States 
might hope through its aid coordination process to use those forums 
as vehicles for improving the links between the aid programs of dif-
ferent national and international donor agencies. 4' 

FIVE CRITERIA FOR CHOICE AMONG COORDINATION SYSTEMS 

Several issues seem particularly relevant to an assessment of alterna­
tive coordination schemes. First, what goals should the United.States 
pursue in its overall foreign aid program and how much special ern­
pha,si~ s40uld it give development objectives? Second, do the v~ri01.\S . 
c.oordinati.on sclUlmes. allo~ for. (}nough' centralil;eq alip~ority to D;lain" . 

: .. taiji'. aCcounl:a~ility imd en6ugh' de~*~raliza:ti~li .. to . get .a.J(;ern"tives .' ;. ; 
. 'Studied from differerit .policy perspectives? Third,. do ·the various .. 
. agencies 'have the resources and the personnel needed to perform the 
tasks required in managing the different U.S. foreign aid programs ~ 
Fourth, will changes in the coordination system aifect the levels of 
congressional, executive, and public SUppOlt necessary to continue the 
different aid programs ~ Fifth, how might changes in the coordination 
process influence the relationship between U.S. foreign aid and inter­
national financial and commercial activities which affect the Third 
World ~ A separate review of these five issues provides a u.seful frame­
work for analyzing the merits of various coordmation plans. 
Policy goals for U.s. foreign cUd 

As shown in the description of the procedures for coordinating U.S. 
policy in different aid programs, the United States has often pursued 
a number of different policy objectives through its foreign assistance 
programs. Economic development and humanitarian assistance are 
now the central goals of most U.S. foreign aid programs. The way 
the United States implements its policy and its participation in these 
programs, though, can be influenced by other U.S. foreign policy goals, 
such as those afl'ecting U.S. relations with specific countries, U.S. com­
mercial priorities, U.S. national security concerns, U.S. preferences 
regarding the economic policies of the Third World, and U.S. concerns 

• Jacob J .. Kaplan, International Aid Coordination: Xeeds and Machinery. Wash!ngton. 
D.C.: Amencnn SOCIety of Int~rnational Law, Studies in Transnational Legal Policy Xo. 
16. 1978. 
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refirding the strength of the international system for political and . . 
, . economic cooperation. These goals are not neCEWrily 'Incompatible, . , 

. . ,  b u t  different agencies can have different emp$asis and priorities as they . .  
- .  : seek to achieve their poltcy objectives. A.co~rdination system needs tq. , . 

, . 
be able to evaluate different agencies' competing claims.' 
T h e  current U.S. coordination system, according to some critics, ' .  . ' 

places too little emphasis on development issues. They recommend that . 
all aid programs be 'consolidated so as to give more melght to long- 
term development interests as opposed to shorter term political-or 
economic interests. Others note that the United States has other pollcy 
goals in .the Third World besides development and that the coordina- . 
tion process needs to be designed in a may that mill.include those,issues 
in any review of U.S. aid p~ l i cy  goals. The way the United States 
structures its aid coordination system mill have a significant iaipsct 
on the priqrity it gives different policy goals. The Government needs 
to be sure its objectives are accurately reflected in the policy process 
because the dynamics of that process are certain to determine which 
objectives are emphasized in program o erations. 

Some interapncy disputes are proba g 1 due more to differences over 
development pnonties or ex ectations t L n  to agency disagreements 
about the importance of deve P opment itself. The relative emphasis the 
United States gives to humanitarian relief, basic human needs, anti 
infrastructure and industry in its develo ment programs remains 
unclear. A coherent and balpnced set of p E c Y  oals in this area can 
significantly facilitate effectlve coordination of .S. aid policies mith 

. . other U.S. foreign policy concerns. . . . 
fi 

. . . .  4 . i  . . . .  . . .  . . . .  - - : ,B@z*.~  ~ ~ r a ~ . q . i l ~ ~ . ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ p ~ t ~ c ; p , a t . ~  : . 
. The Prekident a i d  ~ongrkssbbth' hked%ayk tb k{t$ then$?f&i& : i' 

. aid program accountable,and make the goals.of separate .programs ..' 
compatable mith overall policy objectives. Budgetary and mariaqment 
control over the aid program mould be enhanced i f  responsibility for 
administering U.S. aid policy and justifying budgetary allocations 
for the separate programs were centralized. A central spokesman 
would also help the administration present Congress with a coherent, 
comprehensive picture of U.S. foreign aid rather than the fragmented 
presentation it now receives. A t  resent, the U.S. policy process seems 
to have serious weaknesses in t ?l is regard and efforts are probably 
needed to give greater accountability and central direction to 'the 
system. 

At  the same time, though, Congress and the administration need to 
avoid the danger of overcentralization if they make fundamental 
changes in the aid coordination system. Placing authority for U.S. aid 
~o l i cy  in a single agency might give it more n-eight to defend develop- 
ment goals: but it might also limit input from agencies n-ith different 
policy concerns. Other departments 117ould have a smaller role in the 
aid policy process and their leaders might prefer to appeal only their 
most important dissents to thc President for his consideration. If  the 
Unitccl States vishes to havc a broad range of 1-alnes considered in 
its foreign assistance program. it will nced to g v c  the different spokes- 
men for those values standing in the ~~o l i cymak in~  system. 
-4 gcrt cy capacity 

comparative study of coordination systems sllonlcl also loo]; at 
ditferent agencies' strengths and their 1.elative capacity to handle tllc 
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regarding the stren~h of the international system for political and 
economic cooperation. These goals are not ne~rily ·j.ncompatible, 

. but different age~cies can have different emphasis and priorities as they 
,seek to achieve their polity objectives. A-coO,rdination system needs tq .. 

be able to evaluate different agencies' competing claims: . .' 
. The current U.S. coordination system., according to some critics, '. 

places too little emphasis on development issues. They recommend that 
all aid programs De Consolidated so as to give more weight to long­
term development interests as opposed to shorter term ~litical or 
economic interests. Others note that the United States has other policy 
goals in .the Third 'Vorld besides development and that the coordinll- . 
tion process needs to be designed in a way that will·include those.issues 
in any review of U.S. aid PQlicy goals. The way the United States 
structures its aid coordination system will have a significant impact 
on the priority it gives different policy goals. The Government needs 
to be sure its objectives are accurately reflected in the policy process 
because the dynamics of that process are certain to determine which 
objectives are emphasized in program operations. 

Some in~ragency disputes are probably due more to differences over 
development priorities or expectations than to agency disagreements 
about the importance of development itself. The relatIve emphasis the 
United States gives to humamtarian relief, basic human needs, and 
infrastructure and industry in its development programs remains 
unclear. A coherent and balan<;ed set of policy goals in this area can 
si~ificantly facilitate effective coordinatIon of U.S. aid policies with 
other U.S. foreign policy concerns. . 

. i' B dJ.a."nci..ng¢~ra1. .q.o.pidi~~~ j{artipi:patipn .' '. :" .' 
. . The PreSident .andCongress.bbtll need 'ways to keep: th~:U ~:: tore.igi~: . 

. aId program accountable. and make the goals. of separate ·programs 
compatable with overall policy objectives. Budgetary and mana~ment 
control over the aid program would be enhanced if responsibihty for 
administering U.S. aid policy and justifying budgetary allocations 
for the separate programs were centralized. A central spokesman 
would also help the administration present Congress with a coherent, 
comprehensive picture of U.S. foreign aid rather than the fragmented 
presentation it now receives. At present, the U.S. policy process seems 
to have serious weaknesses in this regard and efforts are probably 
needed to give greater accountability and central direction to 'the 
system. 

At the same time, though, Congress and the administration need to 
avoid the danger of overcentralization if they make fundamental 
changes in the aid coordination system. Placing authority for U.S. aid 
policy in a single agency might give it more weight to defend develop­
ment goals, but it might also limit input from agencies with different 
policy concerns. Other departments would have -a smaller role in the 
aid p<,>licy proce~ and their leaders .might pre~er to appeal only their 
most Important dIssents to the PreSIdent for Ius conSIderation. If the 
United States wishes to ha,'e a broad range of ralnes considered in 
its foreign assistance program. it "ill need to giye the different spokes­
men for those yalues standing in the policymaking system . 
.:1 gcncy capacity 

A comparative study of coordination systems should also look at 
different agencies' strengths and their relati,'e capacity to handle the 
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responsibilities they might receive from a new coordination task. Some 
apn-cies-State, Treasury, or Commerce Departments, for example- 
have traditional .organizational missions or priorities that, though re- 
lated to the effectiveness of the U.S. foreign aid program, are not suf- 
ficiently comprehensi% to' justify' their serving' aS. managers for all. 
U.S; development aid activities. Some agencies-AID or State, for 
instance-may have histories of organizational or personnel problems . 

that could.hinder their ability to manage effectively all the tasks of 
a consolidated aid program. The different agencies' organizational 
resources and their capacity and scope are important, since n policy 
coordination system can only be as effective as the agency given pri- 
mary responsibility for its implementation. 
Effects on institutwml supports 

Another issue is how a ;&dination system will influence the overall 
levels of public or institutional support for the U.S. foreign aid pro- 
gram. Would a given coordination scheme broaden or narrow the con- 
gressional base for U.S. aid; would i t  include or eliminate important 
allies from the coalitions supporting or opposing the aid programs! 
Would actions which concentrate authority for these pis tance pro- 
grams in fewer agencies expand or diminish the aid program's bu- 
reaucratic influence! A strong aid agency might draw new political 
support to forei~n'assistance and develo a broader cpnstituency for 

P \ its programs. It is also ossible, though, t a t  a streamlmed aid agency 
might diminish overal public interest in the aid programs because 
i t  provided fewer links ,between the foreign aid program and its le&- . 
lative or bureaucratic allies than did the more cumbersome interagency 
process. . . . . .  ... -.::... . . 

. . . . . . . . .  . ", . * . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . 
. .;... . . .  . . . .  F ' @ , . ; ~ ~ ~ : ~ & .  j;ri&j&.ecdnomy . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . .  . , . :.. ' -.. 

. . . . 
 he last major issue raised in evaluating coordination schemes has 

to do with the .relationship between forei aid pro nms and the F private commercial system and Internationn Monetary ? und. Foreign 
aid programs provide only a small fraction of the money needed for 
growth and development in the Third World. Most development as- 
sistance efforts depend on private commercial activities and the work- 
ing of the world monetary system to.promo+ growth and the basic 
improvements i'n socioeconomic conditions their programs seek to en- 
courage. A sound U.S. development assistance program should monitor 
and seek to influence the may U.S. international trade investment and 
monetary policies affect development rospects in the poorer countries. 
Some U.S. agencies are more slrilleg and influential in this regard 
than others. I n  practice, some official aid programs require few work- 
ing contacts with the private sector--other than for procurement-as 
they irnple~w~nt their proiects. Others-the multilateral banks pro- 
grams, for instance-require a sophisticated Lcnomledge of commercial 
and financial systenls because their projects often relate closely to pri- 
vate activities and their bond sales activities require links ~ i t h  private 
financial marlrets. The multilateral banks also need to maintain close 
relations with the International Monetary Fund-a financial rather 
than a dereloprnent agency-as tllry all cope ~ i t h  econornic policy 
questions affecting developing countries. Different U.S. agencies' skills 
and their contacts ~ i t h  pri1-ate and international financial orpaniza- 
tions are i~nportant factor? detcnnining tlicir relative capacity for 
nianaring some aspects of foreign aicl programs. 
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responsibilities they might receive from a new coordination task. Some 
agen_cies-State, Treasury, or Commerce Departments, for example­
have traditional prganizational missions or priorities that, though re­
latf!d to the effectiveness of the U.S. foreign aid progr!lm, are not suf­
ficiently comprehensiv~ to-justifY' their serving- as- managers for aU 
U$ development a-id activities. Some agencies-AID o"r State, for 
instance-may have histories of organizational or personnel problems 
that could 'hinder their ability to manage effectively all the tasks of 
a consolidated aid program. The different agencies' organizational 
resources and their capacity and scope are important, since a policl 
coordination system can only be as effective as the agency given prI­
mary respon,sibility for its implementation. 
Effects on institutwnalsupports 

Another issue is how a coordination system will influence the overall 
levels of public or institutional support for the U.S. foreign aid pro­
gram. Would a given coordination scheme broaden or narrow the con­
gressional base for U.S. aid; would it include or eliminate important 
allies from the coalitions supporting or opposing the aid programs W 

Would actions which concentrate authority for these assistance pro­
grams in fewer agencies expand or diminish the aid program's bu­
reaucratic influence W A strong aid agency might draw new political 
support to foreign' assistance and develop a broader constituency for 
its programs. It is also rossible, though, that a streamlined aid agency 
might diminish overal public interest in the aid programs because 
it provided fewer links 'between the foreign aid program and its le~­
lative or bur~~ucratic allies than did the more cumbersome interagency 

,-P!ocess ... ·; " ..' ':' .... '. .. '., ; . " : '. '. _, '. 
Foreign·a'idarui.theprivati/eciJn<>my , ':". , .. :" '.' - '. . , 

The last major issue raised in evaluating coordination schemes has 
to do with the 'relationship between foreign aid programs and the 
private commercial system and International Monetary Fund. Foreign 
aid programs provide only a small fraction of the money needed for 
growth and development in the Third World. Most development as­
sistance efforts depend on private commercial activities and the work­
ing of the world monetary system to promote growth and the basic 
improvements In socioeconomic conditions their programs seek to en­
courage. A sound U.S. development assistance program should monitor 
and seek to influence the way U.S. international trade investment and 
monetary policies affect development prospects in the poorer countries. 
Some U.S. agencies are more skilled and influential in this regard 
than others. In practice, some official aid programs require few work­
ing contacts with the private sector--Qther than for procurement-as 
they implenpnt their projects. Others-the multilateral banks pro­
grams. for instance-require a sophisticated l.-nowledge of commercial 
and financial systrms because their projects often relate closely to pri­
vate activities and their bond sales activities require links with private 
financial markets. The multilateral banks also need to maintain close 
rrlations with the International )Ionetarv Fund-a financial rather 
than aden lopment agency-as they all' cope with economic policy 
questions affecting developing countries. Different U.S. agencies' skills 
and thrir contacts with priyate and international financial organiza­
tions :lore import:lnt factors determining their l'elatiw. capacity for 
managing some asprcts of foreign aid programs. 
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ALTERNATIVE COORDINATTOS SCHEMES - 
. I n  the past,, experts ha te  assessed the coordination issues which 

'.'. affect:U.S. foreign aid andcome to different canclusions as to lloy the' ; . . 
' . executive branch should be ~rganlzed. I n  1.978; t.he .I\luipliy dominis- . 

' 

. sion rejected the idea of merging all U.S. foreign progrhms in a single . . 
agency and recommended continued use of the then current inter- 
agency system. It proposed, though, that a new .Under Secretary's sub- 
committee be formed in the Xational Security Council, chaired by the 
Department of State, to coordinate foreign aid and all U.S. inter- 
national economic policy concerns."n his 1977 review of tlie inter- 
agency process, Sidney Weintraub recomniended instead thnt the De- 
velopment Coordination Co~ninittee be shifted to Stnte nnd that its 
executive director-the Administrator of AID-be the Government's 
chief spokesman and coordinator for development policy: I n  1977, 
Lester Gordon and his Brookings Institution associates considered dif- 
ferent alternatives for coordinating the various U.S. foreign aid pro- 
grams, including systems headed by a new Undersecretary of State. 
by the -~IQi idminis t ra tor ,  and .by the Treasury, before sugmesting 
instead that the U.S. activities be orchestrated by a new ~ o o r z i n a t o r  
for International Development Policy in the White House.qobert  
Johnson also examined whether the aid coordination systeni should 
be run from the State Department or White House before concluding 
thnt i t  really did not matter so long as a new Deputy Secretary of 

. Stnte or a White House-based Director for Economic Cooperation and 
Development were given responsibility for that task.O 

This study .will look. a t .  three basic alter.natives. for coordinating 
. ' CT:Sif~~~~n~s~ista~ce..polirry.'.,Th~fir~ti:.cqnsdi~a~~n, \Vaul$.integrate . .' 

tlie .lllultilnteral and I?ilaterdl derelopment.nid progrnnis . i i t lder 'W1.  :'.. '.':.' 
nuthority of a single agency. The second, federation, would consolidate ' 

the U.S. bilateral programs in a single agency and leave tlie multi- 
lateral ones separate, bnt appoint an o ~ e r a l l  coordinator with general 
policy and budgetary control to integrate U.S. development policy. 
The third. continuation, would keep tlie rarious aid programs inde- 
pendent, as n t  present. bllt strengthen the coordination process linking 
the agencies. There are a number of \\-nSs these opt,ions could be im- 
plemented. each with its olrn positive and negative impacts on the 
criteria identified previously as important to the success of the co- 
ordination process. 

COSSOLIDATIOS O F  ALL AID PROGRIJIS IS  OXE AGESCI* 

Tlle consolidation option offers tlie Gnited States an opportunity 
to focus all its foreign assistance policies ant1 create nn organization 
I\-it11 cnougli jurisdiction. resoiuces. nnd capacity to implement co- 

"I<obert D. IIurphy [Chairrnonj. Cornnlission on the Orpanizntion of the Government for 
the Conduct of Foreign I'olics. Report. June 1973. Wasbiugton : Government Printing 
Office. 1'372. pp. 00-3. i0-1. 

4 Sidney 11 ~ ~ n t r a u b .  "The .lnnrchy of C'olicy Slaking Towards Leas Der-elop~d C o u n ~  
tries. ChnlIe~lce.  March-Aprll 1 9 i i .  [I@. 13-I!). Dr. Welntrnub i s  Dean Rusk Pro f~s?or  a t  
tile L I I I ~ U I I  13. .Jol~taaor~ S1~111>nl (4 1'11l1lic . lffnirs T -n iv~rs l f r  of TPYRS ;lt Allstin. nnO for- 
merly lras Asswinti .  Assistant Adniinistmtor , , f   ID t o ;  I n t r r ~ c f ~ n c r  ( ' ~ ~ ~ ~ r d i n n r i n n .  

5 Ikster E. Cordon and Associntes. "Tntrrlrn Report:  .In Assessment of I)evelop~nrnt 
. \a~istnnre Strategies," report submitted to the Department of  State.  1Tnshingto11: The 
I(rookings Inst l tut i (~ l l .  Oct (i. l ! I i i .  ~ t p .  XO-:l.  

+I Ht,l~rrt 11. Jol~nson.  "\lltr~nci~lc Ill'rr<lrl~<.n(lrnc(.: l ~ ~ ~ t r ~ ~ r t ~ l r i l l : '  t l l ~  I* S. Gn~-t'rnnie~lt.'' 
O v ~ m r n s  Dev~lnprnent I.'ouncil Devrlo[rnlc>nt Pn l~cr  23. JYnshincton : ODC. I.'rl>rrlary 1977. 
PI,. 1!1-21. Ilr. J o l ~ n s u t ~  i:. c'harles El-runs IIucht~s Prnfersnr of  GovPrnm~nt nt ('olcntt. nnd 
\\.as fornlerly an S S C  staff 111eln11er nnd ~nt~tnber of the  State  I ) e [ rar t~~ l~nt  Policy I'lnnr1111; 
Conncil. 
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ALTERNATIVE CooRDINATIOX SCHEMES 

. I~ the past,. experts have assessed the coordination issues which 
:. affect'U.S. foreign aid and .come to different conclusio.ns a~ to hm~ the' ; 
.. executive branch should be organized. In 1975,· t·he .. Murpliy cci~in}s • 
. sion rejected the idea ()f me!'ging all U.S. foreign progritms m a single 
agency and recommended continued use of the then current inter­
agency system. It proposed, though, that a new .Under Secretary's sub­
committee be formed in the National Security Council, chaired by the 
Department of State, to coordinate foreign aid and all U.S. intel'­
national economic policy concerns.3 In his 1977 review of the intel"­
agency process, Sidney 'Veintraub recommended instead that the DE:" 
yelopment Coordination Committee be shifted to State Rnd that its 
executive director-the Administrator of AID-be the Government's 
chief spokesman and coordinator for dHelopment policy.· In 1977, 
Lester Gordon and his Brookings Institution associates considered dif­
ferent alternatives for coordinating the various U.S. foreign aid pro­
grams, including systems headed by a new Undersecretary of State. 
by the AIQ.Administrator, and by the Treasury, before sugO"esting 
instead that the U.S. actiyities be orchestrated by a new Coordinator 
for International Development Policy in the White House.n Robert 
Johnson also examined whether the aid coordination system should 
be run from the State Department or "~hite House before concludin#r 
that it really did not matter so long as a new Deputy Secretary of 

. State or a White House-based Director for Economic Cooperation and 
Development were given responsibility for that task.s 

. This st~dy. will look at. three basic alter.native~. for coordinating 
U.S.·tQr¢ilit:L·hs~istance'i>0lit'Y ... T.oo·fi1'St.:.c.qnsQl~(;lat;1.~n,\voul~}nteg~a~e ' .. 
tlie .multIlateral and bIlateral dHelopment· md program!5' ntuIer the> .' .' 
nuthority of a single agency. The second, federation, would consolidate . 
the U.S. bilateral programs in a single agency and lea\'e the multi-
lateral ones separa~e, but appoint an overall coordinator with general 
policy and budgetary control to integrate U.S. development policy. 
The third. continuation, would keep the \'arious aid programs inde­
pendent, as at present. but strengthen the coordination process linking 
the agencies. There are a number of ways these options could be im­
plemented. each with its own positiye and negative impacts on the 
criteria identified previously as important to the success of the co· 
ordination process. 

CONSOLIDATION OF ALL AID PROGR.urs IX ONE AGENCY 

The consolidation option offers the United States an opportunity 
to focus a 11 its foreign assistance policif's and create an organization 
wifh enough jurisdiction. reS01ll"Cf'S, and capacity to implement co' 

• Hooert D. ~rurpbr [Chairman). Commission on the Organization of the Gonrnment for 
the Conduct of Foreign Policy, Report. June 1975. Washington: Gonrnment Printin:! 
Ottlce. 197G. pp. GO-B. ,0-1-

• Sldne)" "pintrauo. "The Anarchy of 1'ollc), ~Iaking Towards LeSti De,·eloped {'oun~ 
trlp~. Challenge. ~18rch-Aprll 1977. (Jr. 1B-lB. Dr. Welntraub Is Deftn Rusk Pro[.",or at 
tht" Lnldon B .. 1()hrl~on '-'::rhool (If Pllhlic .\ffllir~ rnh'PfsH-r of Tp,\;f\~ at .-\ll~t1n. Rno for­
mprh: was As!';ociatf~ :\ssistant Adminh;trntor ~l( AID for Intf>rtH'::PIU'\' ('nnrninnt1oIl. 

"[:ester E. Gordon and Associates. "Interlm Report: An Assessment of Deye!opmen t 
A'sist"n"? Strate"ie.," report submitted to the Department of State. Washington: The 
Brookinl!~ In~titurion. Oct. O. IHi7, "p. ·,()-:C 

,I RU!1f'rt II. Johnson. ··~lllflndnc In'tprdt.'pl~IH]f>n('p: Hf'strllrtllrjn~ thfl r.~> (;oyprnnwut." 
O\'er!'f':1s D{l\'plopmen t Council Drn'lopnwn t PnJH'r :!3. 'Yashing-ton: one. Ff>bru:::tr.\· 1 !l77. 
PI'- IH-21. Dr . .Johnsull b Charles Enms IIul!lws Proff"~sor of GOYf'rnnwnt at Col.l!'ute and 
was formerly an :S-SC staff memher nnd Illt'lIllJ('r of th~ State Department Policy rlauufn;.: 
Conncil. 
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ordinated aid programs. -1 single agency could also give the United 
States n vehicle for judging the comparative value and the relative 
budgetary emp1ia.sis it wishes to gil-.e ,each kind of development aid 
without raising nutomat'ic interagency bureaucratic complications. 

' 

Consolidation, lio~rerei., could also narrow the'.ranpe .of Gsues con- 
:sidered in.tlie U.S. policy process? thereby expanding the emphasis. . ' 

the United States gives some goals or values and diminishing the em- . . 
phasis it gives other ,objectives in its foreign aid programs. 

Placing all development aid programs i11 a single 'agency would not 
eliminate the need for an interagency coordination process. The agen- 
cies concerned with foreign policy, defense, trade: nnd financial issues 
would still wish to influence U.S. aid policy whenever i t  touched on 
their concprns. Consolidation mould probably espand the administer- . 
ing ngency's influence in the interagency procrss, however, and dimin- 
ish the impact that other npncies would have on the ovemll direction 
of U.S. aid policy. 

Whether consolidation mould expand public support for foreign aid 
or improve its links with the private sector would de end largely on 
the c11arnctt.r of tlie organization given tho responsibiEtY for oversee- 
ing U.S. aid and the types of people appointed to manage the consoli- 
dated program. There appear to be three likely institutional candidates 
for the job of administering n consolidated U.S. development program : 
the Stnte Department. the Trensury Department, and AID or  its suc- 
cessor agency. The follon-ing discussion exnmines costs and benefits 
of g v i n p  pach the principal role in coordinating and managing U.S. 
foreign aid policy. . 

. . . . .  . . . ':. 8tateDejartment , . . . . . .  
. , . '$'he O n i t e d . . ~ t a t & k i ~ h t . ~ l a &  t ~ i b . ~ i i n r i d  rF&lth6rityf~r ma&gi*k : : ', . :. ,,,:.,.: ... . 
.. foreign.'aid in the Department of Stnte. sincr nid'is often cori'sidered ' . ", . : 

a inajor foreign policy tool and State is supposed to be the main agency 
dealing with U.S. foreign relations. Foreign assistance programs give 
the United States mechanisms for shaping U.S. relations with other 
nations and means for advancing U.S. interests in the international 
system. Development and other related economic issues are major con- 
cerns of the Third and Fourth World conntries. and a continuing U.S. 
co1:cern for development may bc a prrreqilisite for success in other U.S. 
policy ,aonls in the developing world. The link between U.S. aid and 
other U.S. international policy concerns might help the U.S. positioll 
i n  t112 Sorth-South dialog and provide Ic~remgc for improving U.S. 
relntions with scmc developing nations. Primary State Department 
respon-ibility for f o r ? i p  aid policy might :11w strengthen the Depart- 
ment, '~ role in other nrenc of U.S. foreign policv and reverFe some of 
the trentl to\rnrtl diffu~inp functional ~.esponcibilitv for U.S. interna- 
ti-nal 11~1icy among different U.S. agencies. Figure l cho\rs how a con- 
solidated f o r r i p  tlssistanct program ]night look if placed in the Dc- 
~ ~ a r t ~ i i e n t  of Stntt (or  in Trtasnry. the ]lest option). 
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ordinated aid programs. A single agency could also give the United 
States It nhicle for judging the comparative value and the relative 
budgetary empha.sis it wishes to gi'·.e 'each kind of development aid 
without raising automafic interagency Qureaucratic compljcations. 
C;oTlsolic~atioJ.l,.I1,.owe,·ei'~c9t.ild also narrow the' range of iSsues con-

:sldered In, the U.S. pohcy process, thereby expandmg the emphasis 
the Ul1ited States gins some goals or values and diminishing the em-
phasis it gives other objectives in its foreign aid programs. . 

PJacing all development aid programs ill a singlengency would not 
eliminatl' the need for an interagency coordination process. The agen­
cies concl'rned with foreign policy, defense, trade, and. financial issues 
would still wish to influence U.S. aid policy whenever it touched on 
their concprns. Consolidation would probably expand the administer­
ing agency's influence in the interagency pr()C(>ss, hmvever, and dimin­
if;h the impact that other agencies would have on the overall direction 
of U.S. aid policy. 

"Thether consolidation would expand public support for foreign aid 
or improve its links with the private sector would depend largely on 
the charactrr of the organization ginn the responsibility for oversee­
ing U.S. aid and the types of people appointed to manage the consoli­
dat!'d program. There appear to be three likel~r institutional candidates 
for the job of administering n consolidated U.S. development program: 
the State Department. the Treasury Department, and AID or its suc­
cessor agency. The following discussion examines costs and benefits 
of giving pach the principal role in coordinating and managing U.S. 
forElign aid policy. 

: State Department. . . . ." '.' ..., 
.' . .' .... :The U nit~d· States 'might, place the. princ~ pti:lau~hority. for ma~agi.~g: .. ,. :' 
. , fo~~ign: aid in the Department ot Sta~e. siner aid 'is often considered' , .... 

a major foreign policy tool and State is supposed to be the main agency 
dealing with U.S. foreign relations. Foreign assistance programs give 
the United States m~hanisms for shaping U.S. relations with other 
nations and means for advancing U.S. interests in the international 
system. Deyelopment and other related economic issues are major con-
cerns of the Third and Fourth World countries. and a continuing U.S. 
concern for de,"elopment may be a prerequisitf:' for success in other U.S. 
policy .2'oall" in the developing world. The link between U.S. aid and 
othE'r U.S. international policy concerns might help the U.S. position 
in th~ Xorth-Sollth dialog and provide levl'rage for improving U.S. 
relations with seme dey eloping nations. Primary State Department 
respon~ibility for for:>ign aid policy might nlso strengthen the Depart­
ment's role in other flrpas of U.S. foreign policy and reWrf'8 some of 
the trpml tm,"anl diffu~in~ functional ]'Pspon~ibility for U.S. interna-
tirnal p0ji"Y amon!! different U.S. agE'ncies. Figm~'l ~hows 1.1OW a con­
solidate'd fore'ign assistance' program might lo?k If pJaced m the De­
partment of State' (or in Tre'as11l'Y. the' nE'xt optlOn). 
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I 

There are problems: however, with giving the Stnte Department 
primary responsibility for U.S. aid policy. I t  has few of the organiza- 
tional skills or resources necessary for imple~llcnting development pro- 
grams. ancl its staff in the. past has been reluctant to manage programs 

- thpt do .not use classic Foreign Service diplomatic skills. ?'he State . 
. Dep:*ment also lacks the public cwstitbency and many.of the con- 

tacts ivith prirate' groups needed ta build .confidence and'suppart for'. . . 

an effective nid progmm. Some of'these slrills and contacts could be.  . . .  
brought into the Department if i t  were to absorb the relevant parts of ' 
Treasury and AID. I t  may already have some of the resources it needs 
througll its experience with a merged AID-State Latin America bu- 
reau. Before the State Department would be ready to mantl e all parts 
of the U.S. foreign aid program, though, a considerab e learning 
process might be required. 

f 
Giving State the main responsibility for aid policy might also change 

some of the underlying goals and purposes of U.3. foreign aid, One 
of the Department's main responsibilities is the monitoring of U.S. 
relations with other countries and nssessing the effect current events 
might have on U.S. international concerns. The Department might 
continue emphasizing political and diplomatic implications of actions 
and programs and give l e ~ s  weight to the developn~ent or,economic pol- 
icy s;,gnificnnce of U.S. international aid programs. * 

Merger of the development program offices into State might also 
hurt the overseas image and credibility of many of these aid programs. 
Some observers claim that it is often n l r~adv  difficl~lt to convince for- 
eigners that the United States provides aid for more than the narrow- 
eet political motives. I n  their view, this difficulty might be compounded . 
i f  State mannwd U:S. aid.policy throngh its conntr? desks and foreign. 

. . . posti. I f  it chose, the Department cquld estqblish formal procedures -. 
. . ..:. .. . .to inelntb its foreign rts~istan? ~ f i @ - f r o ~ , t h e  eegionnl:bu~-bt?us. wow; , . : . . . 

. . . . 
. .. eirei, thi i  would pl'obably reintrdduc'e somk of the:.probleiis.intendecl ' ' . .' . 

t6 be solved bp creating n system. to coordinate U.S:del~elopment policy ' 

with other F.S. international goals. I t  mol~ld remain to be seen whether 
an intradepartmentnl system would be any more effective or  simpler 
than is the current interagency coordination process. 
Treasur?y Depnrtsnent 

The second alternative would gire the Treasury Department the 
central responsibility for directing U.S. nid policy. [See also figure 1.1 
This option is one which builds logically on Treasury's key role direct- 
in? U S .  participntion in the internatiollal development banks and 
tile IJIF. and on the important role U.S. aid plays in U.S. interna- 
tional economic policv. I t  would seem appropriate, because of the 
central place the dollnr and I J I F  still plnp in the world financial sys- 
tcln. for the Treas~~l-y  to continue manning  U.S. policy in the Fund. 
G~I-inc it nclclitiollnl autllority over U.S. f o r e i p  nit1 policy might help 
nrsllrc thnt the Vnitcd States pursues similar goals in its internntionnl 
finnncinl 2nd developlnent policies. This ]night llclp the United States 
avoid a situation \\-llel.e. for esanlple, its representati~-es at the IJIF 
s1111~01'tfil l~o l i c i~s  (lesipled to encoilrage n l ~ r r o ~ ~ c ~ .  colintry to iinder- 
tnkn 011- colirse of :~ction \vllilc its tlelc,catcs at the multilateral banks 
or tllc I-.S. I)il;~tcr:ll niil pi,ogr:lm P I I I ~ O I ' Y C ~  n i l i ff~rel~t  set of econoinic 
progrnlns for that coilntry. 
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~here are pr~b~e~s~ however,. with . giving the State Department 
pnmary responslblhty for U.S. aId polley. It has few of the organiza­
tional skiJls or resources necessary for implementing development pro­
grams. and its staff in the past has been relucta~t to manage programs 
th.at do ·not use classic Foreign Service. aiplomatic skills. The Stute 
Depa.r.t~en~ ~lso ~acke the public ~QJ1s~it\.lep.cy an.d many.of ~he con~ 
~acts wIth pnvate groups needed to bUIld .conftden<;e and support for'. 
an effectiVe" nid program. Some of' these skills and contacts could be, .. 
brought into the Department if it were to absorb the relevant parts of ' 
Treasury and AID. It may already ha ve some of the resources it needs 
through its experience with a merged AID-St.ate Latin America bu­
reau. Before the State Department would be ready to manage all parts 
of the U.S. foreign aid pr:ogram, though, a considerable learning 
process might be required. . 

Giving Stl1te the main responsibility for aid policy might al$o change 
some of the underlying goals and purposes of u.S. foreign aid. One 
of the Department's main responsibilities is the monitormg of U.S. 
relations with other countries and assessing the effect current events 
might have on U.S. international concerns. The Dppartment might 
continue emphasizing political and diplomatic implications of actions 
and programs and give less ",'eight to the development or economic pol-
icv s;gnificance of U.S. international aid programs. ..t 

'M:ergPr of the development prog-ram offices into State might al:;() 
hurt the ovprseas image and credibility of mRny of t.hese aid pl'ograms. 
Some obspr,rers claim that it is often nlN'adv difficult to convince for­
eigners that the United States provides aid for more than the narrow­
est political motives. In their view, this difficulty might be compounded 
if State manaaed U:S. aid'policy thr~ngh its country desks and foreign' 

" .. posts. Jf it chose, the Department eQuId .('stablish formal procedures 
': ;, ' :(0 in~llllEdis l~reign assistance ~tlic$'fro~,the F.egi9nntbu~\lS. IJ"ow~ ..... ;' ... 

. pver, thi!' would pr'obably reintroduce some of t~e"probleins intendeu 
to be wh-ed b.v creating a system to toordinate U.S.-development policy 
with other D.S. international goals. It would remain to be seen whether 
an intradepartmental system would be any more effecti,re or simpler 
than is the current interagency coordination process. 

Treasury Department 
The second alternatire would giw the Treasury Department the 

central responsibilit,v for directing U.S. aid policy. [See also figure 1.] 
This option is one which builds 10gical1y on Treasury's key role direct­
in!! U.S. participation in the international development banks and 
the DIF. and on the important role U.S. aid plays in U.S. interna­
tional economic policy. It would seem appropriate, because of the 
central place the dolla'r (md DIF still play in the world financial sys­
tPIll. fol' the TreaslIlT to eontimH' llla l1 ag-ing U.S. policy in the Fund. 
Giyin'! it additionnl authority oyer U.S. foreign aiel policy might help 
ac~mrr that the 'United States pmsues similar goals in its international 
financial [lnrl denlopment policips. This might lwlp the United States 
amid 11 situation \yhere. for example, its representatins at the I~IF 
Sllppol't('(l policies (le~ig-I1P(1 to encourage a borrower country to nnrler· 
t[lk" ow' (,01\l'~P of action \yhile its clelrgatrs at the multilateral banks 
or the 1-,;-;;, hihtrral ai(l program pndorsrd a (liifprent set of economic 
programs for that cOllntry. 
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Development programs are reall specialized applications of gen- 
eral economic policy, and msny &relgn aid programs involve the 
analysis of loans-both areas in which Treasurj-as current com- 

' . petence. If  it. had responsibility for all. areas of U.S. foreign aid, . . . .  
Treasury .might rilso ecentuallj. et Inore authorit: for other inter- : . 

' ' national economjc policy issues brad6 or :idvesthalt, f o s  example),. ' ' , 

reducing the'fragmentation now present in this area of the U.S. for- 
eign and economic policy. Interagency relations might be further 
clarified if the State De artment spoke only to political and security 
issues and Treasury ad a, ressed the economic nnd developmental dl- 
mensions of U.S. foreign aid. 

There would be a number of drawbacks, thou h, to giving the Treas- 
ury Department primary responsibility for a1 f U.S. foreign aid. The 
range of the pohcy process mould probably be nari-owed, reducing 
U.S. attention to  the noneconomic aspects of aid and lacing U S .  for- 
eign assistance policy in the hands of an agency wit ! a traditionally 
cautious approach to economic matters. Just as moving foreign aid to 
the Department of State would tend to make it more of a tool of 
U.S. foreign policy, transferring it to the T r e a s u ~  would probably 
tend to subswne it under U.S. international economic policy and re- 
duce the s ecial emphasis ven development concerns. I n  addition, rl. while the reasury current ? y has some of the skills needed to man- 
age U.S. foreign aid, its international staff is too small and specialized 
to co e adequately with many other as ects of aid operations. Treasury 
coulBobtain many of the necessary s h l s  if it took over parts of the 
other agencies that now mana e parts of the U.S. aid program, but it 

. . .  . . . . . . would still need time to absor and master the key tasks in planning 
. , . .  . . . . . .  . . .  

% 
.. gnd i,m l~~enting,de\Jel ,opment assistance programs.. 

, .. . .  . . .  . .... . .  . , . . .  . ... . 
, . . . '. 8 . . .. . In ddrtion;  one might. ask nhethe~.Treti.iu j h a s  .thii. ap'.$q;riate ... .:: ..' J image or the broad' eontacts'needed to' engeride~'pub1icco dence or ' : ' . ' .' 

support f0r'U.S. foreign assistance programs. I ts  reputation ns a con- 
servative financial agency probably would dettact as much as it  woulrl 
add, as far  as public or congressional support for the forei 
gram would be concerned. Besides firmness and efficiency, t f? e C.S. aid 
agency also needs a public image emphasizing humanitarian concern 
for the poor, a uallty which the Treasur image ]nay not portrag. 
Testing responsi ?I ility for aid policy in the %reasury or State Depart- 
~nents  n-ould also tend to diminish the program's visibility and the 
amount of top-level attention i t  would receive. The Secl-etaries of 
State and Treasury have many other responsibilities, and they arc 
unlikely to devote as much time or political capital to this program 
as might the head of a smaller or  less comprehensive organization. 
I n t ~ r ? ~ n t i o r ~ o /  D~i.e/ap7lw,nt Cooperatio,l A g e ~ r c y  

The lllost prominent current 111.oposal for a single foreign aid agency 
is the  plan to create an International Develol~mcnt Cool~eratiorl 
-Ige!~c!- ( IDC-I) , as a Cabinet lei-cl agency ~llannginw a l l  1T.S. tie\-clop- 
lilelir ;~saist;ulcc :~ilti\-irivz. Figtrws 2 anti ;i .-lion- cyifltrellt \ray.- tllc 
-111) prog~'aii~s c'or~ld bc coi~solitlatctl ~vitllin IDC-I. 
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Development programs are really sl?ecialized applications of gen­
eral economic policy, and many foreIgn aid programs involve the 
nnnlysis of loans-both areas in which Treasur}f""JJ.as current com­
petence. If it, had responsibility for all. ~reas of U.S. f~reign aid, 
Treasury ·might o:lso eventually get mo~ authority for other inter­
national econom.ic policy issues (trade' or :iuvestment, 'for. example ),,' 
reducing the' fragmentation now present in this area of the U.S. for­
eign and economic policy. Interagency relations might be further 
clarified if the State Department spoke only to political and security 
issues and Treasury addressed the economic and developmental di­
mensions of U.S. foreign aid. 

There would be a number of drawbacks, though, to giving the Treas­
ury Department primary responsibHity for all U.S. foreign aid. The 
range of the policy process would probably be narrowed, reducing 
U.S. attention to the noneconomic aspects of aid and placing U.S. for­
eign assistance policy in the hands of an agency with a traditionally 
cautious approach to economic matters. Just as moving foreign aid to 
the Department of State would tend to make it more of a tool of 
U.S. foreign policy, transferring it to the Treasurv would probably 
tend to subsll.ffie it under U.S. international economic policy and re­
duce the special emphasis given development concerns. In addition, 
while the Treasury currently has some of the skills needed to man­
age U.S. foreign ald, its international staff is too small and specialized 
to cope adequately with many other aspects of aid operations. Treasury 
could obtain many of the necessary skills if it took over parts of the 
other agencies that now manage parts of the U.S. aid program, but it 

, would still need time to absorban4 master the key tasks 10 planning 
., llnd i,II!plementing de"el~pment assi~tance programs., .' 

" " "I~ ~dttion; 0i?e' l1ligl!t· as)t, .w hethel' 'Tr~lisury..· has, the. app.rQpriate 
image or the broad' contacts' needed to' engerider'public' confidencEi or 
support' for·U.S. f~reign assistance programs. Its reputation as a con­
servative financial agency probably would detract as much as it would 
add, as far as public or congressional support for the foreign aid pro­
gram would be concerned. Besides firmness and efficiency, the C.S. aid 
agency also needs a public image emphasizing humanitarian concern 
for the poor, a quahty which the Treasury image may not portray. 
Yesting responsibility for aid policy in the Treasury or State Depart­
ments would also tend to diminish the program's "isibility and the 
amount of top-level attention it would receive. The Secretaries of 
State and Treasury have many other responsibiliti£'s, and they nrc 
unlikely to devote as much time or political cal?ital to this program 
as might the head of a smaller or less comprehensl"C organization. 
IntN'llatiollol Df'l'elojime-llt Cooper-atioll Agency 

The most prominent current proposal for a single foreign aid agency 
is the plan to crente nn International De,'eloplllent Cooperation 
~\.gency (IDC ~\.), as a Cabinet le\'C1 agenc.,' manngin(T all r.s. de,'elop­
Illcnt assistance acti,-jrip>i, Figtll'PS ~ and :) "ho" Jiil'cl'cnt \\'a.rs the 
.\,11) programs could be consolidated within IDC~\.. 
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Consolidation of all the different U.S. aid programs in a single 
foreign assistance agency could have a number of desirable effects. It 
mi ht limit the effect the Departments of State and Treasury have on 
u.%. aid policy and allow more irinovation and emphasis on develop- 
mental oals. I t  might also create a strong center vithin the adminis- f tration or assessing the-irgpact that U.S. trade, investment and.other . . . , . .  

. ' . Ronaid policies have on de\-e'l~ping.countries. By hpgradirig the image . 
and position which development ~ o u l d  hold inU.S. policy, i t  might 
help improve the U.S. standing in the North-South dialog through a 
clear demonstration that the United States places riority on the im- 
portance of hid and the developmental needs of the $evelopi nations. 

Formation of a single foreign assistance agenc like ID?A might 
also help streamline the process for U.S. deve 9 opment aid policy 
formulation and give the Government a vehicle for balancing, its . 
expenditures for different programs and countries according to a 
unified set of priorities. The head of the consolidated aid agency would 
be the administration's priilcipal spokesman on development policy 
issues. His annual congressional presentation documents would give 
the agency an opportunity to describe a11 U.S.-funded aid programs 
and to shorn how they all fit into a comprehensive U.S. development 
strategy. Supporters of this concept claim it  would improve public 
understanding of the U.S. aid program and help expan&congressional 
nnd public support for continued U.S. development assistance efforts. 

From an operational perspective, some proponents agree that a con- 
solidated U.S. aid program would lead to economies of scale or opera- 
tional e5ciencies as t.he support and administrative services of the 
several exist@g programs are merged into rc single agency. It is also 
argued that consolidation would encourage the promtll of an. experi- 

. enced field and headquartersstaff which could perform developmental ' , . . 
, .. . .. . . .  analyses .of, diffwent aid proprams,. m~n i to r~ tbe  p,repaption and'im-,,. ... : ..-. ,., . . ... 

. .. - ' pleme'ritat@n .b$.:isite,hti&nal:6genky. prograin's and  assess! the rela-.. . . .. , . . 
tionship these progranis might have to U.S. bilateral efforts in specific . ' 

situations. The proponents claim t.hat broader field anabses and links 
to the U.S. bilateral aid program would also strengthen t.he U.S. posi- 
tion in the multilateral agencies and expand the level of U.S. influence 
on their development operations. 

There appear to be two major alternative methods-omplete and 
partial consolidation-for organizing a merged U.S. aid agency, 
though a rnnpe of variations exist through different combinat,ions of 
components. B0t.h maior systems would combine administrative and 
support services for all existing U.S. aid programs in rt single head- 
quarters staff. Seither. of course. would change the fact that the multi- 
lateral development banks and other international bodies mould con- 
tinue to have their own independent country offices and headquarters 
st affs. The first method-omplete consolidation-would eliminate any 
different;ation b e t ~ e - n  bilateral and multilateral aid and form a 
sinrle program office directinp V.S. policp and field operations in each 
recini~nt country. Figure 2 shows lio~v a fully consolidated IDCA 
nii,~lit he or;rmiizerl. This ~rsteln ~ronld ~nasimize coordination and 
econonir i n  1T.S. aid hilt diminich the flexibility and cha~*acteristic 
style of t?!r different U.S. aid proprams as they currently exist. The 
c~cond mcthod-pnrtial consolidation-~otild allo~r f llc rsistinjz 1T.S. 
aid programs to maintain 1.elati~ely al~tonomo~~s program and field 
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Consolidation of all the different U.S. aid programs in a single 
foreign assistance agency could have a number of desirable effects. It 
might .limit ~he effect the Depart.ments o.f State and Tr~sury have on 
U.S. aId pohcy and allow more lIinovatlOn and emphaSIS on develop­
mental goals. It might also create a strong center '\vithin the adminis­
tration for assessing theil1lpact that U.S. trade, investment and· other 
Ron aid policies have on developing. countries. By upgrading the image 
and position which development would hold' in' U.S. policy, it might 
help improve the U.S. standing in the North-South dIalog through a 
clear demonstration that the United States places priority on the im­
portance of aid and the developmental needs of the developing nations. 

Formation of a single foreIgn assistance agency like IDeA might 
also help streamline the process for U.S. development aid policy 
formulation and give the Government a vehicle for balancing its 
expenditures for different programs and countries' according to a 
unified set of priorities. The head of the consolidated aid agency would 
be the administration's principal spokesman on development policy 
issues. His annual congressional presentation documents would give 
the agency an opportunity to describe all U.S.-funded aid programs 
and to show how they all fit into a comprehensive U.S. development 
strategy. Supporters of this concept claim it would improve public 
understanding of the U.S. aid program and help expand'congressional 
and public support for continued U.S. development assistance efforts. 

h-d >.4-4'.'(;''1' .. ' 
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From an operational perspective, some proponents agree that a con­
solidated U.S. aid program would lead to economies of scale or opera­
tional efficiencies as the support and administrative services of the 
several existing programs are merged into a single agency, It -is also 
argued that consolidation would encourage the growth of an. experi- ! . 
enced field I!-nd h~adquarters 'staff which could perf.orm developmental 

' ... an~ly~ o,f di.ffl:r:.e~t .aid J)ro./l.t:ams.~;·mQ~itor.tPe w~pa:ratio~: an~ im.-:: .. : ........ :; .. : 
plementatI.on of. :lllte.nUltIonaI agency. program:s and assess' the rela-.,. ',' .. 
tionship the.<;e programs might have to U.S. bilater'al efforts in specific 
situations. The proponE'nts claim that broader field analyses and links 
to the U.S. bilateral aid program would also strengthen'the U.S. posi-
tion in the multilateral agencies and expand the level of U.S. influence 
on their development operations. 

There appear to be two major alternative methods---complete and 
partial consolidation-for organizing a merged U.S. aid agency, 
though a range of variations exist through different combinat.ions of 
components. Both maior systems would combine administrative and 
support. services for all existing U.S. aid programs in a sinf!le head­
quartE'rs staff. XeithE'r. of course, would change thE' fact that the multi­
lateral development banks and other international bodiE'S would con­
tinue to have their own independent country offices and headquarters 
staffs. TIlE' first mpthod---complete consolidation-wolllrl E'liminnte any 
different;at:on behve"n bilrlteral and multilateral aid and form a 
sinQ'le program officp o.irE'ding U.S. policy and field opE'rations in each 
recipi?nt countrv. FiSnire 2 shows how a fully coniOolirlAterl IDCA 
might he oqt:111iz('(1. This f'y~tem wonld maxi~lize coordination and 
economy in n.S. aid hnt rlimini"h the flexihility nno. characteristic 
style of tl1P different U.S. aid pro!!'rams as thpy 'cnrrently exist. The 
~r'cond mrthoil-partial consolirlntiol1-wonld fI'llmv thr e'xisting n.s. 
aiel programs to maintain reJatiwly autonomolls program and field 
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operations, uiider the direction of a. policy office in \\Tasliington de- 
signed to coordinate their country plans, policies, and general prograni 
goals. Figure 3 shows how a more loosely inkgrated JDC-1 ]night be 
organized. It seems unlikely that  the predicted economies of scale. . 
'I\-oulil bc realizecl if .tlie.various IDCA subunits \\-ere to-keep their.  . 
.separate country desks and autonomous fleld.offices. Congress ;s?rould ' 
probably need to examine the numbers closely before acceptin$ as valid 
any prguments about major administrative savings from a merger 
plan. 

It is quite likely that, as discussed in option 3 be lo^, mnny of the 
benefits from consolidation could be achieved without new legislation 
or establishment of a sin le U.S. aid agency. E There 11-ould .also li ely .be some drawbacks to formation of a 
separate U.S. foreign aid administration, regardless of whether i t  is 
fully or  partly consolidated in its internal operations. Some plans 
for a consolidated aid agency seek t o  expand IDCA's emphasis on 
development policy by loosening the authority that the Secretary of 
State would have over its operations. Care would probably need to be 
taken. in this case, that  the new agency does not become a rival and 
that i t  coordinates policy with the Department of State. -In inde- 
pendenf IDCA with a large budget and mnny overseas field offices 
might e\~entually become the de facto U.S. State Department for rela- 
tions with some developing nations. Were this to happen, serious 
problems might arise concerning the coordination and implementation 
of U.S. foreign policy. 

The Treasury Department has voiced concern that a single aid 
agency might erode the distinct.ion betreen concessional nnd non- 
concessional .lending in the multilateral' banks. and .thereby diminish 

. the  . f inewia l : s t a~) i~~ , .p f .  those iisfitu$ioxi6, and the investment com- - 
ininitfs cohfidence m them. Thci Cantern is ~?eal, blit hay.h.el1 be'ovm-' '' - 
stated. A well-organized IDCX should' give sufficient autononif to it's 
multilateral aid subunit to permit continued emphasis on high finnncial 
ancl econo~iiic standards in the international lending a encies' pro- 
grams. It is true that the Treasury Department is probab f J- more cau- 
tious in its standards than is AID or a likely successor agency. tlio~lgh. 
and less IDCA insistance on "bankable" projects and sound financial 
~ractices might lead eventually to  realization of some of Treasury's 

{ears. Congress might want to insure tha t  any consolidnted aid agency 
mainfains ndequate standards to protect the special financial character 
of the ~nultilateral clel-elopment banks. 

Another concern is whether consolidation might escessi\-el? narrow 
the rnnge of issues given serious consideration in the V.S. policy proc- 
ess. Some of the coordination problems between A I D  arld Trensnry 
Feem to be related to the fact tliat each group has tlifferrnt itlens about 
the 1;ey elements of a good development prog~.nln. One sliorllcl not owr-  
?tress the differences, for there are many similarities in thr t r o  agen- 
cies' concerns. I t  tloes seeni. thongli. tliat A I D  prlts Inore rml~llnsis on 
basic I i l ~ ~ i i n r i  needs and progrnlns tlirectctl to the poor n-]lilt> tlir T1,cns- 
l1r.v tends to give 111or.c stress to isslles like finnncinl sol~ndness. tlic tlr- 
1-rlop111rntal itnpact of local grovern~nent l~olicies. and tllr balance 1)r- 
t ~ c e n  ~ c n c r a l  cconotnic- gro~vth and specific nit1 for thc poor. Both 
~icrrpoints are itnportnnt. I f  Treasury were to lose its institl~tional re- 
q~on~ih i l i t y  for tlw ~n~~l t i l a t e rn l  bnnlts. it might lose much of its interest 
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operations, under the direction of a policy office in 1Vashington de­
sIgned to coordinate their country plans, policies, and general program 
goal.s. Figure 3 shows how a more loosely intleograted IDCA might be 
organized. It seems unlikely that the predicted economies of ~cale-. 
·would be reali.zed if·the.yarjous ID.CA subuI}.i~s wer:e to-ke~p their . 
. separate country desks a~d autonomous field offices. Congress ~,ould . 
in:obably need to examine the numbers closely before accepting as valid 
any {trguments about major administrative savings from a merger 

pl~~. is quite likely that, as discussed in option 3 below, many of the 
benefits from consolidation could he achieved without new legislation 
or establishment of a single U.S. aid agency. 

There would .also likely .be some drawbacks to formation of a 
separate U.S. foreign aid administration, regardless of whether it is 
fully or partly consolidated in its internal operations. Some plans 
for a consolidated aid agency seek to expand IDeA's emphasis on 
development policy by loosening the authority that the Secretary of 
State would have over its operations. Care would probably need to be 
taken. in this case, that the new agency does not become a rh-al and 
that it ~oordinates policy with the Department of State. ~\.n inde­
pendenf. IDeA with a large budget and many overseas field offices 
might eventually become the de facto U.S. State Department for rela­
tions with some developing nations. Were this to happen, serious 
problems might arise concerning the coordination and implementation 
of U.S. foreign policy. 

The Treasury Department has voiced concern that a single aid 
agency might erode the distinction between concessional and non­
concessional.lending in the multilateral" banks· and. thereby diminish 

. the:- ·fina~iaI:·staqiJity. .. p.f. those rnstitu~iori!>. f.!..n.d .t~e in.vestmeI}.t~<?m • 
fnunit,~s confidence in them. l'he cone'ern is real, bu't may· well be 'cn-(ff­
stated~ A. well-organized IDeA should· gi'-e sufficient autonOnl): to it's 
multilateral aid subunit to penllit continued emphasis on high financial 
and economic standards in the international lending agencies' pro­
grams. It is true that the Treasury Department is probably more cau­
tious in its standards than is A.ID or a likely successor agenc~·. thollgh. 
and less IDCA insistance on "bankable" projects and sound financlal 
practices might lead eventually to realization of some of Treasmfs 
fears. Congress might want to insure that any consolidated aid agency 
maintains adequate standards to protect the special financial character 
of the multilateral development banks. .. 

Another concern is whether consolidation might excessiwly nalTO'" 
the range of is!"ues given serious consideration in the U.S. policy proc­
ess, Some of the coordination problems between AID and Treasury 
~eem to be related to the fact that each group has differl'nt ideas about 
the key elements of a good development program. OIle should !lot onr­
stress the differences. for there are manv similaritips in the t"o ag-en­
riE's' COJlCE'rns. It does seem. thong-h. tha·t .AID puts more emphasis on 
basic human needs and programs llirected to the poor ,,-hilt' the Treas­
ury tends to gi \-e 1I10re stress to issnes like finallcia 1 soundness. the (le­
wloplllental impact of local gm-ernlllent policies. and the balance be­
t"E'en general p('onomic gro\yth and ~pecific aid for the poor. Roth 
"ie"points are important. If Trpasury WE're to lo~e its institutional re­
sponsibility for thl' multilateral banks, it might lose much of its intprest 
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in foreign aid generally and shift its energies elsewhere. This could 
mean there would be no strong spokesman dealing with the issues pre- 
viously raised by Treasury, and the economic integrity and the viabil- ' . 
i t1  of the. U.S. development program might be seriously weakened. 
'Congress inigllt !rant to insure that any new policymaking system does . 
not a\-ersilrip!ify. the coirlplesities of developmentsissues by.eliminat- . . . ; 

. i.ng one vie\\-point from ncti\:e articipation in the process.' R' . . 
. . The last major draiback t at  might arise from consolidation in- . . 

.valves doubts as to AID'S capacity to for shouldering all the burdens . . 

that mill be placed on a consolidated agency. IDCA mould be more than ' 
just AID, to be sure, but a t  least two-thirds of its staff and most of its 
top management would probably come from the bilateral aid agency 
unless many are,fired and new leadership found to run all the IDCA 
programs. The bilateral aid agency has been subjected to many re- 
organizations; its priorities, programs and emphases have ,been fre- 
quently changed and restructured; and i t  is said to have lost many 
good people through recent reductions in force. A major new reorgani- 
zation may not help promote stability in its own internal operations. 

Many critics argue, though some of their arguments seem overdrawn, 
that A I D  is seriously flawed and lacks many of the crucial skills and 
personnel needed to accomplish its present goals. Someproponents of 
consolidation agree and say unification mould ,be an important step 
toward forcing the aid agency to improve its standards. One might 
question this approach, however, and ask whether organizational or  
program weaknesses in an agency can really be solved by giving i t  new 
or  broader responsibilities. and whether A I D  has the capacity to play 
the central role in the IDCA reorganization plan. 

.. . . 

tional links anlong th 
sistnnce programs wo 
the special international character of tl 

to prepare budget ~>lans for n l l  types of aitl. The Dirrctor \\-onld over- I 
see the interagency process. serririg as tlie adniinistration's prime 
spokesman for ~lerel(jpnirnt is.iues. coordinating policv. and seeing that 
agency budgets. rcffrct an ;rppropl.iatr clivision of V.S. aid rcsollrces 
ammg altrrnatire programs. i. 

i 
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in foreign aid generally and shift its energies elsewhere. This could 
mean there would be no strong spokesman dealing with the issues pre­
dously raised by Treasury, and the economic integrity and the viabil­
ity of the, U.S. development prograJI.l might ~ ser:io~sly 'Y,eakened. 
'Co~gress might ~vant to insure that any new pohcymaking system does ' 
not <J\'ersinip!ify th~ cohlplexities of developments issues by ~liminat-. ' 
ing one yi'ewpoint from acti,;e participation in the process .. 

The last major drawbac~ that might arise from consolidation in­
,volves doubts as to AID's capacity to for shouldering all the burdens 
that will be placed on a consolidated agency. IDCA would be more than' 
just AID, to be sure, but at least two-thirds of its staff and most of its 
top management would probably come from the bilateral aid agency 
unless many are fired and new leadership found to run all the IDCA 
programs. The bilateral aid agency has been subjected to many re­
organizations; its priorities, programs and emphases have been fre­
quently changed and restructured; and it is said to have lost many 
good people through recent reductions in force. A major new reorgam­
zation may not help promote stability in its own internal operations. 

Many critics argup, though some of their arguments seem overdrawn, 
that AID is seriously flawed and lacks many of the crucial skills and 
personnel needed to accomplish its present goals. Some' proponents of 
consolidation agree and say unification would be an important step 
toward forcing the aid agency to improve its standards. One might 
question this approach, however, and ask whether organizational or 
program weaknesses in an agency can really be solved by giving it new 
or broader responsibilities. and whether AID has the capacity to play 
the c(m~ral role in the IDCA re9rganization plan. , ' 

, , " .', FEl>EliATION~A' STRONG COORUDiA'l'Oa OVEttSEEDl'P 'SEPWTE PROORi!lS 
• -. II', .: .• '.. '.' '" .• •• .' 

, " , . i~s~e~'d"of fu~l "me;g~r' ~f 'ail ti~S. :for~i~" iid" p~~grit~~ :~'rider ~n~'··· 
..... : ... ~ -= ...... ' :". , .. :. 

agency, one might consider instead a system of partial integration 
under a special Director for U.S. Development Policy. Figure 4 (see p. 
20) illustrates how this system might be organized. The bilateral aid 
programs-AID. OPIC, Peace Corps, Public Law 480 and the pro­
posed new Foundation for Intcmational Technological Cooperation 
(FITC)-could be combined under a sinf!le-umbrella agency (called 
IDCA in our illustration) to maximize efficiency and improve opera­
tional links among these U.S. Government programs. )Iultilateral as­
sistance programs would remain with State and Treasury because of 
t he special international charactpr of those programs. The Director for 
U.S. Deye10pment Policy would have his own policy review staff and 
country de~ks to set U.S. policy for multilateral and bilateral aid and 
facilitate c'1ordination in recipient countries. along with a budget staff 
to prepare budget plans for n 11 types of aid. The Dirpctor would onr­
see the interagpnc~- procpss. SHying as the administration's prime 
spokesman for rlen~l()pl1lcllt i:;;';llc";, coordinating polic\". and seeing that 
agency budget;; refirct an appropriate diyi;;ion of r.~. aid resources 
nm'1ng altrrnati,-e programs. 
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. . 
There are several reasons for keeping U.S. participation in the 

multilateral aid programs separate fro111 the U.S. bilateral activities. 
,lmerican bilateral aid is often associated wit11 foreign policy goals 
and seen by the recipients and other countries as direct evidence of 

. American concerns or interest in particular situations. Some of the 
. . .U.S. bilateral:progi.am might be more eflective if tlxy were all man- . 

aged as part .of .the same basic U.S. derelopment.a'id. operation:. T h e  . .. . . 

multilateral programs might be, damaged, on.the other hand, if t-heir' " .' .'. 

international character were diminished or their activities beanie . . 
clearly linked with the natio.na1 .policy goals of individual niember 
states. Separating the two kinds of aid mould also emphasize the differ- 
ence between coordinating policy and coordinating aid operations. The 
United States has complete authority over its bilaternl programs, and 
i t  can reorder its priorities or  change the various parts of its national 
foreign aid programs as i t  wishes through adm~nistrative or  legisla- 
tive action. A more indirect approach is required in the multilateral 
agencies, though, because of the international character of their pro- 
grams. Greater emphasis on coordination or consolidation of actual 
programs of the banks and U.N. agencies with U.S. bilateral programs 
would be difficult to accomplish without violating the integrity of 
either the bilateral or  nlultilateral programs. 

Some discussion of the merits of functional differentiation in  the 
administration of U.S. economic aid is relevant here. A n  Tinbergn,  
the Dutch economist and Xobel laureate. argues that a country needs 
separate economic tools if i t  wishes to pursue different objectives simul- 
taneously in its national economic policy. One tool can only maximize 
one policy goal a t  a time. Extension of the Tinbergen rule to the for- 
eign assistance area creates other possible reabns for  preserving the 

. separation of multilateral qnd'bilaternl aid.. The U.N. agencies' grant  
: -. : . apd techjiical:.aid. programS,t@nd'to emphasize a collaborative, multi-. 

... .'.hitionnl .spptoibh'-t6 dcqehipm$nt -assi~tnnci?.rpnd. .their; $eetine;s are. , . . .: :. ,. 
often major. forums for  the Sorth-South.dialog betireen i ich and 'pdpr .. '. ;'. .. . 
countries. The multilateral. banks' lending programs are more influ- 
enced by donor country concerns and emphnsize sound economic poli- 
cies and the link between the recipient's olrn policies and its del-elop- 
ment prospects. 

1T.S. bilateral programs stress a number of different goals. The  food 
aid program emphnsizes l~umanitnrian relief and ~ilnrkets for surplus 
agricu!tul.al commodities: the economic aid program stresses basic, 
liuman needs and direct aid to  the poor. and the Knited States has n 
number of programs like OPIC. the Peace Corps. and the proposed 
F I T C  that have their own specinlized goals. -4 single aid ngency might 
perhaps be able to coordinate the various T1.S. programs in n way that  
v-ould allow them operational autonomy but. support a unified set of 
priorities. Tt would seem ,more clifficiilt. l i o~~ere r ,  for a single agency to 
also lmre tlle ability to coordinate 1-23. policy toward the ml~ltilnteral 
and bilateral programs in a \I-ay that allon-s for pursuit of their more 
disr~arate qoals. 

Some of the pot~ntinl  benefits of consolidntion that mi,cht be real- 
ized t l l r o n ~ h  a~pointnlent  of n special intern~cncy coordinntor to orer- 
see gencml T.S. po1;c.y in 1~0th the 1)ilateral and the nl~~ltilnteral pro- 
!tr:rms 1la1.c already 1,ccn d i s ~ ~ i s ~ ~ d .  111 thp early lg.',O's. the Director of 
J11it11nl S r c n r i t ~  ?en-rd as a t rnns i -a~~tononos  oficinl in the State T)c- 
partment. hnt operated clirectly out of the Illlit(! IIonse. I n  the Iatc 
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There are several reasons for keeping U.S. participation in the 
multilateral aid programs separate from the U.S. bilateral activities. 
American bilateral aid is often associated with foreign policy goals 
and seen by the recipients and other countries as direct evidence of 

. American concerns or interest in particular situations. Some of the 
.. 'U.S. bilat~ral'progta1l).S might be more effective if they were all man-

aged 'as part" of the sama baSic U.;3. 9.eyel9pment' aid op~ration: The. . 
multilateral programs might be, damaged, on,the other hand, if theit 
international character were diininished or their activities became 
clearly linked with the natio.nal 'policy goals of individual member 
states. Separating the two kinds of aid would also emphasize the differ-
ence between coordinating policy and coordinating aid operations. The 
United States has complete authority over its bilateral programs, and 
it can reorder its priorities or change the various parts of its national 
foreign aid programs as it wishes through administrative or legisla-
tive action. A more indired approach is required in the multilateral 
agencies, though, because of the international character of their pro-
grams. Greater emphasis on coordination or consolidation 'of actual 
programs of the banks and U.N. agencies with U.S. bilateral programs 
would be difficult to accomplish without violating the integrity of 
either the bilateral or multilateral programs. 

Some discussion of the merits of functional differentiation in the 
administration of U.S. economic aid is rele,-ant here . .fan Tinbergen, 
the Dutch economist and "Nobel laureate, argues that a country needs 
separate economic tools if it wishes to pursue different objectives simul­
taneously in its national economic policy. One tool can only maximize 
one policy goal at a time. Extension of the Tinbergen rule to the for­
eign assistance area creates other possible reaSons for preserving the 
separation of multilateral a.nd 'bilat~ral aid .. The U.~. agencies' grant 

.0' ". 

"a!ld tE!'Chn·ical~.a.id progra~s,te·nd'to emphasize a col1ab9rntive, muIti­
"h~ti6nal ·~pptoach·-fo de~eki~J1l~nt '~'lSist!l~cil:-lln~ :thei.r~_ ~eetin~ are· , 

often maJor. forums for the ~orth-South'd'lalog bet\veen rIch It'nd p~r ., .... , .. " 
countries. The multilateral. banks' lending p·rograms are more influ-
enced by donor country concerns and emphasize sound economic poli-
cies and the link between the recipient's own policies and its de,-elop-
ment prospects. 

U.S. bilateral programs stress a number of different goals. The food 
aid program emphasizes humanitarian relief and markets for surplus 
agricuhural commodities: the economic aid pro£!'ram stresses basic 
human needs and direct aid to the poor. and the unitE'd States has a· 
number of programs like OPIC. the Peace Corps. and the proposed 
FITC that have their own specialized goals. A single aid agency mit~-ht 
perhaps be able to coordinate the various n.S. programs in a way that 
would allow them operational autonomv but support a unified 'set of 
priorities. It would seem more difficult. howe"er, for a single agency to 
abo han the ability to coonlinate es. policy tmyard the multilateral 
and bilateral programs in a way that allows 'for pursuit of their more 
disparate goals. . 

Some of the potential benefits of consolidation that might he real­
ized through appointllH'nt of a special interag{'n('~' coordinfltor to over­
see genrral es. pol;cy in both the hilateral nnd the multilateral pro­
!~r:1m" haY(' alrr:lch hrrn rliSClls"e(l. Til the earh·10;")O·s. tl1f', Director of 
)[utllal Srrllrity ,~n'rd as a nllasi-alltonomoll~ officinl in the State De­
partment bllt oper:ltecl directly Ollt of the "llit(' HOllse. In the late 
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.. Eisenhower years, the Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs 
. . . .  . eieicised general authority over U.S. f6reign aid. Frofessor. Johns0.n 

. . 
. . . .  . advocntes'pppointnien~:of. either n nek 'Deputy Secretary of Stnte or. 

. , ' . n special Director fdr Economic' Cimp'eration pnd I)evelop~~l~nt.  to..di- ' .  . 
. . . .  . . ,rect U.S: bilateral and inultilateral aid policy'and U.S. participation 

in Xorth-South  discussion^.^ The Brookings group proposes.nppoint- 
ment of a Coordinator for International Dereloplnent l'olic in the 
Executive Office of the President to oversee all U.S. aid po%cy.8 I t  
might be asked whether Congress would want to encourage the Presi- 
dent to rest authority for U.S. aid policy in n specinl nssistant who 
might be free, under a. claim of executive privilege, from direct con- 
gressional examination. 

Instead of placing the aid coordinator either in tho-T1711i'te House or 
Stnte, one might consider n system based on the present arrangement 
whereby the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency serves simul- 
taneously ns director of intelligence nnd lias budgetary and general 
policy nuthority and the power to assign tasks and require reports from 
other cgencies in the U.S. intelligence comn~unity.~ As Director for 
U.S. Development Poljcy! the head of the expanded aid ngency would 
have the standing and resources to deal on a Inore equal basis with thc 
Secretaries of State, Treasury, nnd Agriculture on issues affectine the 
intersection of their mutual roles. H e  mould be the ndministratiqn's 
principal spokesman on development issues. testifying nnd present~ne 
comprehensi~e reports to Conpess on U.S. foreign aid policy. The Di- 

.. .. . . .  1-ector could also prepare a,consolidated U.S. foreign aid budget and 
. .  , . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  .- .-. ' &  . , .  , . serve as the finnl .vS. authority during multilateral bnnk replenish- ... .;.. . . . . . .  . . . . . . : .  . . . . . .  v.. .:. . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . :  

. - ;:. . '.', ' q i i t  riego.tidions, pvemgeing decisions by; the S.ecretnries of Sto te and '. . ' . . 
. . .  . . .  . . . . . .  . . .. . . 

. . ' .Treasury as.'to how.much money'tjie U ~ i t e d '  $tat@ sho.uld plqdke for. i-a 

: tlie internntional development banks and the other intcirintion~l orpn- , .. 
nizat'on programs. State, Treasury. and Agriculture would still llare 
operational responsibility and standing, in order to see'that their views 
were heard in the development polic-y proress. To five the new .aid 
ngency head more prestige and nuthority, he could be civeii cab~nct 
rank. much as the U.S. Ambassador now has cabinet stntus lwcnuse of 
the presumed ralnr. of his officc despite the fnct he is technically thc 
Sccretarfs subordinate. 

COSTTSUATION OF THE CURRENT INTERAGENCY PROCESS 

Finally, a case could also be made thnt no fundamental weaknesses 
exist in the current U.S. aid coordination system nnd no extensive re- 
stnicttwing of the executive brnnch agencies is needed. "If it isn't 
l)rokeii. don't fix it." say critics of the current rcorpnization plan. 
Many bt~renucratic struggles are essentially efforts in which one party 
tries to win through reorganization battles powers that it cannot win 
t111.011gll normal policy debates. The formulatioll of .\mrriran f o ~ r i ~  
aitl policy is complex. for the United States is often seeki~le to ac- 
coinplisli ~nultiple goals. and clerelop~nent aid programs often nflect 
other 11l;ljor 1-.S. interests. F igi rc  5 illustrates the current policy proc- 

: Johnson .  "JIanacinc Interdependence." p. 20. 
' G o r d o n  n n d  t s snc in tps .  " In tor im R ~ n n r t . "  n. 50.  

1-..c. Presidrnt. I ~ X P ( . I I ~ ~ ~ P  Order 12026. "Yni t rd  StrltCs I n l C J l i t r n ~ ~  :lctivltiCs." .Tan. 24. 
197s Keekly  C o n ~ g i l a t i n n  of l ' residentlnl  Docun~rnts. rol.  14. S o .  2 [lSiS]. p. 194. 
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: Eisenhower years, the Under Secretary of State for Economic Affairs 
. exercised general authority over U.S. foreign aid. Professor. J oqnso.n 

.' advocates' ~ppointnienl:"of. either a new 'Dep)1ty t3ecretary of State Of, 

. ,a special Director for Economic COop"eration ,a~d De\'eloplll~nt to·.di~ 
·~ect..u.S. bi)atera~ and }n.~ltilateral aid policy 'and lJ.S~ participa~ion . 
m ~orth-South dlscusslOns.1 The Brookmgs group proposes.appomt­
ment of a Coordinator for International De\'e]opment Policy in Hie 
Executive Office of the President to oversee all U.S. aid policy.s It 
might be asked whether Congress would want to encourage the Presi­
dent to vest authority for U.S. aid policy in It special assistant who 
might be free, under a claim of executive privilege, ~rom direct con-
gressional examination. . 

Instead of placing the aid coordinator either in the'Vhite House or 
State, one might consider a svstem based on the present arrangement 
whereby the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency sen'es simul­
taneously as director of intelligence find has budgetary and general 
policy authority and the power to assign tasks and require reports from 
other ::gencies in the U.S. intelligence community,S As Director for 
US. Development Policy, the head of the expanded aid agency would 
ha,'e the standing and resources to deal on a more equal basis with the 
Secretaries of State, Treasury, and A.griculture on issues affecting the 
intersection of their mutual roles. He would be the administration's 
principal spokesman on development issues. testifying and presenting 
comprehensh'e reports to Congress on U.S. foreign aid policy. The Di­
rector could also prepare a. consolidated U.S. foreign aid budget and 
.sern as the final ·U.S. authqrity during multilateral bank replenish-

" . ", '~n't ~(>go!i~i.?!ls, .6,:e~e.ing del;isipns b,~, th~ S~cretar:ie!? of St'r t~ an~ 
-Treasury as. to how' much nioney·th~ UUlt.ed $ta.te'S should pl~a~e fOF', ' 
the int('rnational development banks and the other internation~ 1 erga­
nizat~on programs. State, Treasury. and Agriculture would still have 
oprrational responsibility and standing, in order to see 'that their "iews 
were heard in the development policy prOC'{'ss. To ~rh'e the new aid 
agN1CY head more prestig-e and authority. he could be giYell cabinet 
rank. much as the U.X. Ambassador now has cahinet status llf'cuuse of 
the presumed ,'ahl(' of his office despite the fact he is technically the 
Secretary's subordinate. 

COXTIXUATION OF THE CURRENT INTERAGENCY PROCESS 

Finally, a case could also be made that no fundamental weaknesses 
{'xist in the current U.S. aid coordination system and no extensh'e re­
structuring of the executive branch agencies is needed. "If it isn't 
brokl'n. don't fix it." say critics of the current reorganization plan, 
:\fany bureaucratic struggles are essentially efforts in which one party 
tries to win through reorganization battles powers that it cannot win 
through normal policy debates. The formulation of American foreigTI 
aid poliey is complex. for the United States is often seeking to ac­
complish multiple goals. and dewlopment aid programs oftl'n affect 
other major U.S, intrrests. Figure 5 illustrates the current policy proc-

'.T0hnson. "~[analtinc Int~rdependence." p. 20. 
'" G("oT'don nno. .'~sfldatp~. "lntf'rim Rpnort." n. ~O. 
'\',>:, Pr .. ,idcnt. Exe('llri,.e Order 120.1R. 'Tnitrd ~tnres Injelll>:pnce Actirlrie,," .Tan. ~4. 

In,S Weekly Compilution of l'residenrlnl Documents. "01. 14. :'\0. ~ [lniS], p. HH, 
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ess in rh ich  different agencies have or  share responsibility for separate 
1)rogranls. Congress 1~111 probably want to cletermine ~vhether bas~c 

. . changes need to be made in the unclerlying.goals of ' the various U.S. 
. . . . . .  foreign aid programs or whether the ad~lii~isfration.sllould be directed 

. . to givc dev@lopnient' g ~ a l s  pi,ecedenfe \\-hen .they intersect. 'with . o&lier.. . \ . .  
. . . . . . .  . .  L-;S:econoinic. eoiuniercia.1, or'foreign policy concerns:' 

' . Congress might also consider ahether further reorganization of " 
U.S. foreign aid is nee'ded fit this time. The executive agencies have 
been gradually implementing n ~ a n y  of the basic policy chnnges re- 
quired in the 1973, 1975, and 1977 Foreign Assistance Acts and the 
1977 International Financial Institutions Act.1° Additional time \rill 
probably be needed before the fniits of those efforts are fully visible. 
Some \vould caution that one sl~oulcl not uproot a plant all the t p e  to 
see if it is Significant improve~nents could be made In the 
current interagency coordination process. I t  is possible? however, that 
new reorganizations might sidetrack the agencies and nctunlly hamper 
their pursuit of the development, basic human needs, and human rights 
objectives mandated in the recent legislation. 

.Inother major argument of those r h o  oppose consolidation of U.S. 
foreigi! nid progranl9 in a single agency has to do ~vith the damage 
this ~nigllt  clo to tlle'conlition supporting U S .  foreign aid. The many 
interests served b,v tllc diflc'rent U.S. programs tend to espand 
f o i ~ i g n  aid's constituency and-ns long as the propoilents avoid attack- 
ing one another to obtain support and appropriations-this tend? to 
build esecutive, congressional, and public support for tlie whole U.S. 
internntionnl aid program. Reorganization might make the foreign nid 

. . ' agency a force to .be reckoned with and give it the visibility to draw 
. . . .  ' 

. . 
. , . . . .  . ._.  . _ . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  .. . . . . . .  .. . . , - p ~ ~ b l i c  and ~~ig , res i ior in l  s11pp~rf ' to itself. Reorgnnizatiol~ .ini$h't. also : 

. . . . . . . . .  . . . I . . .  . . .  . .  . . :  . .  . . . , . .  . . . .  - . . . . l ipi t  :tlie.$o$ls .of .:U;S, for&nn.:aid; lm!vev<r.:r,.'and .fluweby ell?linh.t.e . 
. , Somi? groupsf rom the' constituency.nom su~iporf ing nid 1e'gislat:lori. It' 

ren1nins.to be seen ~vl~ether  the increased ent11nsitisn1'of the renlaining 
groups ~vould be enough to compensate for  a narro~vel. public and con- 
gressional base the focusecl procram may hare. Reorg:lnization of the. 
eseclitive branch could eventually lead to changes in tlie congressional 
committee system nncl the formation of single House and Senate pniiels 
to oversee the consoliclatecl U.S. international aid progmm. Should 
this occur. one ~r~ig l l t  reasonably nslc 11-hether there ~vonld be incrensecl 
power in the new committees or  \vliether fewer Representatives and 
Senators ~roulcl be interested in defending foreign aid because fewer 
1ro111d ha\-e an institutional role in sllepllerdinp part of the aid pro- 
pram t h r o ~ ~ g l l  the Congress. 

There are steps ~rhich could be taken. even \ritllout n mnjor reorga- 
nization of the L-.S. fo~.eign aid rstablisl~ment. to improve policy 
coortlirlatiorl in the internpency system. Raisinp the AID ;ltl~ninistra- 

: , ' l ' ~ ~ h l i c  I,nn. 93-1R9 [Foreign Asslstnnce Art of 3073: S. 14431 $7 Stat. 71.4. n p  
I ~ r ( r Y p r 1  Ilrc. 1 7 .  1!)7.?. 1'ul)lic L n ~ v  !I4-ltil [ I n t e r n n t i o n n l  1)rvelopnlrnt nnt l  Food .\ssistnncr 
\ ( ' r  l o t  1!17.5: 11.1:. !l0051. $ ! I  S t n t .  W ! I .  n p p r o v ~ d  b c .  20. 197:. Plll,lic 1.n11- 95-SS [ Inter-  
l ~ : l t i ~ l l : ~ l  I ) ~ ' I C ~ O ~ ) I I I I ~ I I ~  nn i l  Foot1 Assisrnnct. Act of  l ! l i i] .  31 Stat .  533. ;IpI'rLl\.e,l - \ I IC .  :;. 
l ! l i i .  
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ess in which different agencies have or share responsibility for separate 
programs. Congress WIll probably want to determine whether basic 
changes need to be made m the un(h:rlying,goais of the v.al"ious U.S. 
forpign aid progr~ms or whether the adnlinistra:tion~ho\lid be directed 
to gi,'c development' gQalf; pi-ececlence when tbey intersect. 'w'ith ?the~" ,_ ' 

, r;S.'econOll,lic. COl:nmercia.J, or'foreign policy. concerns:' ',' , "', 
Congress might also Gonsider ~hether further reorganization of' 

CS. foreign aid is nee'ded at this time. The executive agencies have 
been gradually implementing many of the basic policy ch~mges re­
quired in the 1973, 1975, and 1977 Foreign Assistance Acts and the 
1977 International Financial Institutions Act. lO Additional time will 
probably be needed before the fruits of those efforts are fully visible. 
Some would caution that one should not uproot it plant all the ti~le to 
see if it is grow'ing. Significant improvements could be made in the 
current interagency coordination process. It is possible, however, that 
new reorganizations might sidetrack the agencies and actually hamper 
their pursuit of the development, basic human needs, and human rights 
objectives mandated in the recent legislation. 

Another major argument of those who oppose consolidation of U.S. 
foreign aid program;; in a single agency has to do with the damage 
this might do to the·coalition supporting U.S. foreign aid. The many 
interests sen-eel by the difl'erent C.S. programs tend to expand 
foreign aid's constituenc:v and-as long as the proponents avoid attack­
in~ one another to obtain support and appropriations-this tends to 
build executin', congressional, and public support for the whole U.S. 
international aid program. Reorgamzation might make the foreign aid 

'agPl1cy a f~rce to ,be reckoned with and gim it the dsibility to draw 
I:\l~lic an,d,'C.origressional S\lp.pQrt't0 itself. R,eo~ganization ,lUi~bt~ also: 

',h~lIft ;th{":go~ls '~.f..u.S. fo~:gn .'aId" hg~\"evf'.r.,anq. ,th{\r~by elImmate. : 
some groupS' from the' eonstiruency nolV surJporfing: aid legisllit'ion'. It' 
remail1!.>.tobeseenwhethertheincreasedentlmsia.sm.of the remaining 
,!!TOUPS would bp enough to compensate for a narrower public and con­
gressional base the focused pro!!'ram may haye. Reorganization of the 
pxecntiw branch could ewntually lead to changes in the congressional 
committee systpm and the formation of single House and Senate panels 
to O\'ersee the consolidated U.S. international aid program. Should 
this occur. one might reasonably ask "'hether there would be increased 
])o,,'e1' in the new committees or whether fewer Representatin's and 
~enators ',""Quid be interested in defending foreign aid because fewer 
would hu,'e an institutional role in shepherding part of the aid pro­
gram through the Congress. 

There are steps which could be taken. ewn without a major reorga­
nization of the C~. foreign aid pstablishment. to impro,"e policy 
roonlinatioll in tIll' interagency system, Raising thp ~\ID Administra-

,,' Pnhlic Law !l!l-18!l [For~ign Assistance Art of 1973; S, 1443J 1'-7 Stat, 714, ap.. 
proYPtl I Jt"C'. 17. lH7.). Public Law !l4-1Gl [Intrrnationai Dp,"p[olllllrnt nnd Food .\~~ifo;tnn('f' 
.\er, uf lf17:i: 1I.H. !IOO;}1. ~!. ~tnt, S~H. nppro"f'o nflC'. 20. Ifl75. Pl1hlie Law fI.-,-KS [Intf'r­
~\;~~~:ll:ll IJen:loplllPllt nnd Food Af'sblnnCp _\C't of 1!17ij. 81 Stat. J;j:~. appr(lH'd _\\1,1;. :L 
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tor to cabinet rank and appointing him the administration'.+ permanent 
. . .  . . . . 

. . . . .  . . . . .  . spokesman'for,,devel~pment issues mould pr~bably help increase the 
. . .  . . : visibility and pr i~r i ty  .that development issuesreceive i n  the U..S:aid . 

. . . . 
' Improvements could also' be consideqd far the Developmerit. 

' . . Coordination Committee, strengthening its ability to analyze U.S. .' 

development policy goals and the relationships amon the different . 
aid programs. A t  present, the head of AID has not use 5 all the lever- 
age over U.S. development policy that might be available from full 
use of the power and jurisdiction he received as chairman of the 
Development Coordination Committee. The 1973 Foreign Assistance 
Act gave the AID Administrator responsibility for coordinating all 
U.S. development-related activities and named him Chairman of the 
DCC, an interagency panel with authority to review and coordinate 
all U.S. policies and programs affecting development, and advise the 
President on these issues." Bilateral and multilateral aid were both 
included within the purview of that authority, a ~otentially sipificant 
point since Treasury's control over U.S. participation in the mterna- 
tional devplopment banks is only based on executive orders, not le is- 9 lation. The AID regional desks could be directed to monitor the mu ti- 
lateral programs and the overall development need of their countries, 
and the AID Administrator could substantially increase his im act 

6 B on U.S. development policy if he s tematically integrated these ata 
from his country desks into the D C analysis process. Congress might 
wish to determine whether the administration IS currently allthe 

. . .  . . .  . . . . 
resources available to it to promote e5ciency and policy m%ation .. 

. . . . .  In existing U.S. develop.ment.aid programs. : . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . .  
t . . . ' . '  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . - . : .  ,... .. : - . .  - .  . .  . . ':?- ': The .adp+istrstion improw .its annual presentatiw t . ~  .Con- . . : 

. . . . ' 
gress,on the. US; .foreign .a~istari&:~rogxim wlthoiit: e&b.lisbGig.a ' '::..' 
separate aid .agency. I f  the AID director continued to be the adminis- 
tration's prime spokesman on development matters, his agency's an- . 
nual congressional presentation document-which already includes 
data on international organization rograxm-could be easily modified 
to include information on OPIC, 5 eace Corps, Public Law 480, and 
multilateral bank operations. Country summaries could also be pre- 
pared showing all activities in individual nations. Most of this infor- 
mation is already a~ailable elsewhere and the annual DCC re ort is 
supposed to esplain U.S. development goals and the existing re ation- 
ships among different aid programs. 

P 
Regardless of whether they are prepared by IDCA or AID, the con- 

gressional presentation documents would not be able to present ad- 
ranee data on multilateral bank loans. The banks differ from AID and 
the U.S.  agencies in that they make their loan decisions on n, case-by- 
case basis instead of preparing a comprellensive package s h o ~ i n ~  their 
scheduled commitments in the coming year. The presentation docu- 
ment coulcl shov  hat the banks are doing in each country, but it 
could ~ i o t  car beforehand mhat projects they might approve in the 

'1 Public Lnv  87-195 [Fordan Assistance Act of 1961. S. 19831 75 Stat. 424, approred 
Sept. 4 ,  1961, as nmended bs the FAA of 1073, secs. 1 0 2 b ( i )  and 6 4 b ~ .  
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tor to cabinet rank and appointing him the admMistration's permanent 
spokesm·an· for development issues would probably help increase the 
vi~ibility and p'ri~city that development i~s~eS"r~ceive in t.he :u..~.' aid 

. process. Improvements could also be consIde~d for th~ Development 
Coordination Committee, strengthimin&, its ability to analyze U.S. 
development policy goals and the relatIOnships among the different 
aid programs. At present, the head of AID has not used all the lever­
age over U.S. development policy that might be available from full 
use of the power and jurisdiction he received as 'chairman of the 
De\'elopment CoordinatlOn Committee. The 1973 Foreign Assistance 
Act gave the AID Administrator responsibility for coordinating all 
U.S. development-related activities and named him Chairman of the 
DCC, an interagency panel with authority to review and coordinate 
all U.S. policies and programs affecting development, and advise the 
President on these issues.l1 Bilateral and multilateral aid were both 
included within the purview of that authority, a potentially si~ificant 
point since Treasury's control over U.S. participation in the mterna­
tional development banks is only based on executive orders, not legis­
lation. Th~ AID regional desks could be directed to monitor the multi­
lateral programs and the overall development need of their countries, 
and the AID Administrator could substantially increase his impact 
on U.S. development policy if he ~ystematically integrated these data 
from his country desks into the DCC analysis J>rocess. Congress might 
wish to determine whether the administration 18 currently using all the 
resourCeS available to it to promote e1l;i.ciency and policy coordination 

. In existing D.S. develop.I~en~·aid programs . .' . . " ' .. 
:- .. ,::.-., 'ne :8.ppi~istl'~tio~ :~.\l:ld: ~pr?!e ~t.s ~~al. J?~~l1tat.iQIl.tQ pon- .. 

. . gress' oil the' U:S; 'foreign .as~ilstance ... pr6gram WIthout: estabhslung· a . " .. 
separate aid .agency. If the AID director continued to be the adminis­
tration's prime spokesman on development matters, his agency's an-
nual congressional presentation document-which already includes 
data on international organization l!rograIIlS--Could be easily modified 
to include information on OPIC, Peace Corps, Public Law 480, and 
multilateral bank operations. Country summaries could also be pre­
pared showing all activities in individ.ual nations. Most of this infor­
mation is already available elsewhere and the annual DCC report is 
supposed to explain U.S. development goals and the existing relation-
ships among different aid programs. .. 

Regardless of whether they are prepared by IDCA or AID, the con­
gressional presentation documents would not be able to present ad­
,-ance data on multilateral bank loans. The banks differ from AID and 
the U.Y. agencies in that they make their loan decisions on a cllse-by­
case basis instea~ of prep~ring a cOIl'l:prehensive package sho"ing their 
scheduled commItments In the commg year. The presentation docu­
ment ('ould show "hat the banks are doing in each country, but it 
could not say beforehand what projects they might approre in thc 

11 Public Law 87-195 [Foreign Assistance Act of 1961: S. 1983], i5 Stat. 424, appro ... ed 
Sept. 4,1961. as amended by the FAA of 1973. sees. 102b(7) and 640B. 
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next year. An expanded presentation- document would also have to 
make clear th.at projects funded by the international agencies use 

. .  money .-from .many .countries .other, than the United States and that .,. 
. Congress i s  thus unable to exert the same degree of control over the '  

interliational programs that i t  exerts over purely bilhteral ones. 
KO new leeislation is needed to require greatkr AID field offices 

involvement In assessing multilateral i id  operations. T o  be sure, for- 
eign governments and international agencies might give more respect 
to the U.S. aid missions if they knew their reports to a consolidated 
U.S. aid ngency mould have a direct impact on U.S. policy, toward 
their programs. The AID Administrator could have the same effect 
without new legislation, though, if he required AID missions to mon- 
itor multilateral programs in their areas and directed the headquarters 
staff to include more field report data in AID'S contribution to DCC 
and NAC deliberations. The State Department and AID already have 
directives requiring periodic reports on international programs in 
their areas from their missions. Administrative orders mould probably 
hare more effect improving weaknesses in the resent reporting system, 
furtl:ermore, than would new legislation. T 8 e impact+hese compre- 
hensive field reports might have on multilateral prograins would de- 
pend, in any case, a t  least as much on their quality and persuasiveness 
as on the vigor with which U.S. representatives press them on the 
international agencies. 
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next year. An expanded presentation· document would also have to 
make <;l~ar that projects funded by the international agencies use 
money· from, niany 'countries ,other .. than the' United Stllt~s and that '" 
Congress is thus unable to e~el't the same degree of control over the. 
international program~ that it exerts o~r purely bilateral ones. 

No new le¢slation is needed to require greater AID field offices 
involvement In assessing multilateral ajd operations. To be sure, for­
eign governments and international agt'ncies might give more respect 
to the U.S. aid missions if they knew their reports to a consolidated 
U.S. aid agency would have a direct impact on U.S. policy toward 
their programs. The AID Administrator could have the same effect 
without new legislation, though, if he required AID missions to mon­
itor multilateral programs in their areas and directed the headquarters 
staff to include more field report data in AID's contribution to DCC 
and N AC deliberations. The State Department and AID already have 
directives requiring periodic reports on international programs in 
their areas from their missions. Administrative orders would probably 
ha ve more effect improving wealmesses in the present reporting system, 
furtbermore, than would new legislation. The impact -these compre­
hensive field reports might have on multilateral programs would de­
pend, in any case, at least as much on their quality and persuasiveness 
as on the vigor with which U.S. representatives press them on the 
international agencies. 
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U.S. BUTER~L ECO&OMIC , ! S I ~ T A N ~ E  . . : .  . .  1. 

The United States has four major channels for its bilateral economic F 
aid. Most of it goes through progmms mannged by the Agency for 
International Development (AID),  mainly for development programs 
aimed at  meeting basic human needs of the poor in areas such .as 
nutrition, health, population, and education and for supporting assist- 
ance to countries of special im ortance to U.S. foreign policy. The B Overseas Private Investment orporation (OPIC), a Government- 
owned corporation, attempts to encourage development primarily by 
paranteeing or iilsuring private U.S. investments in eligible develop- 
ing countries, thereby helping improve t.he environment for future 
rowth and expansion in the economies of the less developed countries. i 

!he Peace Corps w a g e s  a program which promotes development 
through the transfei.of technical knowledge and sociocultural self-help 
skills froin Anlerican volunteers to local residents of the developing 
countries. The newly proposed Foundation for International Technical 
Cooperation (FITC) .  rrould be intended to promote development in 
the developing countries by improving the diffusion of technical and 
scientific information and encouraging cooperative research between 

. . 
. . 

U.S. and, local institutions on questions affecting economic . . . .  . . .  . . .  I . . . . .  . . . .  .. . . . . :  . . . develcpment. . : ' ; . . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . ' 3 . .  ' : "  ". . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . .  . . . . . . . .  . .  . . . . . . . . . . .  . .':. . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . .  ;. ,.'... . ......... . , ...) . C .  . . .'. :...,. . . . . . . . . .  
. . 

. . :... : . . " . &se &jR.:$'RNdmONA~ DkqEj;jphXq ., ,: : . . , . . . ,. :.. 
. ., 

The structure and purpose of U.S. bilateral aid have varied over the 
last 30 years as administering agencies have been reorganized. and 
changes hare taken place in G.S. foreign policv and the internntional 
political environment. The U.S. Government has direct control over 
the bilateral aid program. and Congress llas the authority to spec if^ 
the policies, priorities and o erational goals for virtually all U.S. bl- 
lateral foreign ars~stance. 8ongressionnl nnd ndminislration efforts 
have been responsible over the years for nlany organizational and pol- 
icy changes in the bilateral aid program. 
Trends in U.S. bilateral aid 

The United States provided some initial humanitarian and recovery 
aid after World Wnr I1 through the Foreign Econonlic -1cln~inistra- 
tion, the Army, and otller 1-23. agencies. Tlle first separate 1-.S. foreign 
assist.ance agency xras fornlecl in 1948 ~ri t l l  the passage of legislntion 
establishing the Econoinic Coopel-ation -itlministration (ECA) . an 
indepentlent Cabinet-level entity, to administer the J I a ~ l l n l l  plan n11tl 
other P.S. postn-nr reconstr~~ction and I-elirf operations. Tllc Jlarshall 
plan con~binrtl h~lnlanitnrian po;~ls n-it11 n concorn that Ellrope nl11st 
tw lielpc(1 tn 1.cro1-cr if tlle Imst~var ~r\-o~.l,~l economr Irns to 1)e Iiealt11~- 
and the Europeans were to have the internal stability and capacity to 
defend tllemselres against Soviet. espnnsion. 

(27)  
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. $ECTION:'I1:,·:U.S. N~N.MILITARYF·Oij.EIGN AID·PRO(;RAMS 

. U.S. BILATERAL ECONOMIC A.sSISTANCE 

The United States has four major channels for its bilateral economic 
aid. ~rost of it goes through programs managed by the Agency for 
International Development (AID), mainly for development programs 
aimed at meeting basic human needs of the poor in areas such ·as 
nutrition, health, population, and education and for supporting assist­
ance to countries of special importance to U.S. foreign policy. The 
Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC), a Government­
owned corporation, attempts to encourage development primaril~ by 
guaranteeing or insuring private U.S. investments in eligIble develop­
ing countries, thereby helping improve the environment for future 
growth and expansion in the economies of the less developed countries. 
The Peace Corps Jll8.D.ages a program which promotes development 
through the transfer of technical knowledge and sociocultural self-help 
skills from American volunteers to local residents of the developing 
countries. The newly proposed Foundation for International Technical 
Cooperation (FITC) would be intended to promote development in 
the developing countries by improving the diffusion of technical and 
scientific information and encouraging cooperative research between 
U.S. and. local dinstjJntions on questIOns affecting econqmic 
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The structure and purpose of U.S. bilateral aid have varied over the 
last 30 years as administering agencies have been reorganized and 
changes have taken place in C.S. foreign policy and the international 
political environment. The U.S. Government has direct control over 
the bilateral aid program. and Congress has the authority to specify 
the policies, priorities and operational goals for virtually all U.S. bi­
lateral foreign assistance. Congressional and administration efforts 
have been responsible over the years for many organizational and pol­
icy changes in the bilateral aid program. 
Trends in V.S. bilateral aid 

The United States provided some initial humanitarian and recowry 
aiel after 'Yodel 'Val' II through the Foreign Economic .\.clministra­
tion. the Army. and other l~.S. agencirs. Thr first separatr r.s. foreign 
assistance agency was formed in 1£)48 \yith the passage of legislation 
establishing the Economic Cooperation .\..dministration (EC'.A.). an 
independent Cabinet-Ie\'rl rntity, to aoministel' the ~Ial'shall plan and 
other l~.:-;;. post\yar rrconstl'nction and I'elipf operations. The ~Ial'shall 
plan combinrd humanitarian goals \\"ith a conc('rn that Europe must 
tw helppcl to 1'pro\'pr if the post"·al' \\"orl<1 {"('ononn· ",as to l)f' health~' 
and the Europeans were to haYe the internal :::tability and capacity to 
defend themselYes against Soyiet expansion. . 
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Following a Presidential speech promising m0re.U.S. help for the 
world's poor nations, a Technical Coo ration Adniinistration (TCA) 
was formed in State in 1950 to provi e t e c w a l  aid to less developed 

, . 

8" 
couitries. The President directed the Secretary of State to take the 

. ', . . .  . lead coordinat U,6. foreign aid,policy.. Bn 6terageqcy Ihterna- , . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . ' .' tional Security.. % airs (?omxiiit,tee' was'also estkb1ishe.d later. ' ' . . . . . . .  
. . .  'In 1951, after the North Korean invasion of South Korea, Congress 

. . .  'created a new independent..Mutual Security Agency (BlSA). Wlth 
this, the focus of U.S. .foreign' aid broadened beyond European re-. 
covey and U.S. global confrontation with Communist power. Dis- . 

satisfied with the existing interagency coordination system, Congress 
authorized appointment of a D~rector for Mutual Security in the 
Whib House to run MSA, direct U.S. policy, and allocate funds for 
bilateral and multilateral aid programs. The MSA received authority, 
as had ECA, to maintain its own overseas missions, although the U.S. 
Ambassadors were placed in charge of coordinating all U.S. aid pro- 
g r a m ~  in their countries. An informal arrangement was later worked 
out 'ving MSA res onsibility for U.S. aid programs in Europe and Y Sout east Asia and 5 CA authority for U.S. assistance programs else- 
where. A Brookings Institution study later reported that this period 
was the hi h point for centralized direction and coordination for U.S. 
foreign aif.1 

The functions of the different aid agencies were consolidated with 
the formation of rt new independent Foreign Operations Administra- 
tion in 1953. Growing congressional opposition to the idea of an inde- 
pendent aid agencv led to new legislation abolishing FOA in 1955. 

. . Authority over U.$. bilateral aid wfts then vested in the Internation81 
. . . . .  . . 

- . Cooperation &ency (ICA) , s qew subunif'qf tbe Department of State. . 
. . . . . . .  . . . .  . . .  . . . : . . . . . .  : . .  . . . .  . . .  . . .. The Ag.encp',for. lnternatjon8l .Development iBIDJ. was formed .in .:. :.. - . . . - . . . .  .,. . . . . . . . . . .  .... :: ..,. :.. . '  . . . .  .:. ' .. . . ' .  . . . . , 1961.'in: tire State DCpa,x%Hent.:tb' replace ICk and ti, 6xpana tliz &I-:' ' ' i  

' phasis given' development' aid 'programs in the poore'r countries. 
Table 2 shows changes in the pattern and terms of U.S. bilateral 

economic assistance. .The United States provided by far the largest 
part of its initial foreign aid to Europe, and most of it-nearly half 
the postwar and 86 percent of the Marshall plan money-on n grant 
basis. During the 1950's, an increasing share of U.S. bilateral aid went 
to developing countries on the periphery of the Communist vorld 
which were important to U.S. foreign policy, and most-81 percent- 
continued to be available as grants. 

1 U.S. Congress. Senate. Foreign Ald Program "Com~ilatIon of Studies and Surreys" S. 
Doc. 52 [Prepared by the Brooldnp Institution], 85th Gong., 1st seas., July 1957, p. 424. 
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Following a Presidential speech promising more.U.S. help for the 
world's poor nations, a Technical CooperationA:dniinistration (TCA) 
was formed in State in 1950 to provide tec~al aid to less developed 
countries. The President direc~ed the Secretary of State to take the 
lead coordinating U,s. foreign aid policy .. An interllgency Interna- .. 
tiOllal SecuritY'Mfairs CoIIlIbit:tee'was' also estil!blished later.··· '. 

'In 1951, after the North Kqrean invasion of South Korea, Congress 
created a new independent 'Mutual Security Agency {MSA). WIth 
this, the focus of U.S. foreign: aid broadened beyond European rc-, 
covery and U.S. global confrontation with Communist power. Dis­
satisfied with the existing intern'geney coordination system, Congress 
authorized appointment of a DIrector for Mutual Security in the 
White House to run MSA, direct U.S. policy, and allocate funds for 
bilateral and multilateral aid programs. The MSA received authority, 
as had ECA, to maintain its own overseas missions, although the U.S. 
Ambassadors were placed in charge of coordinating all U.S. aid pro­
grams in their countries. An infonnal arrangement was later worked 
out giving MSA responsibility for U.S. aid programs in Europe and 
Southeast Asia and TCA authority for U.S. assistance programs else­
where. A Brookings Institution study later reported that this period 
was the high point for centralized direction and coordination for U.S. 
foreign aid. l 

The functions of the different aid agencies were consolidated 'With 
the fonnation of a new independent Foreign Operations Administra­
tion in 1953. Growing congressional opposition to the idea of an inde­
pendent aid agency led to ne~ legislation abolishing FOA in 1955. 
Authority over U.S. bilateral aid w~ then vested in the International 
Cooper~tiori Agency (ICA) , a new suJ:>uni~ ~f ~be Departm.ent Of State. 

. ". :: The Age.ncy- .for Il).ternf!.t)onf!.l 'D~velopm~nt {AID). ~as for.med.in .:0;' . 
, • ,.' .' .. ";.. r·'.. 1961:in: the' St~te p~pa.rtbt¢nt:t<i r~pl'ilce ICA' imd ;f(} expand the ~m·:· .. '. 

. phasis given development' ~id 'programs in tli~ poorer eountries, 
TabJe 2 ~hows changes m the patte.m and terms of U.S. bilateral 

economic assistance. The United States provided by far the largest 
part of its initial foreign aid to Europe, and most of it-nearly half 
the postwar and 86 percent of the Marshall plan money-on a grant 
basis. During the 1950's, an increasing share of U.S. bilateral aid went 
to developing countries on the periphery of the Communist world 
which were important to U,S, foreign policy, and most-81 percent­
continued to be available as grants. 

1 U.S. Congress. Senate. ForeIgn AId Program "Compilation of StudIes and Surreys" S. 
Doc, 52 [Prepared by tbe Brooldngs Institution], 85th Congo, 1st sess .• July 1957. p, 424. 
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TABLE 2 . 4 . S .  BILATERAL ECONOMIC' ASSISTANCE, REGIONAL BENEFICIARIES 

[Percentages of currant dollars1 

. . Postwar relief ' Marshall plan Mutual Security Foreign Assist- Foreign Assist- 
pn~.od . period. Act period. ance Act perlod ance Act. per~od . . .  . . . fiscal yea; . fiscal year . h w l  ear No. 1. fiwl ear No 2 fiscal a r  . . t946-48 .. ' 194M2 :. 19&1 ' . .19d-74: . '. ' . 197g7! . . .  

Near ~astand'south Asia. 0 7.2 29.3 ' . 29.3 59.9- 
Grant .............. 0 6.6 23.5 14.6 ' 50.5 
Supporting anist- 

a m  ............................... 83.3 11.3 9.8 86.3 
Latin A m e i i  .......... . 9  .5  6 .5  25.8 10.1 

Grant ............. 1.5 . 6  5.8 - 13.2 7.6 
Supporting tssist- 

a m  ............................................................... 6.9 ................ 
East Asia ............... 18.6 16.9 41.4 30.1 9.8 

Grantt ............ 50.2 17.5 a.2 57.2 11. 7 
Supporting assist- 

aIK(L .............................. 
Africa ................. 0 

Grant.. ........... 0 
Supporting assist- 

a m  ...................................... 
................ ELI rap .  80.3 

rant. ............ 68.2 
Supportinn m i s t -  

am.... .......................... 
Oceania ................ . 2  

Grant..-. .......... . 1  
support in^ assist- 

ance ........................................................................ -2- ..................... - ~-~ ~~~ 

Total aid ............... $10 750 000 000 $18 060 000 000 $16 210 000 000 $25 930 000 000 18 370 000 000 
Grant.. ............ 4: 970: 000: 000 15: 570: 000: 000 12: 890: 000: 000 11: 69d, 000: 000 4: 490: 000: 000 
Supporting m i s t -  

am- - .  .......... none 2,099000,000 7,7@000,000 7,660,000,000 5,040,000,000 

Securi f , r~cppor t i ,n~  assistance 
One important move mas the organization of a Rnrenn of Support- 

inrr Acsi~tnncc in 1971 and the functional sepwrntion of security and 
de1-eloprnent. ;~ssis+a~icr. Security sur~portinn assist~nce is provide,d 
for direct foreign policy purposes  hen the United States has a spe- 
cific 1-cn5on to l , ro~~jo tc  political or cconorvlic stal,ilit~ in n developing 
nation t]lronFh Lxltlgetnry u p ~ ) o r t .  Security su1)porting assistance 

I Table shorn petwntage of total,aid, p u  region and rognm: p e ~ ~ n t a g m  of total n n t  aid, per reglon and program 
and percantpges of security supporting a)rlrtrrre pmviied, per reelon I@ pmnram. l i gu rm for loan a ~ d ' o m ~ t b d  from' 
table. Saurtty support~ng asslrtrnce provlded on both a grant and loan bans, so figures for reglonlprognm group are not . necessarily addatlve. . , . .  

:.' .. ~ o u r c e . : ~ . ~ . ~ v e k i a s  bansand  Gr inb 194+77(AIO publication), orn i t t ln~ fobd aid and h r a a  aid'for P~qce C o r p  , ' ' . ... . . .~prym~a,to.nriqn~ k v . e + m p  b.69..  :.:: :, ; , . . . .  . . . . . .  , .... . . . . . . . . , . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  
. . ..: . . . . . .  . . . . .  : .:.- ,".. . . . .  - .  

' k i t h  the formation   AID and the pasiage of the ~brei@.&sist- 
ance Act of 1961, the United States expanded its emphasis on aid to . 
Latin America and Africa. The terms of U.S bilateral  id tightened 
significantly, however, as more was made available as loans and less 
as direct grant  aid. I n  the most recent period, since 1975, there has been 
n significant increase in the annual size of the 1T.S. bilateral aid pro- 
gram and a modest expansion in levels of U.S. grant aid. There has 
also been a drop in U.S. bilateral aspistance to Latin America and 
East Asia., as! respectively, the portion provided to midlevel develop- 
ing countries declined and the Vietnam war came to an  end. 

Foreign aid has been a controversial program over the pears. Critics 
have often sought to terminate its funding. On sevel-a1 occasions, the 
administration or  congress encouraged more U.S. emphasis on multi- 

BEST AVAILABLE COPY 

. . . . . .  . . .  
. . . . . . . .  . . .  ". ._. . . . . . .  . ..;... :*..:;,.*' . .  . . .  ...... . . .  . . . .  . . . . 

. . 

. . 

lateral aid and a gradual end to U.S. bilateral development assistance. 
The csecutive branch has proposed and the Congress has initiated 
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many policy changes or reorg;~nizations of :\ID to accommodate critics 
and strengthen the agencs's operations. i 
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TABLE 2.-4.I.S. BILATERAL ECONOMIC 1 ASSISTANCE, REGIONAL BENEfICIARIES 

I Percentages 01 turrent dollars) 

Postwar reliel . 
period, 

rlscal year . 
. 1"94&-48 '. 

Marsha" plan Mutual Security foreign Assist· foreign Assist· 
pellod, Act period, ance Act. period ante Act, period 

fiscar~ear . fiscal year ~o. I, fiscal year. No.2. fiscal )lea r 
194~52 :. 19~1 . ,.1962~74. . . .1975-7? 

Near Eastand'South Asia. 
GranL .......... .. 
Supporting assist· 

o 
o 

ance .................. : ..... '''''' . 
latin America .......... .9 

GranL............ 1.5 
Supporting assist· 

7.2 
6.6 

83.3 
.5 
.6 

29.3 
23.5 

11.3 
6.5 
5.8 

ance ..................................................... , ........ , 
East Asi................ 18.6 16.9 U.4 

Grants ............ 30.2 17.5 48.2 
Supporting assist· 

lllce ............................. . 
Alrica................. 0 

GranL............. 0 
Supporting assist· 

11.4 
o 
o 

ance .............................................. . 
Europe................. 80.3 75.3 

GranL............ 68.2 75.4 
Supporting assist· 

ance .......................... "" 
Oceania................ . 2 

GranL............ .1 
Supporting assist· 

5.2 
.1 
.1 

72.4 
5.3 
3.8 

0.1 
17.3 
18. 4 

15.6 
0.3 
0.4 

29.3 
14.6 

9.8 
25.8 
13.2 

-59.9 
SO. 5 

86.3 
10.1 
7.6 

6.9 ............... . 
30. I 9.8 
57.2 II. 7 

76.9 
9.5 

10.7 

5.7 
.5 
.5 

.8 
1.8 
3.8 

7.9 
7.0 
8.6 

1.4 
2.4 
3.7 

14.8 
10.2 
17.8 

ance _____________________________________ • __ w _____ w_ w ___ a_a __ • ___ a ______ w ___ • .:. ___ a _________ • ______ _ 

Total aid ............... $10,750,000,000 $18,060,000,000 $16,210,000,000 $25,930,000,000 $8,370,000,000 
Grant.. ............ 4,970,000,000 15,570,000,000 12,890,000,000 11,690,000,000 4,490,000,000 
Supporting assisl· 

ance............. none 2, 090, 000. 000 7, 780, 000,000 7,660,000,000 5,040,000, 000 

1 Table shows percentages 01 total aid, per region and program; percentages 01 total ,rant aid, per region Ind progrlm, 
and percentages of security supporting assistance provided, per region and prolram. Igures lor loan aid 'omitted from 
table. Security supporting assistance provided on both a granl and lOIn basis, so figures lor region/program group are not 
n~rily addatlve. . . •. 

. Source:: II.S. ·Ove>sus.loans..and trinls, 194~77 (AID pu'blication), omittIng loOd aid and 'grlnlaid 'for Peace Corps 
. Ol.pI,Ymeoq 1Q.!1I,io.nll c1eXelop!'lpnt ba~t. ;.-:' '. '.' ." . . .' '.' .. ' .'. . 

'. • ..' '#.'. . • " •• : • • . ' •• '" • '. ",": • • ..' .' • '. :.: /'.' ... ~ _..... • 

With the formation of :AIP arid the pasSage of the Foreign ASsist­
ance Act of 1961, the Unitea States expanded its emphasis on aid to 
Latin America and Africa. The terms of U.S bilateral Rid tightened 
significantly, however, as more was made available as loans and less 
as direct grant aid. In the most recent period. since 1975, there has been 
a significant increase in the annual size of the U.S. bilateral aid pro­
gram and a modest expansion in levels of U.S. grant aid. There has 
also been a drop in U.S. bilateral aSE'istance to Latin America and 
East Asia., as, respectively, the portion provided to midlevel develop­
ing countries cl.eclined and the Vietnam war came to an end. 

Foreign aid has been a controversial program over the years. Critics 
have often sought to terminate its funding. On several occasions, the 
administration or Congress encouraged more U.S. emphasis on multi­
lateral aid and a gradual-end to U.S. bilatC'ral development assistance. 
The executivC' branch has proposed and the Congress has initiated 
many policy changes or reorganizations of AID to accommodate critics 
and strengt hen the agency's operations. 

Security 811ppol'tinq assistance 
One important move was the organization of a Bureau of Support· 

in!! --\c:si"tnnc(' in 1971 ancl. the functional separation of security and 
clen'lopment llssistanc('. Security sllPportin!! assistllJ1CC is provided 
for direct foreign policy purposes TI'hen tl:C' Unit.e:l S!atC's has a s?e· 
cific rca~on to promotc political or cconomIC staln]lty m a developmg 
nation through budgetary support. Sccurity supporting assi::tance 
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h e  always been a significant portion of the US. bilateral aid program, 
. . . . .  thou& in recent years the proportion for this pr0gra.m has.increased 

: . . .  . . .  . . .  . . . .  ; .  . ... . . signlhcuntly. I t  nwr amounts to half-50 percent in fiscal year 197.9-. . . 
' of AID'S budwet, while one-third-35 percent-goes for.developrnent . . 

.... assistank a n B a  modest portion-7 perdqt  each-goes for voluntary. . 
.U.S. contributions to international organizations or A I D  administm- ' 
tive espenses. 

The security supporting assistance program is flexible, and funds go 
to areas where U.8. foreign policymakers believe action is required and 
there are good prospects of success. The Middle East and South 
Asia were initially primary recipients of U.S. security supporting ns- 
sistance. -4fter the period in which aid to Southeast Asia dominated 
because of the Indochinese conflict, again the Middle East has become 
the principal focus (since 1975) for this .type of U.S. aid. Over four- 
fifths of the fiscal ear 1979 security supporting assistance is slated for 
Israel, Egypt, an dY Jordan. In recent years modest sums have also gone 
to key countries in Southern Africa, as well as Spain and other coun- 
tries that allow U.S. use of their military installations. AS with U.S. 
volunta+y payments to international organizations-discussed Iater- 
security supporting assistance is implemented by A I D  hut decisions as 
to which countries shall receive funds are made by State and White 
Honse authorities. Despite the essentially foreign polic character of S the pro,pln, Congress ordered in the 1977 Internationa Security As- 
sistnnce Act that security supporting assistance funds be linked, to the 
maximum.extent possible, to  New Directions policies and programs @ . . . . .  . .  - .  :. recipient nations. . . . .  . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  , . _ , ; . _  . . .  . : . .  : ..- :., JVw . ~ i ~ g ~ ~ & & '  : :,.. :. . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  .. . . . .  . . . : . . .  . ,< . .  . . . .  . . .  . . .  ...;.a. . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  ... . . .  . . . . a  . . . , . .  . . .  . . . . :  . . ,;.-. *.. . . 

. . .  
'.. r . .  .:; .':'..'. . 

. . . .  . . i . . Th;'d;ajoi cha&e in u.S. bilateral aid has iden ' i he -"~e$  hi$&-' ,' 

. . FE~J: olicies, the congressiolially initiated effort begun in 1973 t~ : 
S. aid more on basic human needs and less on economic growth 

per se. The 1973, 1975, and 1977 ForeigaAssistance Acts placed new 
emphasis on p r o p m s  in areas such as food and nutrition, health, ed- 
ucation, population planning, and on measures for alleviating energy 
problems In developing countries. The New Directions policies seek to 
reorient the U.S. bilateral aid program away from a strategy which 
emphasized large capital-intenswe Industrial and infrastructure proj- 
ects and toward one designed to benefit more directly the poorest in- 
dividuals in recipient countries. Not designed as a welfare program- 
though i t  does also seek better services for the poor-New Directions 
policies involve efforts to provide more of the basic resources dis- 
advantaged peoples need for self-help and improvements in their 
cconomic conditions. 

Conceptually, New Directions is a move away from what has been 
called the ''trickle down" theory of development which anticipates 
that any economic growth mill eventually work its may tlirough the 
cconomv and benefit the poor, and t o \ r ~ r d  n "growth-with-equity 
approach to development. Food reduction, rural development, and P nutrition grew from 26 percent o AID development aid in fiscal pear 
1973, for instance. to over 61 percent in fiscal year 1976. Basic infra- 
structure and industrial programs have become negligible, and trans- 
l~ortntion projects-4nce n major emphasis hecause they neatly joined 
economic and security concerns-now emphasize rural farm to market 
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has always been a significant portion of the ll.\il. bilateral aid program, 
though in recent years the proportion for this progra.m has.increased 

. ,.' significantly. It nQw amounts to h.a1.f~50 percent in fiscal year '197,9--" 
, of fUD~s bud$et, ~hile one-tp.ird-3.5 p~rcent-goes for'development ' 
'assIstance and a modest portxon-7 perceQ-t each-goes for v.oluntary 
. U.S. contributions to international organizations or AID administra- . 
tive expenses. , 

The security supporting assistance program is flexible, and funds go 
to areas where U.S. foreign policymakers believe action is required and 
there are good prospects of success. The Middle East and South 
Asia were initially primary recipients of U.S. security supporting as­
sistance. After the period in which aid to Southeast Asia dominated 
because of the Indochinese conflict, again the Middle East has become 
the principal focus (since 1975) for this type of U.S. aid. Over four­
fifths of the fiscal year 1979 security supporting assistance is slated for 
l!;rael, Egypt, and Jordan. In recent years modest sums have also gone 
to key countries in Southern Africa, as well as Spain and other coun­
tries that allow U.S. use of their military installations. As with U.S. 
voluntafy payments to international organizations-discussed later­
security supporting assistance is implemented by AID but decisions as 
to which countries shall receive funds are made by State and White 
House authorities. Despite the essentially foreign policy character of 
the program, Congress ordered in the 1977 International Security As­
sistance Act that security supporting assistance funds be linked, to the 
maximum 'extent possible, to New Directions policies and programs ~ 

. . recipient ~ations. . '. '.. . . ...... .' .: _ .' .., .. 
';" . '.' ... ', ... , ::. :., ". IV e:wPi-r;e~ti.iri8. .."... : .: : ..•• : .:.. ... : :' . '. ...• ': ~ ' .. ':'. " ... , '. '. . " :' : ...... 

. The 'major change in U.S. bilateral aid bas been the'''New' Direc-: 
tions" policies, the congressionally initiated effort begun in 1973 tQ 
focus U.S. aid more Oll basic human needs and less on economic growth 
per se. The 1973, 1975, and 1977 Foreign.Assistance Acts placed new 
emphasis on prog-rams in areas such as food and nutrition, health, ed­
ucation, populatIOn planning, and on measures for alleviating energy 
problems in developing countries. The New Directions policies seek to 
reorient the U.S. oilateral aid pro~m away from a strategy which 
emphasized large capital-inteIlSlve mdustrial and infrastructure proj· 
ects and toward one designed to benefit more directly the poorest in­
dividuals in recipient countries. Not designed as a welfare program­
thou~h it does also seek better services for the poor-New Directions 
policies involve efforts to provide more of the basic resources dis­
advantaged peoples need for self-help and improvements in their 
economic conditions. 

Conceptually, New Directions is a move away from what has been 
called the "trickle down'l theory of development which anticipates 
that any economic growth will eventually work its way through the 
economy and benefit the poor, and toward a "growth-with-equity" 
a pproach to development. Food production, rural development. and 
nutrition grew from 26 percent of AID development aid in fiscal year 
1973. for instance. to over 61 percent in fiscal year 1976. Basic infra­
structure and industrial programs have become negligible, and trans­
portation projects--once a major emphasis because they neatly joined 
l'conomic and security concerns-now emphasize rural farm to market 
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roads and are justified mainly in terms of their benefits for poor farm- 
ers. As set 101th in its fiscal year 1979 congressional presentation, 49 
percent,of AIl).'s.fiscal year 1979 bilateral development aid was sched- . . 
uled for -food and nutritidn  program.^, l b ~ p e r ~ n t ~ . f ~ ~ p s p u l a t i o n  proj: 

a. . . ects, 11 percent. for health projects; and 8 percent .'for. 'education . - .; ' '. - 
pi-ograms. (Another 6 percent was for the Sahel development. pro:' . . 
gram-mostly a ricultural development-and 1:percent for h i m i -  f ican schools and lospitals abroad.) 

AID traditionally has been a field-oriented agency, with most plans 
and program decisions made in the overseas missions rather than the 
AID headquarters ofice. In-recent years, the size and complexity of 
the headquarters staff has increased as Congress and the executive 
branch have required changes in policy emphasis. New offices have 
been established to oversee new tnsks, and oveiseas personnel have 
been absorbed as the size of AID'S foreign missions was reduced. 
Some of this resulted in confusion concerning the basic administrative 
focus of the agency and its capacity for conducting field-centered 
develo ment operations. 

I n  t R e past, AID field missions were a major sourFe of economic 
policy advice for host governments. AID'S assistance programs are 
IIOW geilerally much smaller than they were in the past, particularly 
in relation to programs of the multilateral develo ment.banks. AID no 
longer has the staff and institutional capacity to le the main source of 
development licy advice to developin countries. In many areas, that.. 
role now has go een passed to the World % ank, to lucadernic or economic 
think tcm.x&s, or to indigenous planners in the developing. countries 
themselves. Th'e AID fieldmissions'reportedly work collabot.atively : . . , 

. with. ~btal,~&vemirhenta' to' identify p r o w  y$ch .'si~tisfy niutual,, : . :. . i . . ... 
objectives; and in many cases the U:S; tepresehtativqi play.an educa: ,.. ' ' '.. . . - .?  
tional role stressing policy concern-such as increased' assistance to 
women, expanded aid for the poor. light capital technology-which 
may not be initially popular with officials of the recipient government. 
The smaller size- a d  special purposes of its aid program generally 
mean that, unlike the international development banks, AID must 
rely on persuasion and cannot expect to be very successful in using 
economic leverage to seek local adoption of its New Directions 
priorities. 

OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORBTION 

The Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC) is an in- I 
dependent go~ernment-owned corporation which administers special 1 
investment and guarantee programs. intended, ns  its legislative man- 
date saps. "to mobilize and facilitate the participation of U.S. private 
capital and skills in the economic and social developnlent of less-devel- 
oped friendly corintries and areas. thereby complementing the develop- 
ment assistance objectil-es of the ITnitcd States.'' ? The United States 
began the investment insurance program in 1948. as an adjunct to the 
Jlarshall Plan postrar reconstruction effort, broadened its geographic 
focns in 1951 2nd 1952 to inci~ide non-European nations, and then nar- 
rowed its focus in 1959 to includc only less developed countries. OPIC 

? Forelgn Assistance -4ct of 1961, as amended by the  FAA of 1989, see. 231. f 
I 
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roads and are justified mainly in terms of their benefits for poor farm­
ers. As set iOIth in jts fiscal year 1979 congressional presentation, 49 
percent'qf ATlJ.'s.fiscal year 1979 bilateral uevelopment aid was sched-

, uled for ·food and nutrition programs, 15perCept"£br'population praj7 
ects, 11 percent. for healtl,l pro1ects; and 8 percent :fol' 'euuclltion . 
programs. (Another 6 percent was for the Sahel development, pl"O~': 
gram-mostly agricultural development-'-at;ld 1: percent for Ameri-
lCan schools and hospitals abroad.) : 

AID traditionally has been a fie}d-Qriented a~ency, with most plans 
and program decisions made in the overseas missions rather than the 
AID headquarters office. In recent years, the size and complexity of 
the headquarters staff has increased as Congress and the executive 
branch have required changes in policy emphasis. New offices have 
been established to oversee new tasks, Rnd overseas personnel have 
been absorbed as the size of AID's foreign missions was reduced. 
Some of this resulted in confusion concerning the basic administrative 
focus of the agency and its capacity for conducting field-centered 
development operatIOns. 

In the past, AID field missions were R major source of economic 
policy advice for host govemments. AID's assistance programs are 
HOW generally much smaller than they were in the past, particularly 
in relation to programs of the multilateral development banks. AID ~o 
longer has the staff and institutional capacity to be the main source of 
development policy ad vice to developing countries. In many areas, that 
role now has been passed to the World Bank. to academic or economic 
thinJr Ut.riks, 0: to indigenou~ ~lam~ers in the developin~. co~trieS 
themselves. Tlie AID field, m:ISSlons ~port~4Iy ~9rk collaborattvelJ" : . 

. Witb,roeat'~veninlents't'(i identjfy pro~ which'siL.tisfY. mutual: : , :, ' . ..: .. ', 
objectives; and in many cases the U:S; t"epreseilta.Hv~ plii.y:a~ edu~a:.'", ':'" ... ,: ~ ,.". ,.,': ~,.' .. 
tional role stressing policy concerns-such as increased' assistance to 
women, expanded aid for the poor. light capital technology-which 
may not be initially. popular with officials of the recipient government. 
The smaller size_ !t1Hispecial purposes of its aid program generally 
mean that, unlike ·the. intemR.tional development banks, AID must 
rely on persuasion and cannot expect to be very successful in using 
economic leverage to seek local adoption of its New Directions 
priorities. 

OVERSEAS PRIVATE INVESTMENT CORPORATION 

The Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC) is an in­
dependent government-ownedcorporntion which administers special 
investment and guarantee programs. intended. as its legislative man­
date says. "to mobilize and facilitate the participation of U.S. private 
capital and skills in the economic and social development of less-devel­
oped friendly countries and areas. thereby complementing the develop­
ment assistance objectiYes of the Unit(ldStates." 2 The United States 
began the investment insurance program in 1948. as an adjunct to the 
~farshall Plan postwar reconstructiori effort. broadened its geographic 
focus in Hl.11 and 1!l.1~ tD includE' non-European nations, and then nar­
rowed its focus in 1959 to include only less developed countries. OPIC 

, Foreign Assistance Act ot 1961, as amended by the FAA ot 1969, sec. 231. 

BEST AVAILABLE COpy 

" .. 
.' 



was created as the successor to AID'S Bureau of Private Resources 
in 1969, when tlie Coiigl-ess anc! adii i inistrat idecided the program . 
niiglit be more eit'ective if i t  were ~noved.froru -the AIl).bureaucl~acy 
t o a  liew ihdepe~rdei~t Goveriilnent corporatioii.. . . .  . . .  

W I C  lias three main.progranls : to irisurd ~.S:&vestors fa;. u p t o  . - 

'90 pekelit of espl;opriat,ion, currency inconvertibility, or !varfa~e- . 
' caused losses on their insured investments in developing nations; to 
guarantee U.S. lending institutions against losses on the principal or 
~nterest for new loans to finnnce up to 75 percent of n new U.S. invest- 
ment in a developing country, and a modest-sized loan fund to 
olfer direct loans to encourage and help small or medium-sized U.S. 
firms make new investments in developing areas. 

OIJIC lias gone through several major changes in its priorities dur- 
ing recent years. The program mas initially placed in n separate cor- 
port~tion to make it more effective in its development operations, to 
put more emphasis on self-sufficiency and risk management, and to 
in~roll-e niore private capital in its operations. The size of the progralli 
lias declined from its peak in 1968, however, and it appears in retro- 
spect that- there may have been contradictions among some of tile 
original goals. 

In  1974, the Congress directed OPIC to increase private participa- 
tion through a system of "privatization" in which commercial firms 
would take over OPIC's insurance business, and it would limit its ac- 
tivities in this a rm solely to reinsurance. This reflected a desire that 
OPIC be more businesslike and also n concern that direct OPIC ac- 
livity might tie the United states too closely to multinational corporn- 
tions  hen the . olicyl~olders x~ere :inv?ljred. . iri . 'investment.. d.i'spytes . . .  . . .- . . ~ ' i t ~ l  ,l''hid . JF-o~fn .8hF&~hfsSS .: " : . . .  . . . . . . . .  -. .......... .. . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . m a .  . :  

% In  19'78, Co~~gless.ordei-e~ ti hlajoi shift .in ~ . P f ~ ' ~ r . ~ d & i e d .  R~+iall :. . 
ilig the pril-atization-i-equirements of the earlier legislation, i t  directed 
the Corpori~tion to place new emphasis on development criteria in its 
operations. OPIC was told to give special preference to projects in tllc 
poorest countries :tnd to see thnt its operations supported projects 
compatible with other U.S. development aid pro,mms. It mas also 
told to g i ~ e  rnnjor new emphnsis to programs benefitting U.S. small 
business and to avoid coilntries wit11 poor human ri hts i-ecords or 
investments which migl~t compete with certain %.s. dornestic 
ind11strie.s. 

Vntil recrntly, OPTC nctivities have not been significantlv affectetl 
by the "Sen- Directio~s" emphases which have chan~ed  the priorities 
2nd goals for other U.S. foreign aid programs. I t s  in\-estment insur- 
ancc and gunrantee programs still srlpport an approach to develop- 
rliclit ~r l i ic l~  emnl~nsizt~.; ind~~strinlizntion. commercial a~ricultarc.  :111(1 
nl.olrtli tIiro11g11 expansion of prirntc commercial nctirity. I t  is not 
cslc:11.. tl1011g11. ~~~Iie t l lcr  the nen- emplitisis on d~vclopmerlt 111-iorities is 
to I)c nc~colnplisl~ctl ~ritliin tllc o l . i f f i ~ l n l  q~~:?si-coni~nc~.ci~l frnmr~rorl; 
for tlie Co~.rmrntion or n-hethcr O1'TC now is to ],lace less emphasis 
on self-~~ifficiency and prirntc par'icipntirn in its financinl operations. 

-\ltlio~~yIi OPTC is an indcpcn(1cnt Go~~ernnicnt-on-nd cor-por n t '  ion. 
its mnnarrclncnt officers :ire ~~rsl)ollsii)lc to :r Ro:ll.d of  Directors conl- 
posed of indivirlllals ~~cj~reicntincr the Cornol~atioi~!~ ma jar o r ~ c l ~ n t i n ~  
c:on:titi~enc.ic,.s. Tllc lnncl i s  cllnirc~l lly tllc 2\d~ni~lict~.nto~. o f  LiTT).  nnrl 
nornlally inc.ll~des anionp its meml,crs thc Assistant Secrctnrirs o f  
Commerce. 'l'rcn.cur!-: nn(l 5~:1tc n-it11 l)~*incipnl ~,ccponsibility for in- 
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was created as the successor to AID's Bureau of Private Resources 
in 1969, when the Congress amt admillistration-decided the program 
miglit be more effective if it were moved 'from the AID bureaucracy 
t9'a ~leW independent Gov~rlill1entcorp9raiiOli.. ....... . .' 

OPIC bas three main' programs: to irisure U.S. 'investors for up to 
. VO pe'rceut of expropriation, currency iIi$:onvcrtibility, or warfare-
. caused losses on their insured investments in developing nations.; to 
guarantee U.S. lending institutions against losses on the priIi.cipal or 
mterest for new loans to finance up to 75 percent of a new U.S. invest­
ment in a developing country, and a modest-sized loan fund to 
offer direct loans to encourage and help small or medium-sized U.S. 
firms make new investments in developing areas. 

OPIC has gone through several major changes in its priorities dur­
ing recent years. The program was initially placed in a separate cor­
poration to make it more effective in its development operations, to 
put more emphasis on self-sufficiency and risk management, and to 
lllvoh'e more private capital in its operations. The size of the program 
has declined from its peak in 1968, however, and it appears m retro· 
spect that. there may have been contradictions among some of the 
original goals. 

In 1974, the Congress directed OPIC to increase private participa­
tion through a system of "prh-atization" in which commercial firm!> 
would take over OPIC's insurance busineEs, and it would limit its ac­
tivities in this area solely'" to reinsurance. This reflected a desire that 
OPIC be more businesshke and also a concern that direct OPIC ac-

'. Jivity might tie the l'"nited States too closely to mpltinational corpora-
." ;_ .... ~:: .. ;. ·ti.?ns .. w~~~ tl!e .. p~).i~)'holders .w.er:e .;~:v~l\~d)Ii ·m~-e~~m.ent. ~.i'SR~lt~S ... ' . 

.:. ":. ; •..• : . " .. ' .. :" '.' wlth.Th-lra·World-gn~erwner'l.ts ... : ....... . '. ';: ... ".':: .... : ... ;' ...... ' ... ' 
In 1978. Congre5s·orderea. Ii inajor shiff in OPIC'priorities. Repe'al-: 

. iug the prh-atization requirements of the earlier legislation, it directed 
the Corporation to place new emphasis on development criteria in its 
operations. OPIC was told to give special preference to projects in the 
poorest countries and to see that its operations supported projects 
compatible with other U.S. development aid programs. It was also 
told to gh-e major new emphasis to programs benefitting U.S. small 
business and to avoid c01mtries with poor human rights records or 
investments which might compete with certain U,S. domestic 
industries. 

rntil recl'ntlv. oprc actiYities have not been si,g-nificantlv affected 
by the "Xe", Directior·s" pmphases which have cha~n~ed the ·priorities 
nnd goals for other U.S. foreign aid programs. Its inwstment insur­
ance and guarantel' programs still support an approach to develop· 
ml'nt which l'mphasizt':' indllstrialization. comml'rcial aQ"ricultnl'{'. and 
,"'I'O\\'t11 through expansion of private commercial activity. It is not 
dl'al'. tholl,'2'h_ whl'thl'r the new l'mphasis on dpYrlopment l)l'ioritil's is 
to hl' :wcolllpli;;IH·<l w'ithin t 1l(' ol'icrinnl f]lwsi·comml'l'cinl framl'work 
for tlw COl'lloration 0[' ,,-bethl'r OPTC now is to place less emphasi:-; 
on self-mfficiencv and private par'icipntirn in its financial operations. 

A Itholl,'2'h OPT(' is an indl'pl'nrll'nt Governml'nt-ownpd corporation. 
its mana!!:ellll'nt ofiicl'l's :11'(' rl'sllollsiblp to :l Bml l'd of Dirl'ctors COIll­

posed of itH1iyirlna1s rl'prl':o('nting thl' Corporation's major onl'ratln<Y 
eon~titllpn('ir':'. The panl'] is rllairl'rl hy tll(' AdJnilli~trntor of .\TD. :l.J1cl 
l10rmnllv inclndl':=: nmOl1rr its memill'r;; thl' As:=:istnnt Srcrrtaril'S of 
C'oIl1Jllei·cr. Trl'a:oury, an;1 S'atl' \"ith }Jrincipnl rpsponsibility for in-
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+national economic policy, as well as six non-Government members 
wlth experience in small business, organized labor, and cooperatives. 

. . .  . .  OPIC re ,reskntatives attend .sessions of most interagency .&ordinat-. P . h g  pane s, The interagency character:of the OPIC B ~ g r d  does. kip 
it some additional coordifiating capacity as well as an 9 i l i ty  to.'re ate ' . 

: i t s  operating' goals to those of other relevant public -and pivata 
organizations. 

PEACE <)Om 
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for the first 10 years of its existence, the 
ACTION in 1971, along with Vista and 

when the umbrella agency for volunteer activ- 

. . ' .  ... . quartenoiEces.." . :  . . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . 
*... : . Th, Peke  Q~snis created togive& ep&rttU;;i . ~ ~ . A ~ ~ ~ & U S ,  . . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . . , ,  .. . . . .  ._ , . s i .  . . "  '. 

.' . to show their .willingness to help less .privileged p&p .e b'developing . .'.* *.: . :. 

. nations. A complex program, the Peace Carps pursues many different 
' 

goals. In  terms of benefits for the host country, it has generally sought . ' 
to encourage economic development through transfers of technical 
skills and social values necessary for innovation and increased produc- 
tivity. It also traditionally has attempted to encourage the poor to 
take the initiative for resolving their problems through self-help 
activities. In  terms of benefits for the United States, i t  has sought to 
improve relations between the rich and poor countries through per- 
sonal contacts and mutual understanding between individuals. From 
a foreign licy perspective, it also has sought to build a positive in- 
ternationarmage for the United States and to create a network of per- 
sonal contacts and friendships which might enhance support for the 

...... . - ' . .:':'. .. .'. . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  . . *  

. . .  

. . 

United States in the developing world and increase U.S. awareness I 
l 

and understanding of these duntries. 
The Peace Corps has experienced a number of changes in its opera- 

tional style and emphasis in the 18 years of its existence. The first 
years. 1961-68, vere a period of growth and idealism which empha- 
sized social reform goals. Jiost volunteers were generalists with a 
liberal arts college background, employed mainly as "agents of change" 
in conl~m~nit,y tlcveloprlient.. education, and related programs in n ~ r a l  
areas. Tlie zecond period, begun in 1969 with the Nison administra- 
tion, vas one in which the Peace Corps began putting greater em- 

~. . ',. 
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ternational e~onomic policy, as well as six non-Government members 
with experience in small business, organized labor, and cooperatives. 

, OPIC representatives attend ,sessions of most interageftcycoor~inat-., 
'il1g panels. The interagency character:of the 0PIC B.oard does'~~e 

. it some additional coordinating capacity as well as an ability to:relate ' . 
.' itS· operating' goals to those of other relevant public and p'rivaw 

organizations. 
PEACE CORPS 

An independent agency for the first 10 years of its existence, thE! 
Peace Corps became part of ACTION in 1971, along with Vista and 
other similar programs, when the umbrella agency for volunteer activ­
ities was established. Over 80,000 volunteers have served abroad with 
the Peace Corps since 1961. The number of active volunteers reached 
its peak of about 15,000 in 1967, before dwindling in the following pe­
riod and stabilizing around the current level of approximately 6,000 
volunteers serving in 68 host nations. Staffed mainly by short-term vol­
unteers and a largely noncareer administrative staff, the Peace Corps 
is organized generally along regional lines. Operational responsibility 
is largely centered in the field, where re~onal and country directors 
plan programs in response to local condItions and needs determined 
by host country governments. The headquarters staff mainly provides 
policy oversight and support services. R~cent controversies among top 
agency leaders have made it less clear, however, whether top policy 
and administrative authority for Peace Corps programs is to be in 
the hands of ,the top Peace Corps leadership or in th~ ACTION head: . 

, ,quarters offioos." , ' " ,'. ...,... , 
. '::' ': 1'he Peace {~oi'ps, ~cU; created to.giye:an ~PP9riunity ·fO'.l: .,.A.UlBcieans. . .. 
. ' to sh:ow ·their 'will~gIless to hel p'less ·privneged PQop1e in! developing' .• 
, nations. A complex program, the Peace Corps J?ursues many different 

goals. In terms of benefits for the host country, It has generally sou~ht 
to encourage economic development through transfers of technIcal 
skills and social values necessary for innovatIon and increased produc­
tivity. It also traditionally has attempted to encourage the poor to 
take the initiative for resolving their problems through self-help 
activities. In terms of benefits for the United States, it has sought to 
improve relations between the rich and poor countries through per­
sonal contacts and mutual understanding between individuals. From 
a foreign policy perspective, it also has sought to build a positive in­
ternational image for the United States and to create a network of per­
sonal contacts and friendships which might enhance support for the 
United States in the developing world and increase U.S. awareness 
and understanding of these cOuntries. 

The Peace Corps has experienced a number of changes in its opera­
tional style and emphasis in the 18 years of its existence. The first 
years, 1961-68, were a period of growth and idealism which empha­
i'ized social reform goals. ~Iost volunteers were generalists with a 
liberal arts college background, employed mainly as "agents of change" 
in romnnmit.y (lev(']opnwnt, ('ducation, and rplated programs in rural 
areas. The serond period, begun in 1969 with the Nixon administra­
tion, was one in which the Peace Corps began putting greater em-
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. . . . phasis : o n  functional skills, as i t '  sought to3rovide more specialized 
. . . . . . ::. . . . 
.. , . . . , . and skilled. volusteers for technical ass-tance . . .  programs increasingly 

. . . .  , . . .  . . . .  \ . .  . . . . ; . requested by'has't governmelits. . . '  ':. .: 
. . . . Si'ncc 1g77,. the Carter ridrpi,Iiistratidn 113s been' going..tllr&igh fl: 

process of rethinking'the Peace. Corps basic purposes, organization. 
and programs. Many of its top leaders want to return to the idealism 
and social goals of the earlier period, but the task is complicated by 
basic changes which have occurred overseas. Foreign goveynnlent con- 
tinue to  request highly skilled volunteers for technical ass~stance pro- 
grams, and many have been reluctant to accept generalists for some of 
the programs they welcomed earlier. 

I n  1978, the statement of purpose in the Peace Corps Act was 
amended, adding a requirement that the agency help meet the basic 
human needs of the poorest individuals in recipient countries in 
addition to the prior injunction that it  help those countries meet their 
need for skilled manpower and promote better mutual understanding 
between the American people and those of developing nations. The 
Peace-Corps and Agency for International Development began a plan 
during the year for increased joint programing, wherein the t ~ r o  
agencies mould strengthen their coordination in the field and the Peace 
Corps volunteer activities mould be coordinated with broader AID- 
sponsored development programs that fit the volunteer agency's man- 

. . date and skills. -4s of early February 1979, the Peace Corps and A I D  
. had established collaborative - mechanisms in 29 of the 38 countries 

. . . . 
. . . . . .  ~vhere .they. both conduct, operations, I n  some cases, Peace Corps , : . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . . .  .- ._ . " . . . . . I . . . .  .:. . .  , . . . . .  : 

. . . . '., ' '.;' .... . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  .I.. ~ . o l u n t & ~ 6  p.rovide the appliC~tions~axid field participation needed. to.  
./ . ...... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . .r. .i :... . .. . I riiqkk.'AID:'devetopmeptr programs~~,ork$le .at the, local leyel.. The* ;: 

arrangements hnd similar .ctijidinated efforts 'irifh'the FJhited. ~ ~ d o h s  ., 

and international development bank projects provide material support 
and supervision to Peace Corps volunteers which are frequently not 
available to volunteers in other Peace Corps projects. I n  addition, 
A I D  and other development agencies benefit because volunteers gen- 
erally have much closer relationships to people in the rural areas rh ich  
are the focus of basic human needs programs than do development pro- 
fessionals. More joint programing and intensified program coordina- 
tion arc planned for the future. 

I n  spite of these recent initiatives, one could argue that Peace Corps 
should not be a part of the overall U.S. development assistnllce pro- 
gram. Joint programing between Peace Corps and AID ma1 help 
expand the impact of AID'S development programs, but it  also may 
tend to make Peace Corps nctivities an adjunct of AID operations 
ant1 mny detract or hinder the roli~ntecr agency in the pursuit of its 
other goals. Closc integration may tend to identify the voluntrerc wit11 
thc U.S. Government. for instance. hampering their ability to get the 
trust of local residents or  relate to then1 011 a person-to-1,crson l>nzic. 
I f  the Peace Corps is really a unique p1.ogrnln. inan?. of its activities 
sliolilil continue to be clearly separated fro111 prograins of otller 1--.S. 
:~c.encics. If Peace Corps is to take on tnslis ~ l i i c l i  overlap the func -  
tion.: or goills of the AID S c n -  Dil.cc.tiolis l)rogr:~n~. 110n-CI-PI'. ( , l n c t  
1n.ogi'anl liltcpratioii 11lay 1)e nceclecl and its pnlyose :IS n tuiiqut ~ c ' I I : ~  - 

rntc program could ~ r e l l  hc brought into quection. 
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phasis • on' functional skills, as it' sought tQt-lrovide more specialized 
, and skilled. vol\lll.teers for technical a-ssi!>tance programs increasingly 

requested by'host ·governments.. . . :.. . 
t;ince 1977,. the Carter uaIJli,riistration l11\s been·going .. throngh a 

process of rethinking'the Peace' Corps basic p!lrposes, organization, 
and programs . .Many of its top leaders want to return to the idealism 
and social goals of the earlier period, but the task is complicated by 
basic changes which have occurred overseas. Foreign goyernment con­
tinue to request highly skilled volunteers for technical assistance pro­
grams, and many have been reluctant to accept generalists for some of 
the programs they welcomed earlier. 

In 1978, the statement of purpose in the Peace Corps Act was 
amended, adding a requirement that the agency help meet the basic 
human needs of the poorest individuals in recipient countries in 
addition to the prior injunction that it help those countries meet their 
need for skilled manpower and promote better mutual understanding 
between the American people and those of developing nations. The 
Peace.-Corps and Agency for International Development began a plan 
during the year for increased joint programing, wherein the two 
agencies would strengthen their coordination in the field and the Peace 
Corps volunteer activities would be coordinated with broader AID­
sponsored development programs that fit the volunteer agency's man­
date and skills. As of early February 1979, the Peace Corps and AID 
had established collaborative· mechanisms in 29 of the 38 countries 

, ~vher.e ,they. both con.duct operations: II! some cases, Peace Corps 
. ,:olunteivs wovide th~ .applica.tions.anp. field particip~tion nE!~ded. to-. 
riiake -:kID :.develbP~~pt- pr~gra,JUs'w.ork~l~ :!l~ th~.lQca~ .ley-el. .T1te?£.­
arrangements and SImIlar 'ct><;irqmated efforts wlfh the IJint~d· N fltlons ,. 
and international de'velopment bank projects provide material support 
and supervision to Peace Corps volunteers which are frequently not 
available to volunteers in other Peace Corps projects. In addition, 
AID and other development agencies benefit because volunteers gen­
erally have much closer relationships to people in the rural areas which 
are the focus of basic human needs programs than do development pro­
fessionals. More joint programing and intensified program cOOI·dina­
tion arc planned for the future. 

In spite of these recent initiatives, one could argue that Peace Corps 
should not be a part of the overall U.S. development assistance pro­
gram. Joint programing between Peace Corps and AID may help 
expand the impact of AID's development programs, but it also may 
tend to make Peace Corps activities an adjunct of AID operations 
anel may detract or hinder the rolnnteer agency in the pursuit of its 
other goals. Close integration may tend to identify th(' yolunteers with 
the U.S. GOYern~1Cnt. for instance, hampering their ability to get the 
trust of local resHlents or relate to them on a person-to-person lJasis. 
If the Peace Corps is really a unique pl'of!rall1, many of its acti\'lli(':, 
should continue to be clearly separatrd from programs of othrl' r.s. 
a[!'rncies. If Peace Corps is to take on tasl;:s which o\'rrlap thr func­
tions or goals of the AID Xr", Dirr('tion~ program. h 0\"(' \'0 1'. eJo"(' 
program intrgration lllay lw needed and its purpose as a uniqm· !'-CP:l­

rate progmm could well be brought into question. 
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PROGR4X COORDINATION PROCEDITRES 

FOUXDATION FOR INTERNATIONAL TECHKOLOOICAL . COOPERLqTION ' 
.  he propoied:n&& Foundation f g r  ~ n t e ~ n a t i ~ ~ a l ' ~ c h o l ~ ~ i c & . l  Co- . . . . . 

. . . . . .  operation (.yITC), is' inteiided to cqordinate' and lielp. increase .the 
bellefits of scientific and. t ec~~olog icd l  research for.developirig corn.- 
tries. The idea for a new organization of th is  type was proposed 
in the 1977 Brookings Institution study on U.S. aid'alternatives. Presi- 
dent Carter announced his plan to establish the F I T C  during his . 
JIarch 20,1078, s eech before the Venezuelan Congress. I f  established, 
the F I T C  would%e an autonomous subunit of AID (or IDCA), with 
its own inde endent board, its own overseas offices, and a largely non- 
career staff ! ramn in large part from the university or scientific com- 
munity industry, and other non-aid Government agencies. 

The objectives of the pro osed Foundation are to encoura e re- 
search, related institutional c 71 anges, and adaptation of scient' $ c and 
developmental teclmologies to conditions in developing countnes. 
FVorking directly with United States and research institutions of the 

--I complcs process exists for reviewing and coordinating 1J.S. policy 
on -AID derelopn~ent programs. Congress has a substantial impact on 
the structure and operational cniphnses of the T.S. bilateral aid pro- 
gram. and the antliorization and appropriations committees all exercise 
conridernl~lt influence on the prosy-am. -4 conlples il~tera~eiicy ~ l e t ~ ~ w r k  
exists \rithin the executive branch for coordinating bilateral aid policy 

- 
.. . . I .  . . . . . .  . . .  

=H.R. 3 . 3 2 .  The International Derelopment Cooperntion Act of l 9 l 9  passed br the 
I Iousr  on Anr. 10. 1979. n11thori7ed creation of  the  new Insritrl!e. rrhich 1s redesiennted in  
the legislation as the  Institute for Sclentlflc and Technolof!cal Coop~mt ion  (ISTC). 
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deveIopin countries, it  is to  help increase developing countries' access % to knowle ge and expand their scientific and technical _capabilities. It 
would make g a n t s  and award contracts for policy research and studies 
on develo ment problems, emphasizing involvement by the host coun- 
tries in F 5 TC-sponsored research. Taking a problem-oriented instead 
of a country-onented approach to  develnpment, F I T C  is supposed to 
encourage U.S. 4nd develo ing countries' scientists to study problems B in such areas m m r a l  pro uctivity, information/communicntions sys-. 

'. , tems, henlth and q t r i t ion ,  nonagricultural 'ornplo ment, and enfirgy, d . . . . . . . .  . .  rq?wuces, and.'enyiroye~t$-'p1aniin.g. .The; F .C is to, encourage.. .:. 
.. . ...-. : . . .  .:' .- :' 'inYomhtibna1. e'zhange :wm'ken sd4;ntists lei: %he '.U,nrt&d Ststes. @., : ,; : j . . . . . .  . . . .  de+eloping countries and strengthen the capnbi1iti.e~ of U.S: scientific ' . ' 

. . 
. . . . 

. . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ,. ....... , ' .me..  >, ...... . . '  . . .  . ." .. - . . .  . . . . . .  . . . :  . 
and research institutions. It is also.supposed to coordinate different 
activities of U.S. agencies which have scientific, technological, and 
development responsibilities. 

Some of FITC's tasks may require new skills or duties., but many 
of its proposed activities represent a new em hasis or consolidation 
of activities currently managed by AID or ot R er U.S. agencies. The 
FITC proposal is too new to evaluate its feasibility or determine 
whether the developin countries have enough institutional capacity to 
contribute to or absor % benefits from the program. I t  is also nnt clear 
what the advantages or disadvantages are of g i v i n ~  American and 
foreign scientists control over major elements of such a developnlent 

. . . .  . 

fundinsz program. These and other questions may be assessed during 
tlie F I T C  proposal later this year. I 

· . ..;,. 
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FOU~DATION FOR INTERNATIONAL TECHNOLOGICAL COOPERATION 3 

,'The proposed:ne.~ Foundation for Internati()~af1;'echnological Co­
oper'ation (.I<~ITQ) is inteiided to: c<?ordinate' a!Iq. help, -in'C,reasethe 
beI}efits of sCIentific and, technologICal reseaJ;chfor ,d~veloplng co~­
tries. The idea for a: new orgamzation of this type was proposed 
in the 1977 Brookings Institution study on U.S. aid 'alternatives. Presi­
dent Carter announced his plan to establish the FITC during his ' 
)Iarch 29, 1978, speech before the Venezuelan Congress. If established, 
the FITC would be an autonomous subunit of AID (or IDCA), with 
its own independent board, its own overseas offices, and a largely non­
career staff drawn in large part from the university or scientific com­
munity industry, and other non-aid Government agencies. 

: .'. 

The objectives of the proposed Foundation are to encourage re­
search, related institutional changes, and adaptation of scientific and 
developmental technologies to conditions in developing countries. 
Working directly with United States and research institutions of the 
developmg countries, it is to help increase developing countries' access 
to knowledge and expand their scientific and technical capabilities. It 
would make grants and a ward contracts for policy research and studies 
on development problems, emphasizing involvement by the host coun­
tries in FITC-s'p0nsored research. Talcing a problem-oriented instead 
of a country-orIented approach to develnpment, FITC is supposed to 
encourage U.S. I\nd developing countries' l'lcientists to study problems 
in such areas as ,rural productIvity~ information/communications sys-' 
tems, health and rrutr:ition, nonagricult1,lral pmpl<2)'ment, and en¢rgy, 
r.esc:>u.x:ces, an~ 'enyironmen,tal··plaruiin'g. ,Thp' FITC is to, encoqrage· :.. '. " 

... ' :, "iiifonnlltion!l1. ~XJ:hil.hge 't:ietw~en" $creittiSts "o( lhe 'VnitM ~tes' aruf·, '-:.' ." .. ' ".' , , 
developing countries ahd stren'gthen tire capabilities of U.S; scientific' ',' " . 
and research institutions. It is also, supposed to coordinate diiferimt 
activities of U.S. ag-encies which have scientific, tpchnological, and 
development responsibilities. 

Some of FITC's tasks may require new skills or dut.ies" but many 
of its proposed activities represent a new emphasis or consolidation 
of activities currently managed by AID or other U.S. a;rencies. The 
FITC proposal is too new to evaluate its feasibility or rl.etermine 
whether the developing countries have enough institutional capacity to 
contribute to or absorb benefits from the program. It is also nnt clear 
what the advantages or disadvantages are of g;.vinq American and 
forE'i/rfi scientists control over major elements of such a development 
fundin!! program. These and other questions may be assessed during 
the FITC proposal Inter this year. 

PROGR..Uf COORDINATION PROCEDImES 

.-\ complf'x process exists for reviewing and coordinating U.S. policy 
on AID development programs. Congress has a substantial impact on 
the structure and operational pmphases of the r.s. bilatpral aid pro­
gram. and the authorization and appropriations committees all exercise 
considerahlp influence on the program. A. complex interagency network 
exists within the executiye branch for coordinating bilateral aid policy 

J H,ll, ,1 ,1:?4 , Tbe International Del"eloprnent Cooperation Act of 197!l passed hI" the 
House nn Aor. 10, 1!)79. Ruthorized crelltion of tbe new Institute. which is redesif!nflted In 
tbe legislation as tbe Institute for ScIentIfic Ilnd Technolo,,!c.1 Cooperation IISTC), 
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. at the interoffice level, a t  the interagency operations level, and at the 
general policy level. 

.I '. 
. . . The p o d  importaht interagency coordinaTng process 

. . . . - . . , . .% . ' . . . . . . . .  . . .... . . . .  . occurs a t  the working level! as relevant ,o&es in Stlte, .lIfi,",i!: 
' . . . - . . COP $, an& OPIC consub ivith .ofie' nnbthf :on 'seec$c issues i-elevant -> R . to t eir g.wgrams. Other than country.teap meetings,-no standa-rdiqed . . 

. . rocedures exist in the field to facilltate.eoordination between AID, . . 
geace Corps, or future F I T C  offices, although in most instances in- 
formal consultation occurs regularly in the field on matters of mutual . 
concern. 

Three more formal systems have exercised review and oversight 
authority over AID'S bilateral assistance programs. The Derelop~llent 
Loan Stnff Committee (DLSC), an  interagency panel chnired by AID,  
with members from State, Treasury, OMB, NSC, Agriculture, and 
other relevant U.S. agencies, has responsibility for routine analysis of 
foreign aid programs recommended by A I D  management. -4ID ap- 
pears to find i t  a useful vehicle for soliciting informed opinions on its 
programs, and the other participatin agencies seem to appreciate the 
opportunity to assess individual A f D proposals and discuss their 

otential.impact on their o r  anizational concerns. There is little ~ v i -  
senee, however. that the D f SC is a major vehicle for coordinating 
U S ;  bilateral aid operations, other Government agencies' programs or, 
indeed, that its review has had much impact on AID policies or 
operating principles. 

Before 1965, a second interagency committee, the National Advisory 
. . .  

. . . .  . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  .." . . . . . : . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . ,' : .  . ;, . : .' . .: ' . . . . . . .  . . . . .  . . . . . . . . .  . . .  . . - -  . . . . .  

after no institutional link existed requiring that multilateral and bi- 
lateral aid be considered simliltaneouslp in the same organizational 
contest. 

Irt 197.3, the Congress created the Development Coordjnation Com- 
mittee. chaired bv AID. to orcrsee the policy implications of nll U.S. 
del-elopment assistance activities and to focus attention on the pos- 
? i h l ~  impact U.S. non-aid international policies might hal-e on clerelop- 
ing nations. The DCC 11-as initially x very ~ ~ e a k  pxncl l ~ i t h  littlc 
bureaucratic influence, partly hcanse it esercised no direct jurisdiction 
ovcr nny aid progr:llns and also 1)ecailse participatin~ agencies pre- 
ferred to discuss a.id proposals in other forums in n-liicll they tl.adition- 

BESTAVAILABLE COPY 

~.. .' 
',. " ~ . 

>.,,~~,~.:.,,_.~I;':~;"jS-, ~> . i. ~ - ~._ _ _ .. 
. \ .;~ 

.' .. ' 
•• 0 • 

·i " -:- ' . ~: ; : 
.,' 

' ... ~. ,. .. '., . 
;' • o."!', '.:'" 

" .. ,.' .... , ... -... ~~ .. ~ ((' '.~ 

., :: _ _ '-_'_~II ~ .~ ..... _ u.~ .• ~.~-_.:, ._--~_ : __ ~~ __ .~ .. :_ •• ~:J...~ __ ':"":' ~~.;.J"' _ _ "':- . 

36 

at the interoffice level, at the interagency operations level, and at the 
general policy level. 

The ~ost important interagency ~oordinaling process probably 
occurs at the working level\ a~ ~levant offices in State, AID, Pe.ace 

. .Cot'ps'] auilOPIC consult 'Vlt~ 'on'e anotller:on ·sJ;leci.fi.c .issues rele'~ant 
to theIr p.rograms. Otherthan country.tea)ll meetmg£,no standardll';ed. 
procedures exist in the field to facilItate 'eoordination between AID, 
Peace Corps, Or future FITC offices, although in most'instances in­
fonnal consultation occurs regularly in the field on matters of mutual 
concern. 

Three more formal systems have exercised review and oversight 
authority over AID's bilateral assistance programs. The Development 
Loan Staff Committee (DLSC), an interagency panel chaired by AID, 
with members from State, Treasury, OMB, NSC, Agriculture, and 
other relevant U.S. agencies, has responsibility for routine analysis of 
foreign aid programs recommended by AID management. AID ap­
pears to find it a useful vehicle for soliciting infonned opinions on its 
programs, and the other participating agencies seem to appreciate the 
opportunity to aSSe5S individual AID proposals and dISCUSS their 
potential.impact on their organizational concerns. There is little evi­
dence, however. that the DLSC is a major vehicle for coordinating 
U.S. bilateral aid operations, other Government agencies' programs or, 
indeed, that its review has had much impact on AID policies or 
operating principles. 

Before 1965, a second interagency 'COmmittee, the National Advisory 
Council on Interna tional Monetary and .F}.nancial Policies (.~ AC) • 

. _~lso. ~a.Q. oversight au~~<?rity ~ver AID ~e~elopment l.oans. ~h~ N AC . 
,!:, ' ... Isan.l~t~ragency coord~l\atmg'paner chau:,ed. ~y rrellstlry ~Ith revIew.. . 

~.I ':' 'm~~~i~gtfs' ~1!~~:e~~~:~~~~~~i;'~~.1~lhV~~i~t!flJt~ii::':' .. ; .. : 
'paper describing U.S. policy in int~rnational dl'vl'lopment banks.) The 
NAC review duplicated the work of the DLSC in many respects 
and gave agencies a second opportunity to comment on bilateral aiel 
projects in a context controlled by Treasury rather than AID. This 
overlapping review process was an irritant which led eventually in 
1965 to an effort by AID to secure authority over U.S. participation 
in the internationai development banks and to end the other agencies' 
double review of its bilateral aid programs. After a major bureaucl'~tic 
struagle between AID. Treasury, State, and other affected agenCIes. 
the President ordered that AID would henceforth have complete juris­
diction over the DLSC and its own loan program and would no longer 
be subject to N AC review. Treasury was given undisputed control orer 
the X AC and the international development bank programs, and there­
after no institutional link existed requiring that multilateral and bi-
1at£'ra1 aid be considered simultaneously in the same organizational 
context. 

In Ifl73. the Congress created th£' D£'v£'lopm£'nt Coordination Com­
mittec. chaired by AID, to orersee the policy implications of all CS. 
Qcwlopment assistance actiYities and to focus attention on the pos­
"iblE' impact U.S. non-aid international policies might hare on den'lop­
in!! nations. The DeC "'as initiall\' a YerY w'('ak paml ,,·ith little 
bureaucratic infiu£'nce, partly because it exercised no direct jurisdiction 
on'r any aid pro!!rams and alf"o l)eeallSe partieipatinrr agE'neiE's pre­
ferred to discuss aid proposals jn other forums in ,,,hich they tradition-
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ally exercise more authority. The old DCC was not particularly 
successful in bringing much consistency or central direction to U.S. for- 
eign aid policy. l n  ,\lay 1978, President:Carter responded to congres- 
sional pressure. regarding the structue of the 'US; aid program by . 
reccinstituting the 'bCC and, areating.five subcommitfees : One.-to caa . . 
ordinate U.S: bilatei-a) economic aid, a i d  foliriothers to oversee U.S. ' .' . 

licy.fordifferent ireas of U.S. 'foreign assistance (.tnultilateral, 
foo aid, international organization programs, and human rights). 
Chaired by AID1 the new DCC subcommittee on bilaternl aid has 
members from State, Treasury, Agriculture, OJLB and the NSC, along 
with participants from other agencies by invitation. I t  is responsible 
for reviewing individual AID lean and grant proposals and for over- 

. seeing general policy and budgetary questions. Security supporting 
assistance is within the purview of the subcommittee. but authority 
over its use is reserved explicitly for the Secretary of State. 

Little information is currently available on the operations of the 
DCC's bilateral assistance subcommittee. On the whole, i t  appears to 
duplicate many of the functions assigned to the DLSC, although its 
duties map be perhaps performed at  a higher level of authority than 
nre D I S C  deliberations. It appears that. while policy or program co- 
ordination issues for OPIC, the Peace Corps, or other bifateral eco- 

- 
. . .  . . . . . -  _ .  . ' . . . 

.. . 

nomic aid programs are reviewed by the DCC s~lbcommi'ttee, these 
deliberations do not have great impact on the ultimnte disposition of 
issues in question. 

-Qs noted earlier, the DCC' mas created in 1973 to promote con- 
sistency and to coordinate U.S. policy in the various multilatera1 and 
bilateral development assistance pr.ograms. I t  appears presently, how- . . :. eee'r; that.fhe frhole DCC .has.not been s\lccessful in.eqrcising. . . .. . . . . . .  

:: ',::tfiis. op!pil~'.codrdixiati&n furict+ox~: i&acli:of the. eu<ient..DCG 4ubi.orn-,. . . . . . . . . .. 
mittees strives. to 'promote interitkency Clooperatibri and d.coordinated ;' . . . - . . ,. 
U.S; approach within. its specific area of jur.isdiction-bilateral eco- . 
nomic or food aid or multilateral aid through the development banks 
or the international organizations-but there seems to be little effort ' 

by the DCC: as a whole to provide any general consistency among these 
different bilateral and multilateral assistance policies. More data would 
be neces2ary b ~ f o r e  one could make any firm jitdgme.nts as to  the effec- 
tiveness of the new DCC coordinating procednre. but a preliminary 
iudamcnt m:ght hold it incomplete in its corerape and rnther similar 
in its focus to the coordina'ion processes i t  was presumably designed 
to replace. 

.. . . . . . 
. . . . . . . >  . . - _  . . . .  .,. . : .'.. . - .  

. .. . . . .b .. '.. ;.; . . . .  
. . ' .. :. ' . . ,,.- '. . .  , . . . " . . :. 

. . 

IXTER~ATIO~AL DEI-EU)P~IEST BASKS I 
! 

The United States participates with other countries in four inter- ! 
national development I~anks 'irhich finance dex-elopment projects and 
programs in Third and Fonrth World countries. The TVorld Bank 
Group. the firct of these lwclies. is an agency n-hich makes loans on n 
~ l o b a l  bacis thronrrh its three affiliates the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Jlerelopment ( I n R D ) .  the International nerelop- 
ment Association ( IDA) .  and the International Finance Corpora- 
tion ( IFC) .  The I R R n  affiliate makes nenr-commercial ("hard") 
loans at  near-mnrkct terms ~nainlv to mitlclle-incorne LnC's tising f 
funds iri~irh it horro~x~s (bncl;ed hv nlcmber rrovernments indirect 

i 
i 

guarantees) on the international cal~ital market. The I D A  affiliate i 
makes conccssional ("soft") loans at ril.tuallF no interest to the poorest 

__ ~~~~"~~xi.;;k~~~~~;s.;>~;;--·';..;..r4~..:~~;::..;".u~~~~·~~~~:;',·{d.i.~JI~ .... ~~~-.c~' ". 
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ally exercise more authority. The old DCC was not particularly 
successful in bringing much consistency or central direction to U.S. for­
eign aid policy. In )Iay 1978, PresidenfCarter resppnded to congres­
sional pr~ssure. reg~r~ing the stz:ucturi of the ·U.S; aid program by 
reco'nstituting the DCC ~l1d creating. five subcommittees: One to co.~ 
ordinate U.S, bila.tera! economic aid, ana f01ir;others' to oversee U.S. 
aid policy for different areas of U.S. foreign assistance (.multilateral, 
food aid, international organization programs, and human rights). 
Chaired by AID. the new DCC subcommittee on bilat~ral aid has 
members from State, Treasury, Agriculture, O:\IB and the NSC, along 
with participants from o~her agencies by invitation. It is responsible 
for reviewing individual AID lean and grant proposals and for over­
seeing general policy and budgetary questions. Security supporting 
assistance is within the purview of the subcommittee. but authority 
over its use is reserved explicitly for the Secretary of State. 

Little information is currently available on the operations of the 
DCC~s bilateral assistance subcommittee, On the whole, it appears to 
duplicate many of the functions assigned to the DLSC, although its 
duties may be 'perhaps performed at a higher level of authority than 
are DLSC deliberntions. It appears that. ,,,hile policy or program co­
ordination issues for OPIC, the Peace Corps, or other bi1ateral eco­
nomic aid programs are reviewed by the DCC subcommittee, these 
deliberations do not have great impact on the ultimate disposition of 
issues in question. 

As noted earlier, the DCG was created in 1973 to promote con­
sistency and to coordinate U.S. policy in the various multilateral and 
bilateral development a'ssistance pr.ograms. It appears presently, how­

: ,'ever; th~t,the ,whole :PCC .has ·not been yet')" sUccessful in.e~rcising, 
.': '·:·this.orefal{-co6rdiuati<>n fun'ct-ion,;.Eaeh:of tne'cm:rent.DCC $ub~rn- ... : " 
. rriitte~'s strives' to 'promote interagency' cooperation: and 'a:.coordin,ated:· '.' 

U.s. approach within' its specific area of jur.isdiction-bilateral eca- , 
nomic or food aid or multilateral aid through the development bankS 
or thl' international organizations-but there seems to be little effort 
by the DCC as a whole to provide any general consistE'nc,Y among these 
different bilateral and multilateral assistance policies. More data would 
be necl's~ary before one could make any firm judgme.nts as to the effec­
tiveness of the new DeC coordinating procedure. but a preliminary 
;udqmf'nt m:ght holo it in('ompletl' in its ('m'erage and rnther similar 
in its focus to the coordina'ion processes it 'vas presumably designed 
to replace. 

IXTERXATIOXAL DEn:LOP~IEXT BAXKS 

The United States participates with other countries in four inter­
national development hanks 'w'hich finance dewlopment projects and 
programs in Third and Fourth 'World countries. The 'W orld Bank 
Group. the firc:t of these hodies. is an ngency which makes loans on a 
alohal bac:is throu~h its thrl'l' nffilintl's thl' International Bank for 
Reconstruction and nl'Yelopml'nt (lEND). thl' Intl'rnational Develop­
ment Association (IDA). and the International Finance Corpora­
tion (IFC). The IRRD affilinte makes nl'nr-commercial ("hard") 
loans at lH'nr·markf't terms mainly to micldle·income LDC's llsing 
funds ,vhirh it horrows (backro b" nwmber ~m'l'rnml'nts innirect 
guarantres) on the international capital markl't, The IDA affiliate 
makes concessional ("sofC) loans at yirtual1y no interest to the poorest 
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LDC's using funds provided by the richer developed countries. The 
IFC  affiliate encourages private enterprise in LDC's through equity in- 
vest.ments in local firms. These in~est~ments, financed with funds from 

. . 
the wealthier countries, pre then m ~ o l d  after thfledgling firms become 

. . , .  . . established. Thk second and third banks, the Inter-American Develop- 
. . . . . .  . . . . . , .  . . .. . . . .  .nient Bank (IDB) and Asian Development Bank (ADB) .are regional 

. . . . institutions that  provide.ordinary c'apjtal, v!hbrd") and.concession~- . . ' . 
. . . . "loans '("soft") to their' developirig member- countries Tile . foilrth ; 

gency, tho African Development Fund (AFDF),  is the soft-loan . , 

a5iliate of the African Development Bank (AFDB) and a vehicle for 
concessional aid from more developed countries through the African 
institution. The Treasury Department has the responsibility for man- 
aging U.S. pnrticipation in these multilateral agencies. 

While most other international bodies allocate power among their 
members on a one-nation, one-vote basis, authority in the international 
development banks is weighted in proportion to each country's con- 
tribution to the banks' funds. Organized roughly like joint stock com- 

anies, the banks are governed by Boards of Executive Directors. The 
f J  nited States and the other large donors each have their o w  Execu- 
tive Directors and the smaller donors share Executive Directors. Xo 
country has an automatic veto over Board decisions, thou h the United 
States d6es have su5cient votes in the Inter-American %I evelopment 
Bank to effectively block the two-thirds majority necessary for loans 
from its concessional Fund for Special Operations. Table 3 shows the 
total US. contributions and voting shares in each institution. The in- 
ternational development banks have been major channels through 
which the United States and other major Western donor countries 

. . .  
' .. . . have provided multilateral assistance to the developing nations. Table 

. . . . > 
. . . . . .  . . . .  . .  . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . 4 showsthe Bromth of annud U.S. contributions to each . . .  internati0na.l . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ,., ' -;:'... ... . . . . . a  - .  ;':' : . "  . . . . .  ; .  '. . . . . . : . . .  . . . .  . .: hekelopbieqt ajgencjjn'k$cent ye&rs. -. : : , . . ; . '* .  . . . . . , .  . . . . . . .  ... . . . . . . .  . . . . . .  . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - .: r ' . '  , ,. - . . . . . . . . .  . .  . :... , '. . .i 

. . T A ~ E  3.4.S.  106; C~NTRI~UTIONS A ~ D  VOT~NC SHARES..IN THE I N T E R ~ ( A T I ~ N A L ' D N E ~ ~ ~ E H T ~ B A N K S ~ ~ ~ ~  ' . . . . .  
IAmwnts In billions of ddlanl  . . 

Amwnt Perrent 

Wodd Bank croup: ................... International Bank for ROCOnst~~tion md Development (IBRD) ................................... International Development Association (IDA) 
........................................ International Finance Corporation (IFC) 

............................................... Africsn DeWopmant Fund (AFDF). 
k l a n  Development Bank (ADB): 

...................................... Ordinary Capital AccounthOC) :...-.---- ................................... Asian Dewlopment Fund pectal Funds (SF) 
Inter-American Development Bank(lDB): 

Ordinary Cap~tal Amunts (OC) ................................................ 
............................................ Fund for Special Operations (FSO) ................................................... Saial Propcsss Trust Fund 

34.9 
Same 

NA 
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LDC's using funds provided by the richer developed countries. The 
IFC affiliate encourages private enterprise in LDC's through equity in­
vestments in local firms. These invest.ments, financed with funds from 
the we.althier countries, are then resold after tb.e.Bedgling firms become 
established. The second and third banks, the Inter-Amer~can D~velop­
.ment Bapk (IDB) and Asian Development Bank (ADE) ·are regional 

. institutions ,that provide. ordinary cap~tal, (':hi!.rd") a.nd .conccssioI,1u,l 
'loans ("soft") to their' dev~lopiIig ~ember' countries. The· foilrt h 
~ency, the African Development Fund (AFDF), is the soft-loan 
affiliate of the African Development Bank (AFDB) and a vehicle fol' 
concessional aid from more developed countries through the African 
institution. The Treasury Department has the responsibility for man­
aging U.S. pnrticipation in these multilateral agencies. 

While most other international bodies allocate power among their 
members on a one-nation, one-vote basis, authority m the international 
clevelopment banks is weighted in proportion to each country's con­
tribution to the banks' funds. Organized roughly like joint stock com­
panies, the banks are governed by Boards of Executive Directors. The 
United States and the other large donors each have their own Execu­
tive Directors and the smaller donors share Executive Directors. No 
country has an automatic veto over Board decisions, though the United 
States dOes have sufficient votes in the Inter-American Development 
Bank to effectively block the two-thirds majority necessary for loans 
from its concessional Fund for Special Operations. Table 3 shows the 
total U.S. contributions and voting shares in each institution. The in­
ternational development banks have been major channels through 
which the United States and other major Western donor countries 
have provided multilateral assistance to the developing nations. Table 

. 4 ~how~the gr~wth o.f Il:nr~ud U.S. contri~utions toe!lcq .internatio~a~ 
:', ae.veloprne~t agen<;Y-;ln ·~~cep.t y~a.rs.. ...'. .'. .' " ~ '. .'. . 
. t~Bi.E·~.~.S. TOTAt. i:dNTRI8tiT;O~S A~D'v~tm~ SHARE:s.:'~ iH(iNTER~AT~ONAi.·DEvEl~PM£tt~·(JA~.KS""; 

IAmounts In billions of 'doUlrsl 

Amount Pen:ent 

8.843 21. 3 
5.606 21.1 
.113 32.4 
.050 4.8 

I. 013 10.0 
.270 Same 

World Blnk IfOUP: 
.nternation.' Bank tor Reconstruction and Development (IBRD) ........ _ ..... _ ... . 
I ntarnational Development Association (I DA)_ ••. _'" ••..• __ . _ ........ _ .. _ ..... . 
'nternationa' finance Corporation (If C) ....................... _ •.••..••.•.••••• 

African Development Fund (AFOF) ..•..•.•. ".' ... ' .. ' .... , .. _ •.• _ ............... . 
AsIan Development Bank (ADB): 

Ordinary Capital Account (Oe) .... _ ...................... _ ................... . 
Asian Oevelopment fundiSpecial Funds (SF} •• _._ ....... _ ......... _ ....... _ ... . 

Inter·American Oevelopment Bank(IDB): 
4. 059 34.9 
3.490 Same 
.535 NA 

Ordinary Capital Accounts (OC) .................................... """ .... . 
fund lor Special Operations (FSO) ... _ ........................ _ •• _ ........... . 
Social Prolf8ss Trust fund ......... _ •• , •• _ ••••••• ____ • __ • __ ._. _ •• __ • _" ._ •••• 
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TABLE 4.-4.S. CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT BANKS. FISCAL YEARS 1971-79 

[In millionsl 

Request Appropriation 

Year snd bank Amount . Paid in  1 Amount paid% I 

. IDA ...,.............. > ......................... 
IDBIOC ........................................... 
IDBIFSO ......................................... 
ADBDC ......................................... 

1972 1 ..... 
IBRD ............................................ 
IDBIOC ....................................... A -  

I DBIFSO ......................................... 
IDA .......................................... 1.. 
MOV 1 ........................................... 

1973: ..... 
ADB/SF .......................................... 
IDA ............................................. 
IDBMC .......................................... 
IDBIFSO ......................................... 

1974: .... 
ADB/SF .......................................... 
IDA ............................................. 
IDBIOC .......................................... 
IDBIFSO ......................................... 
MOV: ........................................... 

1975: 
ADBISF .......................................... 
ADBIOC ......................................... 
IDA ............................................. 
IDBFSO ......................................... 

1976 . ..... 
ADB/SF .......................................... 
ADBIOC .......................................... 
IDA ............................................. 
IDBFSO ......................................... 
AFDF ............................................ 

1977 . . . . . . .  
ADB OC ........................................ 
1oe/oc: ........................................ 
IDBFSO .......................................... 
IDA .............. ....... L +.. ............. 

.......... 
IDA ...................... ...................... 
AFDF ............................................ 

1978: 
ADBIOC ......................................... 
ADB/SF .......................................... 
IDBIOC .......................................... 
IDBIFSO ......................................... 
IBRD ............................................ 
IDA ............................................. 
I FC .............................................. 
AFDF ............................................ 

1979: 
ADBIOC ......................................... 
ADB/SF ::......... ............................... 
ID0 OC ........................................ 
IDBIFSO ......................................... 
IBRO ............................................ 
IDA ............................................. 
IFC ............................................. 
AFDF ............................................ 

Ndnb .. 
$160.00 
225 00 

50.00 . 20.00 

23.01 
211.76 

None 
None 

1.059.25 

I Figures show portion of total request or appropriation to be actually paid i n  . Remainder is callable caoital . 
2 MOV: Ma~ntenance of value payments due as a consequence cf the 1972 and 1974 devaluabons of the dollar . 
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TABLE 4.-U.S. CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL OEVELOPMENT BANKS, FISCAL YEARS 1971-79 

lin millionsl 

Year md bank 

1911: . . ItlRO _____ ._~ ____________ :~ ____________ -: ___ • ___ • ~ __ ' 

:g~ioc:-:::::::: ::.:::: :~::::: :::::::::: :::::::::: ' IOB/F.sO. ______________________ •• _______ • _______ _ 

19~f:B/OC ••••• ---- --•• - --- - -- -- -- --- --- - --. -. -. ---
I BRO ______ •• ___ • __ •••••••• _. ______ • ___ • __ • _____ _ 
IOB/OC_ •••• _. __ • ________ •• _______________ •• _." __ 

19~?~~~~::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :::: 
AOB/SF ___ ._ •• _ •• __ • ____________________ • __ • _. __ _ 

19i~~m6:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: : 
: ~:~~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: I DBIOC ______ ••• __________________ •• _. _. ________ _ 
I DB/FSO _______ • _. ___________________________ •• __ 

19r5~V s ••••• ----.------ •• -.-.-. ---.-- ------.- -----
ADB/SF ____________________________ • _. _ • _______ ._ 

f~:!~: ___ ::::: ::::: ::::: :::::: ::::::::::::::::::: 
19~~~/fSO.- ••• -•• - -- ••• - -- --- - --•• - - - -- -- -- -- - ----

ADS/SF ____ •••• __ • _____ • ________________________ _ 
ADS/OC ••• _ •• _______ •• _. ________ . ____________ • _'_ 
IDA _ •• ____ •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 
I DS/fSO •••••••••••••••••••••• _ ••••••• _ •••••••••• 
AFDF ••••••••••••••••••• _ ••••••• ______ ••••••••••• 

Request 

Amount 

·.$246. ui 
• 160.00 

387.76 
100.00 . 
20.00 

246.00 
211.76 
50.00 

320.00 
1,059.25 

100.00 
3£0.00 
386.76 
4SO.00 

100.00 
320.00 
193.38 
500.00 

1,448. 63 

74.13 
96.15 

320.00 
500.00 

50.00 
120.63 
375.00 
275.00 
15.00 

'Paid In I 

S2,4. 60 
160.00 
sd.oo· 

100.00 
20.00 

24.60 
75.00 
SO. 00 

320.00 
372.00 

100.00 
320.00 

SO. 00 
450. 00 

100.00 
320.00 
25.00 

500.00 
435.00 

74.13 
24.10 

320.00 
500.00 

SO. 00 
24.13 

375.00 
275.00 
15.00 

Appropriation 

Amount Paid In I 

Ndne' __ ..... ..,:. .... : ...... .1..;. 

SI60.00 SI60.00 
225: 00 . 25. 00-

SO. 00 SO. 00 
• 20. 00 20. 00 

23.01 
211.76 

None 
None 

1,059.25 

None 
320.00 
193.38 
225.00 

50.00 
320.00 
193.38 
225.00 

1,448.63 

50.00 
24.13 

320.00 
225..00 

25.00 
120.63 
320.00 
225.00 

5.00 

12.30 
75.00 

372. 00 

320.00 
25.00 

225.00 

50.00 
320.00 
25.00 

225.00 
435.00 

So. 00 
24.13 

320.00 
225.00 

25.00 
24.13 

320.00 
225.00 

5.00 1977: . 
f~:/o~ ___ :::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ~~:~ . ~:M JJ:~ 
:g~~~~::::::::::~:::::::::::::.::::::::::::::::: ~~:88 ~~:88 . 3~:~ 

24.13 
. 20.00 

SO. 00 
375.00 

1!t~D;llem'ntll; .•. - -" '. .: ....• •. 

. '. ~.'~~~~~r~~~~~~~~~~~;~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~·~'~~~~~· ~"" ···~~ft.·:· , .. ···~~ft: ..... :: '. iIi': 
19~::OF-- ••• -- •• _ •• __ ••••••••••••••••• _ •••• _ --..... 10.00 10.00 .. 10.00 

:. ilia' • ," •. 00 
.' 1 .OCI·· 
'. '. 55.00 .. 

10.00 

ADB/OC... •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 203.57 20.36 . 167.99 ADB/SF. ____________ • ____________ .______ _________ 60_ 00 60.00 49.51 
IDB/OC ____ • ________ .. ___________ • __ • ____ ._. ____ • 400. 00 ~. 00 365.27 
IDB/FSO _____________ ._._._. _________ • _______ .___ 200.00 200.00 '114.72 
IBRD .. __ ._ .......... __ ._._ ......... _ ..... _ ..... _ 522.94 52.30 380.00 
IDA_ •• __ .. _ .... _. _______ ........... _ ........... _ 1,175.00 I, 7SO. 00 800.00 
IFC ____ •• __ ..... _ •• ______________ • _______ ._._____ 44.60 44.60 38. 00 

19~::DL--------.---.-.---------------.-.---.-.--- 10.00 10.00 10.00 
ADB/OC. ____ ••••• ____ • ___ ...... _______ .. ____ ••• _ 239.15 23. 92 194.54 

f~:foL:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 5~J~ ~U~ ~1~ IDB/FSO. __ ._. ____ ._ ______________ __ __ __________ _ 325.28 325.28 175.00 
IBRO __________ •• ________________________ • _____ • _ 665.90 66.59 163.08 
IDA __ • ______ • _________ ._. _______________ ._._____ 1, ~O.' ~ 1,500.00 1,258. 00 
IFC __ • _. _______ • ___ ...... __________ .. ___ ... ____ • 40.05 40.05 
AFDF ______________ ._. _____ • _____ • _______ • _____ .. 25.00 25.00 25.00 

16. 80 
49.51 
36.53 

114.72 
38.00 

800.00 
38.00 
10.00 

19.45 
70.49 
27.30 

175.00 
16.31 

1,258.00 
40.05 
25.00 

I Figures show portion of total request or appropriation to be actually p.id in. Rem.inder is callable capital. 
I MOV: Maintenance of value payments due as a consequence cf the 1972 and 1974 devaluations of the dollar. 
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TTU'TERNATIONAL BANK PROGR431 E3fPHASES 

The international development banks are reuively nonpolitical in- 
. . .  . . .  . . . . .  . . . . .  . . stitutions, barred by their charters froiii interfering in the political . 

. . . .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  affairs of .their membeks a'n.d.instructed tha t  only .impprtially'weigl~ecl . .  
. ,' . economic coqsiderations shall be relevant to th~irdecisipns.~ The banlrs r ". 

provide loans, guaranteed by. host country go:overnments; to.financc . . 
specific developnlent projects in p o o ~  countries. An extensive l~roccss . 
in which their staffs review the project's economic and development 
prospects precedes the authorization of loans. Tlie World Bank is 
doininant among the four institutions. I n  fiscal year 1977 the IBRD 
accounted for four-fifths of all the hard loans, and IDA two-thirds 
of the soft loans ap roved by the international development banks. 
Because of its size, t g e TT70rld Bank has had a major impact in shap- 
ing the developnlent olicies and plans of its borrower countries and. 
in recent gcnrs, has oken played a leading role in the evolution of in- 
ternational development theory. The three regioilal banks have usually 
focused on adapting multilateral assistance to the special conditions 

. . and needs of their areas and have generally had a major impact on 
development trends and conditions in their particular regions. 

The World Bank and the other international agencies have tradi- 
tionally been rather cautious organizations and, though in recent years 
they have tended to be more oriented to "development" and less to sim- 
ply "investment" criteria, they continue to be institutions whose funda- 
mental policies and approaches are based on Western marketplace eco- 
nomic principles. Their basic concerns-sound rates of economic and 

: : . . finnilcia1 return. on capital, creditworthiness and economic perform- 
. . .  . . .  . . ;._ . . - , . . . '  . . . 

.. I . :.. .....:.. .....:. . . .  .. . . . . . . . . .  ' .  . " . . .: hnce.of the praspective borrower and absorbtive cdpacitr-remain cen- . . . . .  . . . . .  :<: . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ;, :..::. ... . .  . . .  . . . . . . . .  . . .. ,:' :.: ::.trd-1 fattors ..in .theit. proc-es for; 9 ~raising'.ne~v project. loass. Tlly. 
. . 

' " . ,. t hl.ee kgibna1 biriks.hiiVe tended~t~&cus.moree~ii  iiisttitYt.ioh b$ir$qg: ' , ,  .: 

, strengthening specific organizations and'systems-i'ri borrower counti;ies. : ' . . 
while the.Forld Bank frequently has gone beyond this to seek basic 
changes in the national economic policies of its borrower countries. I t  
has often been rather successful using its lending power as leverage 
to encourage nations to change their priorities and adopt policies the 
Bank believes more a propriate to their situations. 

The international ! evelopment banks have historically placed more 
emphasis on infrastructure, industry, and other large-capital develop- 
ment projects than have most. other bilateral and multilateral develop- 
ment organizations, though in recent years they hare espanded. some 
of their emphasis on socioeconoinic concerns. Table 6 shows the nb- 
solute and percentage distribution of lending by the World Bank ancl 
the other international development banks in recent decades. 

4 .4rticles of .iprce~neqt of the International Bank fo r  Reconstruction nnd Derelonment. 
art. I\:, sec. 10. The charters of the three other international de~e lopmen t  banks  contain 
ainfl lnr  lnnauage requiring them also t O  remain nonpolitical in their decisions nnd 
operations. 
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Th""TERNATIONAL BANK PROGRAM EMPHASES 

The international development banks are reJJU:ively nonpolitical in­
stitutions, barred by their chart~rs froni interfering in the political 
affairs o~ .their memb~I:s ahd 'in~truct~d .that only imp!lrti"lllly 'weighed . 

. economic cOl\siderations shall be r~~evant to thcirdecisipns.4 The banks 
provide loans, guaranteed ·by. host country governments; to' finance 
specific development projects in poor countries. An extensive process 
in which their staffs reVIew the project's economic and develgpment 
prospects precedes the authorization of loans. The World Bank is 
dominant among the four institutions. In fiscal year 1977 the IBRD 
accounted for four-fifths of all the hard loans, and IDA two-thirds 
of the soft loans approved by the international development banks. 
Because of its size, the 'Vorld Bank has had a major impact in shap­
ing the development policies and plans of its borrower countries and. 
in recent years, has often played -a leading role in the evolution of in­
ternational development theory. The three regional banks have usually 
focused on adapting multilateral assistance to the special conditions 
and needs of their areas and have generally had a major impact on 
development trends and conditions in their particular regions. 

The World Bank and the other international agencies have tradi­
tionally been rather cautious organizations and, though in recent years 
they have tended to be more oriented to "development" and less to sim­
ply "investment" criteria, they continue to be institutions whose funda­
mental policies and approaches are based on Western marketplace eco­
nomic principles. Their basic concerns-sound rates of economic and 
financial ret1,lrn. on capital, creditworthiness a~d economic perform-

'. : . . . .~. .. . ,~"an.ce.oft!le P!,Qspe~~iye .. bOJ:ro~er an~ abs.~r~tive ~ripa.city-remain cerr-
. . "~ .. " .,:: .. ". : .. <~~ .: · .. -tt:lYl. f~e~?~5.m: th~~f pr~c~es .fo~: ~p.pr!lIslll~·.~.e~ p!93e~t.loa~s: !h:e-

... three reglOnalbank~rhavetended to' {ocus·moF-c.on Uist1tutl~n buil.q.il\g,· 
str~ngthening specific organizations and 'systemslJi Qorr?wet COll~.tde~ .. 
wIllIe the ·World Bank frequently has 'gone beyond thIs to see.k baslc 
changes in the national economic policies of its borrower countries. It 
has often been rather successful using its lending power as lererage 
to encourage nations to change their priorities and adopt policies the 
Bank believes more appropriate to their situations. 

The international development banks have historically placed more 
emphasis on infrastructure, industry, and other large-capital develop­
ment projects than ha ve most other bilateral and multilateral develop­
ment organizations, though in recent years they ha ,-e expanded some 
of their emphasis on socioeconomic concerns. Table 5 shows the ab­
solute and percentage distribution of lending by the World Bank and 
the other international development banks in recent decades . 

• Articles of A!(reement of the International Bank for Reconstruction nnrl DeI"elopment. 
art. IV, sec. 10. The chHrters of the three other International de\'elopment Imnks contain 
sim.llnr Innguage requiring them also to remain nonpolitical In their decisions nnd 
opera tions. 
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TABLE 5.--INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT BANK LENDINC, BY SECTOR 

[Amounts i n  millions of dollarsl 

WORLD BANK . . 

1 w 7 3  1975-77 . 1978 . . . .  . . .. . . .  . s k t o r .  . .  A ~ o u n t  Percent Ambunt .percent . . .  A.mount ..Percent . . . .  : 
. . 

Agriculture ..... i ............. .-: .... 3:210 
Education ...I ...................... 883 
Energy .............................................. 
Industry (including DFC's) ........... 3,283 
Nonprojkt ......................... 310 
Population. ........................ 66 
Power.-. .......................... 3,706 
Technical assistance ................. 14 
Tourism.. ......................... 80 
Transportation and communication .... 5,570 
Urbanization ........................ 52 
Water and sewrape ................. 708 

Total lending 1 ................ 17 879 
............ Amount IDA- (5: 268) 

INTER-AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT BANK 

1961-73 1973- 77 1978 

Sector Amount Percent Amount Percent Amount R t w n t  

Agriculture ......................... 
........................ Education.. 

Energy ........................... :-- 
U p a r t  financin d; ---- - - ;- - -- -- -- ----- 
Industry ( l d u  ~ n g  DFC s) ........... 
Power.. ........................... 
Technical assistance .................. 
Tourism ........................... 
Transportation and communlcatlon .... 
Urbanization ................. ......, 

.Water and sewerage 

. - 
ASIAN DEVELOPMENT BANK 

1966-72 1973-77 1978 

Sector Amount Percent Amount Perant  Amount Petwnt  

A riculture 125 13.1 924 28.1 318 26.8 
~iueation.::::::::::::::::::::::::: 7 .7 41 1.3 30 L 6  
Health ............................................................................. 39 3.3 
Industry (including DFC's) ........... 236 24.7 674 20.5 282 24.4 
Power.. ........................... 273 28.6 21.9 249 21.5 721 

18.2 Transportation and communication .... 204 21.4 600 138 11.9 
Urbanlzatlon and water .............. 110 11.5 330 10.0 110 9.5 

................ Total lendme 1 955 100.0 3,291 100.0 1,159 100.0 
(Amount special funds)..-- (202) (21.2) (465) (29.3) (380) (328 )  

AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FUND 

1974-77 1978 

Sector Amount Percent Amount Percent 

Agriculture ......................................--- 118 33. 7 
Transport .......................................... 91 26.9 
Public ut~l i t ies ...................................... 73 20. 9 
Health and education ................................ 65 18.6 

Total lending I ................................ 350 100.0 172 1W.O 

'Totals may not add due to roundlnt. 
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TABLE 5.-tNTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT BANK LENDING, BY SECTOR 

[Amounts in millions of dollars) 

WORLD BANK 

1~73 1975-77 . 1978 

AlIJount Pertent .Amount ·Pertent '. ~:mount .. Perten t . 

~~~Ut'i~~~::~:::::::::::::::::::::: 3'ill la 6, ~i~ 2U 3, ~~~ ~J 
Energy.... .••••••••••••••••.•.•••••••••••.••..••••••••.•..• 199 8.3 ••••••••.•..•••••••••••. 
Industry (including DFC's).... .•••••• 3,283 18.4 4,768 19.9 1,302 15.5 
Nonprolect......................... 310 1.7 1,401 5.9 155 1.8 
Population......................... 66 .3 130 .5 58 .7 
PoweL............................ 3,706 20.7 3,174 13.3 1,146 13.6 
Technical assistance................. 14 0 70 .3 20 .2 
Tourism........................... 80 .4 208 .9 50 .7 
Transportation and communication.... 5,570 31. 2 4,827 21. 4 1,314 15.6 
Urbanization........................ 52 .3 444 1.9 369 4.4 
Water and sewerau................. 708 4.0 955 4.0 375 4.5 ---------------------------------------Total lending I................ 17,879 100.0 23,909 100.0 8,411 100.0 

AmountIO~._........... (5,268) (29.4) (5,634) (23.6) (2,313) (27.5) 

INTER·AMERICAN OEVELOPMENT BANK 

1961-73 1973-77 1978 

Sector Amount Percent Amount Pertent Amount Pen:ent 

.' 
Agriculture......................... 1,283 23.6 1, 475 22. 9 239 13.5 
Education.......................... 197 3.6 342 5.3 95 5.4 
Energy............................................................................. 766 43.2 
Export financing........ ............. 91 1.7 86 1.3 45 2. 5 
Industry (Including OFC·s)........... 813 14.9 1,145 17.8 319 1&.0 
Power............................. 973 17.9 1,425 22.1 ....................... . 
Technical assistance ......... :....... 100 1.8 90 1.4 31 1. 8 
Tourism ........................... 35 .6 85 1.3 32 1.8 
Transportation and communication.... 951 17.5 1,079 If1.? 194 10.9 
Urbanization........................ 402 7.4 134 2 . .0 •••• _ ....... ~ ••••••••••• 

·Water ~nd sewerage ........ , •• ~ .... _· 596 11.0 587 9.1' 149 ~. 4 

:.!'O!l~leni!in~;-:·7·~· ..... ·~·_ :...,~,'W):~ . • t~:.~)·' ·(·2,6.m)'< ~~'i) l'/m, I.. (1~.g .' .: 
.. moullt· SO ......... .,..... '" . ..' .'. "......., .... -:- ).: :'.: ... . .. ': 

ASIAN D~El(}PMENT BAN K 

1968-72 1973-77 

Sector Amount Percent Amount Percent 

Agriculture......................... 125 13.1 924 28.1 
Education.......................... 7 .7 41 1.3 
Health ............................................................................ . 
Industry (including DFC·s)........... 236 24.7 674 20.5 
Power.............. ............... 273 28. 6 72\ 21. 9 
Transportation and communication.... 204 21.4 600 18.2 
Urbanization and wateL............. 110 11.5 330 10.0 

Total lending I .............. .. 
(Amount special funds) ..•. 

Sector 

955 
(202) 

100.0 
(21,2) 

3,291 
(965) 

AFRICAN DEVELOPMENT FUND 

1974-77 

Amount 

100.0 
(29.3) 

Percenl 

Agriculture...................... ........ ........... 118 33. 7 
Transport........................ .................. 94 26.9 
Public utilities...................................... 73 20.9 
Health and education................................ 65 18.6 

1978 

Amount Pen:ent 

318 26.8 
30 2.6 
39 3.3 

282 24.4 
249 21.5 
138 11.9 
110 9.5 

1,159 100.0 
(380) (32. 8) 

1978 

Amount Percent 

66 38.4 
57 33.3 
18 9.3 
32 19.1 -----------------------------------Total lending ,..... .................. ......... 350 100.0 172 100.0 

'Totals may not add due to rounding. 
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World Bank 
The World Bank's early efforts reflected the widely accepted view 

that growth in the poor countries was mainly blocked by weaknesses 
in their economic infrastructure. Over 60 percent of its loans between 
1946 and 1962 were .concent'rated in the tramortation and electric 
,payer .sectors. I n  the early 1060's. i t  expanded its emphasis on indus- 
try an'd agriculture, mainly funding high-skill.. large-scale projects 
which reflected the then-current concern with levels of efficiency and 
productivity in LDC economies. Since 1968, the World Rank lihsbepin. 
to reflect the present concern with basic human needs and income dis- 
tribution through its growing emphasis on "new style" projects and 
its programs designed to help more directly the poorest people in 
its borrowcr conntries. Most of its loans still go for capital intensive 
infrastn~ctnre. ifiductrial, or ag~icllltural projects. areas where it hns 
an established expertise and the demand from its borrower countries is 
strong? but the Bank seems also to be expanding its emphasis on rural 
development and socially oriented  project^.^ 
Inter-America.% Development Bank 

The IDR has taken n different path from that of the World Bank. 
though in the last decade there has been increasing similarity in their 
activities. It was founded in 1959 because the Latin American coun- 
tries ve5e concerned that the global dcvclopment bank mas too pre- 
occupied *with infrastructure and not involved enough with "social" 
and industrial or agricultural aid. I n  its first 5 years, 1961-65, virtu- 
ally all its loans went for agricultural, industry, or social infrastruc- 
ture projects (housing, water, and sewerage). After 1966. problems 
mith its early programs and funding limitations forced the IDR to  

. . . . . reassess its activities. The I D B  ,bepan to resemble the World Rnnk as . . . . . . . . " '  . . : . . . ;  . . .  . .i. .. .' .. .. ". .  . . . . , . .  .' it continued its ernphasis.on agriculttlrn14and industrial programs and 
- : ,,.: . , . ' ' . -. " ." '.' 

. . . .. . 
. . 

. . .. . . a .  . .  . . .. ' .:. increq&ed.i@?~~oety oii,ecopqmic i.nfrastrudure. I n  recent years,: the.. . '. . 
- .  

_ .  . . 
. .' ., . .. . - ' . I D 3  hiis .beCn &giin'.reco$sideri'ng i&.'m1i3 t$fld,'vith:~:~:. en.qmra@:. '.; ... 

. . .  . . ment, giving more emphasis to aid for 1ow;in'cbme count~ies and as: ' .  - ' 

sistance-particularly in agriculture-aimed more d k c t l y  a t  the 
poor.6 The TDB Charter Tas amended in 1976 to give social develop- 
ment equal standing mith economic development as n goal of the 
agencg. The IDR is a "borrowers' bank." dominated by the preferences 
of its borrower countries, however, and most Latin American govern- 
ments seem to emphasize economic growth and industrial and n ~ i -  
cultural modernization. This mag limit the estent to which the TDB 
can gil-e additional emphasis to "new style" programs. 
-4sizn DeveZopmeni Bank 

The ADB has been n rather c n l ~ t i o ~ ~ s  institution \~liicll has tendctl 
to focus its loans in capital-heavy development ]>rejects. A i-elatit-ely 
small funding agency in n l a r p  capital-stnrv~tl v~gion. i t  seems to 
take n mthrr narrov view of its rolc in Asian development, and 
its lending pattern suggests adherence to n rien- that its strategy 

:\ 1978 Concreseionnl Research Serrlce s todp said that.  for 4 2  Dercent of WorlB Bnnk 
1977 loans. the noorest n-erp intended direct beneficiaries of much or most of the aid. 
1J.S. Concress. Horise. Cornrnitte~ on Appropriations. Suhcornmlttee on Foreicn Opcm- 
tions. "Foreicn .lssistnnce nnd Relntwl Agencies .\pproprlntlons for 1479" (hearings) .  
pt. 5. printinr the  CRS stndg "Torrards an Assessment of the Effect i~eness  of the Wnrld 
Rank rind the Inter-American Derelopn~ent Bank in Aldlng the Poor." Sfor. 10. 107S. 
DZth Conc.. 2d sess.. ~ ' p .  209-10. 

'The  Con~ressionnl Research Service 1978 s h l d s  shored  that the poor~s t  n-ere rlie 
intended dircct recipients of some or the predornlnant benefits of 43 percent of all  IDH 
loans the previous year. Ibfd., pp. 210-11. 

BESTAVAILABLE COPY 

.':., I I, 

'i. ~:" .... :.: , ..... 
. .... . 

. . 

42 

World Bank 
The W orId Bank's early efforls reflected the widely accepted view 

that growth in the poor countries was mainly blocked by weaknesses 
in their economic infrastructure. Over 60 percent of its loans between 
194i3 and 1962 were .concentrated in the tra~ortation and electric 
.pmyer .sectors, In the early 1960's. it expanded its emphasis on indus­
try and agriculture, mainly rundi.ng high-skilL. large-~ale project~ 
which reflected the then..-current concern with levels of efficiency and 
productivity in LDC economies. Since 1968, the World Bank has-begun. 
to reflect the present concern with basic human needs and income dis· 
tribution through its growing emphasis on "new style" projects and 
its -programs designed to help more directly the poorest people in 
its borrower countries. Most of its loans still go for capital intE'nsiv(' 
infrastructure. industrial. or agricultural projects. areas where it has 
an established expertise and the demand from its borrower countries is 
strong, but the Bank seems also to be expanding its emphasis on rural 
development and socially oriented projects.5 

Inte1'-Amerz·ca.n Development Bank 
The IDB has taken a different path from that of the World Bank. 

thoul!'h in the last decade there has been increasing similarity in their 
activities. It "Was founded in 1959 because the Latin American coun­
tries "Were concerned that the global development bank was too pre­
occupied ·with infrastructure and not involved enough with "social" 
and industrial or agricultural aid. In its first 5 years, 1961-65, virtu­
ally all its loans went for agricultural, industry, or social infrastruc­
ture projects (housing, water, and sewerage). After 1966. problems 
with its early programs and funding limitations forced the IDB .to 

. reassess its activities. The IDB ·began to resemble the World Bank as 

.. ' it cOIitinued its em-ppasi~.on agricultural'and industxi~l programs ~n~ 
. ';' increa,eeQ..it$.'priorjty oif·.~GOnq.mic infrastructure. Ip. recpnt y~ars,:the... '. 

. :IDB hiis 'been ngaitf recoJii;id~riirg it'$ :role Ij.n:a, ·"\Yit.h:U:~: en~llro.ge.~ ..... . 
menL giving more emphasis to aid for low:inconie countries and as~' . 
sistance-particularly in agriculture-aimed more directly at ~he 
poor.6 The IDB Charler was amended in 1976 to gil'e social develop­
ment equal standing with economic development as n goal of the 
agency. The IDB is a "borrowers' bank." dominated by the preferences 
of its 'borrower countries, however, and most Latin American govern­
ments seem to emphasize economic growth and industrial and agri­
cultural modernization. This may limit the e;xtent to which the IDB 
can giye additional emphasis to "new style" programs. 
Asian Det·elopment Bank 

The ADB has been n rather cautious institution which has tended 
to focus its loans in capital-heavy development projects. A relati,-ely 
small funding agrncy in a largor capital-starn'd "r !!i on , it seems to 
take a rath('r narrow view of its 1'01(' in Asian development. and 
its lending pattern suggests adherence to a view that its strntegy 

• A 1078 Cong're.sional Rpsearch Ser ... lce stndy sold that. for 42 percent of World Bank 
1977 loans. the noore,t "'He intpnded direct heneficiaries of much or most of the aid. 
U.S. Con"r ••• , House. Committee on Appropriations. Subcommlttpe OIl Foreien Opera· 
tions. "Foreig'n .\ssistanee nod Tlf'latf'fl .~gencies .\ppropnatlons for 1~79" (I1e,uing'). 
pt. 5. printing thp CRS stndy "TowRrds nn ABse.sment of tlte Elfecti ... ene" of the World 
Bank ROIl the lntpr-Am .. riean D ..... elopment Bank in AIding' the Poor." ~[ur. to. tn7S. 
9;jth Cone .. ::d Sf''' .• pp. ::09-10. 

• The Cnn~ressionnl Research Sordce 1 !l7~ study showed that th .. poorrst wpre the 
intendpd dirpct recipients of some or the predominant benefits of 43 percent of nIl lDB 
loans the prHious year. Ibid., pp. 210-11. 
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should be one emphasizing basic improvements in countries' econo- 
mies. I n  its first 5 pears of operations. 1968-72, over 60 percent of its 
aid was concentrated on power, transportiltion, or other infrastructure 
projects. More recently, i t  has shifted more to~vard agricultiire and 

. industry-particularly ;~gro-industry-and in 1977 nearly half its re- 
sources were channeled to those areas arul another 40 p ~ r t e n t  continued 

. . to go to economic infrastructure. Despitc its niorr .conservative np- 
proach.:though, the ADB has moved along wit11 the other develop- 
ment banks townrrl giving morc emphasis to socin-1 and basic needs 
programs. 
A f pican De,~?eZopme.llt Fund 

The A F D F  is the soft-loan affiliate of the ;2frican Development 
nank. formed in 1973 to supplement the SFDB's hard- lo~n program. 
(The AFDR vas  formed in 1966 2s pnrt of the Psn-African move- 
ment and is limited solely to Africnn members.) The AFDF has its 
own board of directors and separate accounts, but the two a~encies 
shnre the same staff and n common operational progrnm. Both have 
very small promgrams with limited funds. The AFTIB has provided 70 
percent of its aid for infrmtructiire, while the AFTIF has directed 
over half of its assistance for agriculture ancl social programs, most 
of them designed mainly to benefit the poorest c l a~ses .~  . 

P.S. POLlCT OBJECTTITS 

While the United States pursiies a niimber of different policy goals 
tlirougll its participation in the international hanks, development is- 
sues probably hnre hecn the princinal factor slunping U.S. policy in 
the mliltilaternl institutions. The United States has supported the 

, ..' banks because.of their eyperience . a d  skill inmarlagillg sound devel- 
' . opment' .projectk,.iri. ppor countries: ~Vitl~~ut::sec.kir~g.'t~ :detract .from ':. : '. the .bnsi.c hGrnahitari.ipf~, gonls * h i ~ b ~ u d e r l i e  V:S: d~~*e l~pme~nt . .~ l i cg ; i  .. . .. however, i t  ca.n be ;irgued thkt the hank$lia~-e been evqn more imljoi- 

. tant t o  the United States because of their capacity for infliiencing the 
internal priorities and policies of their borro+er nations and their role 
supper-tinq Weste1.11 economic values in the developing world. The 
value of foreign aid per se is useful but limited, as the main fnctors 
determining a country's development prospects are its internal eco- 
nomic nolicies and its consistency in the ~ursui t .  of those norms. 

The United States sees the international agencies ns more effective 
than most bilateral orgauizations in using. leverage to encourage their 
borrowers make the hard economic decisions necessary to remove 
policies or practices inimicable to development. Americans also tend 
to believe that factors such as marketplace economics! free enterprise, 
and an open ~ror ld  trading system nre as conducive to the long-term 
interests of the dcve1opinp.nations as to thcir own, and the United 
States vnliies the iuternational banks 1)rcause of their role buttressing 
\\'ester~l ccollolnic principles and encor~raging cle~~rloping countries 
to find clel-elopment strategies compatible wit11 the basic framework 
of tllc \Tcstri*n rcononlic system. 

' T h e  Treasury Department says  over 60 percent of A F D F  funds nre allocated for  w c h  
loans. U.S. Conpress. House. Con~mittee  on A p ~ r o p r i a t i o n s ~  SLIhcommltee on Foreien 
O p ~ r n t l o n s .  "Forcim Assistnncc .ippropriatlons for  1919" (hearings) .  pt. 1. 0.5th 
 con^., 9d scss.. p. 609. 
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should be onE' emphasizing basic improvements in countries' econo­
mies. In its first 1> yE'ars of operations. 1968-72, over 60 percent of its 
aid was concentrated on power, transportation, or other infrastructure 
projects. More rE'cently, it has shift.ed. more toward agriculture and 
industry-particularly ngro-industry-and in 1977 nearly half its re­
sources were channelE'd to those arras and another 40 ppl'ct'nt continued 
to go to Monomic infrastructure. Despite itsnlol"P ·conservative up­
proach,:though, the ADB has moved along- with the other develop­
ment banks towanl giving more emphasis to social and basic needs 
programs. 

African De·"elopmcrli Fund 
TlH' AFDF is thE' soft-loun affiliate of tIlE' African Development 

Bank. formed in 1973 to supplement the AFDB's hard-loan program. 
(The AFDB wa~ formed in HHi6 as part of the Pun-African move­
ment and is limited solelv to Africun members.) The AFDF has its 
own board of directors and separate accounts, but the two ag-encies 
shure the same staff and It common operational program. Both have 
very small programs with limited funds. The AFDR has provided 70 
percent of its aid for infrastructure, while the AFDF has directed 
over half of its assistance for a~riculture and social programs, most 
of them designed mainly to benefit the poorest classes." 

'C.s. POLICY OBJECTIYES 

'Yhile the Uniteil States pursuE'S a number of different policy goals 
through its participati.on in the intE'rnational banks, developmE'nt is­
sues probably hnve been the principal factor shuping U.S. policy in . 

. the multilateral institutions. The United States has 8upport('d the : 
.. banks b~caus~.of tJlcir e~perienceaild skil] in· managing round devel­

opment .p'roj~ts. ii( P~r: cou~tries: Withqut::se~king'tfl :det~act .troIn ... 
... . the ·bnsi.c fl\Hnahitarhu'qionls ~hi.~}rtiJ1:de.r.lie It:S .. d~,·eloflmeI!t .. pelicy'·; .:: ... 

however. it ca·n be lir,!.!tH'd that the bank.;.liav'e bp('n eVNl more imPor- .. 
tant io the United States because of thei.r capacity for influencing the 

. internal priorities and policies of their borrower nations and their role 
supporti.n~ Westel11 C('..onomic values in the developing world. The 
value of foreign aid per se is useful but. limited, as the main factors 
determining It country's denlopment prospects ure its internal eco­
nomic policies and its consistencv in the Tmrsu it of those nonus. 

The United States sees the international agencies as more effective 
than most bilateral organizations in using leverage to encourage their 
borrowers make the hard economic decisions necessary to remove 
policies or practices inimicable to development. Americans also tend 
to believe that factors such as marketplace economics~ free ('nterprise, 
and an open world trading syst.em are us conducive. to the lon~-term 
interests of the developing. nations as to their own, and the United 
States yallles the international banks hecause of their role buttressing 
,Yestern economic principles and enconraging developing countries 
to find deYelopment strategies compatible with the basic framework 
of t hr "Y r"U'1'1l economic system. 

~ The Tr~a"urv Department '8)·S o ... ~r nO p~rc~nt of AFDF funds are allocated for R'lCh 
loans. U.S. Con!<ress. House. Committ~e on .\ppropriation,. Suhcommltee on For~i<m 
Operation,. "Forehm "\ssistnnce •••. \ppropriatlons for HI;!)" (hearings). pt. 1. 95th 
('ong-., ~d sess .. p. 609. 
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On the whole, t.110 United States also S m s  to find the l~anks' loan 
programs compatible mith the priorities of its bilaterd program. I t  
has sought to encourage the international agencies to place more em- 
phasis on basic hnman needs and procrams tnrrr~ting direct aicl to the 
poor, wh:le continuing to recognize that the banks' primary emphasis 
on capitnl-intensice pi-ojects is needed to  aER3evc a. balanced overall 
approach to world doyelopment. 

. . .  Besides these devclapment gods, the United States has other policy 
concerns in the international banks. The Gnited States has traclition- 
ally supported the inultilater~l apncies as vehicles for rncollraging 
other donors to share the burden of funding iilternational derelop- 
ment.. This remains tt U.S. goal even though in recent years the sitlla- 
tion hns changed and other nations are now trying to persnacle t!lis 
country to match their greater emphasis on multilaternl aicl. The 
United St.ates has nlso found the banlrs useful forums for enco~~raging 
cooperation between the rich and poor nations on wor!d development 
problems. While the multilateral banks program are not an appropriate 
focus for short-term U.S. forei,m policy concerns. the international 
agencies hare normnllv been usedul long-term vehicles for channeling 
assistance to nations of particular importnnce to the United States. 
The three regional banks play R major role affecting U.S. relations 
mith their member countries, and foreign policy considerations vier? a 
a major reason behind initinl U.S. participation in each of those 
institut;ons. 

US. HILICY COORDINATIOS PROCEDT- 

,4s the agencv mainly responsible. fbr directing G.S. policy townrd 
the interna.t,ional banks, the Treasury is concerned both that tlie bnnlcs 
hare the flexibility and resources they need to foster world clel-elop- 

. . lnent and that they pursue sound economic policies tlnd practices com- 
. .. : .  . . . . ... . . . .. . . . . . . . . patiblc nith U.S:.interestsand bnsic.TJ.S. intern;ltionnl.ecbnou~ic pol- ,. . .. ... .* , .. *:, . . .. . . . . . .. . . . : . . I .. , :; .. . .I:: .. .. : . - . . . . . . ... . .- :. : icy comrn$l Becau.cpe jt -is. ~ e s p o ~ i b l e  fpl.r."con@eisionaJ ;qla tioris. ::.. . 

- .. . . .  . .. . . '. 
. . . .. ' . 'concerninq' p"tlw'..i.riternnti6njil banks. Tr~asni.5. has .be&, s<iisitirc in : 

rece.nt yehrs to issues such as human rights. besic human needs. clirect . 
aid to the poor. restrictions on multilateral'lending for certain a p i -  
cultural products, limits on the salaries of bank employees: and other 
inat'ters of concern to Congress as a whole or ililportant con,aressionnl 

' 

committees. I n  many instances, Treasury arguments in these areas 
seem to reflect congressional views more thnn they do the Department's 
own traditional concerns as i t  attempts to influence bank 1)olicirs in 
these matters. 

Until 1978. the mnin foninm for coordinating U.S. policy far  the 
international banks n-as an interngene? committee, the Sational Atl- 
~-iso~.;v Council for International Monetary and Financial Polic- 
(9AC).  Chaired by Treasuq, the S A C  consists of five other mcnl- 
b e r s t h c  Departments of State and Commerce. the Fecleral Reserve. 
the Esl~ort-Import B:lnk. and-since 1978-the -4gency for Tntcrna- 
tional De\-elop~nent (AID).  I t  :~'lso receives activr pa~-ticil,atinll from 
other nonmenlkl- arencies. Policy is penernllg ma.cle on a caw-l,y-cace 
basis. tllroupll analysis of mllltilatcral bank lown ~~roposals and intcr- 
;igency colisnltations regarding C.S. policj- iiwds. 1)ccisions 1)y thr 
S A C  n1.e ncl~isory only, nnrl the Treasury S e c r c t : ~ ~ ~  lnctains thr :111- 
tllority to instruct U.S. rcprcelltatires at the l,anl<s. but in 111ost. ill- 
stances its reconlmendatioi~s :we the basis for U.S. policy in tl~osc 
institntions. 
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On the whole, t.he, United States also seems to find the banks' loan 
programs compatible with the priorities of its bilateral program. It 
has sought to encourage the international agencies to place more em­
phasis on basic human needs ann prog-mms tnr!!'f'ting rlired aid to the 
poor, wh:Ie cO!1tinuing to recognize that the banks' primary emphasis 
on capital-intensh:e projects is needed to at1TieYc a balanced overall 
approach to world clcyelopment. . 
. Besides these deyclopment goals, the United States has other· policy 

concerns in the internllt"ional banks. The united States has tradition­
a11y ·supported the multilateral agencies as vehieles for l'ncouraging 
other donors to share the burden of funding international develop­
ment. This remains tt U.S. goal even though in recent years the sitlla­
tion has changed ann other nations are now trying to persuade this 
country to match their greater emphasis on multilateral aiel. Thl' 
United St.ates has also found the banks useful forums for encouraging 
cooperation rn-tWf.'en the rich and poor nations on world oevelopment 
problems. While the multilateral banks program are not an appropriate 
focus for short-term U.S. forei~ policy concerns, the intHnational 
agencies have normnlly been use.iul long-term "ehides for channeling 
assistance to nations of particular importance to the Uniteo States. 
The three regionnl banks play II. maior role affecting U.S. relations 
with their member count-ries, and foreign policy considerations were a 
a majol: reason behind initial U.S. participation in each of those 
institutions. 

U.S. POLICY COORDINATIOX PROCEDt""RES 

As the agency mainly responsible for directing U.S. polic:v toward 
the international banks, the Treasury is concerned both that the bunks 
haye the flexibility and resources they need t~ foster world deYelop­
ment and that they pnrs.ue sound economic policies and practices com-

. . . p-atibk with U.S: 'intE'rests'l':nd b!l~ic' U.S. interJl!l tional econoU1ic pQ.I- .. 
.. ','. ' ....... :" )c:r cO~rns;· ~~cau~~j~ ·I~· !esPQ~ible f~r::·cQngreSsi~na)~·;~~tlo~s. :: .. ~. 

... . . ·coITc·ernIn!?"the·:rriternahonal banks. Treasury ha~ 'be?n' seilsltI\'c m ' .. 
recent years to issues such as human rights. b~sic human needs. direct . 
aid to the poor. restrictions on multilateral']ending for certain agri­
cultural products, limits on the salaries of bank employees, and other 
matters of concern to Congress as a whole or important cong-ressional 
committees. In many instances. Treasury arguments in these areas 
seem to reflect congressional views more than they do the Department's 
own traditional concerns as it attempts to influence bank policil's in 
these matters. 

Until 1978. the main fOnlm for coordinating- U.S. policy fo\' the 
international banks was an interagency committee, the Xational Ad­
"iSOI'Y Council fo1' International Monetary and Financial Polic\' 
(NAb). Chaired by Treasury, the NAC consists of five othH m(,lll­
bers-the Departments of Stat~ and Commerce. t.he Federal Re~e]'w. 
the Export-Import Bank and-since 1978-the A~!"('nc~o fo!' Interna­
tional Dewlopment (AID). It also recei"e:o actin> p:lI'ticipation from 
other nonmember agencies. Policy is aenernl1y made on a ca~l'-I)\'-ca<:e 
basis. through analysis of multilittenll bank loan propo"ab and ·intrr­
agency consul.tations regarding U.S. pol icy n<'ecls. Dccisiom by t 1H' 
~A(, are adnsory on1:1/, ane] the Treasury Secrrtan- \'('tains thr :11\­

thority to instruct U.S. r('pr('~entatiYes at the bank,,', bllt in 1ll0"t in­
stances its recommendations al'e the basis fo!, C.S. polic,o in tho~(' 
institutions. . 
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The other NAC member agencies also have their own concerns which 
they bring to interagency deliberations. State and AID are probably 
the other members with the most active concern about multilateral 
agency programs. The State Department has a number of sometimes 
conflicting concerns which i t  seeks to reflect in its position on U.S. bank 
policy. I t s  economic bureau is interested in developing policy and 
the impact the international :bank programs may have on North-South 
relations, while its regional bureaus are co~~cerned with the way specific 
loans or votes might affect ,US. relations with their client countries, 
aud tile intelaationnl organization bureau is interested mainly in 
broad political concerns. A I D  representatives generally review the 
development policy issues which come before the NAC, and its country 
desks and functional experts usually examine the quality of bank pro- 
posals and their possible impact on existing U.S. bilateral aid 
programs. 

The Commerce Department, Eximbank, and Federal Reserve are 
on the NAC for reasons mostly related to their institutional duties or 
because it reviews their own international loan operations. The Com- 
merce Department concentrates mainly on procurement and statistical 
issi~es. \rhile the Federal Rewri-c rxalliincs the intenln.tiona1 monetary 
impact of different NAC loan programs. The Eximbank shepherds its 
own loan programs through the NAC and watches how the multilateral 
program  night. affect its operations. 

The Agriculture Department is the most active of the nonmember 
agencies. I t s  representatives guide USDA food-for-peace loan ro- 
posals through the NAC review process and its functional and tecLi-  
cal specialists generally provide detailed assessments of multilateral 
bank agricultural loan proposals. Other participating agencies-the 
Departments of Transportation and Energy, for esample-provide 
similar technical analyses of loan proposals.when requested, while- . . . . . . .  . . . .  other ngenci63 mainly attend NAC sessions keep nbreast df the issues.,. . . .  . .  . . .  . . .  ..... . . .  ;, . ...;.......... . . .. -. ..-.;.. . .-. . . . .  . . . . .  ....... . : . . . . . . ' .  . . .  . . . .  ,.: ;>? . . .  . . . . : .  . . .  . . . . . , RECENT CWRDINATIO~ EFFORTS ' ' 

The ~ a & r  administration% 1978 reorganization of the Development 
Coordination Committee created a special interagency subcommittee, 
subsequently termed the Working Group on Multilateral Assistance 
(nT1G1fA4). to oversee U.S. policy toward the international develop- 
ment banks. Previously, the DCC had-but never exercised-jurisdic- 
tion over multilateral aid policy ns part of its general autllority to re- 
view all elements of U.S. development policy. Headed by the Assistant 
Secretary of Treasury for International ,4ffairs, the new sirbcommit- 
tee consists of members from State, AID, Agriculture. Esinnbank, the 
Federal Re~erve, Office of Management and Budget, and the National 
Security Council. Like the NAC, which was also continued in existence, 
the W G J I A  usually meets at ,z staff level for its routine working 
sessions. 

T l l ~  nru- TT'TG3I.l has been assirned the task ?f examining indi- 
vidnal loans and projects, revirwing general policy and budgetary 
qiirctions. and identifying isci~cs for considrmtion 13.v the full DCC. 
I ts  jurisdiction and flinctions are virtually identical to those of the 
YAq. as are the menlbershil,~ of the two panels. 

Critics have charred that the old N,4C process has been too narrow 
i l l  its opp~.ations. too rlunrsherl in t l ~ c  dctnils of thr indirid~~nl bank 
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The other NAC member agencies also have their own concerns which 
they bring to interagency deliberations. State and AID are probably 
the other members with the most active concern about multilateral 
agency programs. The State Department has a number of sometimes 
conflicting concerns which it seeks to reflect in its position on U.S. bank 
policy. Its economic bureau is interested in developing policy and 
the impact the international bank programs may have on North-South 
relations, while its regional bureaus are concerned with the way specific 
loans or votes might affect U.S. relations with their client countries, 
and the international organization bureau is interested mainly in 
broad political concerns. AID representatives generally review the 
development policy issues which come before the NAC, and its country 
desks and functional experts usually examine the quality of bank pro­
posals and their possible impact on existing U.S. bilateral aid 
programs. 

The Commerce Department, Eximbank, and Federal Reserve are 
on the NAC for reasons mostly related to their institutional duties or 
because it reviews their own international loan operations. The Com­
merce Department concentrates mainly on procurement and statistical 
is.'iI1(>s, whil(> th(> F(>dHaJ R(>S(>r\'(> ('xamin(>s the int~ma.tional monetary 
impact of different NAC loan programs. The Eximbank shepherds its 
own loan programs through the NAC and watches how the multilateral 
program might affect its operations. .' 

The Agriculture Department is the most active of the nonmember 
agencies. Its representatives guide USDA food-for-peace loan pro­
posals through the NAC review process and its functional and techni­
cal specialists generally provide detailed assessments of multilateral 
bank agricultural loan proposals. Other participating agencies-the 
Departments of Transportation and Energy, for example-provide 
similar techniQal analyses of loan, proposals· wh~n r.equested, while· 

.. Qtperagenc~e3l!lainly atten~ ~ AC ~ssions U?. k.eep ~bfeast 0'1 ~h~ i~sy.es ... 
. .. :.' ... : .: :" .. ;.: ...... " ~~'. ~ : ..... . " ........ " ... ~"." ~ ... ' "' 

RECENT COORDINATION EFFORT!? 

The Carter administration!s 1978 reorganization of the Development 
Coordination Committee created a special interag;enc~' subcommittee, 
subsequently termed the W orlring Group on Multilateral Assistance 
(WIG)!A). to oversee U.S. policy toward the international develop­
ment banks. Previously, the DCC had-but never exercised-jurisdic­
tion over multilateral aid policy as part of its treneral authority to re­
view all elements of U.S. development policy. Headed by the Assistant 
Secretary of Treasury for International Affairs, the new subcommit­
te(> consists of members from State, AID. Ap"icu1tnre~ Eximbank, the 
Federal Re~erve, Office of Management and Budget, and the National 
Security Council. Like the NAC, which was also continued in existence, 
the WIGMA usually meet!? at It staff le,'el for its routine working 
sessions. 

Tlll' nr", 'VTG~rA has be(>n assigned the task of examining indi­
vidual loans and projects, reviewing general policy and budgetary 
ql1C'<::tions. and id(>ntifving issuC's for considC'ration by the full DCC. 
Its iuri!"diction and functions are virtually identical to those of the 
~AC. as are the memberships of the two panels. 

Critics have charg-ed that the old NAC process has heen too narrow 
ill its operati.ons. too PIl111C'sh(>rl in tIl(' rletai.l" of the indivirlllal bank 
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loan proposals, and too preoccupied with short-term issues to study 
adequately the long-range questions and general polic concerns affect- 

articipation in the banks. The internationa I' banks should be 
granted ing U.S. t ! e presumption of competence on tlgjr individual loan docu- 
ments, critics say, and the U.S. interagency process should concentrate 
on the major issues affecting U.S. policy in the banks. The new 
WIGMA mas originally intended to accomplish that purpose, and the 
participants anticipated that i t  would focus on the priority issues and 
broader questions implicit in bank loan proposals, rather than the 
details of individual loan documents. 

The new subcommittee has existed for less than a year, and there is 
not yet sufficient data for a firm conclusion &as to its ultimate direc- 
tion. The 'CVIGMA largely overlaps the functions of the old NAC, 
though. and the existence of two parallel interagency panels seems a 
potential source of administrative confusion. Avnilable data suggests, 
moreover, that the new DCC subcommittee has also tended to become 
involved in analysis of individual loan documents. This situation 
would not be surprising, for policy issues usually arise in the mul- 
tilateral agencies through gradual adjustments in their loan policies, 
as revealed on a case-by-case basis through their new loan proposals. 
It map be difficult for an interagency committee to focus on broad policy 

b questions when it must cope with the meekly workload of new items 
coming before the banks' executive boards, pet it  may also be hard for 
an interagency panel to deal comptent .1~ mit.h broad U.S. policv gonls 
in the int.ernationa1 institutions unless it has .some direct links to  the 
cnsework throngh which the issues arise. Were snfficient staff avnilable. 
the executive branch might consider a system which separated case- . . work and broad policy deliberations on di f f~wnt  tracks of the same 

. . 
, . 

.interngencv process. Experience with the TVIGM-4 and.NAC sugpsts, 
. . _ . 

. . . .: . . ? , .. . '. - . . .-. - . . . .. . -  
..< . . . . . . '  . ' . home~+-,I t~nt..the,;execu~ive bhnah has not been.very successfu1:in 

. .  , . . . . . . . . . : d e a b g  6 t h  this o ~ ~ ~ z a t i o h a l . p r o b l e m . -  . ' : ':: . .' . . . . .  . . . . , . 

American p~rticipation in international oranizntion p r o m m s  in- 
volves a broad range of activities. some developmental in their foci~s 
but manv others directed largely a t  humanitarian. scientific. educa- 
tional. administrative. pr other nondevelopmental goals. The United 
States supports these international programs through both its as- 
sessed dues in each international organization and its voluntary con- 
tributions to their special programs. Table 6 shows the size nnd share 
of US.-assessed contributions to the different agencies. while table 7 
shows the annual U.S. voluntary payments to  special international 
propams. U.S. participation in these international organization pro- 
grams is principallv directed by the Department of State. 
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loan proposals, and too preoccupied with short-term issues to study 
adequately the long-range questions and general policy concerns affect­
ing U.S. participation in the banks. The international banks should be 
granted the presumption of competence on tJWr individual loan docu­
ments, critics say, and the U.S. interagency process should concentrate 
on the major issues affecting U.S. policy in the banks. The new 
WIGMA was originally intended to accomplish that purpose, and the 
participants anticipated that it would focus on the priority issues and 
broader questions implicit in bank loan proposals, rather than the 
details of individual loan documents. 

The new subcommittee has existed for less than a year, and there is 
not yet suffiripnt data for a firm conclusion as to its ultimate rlirec­
tion. The WIGMA largely overlaps the functions of the old NAC, 
though. and the existence of two paral1el interagency panels seems a 
potential source of administrative confusion. A vnilable data suggests~ 
moreover, that the new DCC subcommittee has also tended to become 
involved in analysis of individual loan documents. This situation 
would not be surprising, for policy issues usually arise in the mul­
tilateral agencies through gradual adjustments in their loan policies, 
as revealed on a case-by-case basis throu~h their ne,v loan proposals. 
It may be difficult for an interagency committee to focuc:; on broad policy 
questions when it must cope with thp weekly workload of new items 
coming before the banks' executive boards, yet it may also be hard for 
an interagency panel to deal competent-Iv with brourl U.S. policy gonls 
in the int.ernational institutions unless it has some diI'e('t links to the 
cnsework through which the issues arise. Wpr(' I=ufficient. staff aVRilable. 
the executive branch might consider a system which separated case­
work and broad policy deliberations on difff'l'Pnt tracks of the !'arne 

. i~teragency process. Experien~ with the WIGM...o\. and.NACsu,Q'!!'Ps1;s, 
h9wev,l!r,' tJ:rnt the.;~xeclI~ive branch has n~t been 'Yery successf~I.-m 
: dealing With t}\is or.g'aitizationalproblem.- . '. ':: . .. :.' '.. .' . . . . .,... 

INTERNATIONAL ·ORGANIZATION PRooRAMS 

American participation in international ortranizntion pro{!'l1lms in­
volves a broarl range of activities. some dpvplopmental in thpir foem; 
but man v others directed la.rgely a.t humanitarian, scientific. ('d~ca­
tional. administrative. or other nondevelopmental I!oals. The Umted 
States supports these international programs throul!h both its as­
sessed dues in each international orl!anization and its voluntary con­
tributions to their special programs. Tahle 6 shows the sizp and share 
of U.S.-assessed contributions to the different agencies. while table 7 
shows the annual U.S. voluntary pavments to special international 
programs. U.S. participation in these 'international or2'anization pro­
grams is principally directed by the Department of State. 
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TABLE 6.--US.-ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

[In thousands of ddlarsl 

fiscal ywr- 

1977. 
1974 1975 1976 1977 petwnt 

I. MAJOR ORGANIZATIONS . Developmental: 
Fwd  and Agriculture Organization (FAO). ............ 
Pan-American Hu l th  Organization (PAHO) ........... 
Wood H w l y  Oraniut ion (WHO) .................... . Emnom~c/rcnnt i t :  
Custom Coopemtion Council ........................ 
General Agrwmant on Tariffs and Trade (GA lT) ....... 
Inter-Ameriun Instiiute of Agricultural Scienrmr. ..... 
Intergovernmental Maritime Consultative Program 

(IMCO). ........................................ 
International Atomic Energy Agency IAEA) 
International Bureau of We! hts and Lusur&-:::::::: 
~ n t a r n a t ~ o ~ ~ . ~ i v i ~  Aviation hrganization (ICAO) ....... 
ICAO Jo~nt Financing Prognm ....................... 
International Coffee Or anization .................... ..................... International institute k r  cotton 
International Whwt Council ......................... 

........ Internatioml Telkommuniutions Union (ITU) 
Or nization of Economic Cooperation and Devdopmnt 

~ECD). ,  ....................................... 
Pan Amerlan I m t i t u b  of CIography and History 

....................................... (PAIGH). 
World Intellaetual Pro rty Or~aniut ion (WIPO).-.. ... 
World Meteordog~al  Rganization (WHO) ............. 

Educationltninin .................... lnternationaf L b o r  Orbnitation. 
UN Educat io~l ,  ScientifE and Cultural Organization 

.................................... (UNESCO).. ................. Humanitar~an: North Atlantic Ice Patml. 

........ 

ic~gie~or iGfe&-on Privatdlntemjtional Law ....-.-... 
l n t e n u t i m ~ l  Criminal Police Organization (InterpoO. .- 
NATO Civilian H w d a w r t e n  -.-......--------------- 

............................ North Atlantic A m m M y  
. Organizatioif of Ameriun S tp ta  (OAS). ....,....-... 

.......... Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) 
United Nations Ernergenty Force (UNEF) and Unihd . Nations Disengngwnmt O b ~ n a t i o n  F o m  (UNDOF).- ................. ..  U n i w m l  Portff@.iaj~ (UPU)..:.,, 

Bureau of I n t M l r t k n r l  Expwitbm .....--- -------- 
Cdumbo Plan Canell ---------- 
Inter-Amefiun Indian Institute ..----.--------------------- 
Inter-American Tropiu l  Tuna Commission. .....- ...-------- ................. International Agency for R e r ~ r c h  on Cancer 
I n t e r n a t i o ~ l  Agrwment, Maintenance of Lights of the R d  SM. .... International Bureau of the Pennanmt Court of Arbitration ...... International Bureau for the Publiutlon of Custom Tariffs 
International Center for the Study of the PresewaUon and Rwto- ............................... ration of Cultural Property 
International Commission for the Consewat~on d AUInticTunas- 
lntsrnat~orul Commission to the Northwest Atlantic Faheria.- ............ International Council for the Expbration of the Sea 

.................... International Council for Scientific Unions 
................... International Hydrographic Organization.. 

International Institute for the Unificdtlon of Prlvate Law.------ 
lntenutionnl b a d  and Zinc Studv G m u ~  ....-.------------- ............ - ~ - ~  - - -  ............. Intornat~onal North Pacific Fhhenes Commission 
lnternatlonal O f f i i  of E p c m t ~ a  -...-----.----------------- .............. International Organization for Legal Meteorology 
International Rubber S t u d ~  Group .---.-..----..------------- . . 
International Seed Testing Association ....................... 
lnternatlonal 
lnternat~onal 

- - - -  ~- 

Tin Council .-.-.-.---.------------------------.. ......................... Whaling Commission. 
Interparliamentary Union .................................. 
North Pacific Fur Seal Commission -----.--.----------------- 
Pan American Railwav Congress Association .................. 
Permanent Internrtional~siociat~on of Navigation Congresses..- 
Postal Unlon of the Americas and Spain ..................... 
South Pacific Commission ..--.--.-------------------------- 
World Tourism Organization ................................ 
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TABLE 6.-U.s.-ASSESSED CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

[In thousands of doll.rsl 

Fiscal year-

1974 1975 1976 1977 
1977. 

p.rcent 

I. MAJOR ORGANIZATIONS 
A. Developmental: 

Food Ind Arriculture Orr.nization (FAO) ... __ ........ $13,151 $13,531 $13,520 $18,347 25.00 
Pin-American Health Orr.niz.tion (PAHO) ________ .. _ 12,650 13,898 15,862 18, 726 61.32 
World Health Orllniution (WHO). __ • __ .............. 28,834 26,802 29,319 38,934 25.43 

B. Economic/scientific: 
Custom Cooperation COuncil •••••••••••••••• _ ••••••• 644 802 80S 991 25.00 
General Aareement on T.riffs .nd TrJld. (GAm ••••••• 1,212 1,511 1,909 2, 079 14.23 
Inter·American Institut. of Aaricultural SCI.nces •••••• 3,m 3,939 4,404 5,105 61.69 
Interlovernmental Maritime Consultativ. Pro,ram 

(lMCO). _ ••••• _ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 120 152 142 242 4.09 
International Atomic En.ray Ar'ncy ~AEA) ••••••••••• 5,422 7,779 7,429 10,515 27.88 
International Bureau of W"Ahts .nd easures •••••••• 134 149 17\ 198 10.00 
International Civil Aviation r,.niZltion (ICAO) ••••••• 2,806 2, 445 3,722 3,730 25.00 
ICAO Joint Financin, Proar.m •••••••••••• _ •••••••••• 2,231 2, 327 2,454 2,362 35.89 
Int.rnational Coffee OrgniZltion •••••••••• _ ••••••••. 281 279 342 360 16. 73 
Internationallnstitut. r Cotton ••••••••••••••••••••• 1,580 1,811 1,916 1,500 56.01 
Intern.tional Wheat CounciL. •••••••••••• __ •• _ ••••• _ 47 60 87 101 14.20 
International Telecommunications Union (ITU) •••••••• 1,511 1,181 1,321 1,930 7.08 

orro~~~~~~.~.~~~.~~~~~~~.~~~.~~~~!.~~_ 7,737 8,434 10, 927 14,267 25.00 
Pan Am.rican Institute of Gtoaraphy and History (PAIGH) ••••••••• __ ._ .......... _________________ 581 195 194 194 60.89 World Intellectual Prorr,rty Orr.niZltion (WIPO) _______ 41 51 62 241 5.59 World Meteoroiorical raaniZltion (WMO) _____________ 1,234 1,571 1,683 2, 599 23.58 

C. Education/trlininr 
6, 728: Intern.tiona lIbor OrllniZltion_ • _____________ .. ____ 7,622 11, 284 17,360 25.00 

UN Educational, Scientific and Cultural Ora.niZltion (UN.ESCO). _______ , _____ """' ____________________ 
15,~ 15, 821 NA 46,600 25.00 D. Humanltan.n: North AUantic Ice Patrol __ .... ____________ 117 125 138 10.55 

Eo Oth.r: 
Clntral Treaty Orllnizltlon (CENTO)_________________ 186 197 200 199 20.00 Haaue Conferenee on Priv.t. Internation.llIw._. ___ .. ______________ .. ______________ 21 5.42 
International Criminal Police Orllnization (Int.rpol)_ __ 107 98 140 120 5.19 NATO Civilian Headquarters ___ ._ .. _________________ 6,727 8,053 7,708 9,Hg 24.20 
North AU,ntic Assembly .... __ .. _ .. __ .. __ ........ ___ 111 126 170 24.20 
Orl.niZltiorl of Am.rican SllItes (OAS) ...... ,........ 22, 290 22, 711 24,100 28, 873 66.00 
Southeast Asia Treaty OrlaniZltion (SEATO) ____ ._.... 272 289 336 202 28.60 
United Nations E/lleraency Force (UN EF) .ad United . 

Nations Dfsen"aement'Observation Force (UNDOF)__ l7,336 28, 836 31,850 25,333 '29.43. 
Uni~rul PostaT~iQII (UPU) __ :_,. ___ , ______ : ___ :__ no.. 154 : .• 177 .: 456 5: 87, .. 

II. MINOR ORGANIzATIONS 
.. 

Bureau of International ElpositIoM ___ •• ___________ 9 8 '11 13 10.72 Columbo Plan COUncll •• _____________________________ 8 8 10 7 3..70 Int.r-American Indian Institute ____________________________ 62 62 61 86 63.54 
Int.r-American Tropical T unl COmmisslon. _________________ 582 709 826 1,071 93.00 
Internation.1 AI.ney for Resea~h on Cancer _________________ 335 397 403 625 13.49 
Internation.ll Aereement, Maintenanc. of U,hts of the Red Sea_ 5 5 12 11 6.10 I International Bureau of the Permanent Court of Arbitritlon ____ 2 2 2 6 6.20 
International Bureau tor the Publication of Custom Tariffs ______ 26 25 28 195 5.11 

I I nternational Center tor the Study of the Preservation and Resto-
91 70 ration of Cultural Property II _____________________________ 114 116 25.00 

International Commission for the Conservation 01 AUintic Tunas_ 25 29 36 38 12.15 
I nternational Commission to the Northwest Atlantic Fisheries __ a 10 13 NA NA 
Internationll Council for the Exploration of the Sea ____________ 16 20 24 28 6.B2 

f International Council for Scientific Unions ____________________ 157 174 185 200 14.66 
International Hydrolraphic Or,aniZltion_. ___ • _______________ 19 19 24 24 6.37 
Internationallnslilute for the Unification of Private lIw _____ 18 18 19 24 6.57 ! Intemation.llIad and llnc Study Group ___________________ 6 6 6 16 6.98 
International North Pacific Fbheries Commission_. ___________ 28 44 55 60 33.33 r 
I nttrnational OffICe of Epizootlcs ___________________________ NA NA NA 26 3.50 
International OrlaniZltion for Legal MeleoroloIY _________ • ____ 39 17 19 26 9.30 International Rubber Study Group ___________________________ 9 11 12 17 10.10 
International Seed Testinl Association_______________________ 2 2 2 2 3.84 International Tin CounciL _________________________________ • __ • ____ . _ ••• _. _______________ 112 13.14 , 
International Whalina Commission •• ________________________ 1 3 5 6 5.67 

l Interparliamentary Union __________________________________ 69 75 104 136 13.61 North Pacific Fur Seal COmmission __________________________ 4 5 4 5 25.00 
Pan American Railway Congress Association .. _________ .. _____ 15 15 15 15 40.20 
P.rmanent International Association of Navi,ation COngresses ___ 3 6 6 6 14.56 
Postal Union of the Americas and Spain _____________________ 44 51 52 65 7.54 
South Pacific Commission __________________________________ 330 398 398 493 20.00 World Tourism Organization ________________________________ 22 32 NA 113 4.53 f 

r 
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TABLE 7 .4s .  VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL OROANIZATIONS 

[In thousands of dollars1 - Fiscal year- 

1977. 
1974 1975 1976 1977 percent 

I. MAJOR ORGANIZATIONS 

"-."- ...-..-.. 
C ~ N T O  M ~ i l r t r r a l  Technical Cooperation Fund ....... $105 $105 
Indus Basta and Tarbela Devdo~mmt Funds ..--.--.-- 9. 000 9.000 
OAS Export Promotion Center--: ..----.-------- I---- ' 467 ' 770 
OAS Specid Devebpmant Auirtrms Fund (SOAF)..--. 4,836 5,622 
PAHO Spkh l  Health Promotion Funds ................ 631 1 759 
UN Oevslopment Program (UNOP) .-.------.-.------- 90,203 77:897 
UN Trust Fund for Darelopment Planning and Pro- 

jections .-.---.------ ------ .. -------.-.-- ------ -- ---- ---- -- - 
................. UNlFAO World Food Program WFP) 70, 000 

West Afrlan Riu, Oevrlooment Association @% 857 ............... 
WHO ~ p e c i d  Programs .............................. 1 561 
WHO Vduotary Assistance Pmgnm ..-----------.---- 1: 500 t % 

Emnomic{scientifE: 
CEN 0 M,u(ttlatenl Science Fund. .-.---,--..-.------ 20 20 
Consulta~va Grwp on Intenutlonal Agricultural Re- 

s e a  7.000 10 655 
0 S P I  Fund 4'000 
UN Environment Program .-,--.----.------------- 7,500 5: 000 

Eduutionflraining: 
OAS Spec@ Multilateral Fund .---.-.-.-------------- 8,791 4,290 
UN Education and Tralnlng Program for Southern ........................................... Africa UJNTPSA) 50 

............................................... UN Inst#ub for Nimibb 
UN Instituta for Trainlng and Rerearch (UNITAR)----.. 400 400 .......... - .....- 

Inter overnmentrl CommMw for- 
E r o w r n  R ~ U ~  ................................ 3,- 3 076 ......................... R+t l e .m t  lndoehinar R e f u m  8 :MO 

UN Ch~ldnn's Fund UNICEO ......................... 15,000 17,000 
UN Oirrster ~ d i e f  0 f b  (UNORO) ........................................... 
UN Fund for PDpulrtlon Activities (UNFPA) .............. 18 000 20 000 
UNIFAO Sahaliun Trust Fund .......................... 2 1600 11618 
UN H i t  Commissmner fo~Refufums Prognms <UNHCR).-. 2,100 1 - 9 6  
UNHC Human~tanan An lNms:  . . 

Indochinere engram in  Thribnd ............................. 5.290 
lndahinas Rcwltlemmt m d  Camp Prognm . ............................ 

..... Swtham IUfkan..: ........................................... : 
Cyprus ....-........-----------*-------------------------- 20,672 
Kurdish ....................... ...................................... ............... ............................................ Lebanon. : 
Mozambique ............................................... 850 

UN Relief and Worka Agency (UNRWA) .................. 29,400 41,055 - ~. 
other: 

Cdumbo P*n Drut Advisory Prn mm.. ........................ 159 ........... UN Emergemy F o m  in C pruc (SNFICYP) ........... 1,621 ............................................. UN Emer my F O ~  in  ski 
UN ~ u n d %  0rut ~buce  Contml ..................... 2,OW 5,600 

Source: Tables 6 and 7: U.S. Deplrbnent of State, lnternatiml Organlulion Affairs Bureau. 

THE RANGE OF I0 PROORAM8 

The diversity of these programs makes U.S. participation in the 
international orpnizations quite complex, and there is not sufficient 
space here for a discussion of all their activities. The United Nations 
Development Program (UNDP) is the big st program in the devel- 
opment area, and the major source of multi F atera1 technical assistance 
to the developing countries. The U N D P  provides a framework for im- 
plementing and assessing technical aid rfforts and coordinates the 
activities of other international orgnnizations-both technical and 
project aid-in recipient countries. It implements inany of its ow11 
Ijrograms through other U.N. specialized agencies. The nely U.N. 
Capital Development Fund complements UNDP activities by provid- 
ing seed capital for projects too small for the multilateral banks and 
other international lenders. 
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TABLE 7.~.s. VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS TO INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS 

(I n thousands of dollars I 

__ Fiscal year-

1974 1975 1976 
1977, 

1977 percent 

I. MAJOR ORGANIZA nONS 

A. Developmental: 
CENTO Multilat.ral Technical Cooparation Fund_______ $lOS 
Indus Basia and Tlrbela Development funds__________ 9,000 
OAS Export Promotion Center_______________________ 467 
OAS Special Development Assistance Fund (SOAF)_____ 4,836 
PAHO Special Health Promotion Funds ___ .____________ 631 
UN Development Prollram (UNDP)___________________ 90,203 
UN Trust Fund for Derelopment Planninl and Pro-

$105 
9,000 

no 
5,622 
1,759 

77,897 

$105 
11,~ 
6,259 
1,941 

100,000 
jections _____________________________________________________________________ _ 

UN/FAO World food Prolram (WFP)_ _ _ ______________ 68, 000 70,000 70,000 
West African Rice Development Assoclatlon___________ 174 857 1,120 WHO Special Prolrams___ _ _________________________ 1,561 2, 500 1,700 
WHO Voluntary Assistance Prolflm__________________ 1,500 1,199 1,500 

B. Economic/scientific: 
CENTO Multilatefll Science Fund____________________ 20 20 21 

$105 
15, 763 

500 
6,300 
2,937 

100,000 

665 
77,380 

942 
4,420 
2,000 

29 
Consultative Group on International Alricultural Re­

se.rch________________________________________ 7,000 10,655 15,100 18, 350 
OAS Special Project Fund_____________________________________ 4,000 6,000 3,700 
UN Environment Prolflm________________________ 7,500 5,000 7,500 10,000 

C. Educationttrainin,: 
OAS Special Multilateral Fund.______________________ 8,791 4,290 
UN Education and Traininl Pro,ram for Southern Africa (UNTPSA) ____________________________________ .______ 50 
UN I nstif'ute for Namibla ______________________________________________ _ 
UN Institutll for Tralnlnland Research (UNITAR) _____ • 400 400 

D. Humanitarian: 

7,590 

50 
250 
400 

7,000 

50 
250 
400 

Inter,overnmental Commltt" for-Europaan RefuPM __ •• _. _______________________ .__ 3,460 3,076 3,000 3,000 
Resettle:nent of Indochinese Refu ..... ___ ._ ••• _______ •• _____ •• 8,830 8,658 7,444 

UN Children's Fund (UNICEf) _______ ._. ____________ •• _ 15,000 17,000 20,000 20,000 
UN Disaster Rllief Ollice (UNDRO> ____________________ •• ______________ ••• _____ ._______ 250 
UN fund for Population Ai:tivities(UNfPA). __ ••• ________ 18,000 20,000 16,000 29,000 
UN/fAO Sahellan Trust fund _____________ • ___________ • 2,600 1,618 778 925 
UN Hirh Commissioner for Refut"s Pro,flms (UNHCR)___ 2,100 1,506 1,168 1,521 
UNHCR Humanitarian Assistance: _. . 

33.33 
15.64 
66.29 
64.71 
28.78 
19.11 

21.83 
25.22 
20.93 
11.90 
34.09 

33.33 

23.71 
64.61 
35.22 

65,73 

2.44 
8.36 

25.98 

10.93 
90.39 
21. 73 
22.07 
31.62 
9.91 
7.42 

Indochinese I!rorram in Thailand ___________________ ._________ 5,290 6,110 ________________ • __ _ 
Indochinese Resettl.ment and Camp Pro'fllII ___ • ____________ .. ______ • ___ . 1,020 . 10,000 _ 60.82' 

~~~:~:~~~=:~:::~::::::~::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::~~~~~:~~~~ 29,5 ___ ~~.:~ _____ ~~~~ Lebanon_ •• _ •••• ________ : _____________________ .... __ __ ___ _ ______ _ _ _ _ _ 910 ___________________ _ 
Moumbiqu •. ___ • __________ • __ ••••• _. ________ • ____ .______ _ _ _ 850 615 • _____ • ____ • __ • ____ _ 

UN Relief and Works Aeency (UNRWA> _____ .____________ 29,400 41,055 13 ,300 48 ,200 44.67 
E. Other: 

Columbo Plan Dru, Advisory PI'06,.m- •• --------.--... -.------- 159 50 100 100.00 

~~ ~~:~= ~::!~ ~r~'t~~.~_~I.~~~~_::::::::::: ___ .~:~~~ _:::::::::::::::::::: ____ ~:~~ ______ ~~._~~ 
UN fund for Drul Abu •• COntrol_. ________ • __ •••• __ •• 2,000 5,600 3,000 4,000 34.80 

Sourc.: Tables 61nd 7: U.S. Department of State, International Orlanization Allairs Bureau. 

THE RANGE OF 10 PROGRAMS 

The diversity of these programs makes U.S. participation in the 
international organizations quite complex, and there is not sufficient 
space here for a discussion of all their activities. The United Nations 
Development Program (UNDP) is the biggest program in the devel­
opment area, and the major source of multilateral" technical assistance 
to the developing countries. The UNDP provides a framework for im­
plementing and assessing technical aid efforts and coordinates the 
activities of other international organizations-both technical and 
project aid-in recipient countries. It implements many of its own 
programs through other U.N. specialized agencies. The new U.N. 
Capital Development Fund complements UNDP activities by provid­
ing seed capital for projects too small for the multilateral banks and 
other international lenders. 
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The U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization's (FAO) world food 
program channels food resources to needy countries where they cnn 
be used for both food-for-work development projects and for preschool 
nnd school-age child nutrition programs. One of the new F A 0  pro- 
grams seeks to expand the food supply in developing countries through 
construction of new storage and transportation fwilities that will help 
cut postharvest cro losses from spoilage and vermin. The Organiza- 
tion of American 8 tates mannges programs to help encourage hemi- 
spheric development through special technical and economic aid and 
export promotion activities, while C E N T 0  has a small program for 
technical. project, nnd consultative aid t o  help its regional countries 
acquire developmental skills. The recently finished Indus Basin devel- 
opment plan (administered by the World Bank but funded sepa- 
rately by a consortium of donors) finnnced several major dams and 
irrigation works in Pakistan and India and helped promote develop- 
ment and international stability in that politically sensitive region. 

Some essentially humanitarian international programs also have a 
broader developmental focus. The U.N. Fund for Population Activi- 
ties (UNF'PA) attempts, for example, to counter one of the most 
serious problems hampering p w t h  in the developing ~iations: rapid 
increases in population growth. Operating under the general aegis of 
the UNDP, it provides needed resources and he1 s coordinate the R population efforts of local governments and ot er  donor agen- 
cies. Similarly, the U.N. Children's Fund (UNICEF) helps govern- 
ments in poor countries develop health, nutrition, education, and wel- 
fare projects which benefit clddren and mothers. These projects are 
often components of integrated regional development lans in the re- 
cipient countries. P ro  ms funded through the U.N. s i g h  Commis- 
sioner for Refugees &CR) also frequently attempt to provide 
the long-term development nrsistance necessary for r e s e t t l a  peofle 
displadd by war or  natural disasters ns well as the relief a1 nee ed . ' 

for their more immediate needs. 
Many other international pro ams are directed only marginally 

if at all toward developmenta ff objectives. The U.N. Relief and 
Works Administration (UNRWA) seeks, for basic humanitarian and 
political motives, to provide food, health, and welfare services to Pales- 
tinian refugees housed in "temporary" camps in the Middle East. The 
regular and vohintcLry pro,orams of the World Meteorological Organi- 
zation (WMO), the International Civil Aviation Organization 
( ICSO) , the International Telecommunications Union (ITU) , and 
other bodies seek to provide the framework for the international tech- 
nical cooperation needed, for example, for better ,global weather fore- 
casting or improvements in the world's basic transportation and com- 
munication systems. The World Health Organiz~tion (WHO), Inter- 
national -1tomic Energy Agency ( IAEB),  and U.N. environmental 
program (UNEP) attempt to counter serious international tech- 
nical or medical problems which threaten global health and 
safetv. The U.N. Educational, Scientific. and Cultural Organization 
(LxESCO) and the OAS Cultural Fund foci~s on world educational 
and cultural concerns, helping to preserve valuable sites, regions, 01. 

artistic skills of importance to all mankind. The U.N. Institute for 
Traininr and Research (UNITAR) provides staff training and re- 
search needed to help improve the structure and efficiency of the U.N. 

BEST AVAILABLE COPY 

49 

The U.N. Food and Agriculture Organization's (FAO) world food 
program channels food resources to needy countries where they can 
be used for both food-for-work development projects and for preschool 
and school-age child nutrition programs. One of the new FAO pro­
grams seeks to expand the food supply in developing countries through 
construction of new storage and transportation facilities that will help 
cut postharvest crop losses from spoilage and vermin. The Organiza­
tion of American States manages programs to help encourage hemi­
spheric development through special technical and economic aid and 
export promotion activities, while CENTO has a small program for 
technical. project, and consultative aid to help its regional countries 
acquire developmental skills. The recently finished Indus Basin devel­
opment plan (administered by the World Bank but funded sepa­
rately by a consortium of donors) financed several major dams and 
irrigation works in Pakistan and India and helped promote develop­
ment and international stability in that politically sensitive region. 

Some essentially humanitarian international programs also have a 
broader developmental focus. The U.N. Fund for Population Activi­
ties (UNFPA) attempts, for example, to counter one of the most 
serious problems hampering g-rowth in the developing nations: rapid 
increases in population growth. Operating under the general aegis of 
the UNDP, it provides needed resources and helps coordinate the 
population efforts of local governments and other donor agen­
cies. Similarly, the U.N. Children's Fund (UNICEF) helps govern­
ments in poor countries develop' health, nutrition, education, and wel­
fare projects which benefit children and mothers. These projects are 
often components of integrated regional development plans in the re­
cipient countries. Pro~ms funded through the U.N. High Commis­
sioner for Refugees (UNHCR) also frequently attempt to provide 
t.he long~term development assistance necessary for resettling people 

. displaced by war or natural disasters as well as the relief aid needed 
for their more immerliate needs. 

Many other international prorams are directed only marginally 
if at all toward developmenta objectives. The U.N. Relief and 
Works Administration (UNRWA) seeks, for basic humanitarian and 
political motives, to provide food, health, and welfare services to Pales­
tinian refugees housed in "temporary" camlls in the Middle East. The 
regular and voluntary programs of the World Meteorological Organi­
zation (WMO) , the International Civil Aviation Organization 
(ICAD). the International Telecommunications Union (ITU), and 
other bodies seek to provide the framework for the international tech­
nical cooperation needed, for example, for better 'global weather fore­
casting or improvements in the world's basic transportation and com­
munication systems. The World Health Organization (WHO), Inter­
national Ato'mic Energy Agency (IAEA), and U.N. environmental 
program (U~EP) attempt to counter serious international tech­
nical or medical problems which threaten g-lobal health and 
safet~', The U.N. Educational, Scientific. and Cultural Organization 
(u-XESCO) nnd the OAS Cultural Fund foclls on world educational 
and cultural concerns, helping to preserve valuable sites, regions, or 
artistic skills of importance to all mankind. The U.N. Institute for 
Training- and Research (UNITAR) provides statl' .training and re­
search needed to help improve the structure and effiCIency of the U.N. 
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agencies, while the U.N. Peacekeeping Forces in the Sinai and Cyprus 
and the U.N. Fnnd for Drug Abuse Control deal 'with particular po- 
litical or social issues of possible worldwide significance. 

U.S. POLICY GOALS I N  INTERNATIONq66 ORGANIZATIONS 

In  keeping with the complexity of the international program, the 
Unitecl States has a broad range of goals it seeks to achieve through 
participation in these international organizations. From one perspec- 
tive, it desires to strengthen the United Nations and the other inter- 
national bodies so they can be effective forums in which the United 
States can seek solutions to important internationnl, political, economic. 
or social problems. From another. the United States supports the inter- 
national aid programs because, in doing so, i t  acquires new opportu- 
nities to affect the coilrse of world development and stress basic U.S. 
international economic policy concerns. I n  addition, the United States 
supports the international programs because it expects them to ad- 
vance U.S. environmental, scientific, educational, or humanitarian 
interests or prodnce clear economic or political benefits for the United 
States through their functional operations. The international organ]- 
zations' development activities have appeared valuable to the United 
States in that they rpnerally focus on the human element in develop- 
ment apd underscore the need for broad financial support and inter- 
national cooperation in the approach to global problems. The United 
States also supports international development to enconrage continued 
Third World cooperation on other issues-like proliferation, energy, 
terrorism, or the environment-which are central to U.S. interests. 

The United States has multiple goals in these international bodies. 
and the particular mix probably differs from organization to organi- 
zation. I n  the UNDP and its related programs, the United States is 
primarily c o n c e ~ e d  with developmental objectives, although political 
concerns (the countries i t  choses to finance, for example) and economic 
policv issues also appear. I n  programs run by the UNFPA, UNICEF. 
the U.X. High Commissioner for Refugees or the U.N. Disaster Relief 
Office, U.S. policy is directed mainly toward humanitarian concerns. 
while political objectives (regional stability) are also significant fac- 
tors affecting U.S. participation in UNRWA or the Southern African 
education programs. 

Political and strategic considerations seem predominant in U.S. 
policy t o ~ a r d  U.N. peacekeeping force operations and the IAEA's 
nonproliferation work, while domestic socioeconomic and political con- 
cerns seem to be the foundation for U.S. partici ation in the U.N. Drug 
Abuse Control program. Scientific or  technicay issues are usually the 
main focus for U.S. policy in most of the other U.N. specialized agen- 
cies, such as the W 3 f 0  or ITU, though commercial, diplomatic or  some- 
times even strategic issues can occnsionallv arise in the operations of 
these functional agencies. I n  the last decahe. most notably in the ILO 
but also in other international organizations, the actual operations of 
many of these international organizations have been largely nonpoliti- 
cal or technical in character. but the annual meetings have sometimes 
become forums for political controversies or platforms for developing 
country demands for basic changes in the ~ror ld  economic order. 

BEST AVAILABLE COPY 

/ : 

'c '<' 

" ";."',',' ":~/I} 

50 

agencies, while the U.N. Peacekeeping Forces in the Sinai and Cyprus 
and the U.N. Fund for D~ Abuse Control deal 'with particular po­
litical or social issues of possible worldwide significance. 

"[1.S. pOLICY GOALS IN INTERN A TION ~ ORGANIZATIONS 

In keeping with the complexity of the international program, the 
United States has a broad range of goals it seeks to achieve through 
participation in these international organizations. From one perspec­
tive, it desires to strengthen the United Nations and the other inter­
national bodies so they can be effective forums in which the United 
Statps can sepk solutions to important intHnational, political, eeonomie. 
or social problems. From another. the United States supports the inter­
national aid programs because, in doing so, it acquires new opportu­
nities to affect the course of world development and stress basic U.S. 
international economic policy concerns. In addition, the United States 
supports the international programs because it expects them to ad­
vance U.S. environmental, scientific, educational, or humanitarian 
interests or produce clear economic or political benefits for the United 
States through their functional operations. The international organi­
zations' development activities have appeared valuable to the United 
States in that they generally focus on the human element in develop­
ment and underscore the need for broad financial support and inter­
national cooperation in the approach to global problems. The United 
States also supports international dHelopment to encourage continued 
Third World cooperation on other issues-like proliferation, energy~ 
terrorism, or the environment-which are central to U.S. interests. 

The United States has multiple .goals in these international bodies. 
and the particular mix probably differs from organization to organi­
zation. In the UNDP and its related programs, the United States is 
primarily concerned with developmental objectives, although political 
concerns (the countries it choses to finance, for example) and economic 
policv issues also appear. In programs run by the UNFP A, UNICEF. 
the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees or the U.N. Disaster Relief 
Office, U.S. policy is directed mainly toward humanitarian concerns, 
while political objectives (regional stability) are also significant fac­
tors affecting U.S. participation in UNRWA or the Southern African 
education programs. 

Political and strategic considerations seem predominant in U.S. 
policy toward U.N. peacpkeeping force operations and the IAEA's 
nonproliferation work, while domestic socioeconomic and political con­
cerns seem to be the foundation for U.S. participation in the U.N. Drug 
Abuse Control prou-ram. Scientific or technical issues are usually the 
main focus for U.8'.- policy in most of the other U.N. specialized agen­
cies, such as the WMO or lTD, though commercial, diplomatic or some­
times even strategic issues can occa~sionallv arise in the operations of 
these functional au-encies. In the last decade. most notably in the ILO 
but also in other international organizations, the actual operations of 
many of these international orgamzations have been largely nonpoliti­
calor technical in character, but the annual meetings ha\-e sometimes 
become forums for political controversies or platforms for developing 
country demands for basic changes in the world economic order. 
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U.S. POLICY COORDINATION PROCEDURES 

Due to the complexity of the international programs, a large number 
of U.S. agencies are directly involved with the preparation or imple- 
mentation of U.S. policy toward the international organizations. The 
State Department, which has the primary responsibility for managing 
and coordinating U.S. participation in this area, is primarily con- 
cerned with maintaining some overall consistency in U.S. policy and 
for monitoring the impact these international programs may have on 
U.S. developmental, economic, commercial, or strategic concerns and 
U.S. diplomatic goals. The Department is itself divided as to its basic 
concerns. Regional bureaus concentrate mainly on how the OAS, 
CENTO. OECD, or specific United Nations programs affect U.S. rela- 
tions mith their regional countries, the Politico-Military Affairs Bu- 
reau focuses mainly on technical issues affecting nuclear proliferation 
and U.S. strategic issues, the Economic and Business Affairs Bureau 
deals with North-South political issues o r  developmental and commer- 
cial questions, and the International Environmental and Scientific 
Bureau and the Human Rights Bureau deal wit11 their own special- 
ized concerns. 

The International Organization (10)  Bureau acts as both mediator 
and director as i t  seeks to sort through the State Department's many 
concerns and prepare a consolidated agency osition on the various 
international or  anization programs. As the I Bureau generally has f 6 
limited technica expertise regarding actual functions or programs of 
the various international agencies, it relies malnly on advice from rele- 
vant U.S. agencies for operational judgments concerning most inter- 
national programs. The Agency for International Development (AID) 
is mainly concerned mith the developmental and humanitarian pro- 
grams run by the international agencies, while the Agriculture Depart- 
ment has skills and interests relevant to UNDP agricultural develop- 
ment proiects and other F A 0  food o r  agriculture programs. The 
Health, Education, and Welfare Department has skills and concerns 
which are affected by activities of UNESCO and the WHO, while the 
Labor Department has been active with U.S. policy in the IL0 and 
the Energy Department with I A E A  affairs. Other agencies have been 
concerned periodically with scientific or  technical issues affecting their 
areris of responsibility. 

D e s p i t w r  perhaps because of-the number of agencies affected by 
U.S. policy in the international agencies, the United States seems to 
have had a mther perfunctory system for coordinating policy and 
using the functional skills of relevant U.S. agencies. Until recently, no 
formal system existed to coordinate U.S. policy toward the interna- 
tional programs, although a series of ad lloc arrangements functioned 
under the aegis of the I0 Bureau to manage U.S. participation. Re- 
cent studies by the U.S. General Accounting Office suggest that, over- 
all, there seems to be "a continuing lack of unified policy, direction, 
and coordination with respect to U.S. participation" in most of the 
international  organization^.^ Individual U.S. agencies mere often 

General Accountlnp Office "U.S. Participation In International Organlzatlons." Report 
ID-77-?G June 24. 1077. p. ' 9 ;  see 7180 GAO's "U.S. Pnrticipation in the World Health 
Orranivation Stil l  Keeds Improvement," Report ID-77-15. May 18. 1 9 7 7 :  "Needs for  U.S. 
Ohjecti.-es in the Internntlonal Labor Orzanization." Report ID-77;12. JIar 16. 1977 ; 

The World Food Program-How the U.S. Can Help Improve I t ,  Report ID-77-1G. 
\ f a r  IG,  1977. 
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U.S. POLICY COORDINATION PROCEDURES 

Due to the complexity of the international programs, a large number 
of U.S. agencies are directly involved with the preparation or imple­
mentation of U.S. policy toward the international organizations. The 
State Department, which has the primary responsibility for managing 
and coordinating U.S. participation in this area, is primarily con­
cerned with maintaining some overall consistency in U.S. policy and 
for monitoring the impact these international programs may have on 
U.S. developmental, economic, commercial, or strategic concerns and 
U.S. diplomatic goals. The Department is itself divided as to its basic 
concerns. Regional bureaus concentrate mainly on how the OAS, 
CENTO, OECD, or specific United Nations programs affect U.S. rela­
tions with their regional countries, the Politico-Military Affairs Bu­
reau focuses mainly on technical issues affecting nuclear proliferation 
and U.S. strategic issues, the Economic and Business Affairs Bureau 
deals with North-South political issues or developmental and commer­
cial questions, and the International Environmental and Scientific 
Bureau and the Human Rights Bureau deal with their own special­
ized concerns. 

The International Organization (10) Bureau acts as both mediator 
and director as it seeks to sort through the State Department's many 
concerns and prepare a consolidated agency ~osition on the various 
international organization programs. As the 10 Bureau generally has 
limited technical expertise regarding actual functions or programs of 
the various internatIonal agencies, it relies mainly on advice from rele­
vant U.S. agencies for operational judgments concerning most inter­
national programs. The Agency for International Development (AID) 
is mainly concerned with the developmental and humanitarian pro­
grams run by the international agencies, while the Agriculture Depart­
ment has skills and interests relevant to UNDP agricultural develop­
ment projects and other F AO food or agriculture programs. The 
Health, Education, and Welfare Dppartment has skills and concerns 
which are affected by activities of UNESCO and the WHO, while the 
Labor Department has been active with U.S. policy in the !LO and 
the Energy Department with IAEA affairs. Other agencies have been 
concerned periodically with scientific or technical issues affecting their 
areRS of responsibility. 

Despite--or perhaps because of-the number of agencies affected by 
U.S. policy in the international agencies, the United States seems to 
have had a rather perfunctory system for coordinating policy and 
using the functional skills of relevant U.S. agencies. Until recently, no 
formal system existed to coordinate U.S. policY toward the interna­
tional programs, although a series of ad hoc arrangements functioned 
under the aegis of the 10 Bureau to manage U.S. participation. Re­
cent studies by the U.S. General Accounting Office suggest that, over­
all, there seems to be "a continuing lack of unified policy, direction, 
and coordination with respect to U.S. participation" in most of the 
international organizations.8 Individual U.S. agencies were often 

'Gpneral Accounting Office, "U.S. Partlclpatlon In International Organizations." Report 
ID-77-~6 Junp 24. 1"77. p. 9; see rlso GAO's "U.S. Participation In thp World Health 
Or<;:ani.,ation Still Need. ImproYement," Report ID-77-15, ~ray 16, 1977; "'Needs for U.S. 
gh)ecti"ps in thp International Labor Organization." Report ID-77-12. :lra~' 16. 1977; 

Thp World Food Program-How the U.S. Can Help Improye It," Report ID-77-16, 
~Iay 16, 1977. 
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found seeking their own separate objectives in these bodies without 
much reference to overall U.S. priorities in the international agency 
concerned. The G-40 also said U.S. agencies often had problems evalu- 
ating or assessing the individual programs of international bodies or 
influencing tlieir annual budget or progamplans. 

Money for U.S.-assessed coiltributions to iilternational organizations 
is normally approved by Congress in the annual State Department au- 
thorization and apl~ropriation bills. Funds for U.S. payments to in- 
ternational voluntary prograiils are included in the annual B I D  au- 
thorization and appropriation legislation, ostensibly to give Congress 
and public a fuller picture of U.S. foreign assistance activities. The 
State Department takes the lead in justifying and defending both 
types of contributions, however, and it staffs the U.S. missions a t  the 
international agency headquarters offices, appoints or supervises U.S. 
delegations to lnteinational meetings, and coordinates the prepara- 
tion of position papers to instruct those representatives. It can also 
limit the number of delegates the other U.S. agencies send and exer- 
cise some controls (rarely exercised on technical matters) over their 
instructions to their delegates a t  international conferences. 

The U.W. specialized agencies have nornially relied mainly on trans- 
fers from the UNDP (all voluntary contributions) to finance their 
technical assistance activities, thou h most of them have provisions 
in their charters allowing use of t f eir regular assessed budgets for 
that purpose. After the UNDP sharply curtailed its contributions for 
their technical assistance programs after running short of funds dur- 
ing its 1975-76 liquidity crisis, many of the s cialized agencies began 
financing their assistance activities through t %" eir regular budgets and 
requiring increased assessed contributions to support them. Congress 
and the administration have been quite concerned about this situa- 
tion, as it represents a significant shift from voluntary to mandatory 
assessed funding of U.N. international development activities. In  1978, 
the Congress passed language (the Helms amendment) in the fiscal 
year 1979 State Department appropriation bill requiring that no U.S.- 
assessed contributions can be used for U.N. agency technical assist- 

a ions ance activit ie~.~ -4s the United Nations says its financial regul t' 
prevent i t  from accepting regular budget contributions carrying such 
restrictions, the legislation effectively blocks U.S. dues ayments to 
U.N. organizations until such time as this problem is reso ved. 
UNDP programs 

f 
The United States participates in the U.N. development program at  

both the budgetary and programmatic levels. AID and State Depart- 
ment sources indicate that the I0 Bureau generally keeps close control 
over policy discussions as it seeks to prepare the U.S. position on future 
U S D P  budgetary plans. but in recent years the State Department has 
consulted occasionaIly wit11 other U.S. agencies as it decides how large 
:L 5-year U S D P  ~pcncling objective the United States should support. 
AID and the ,lgriculture Department are generally more involved in 
preparation of U.S. policy papers for UNDP governing council 
meetings. 

Tlle bilateral aid agency is also more active in the process of assess- 
ing individual country planning documents, which are generally pre- 

ol'ubllc  Lam 9 3 4 3 1  [Depar tment  of S t a t e  Appropriations Act of 107!); H.R. 
129341. 33 Stat .  1021, npproved Oct. 31. l'JiS, t i t le I :  Contributions to  lnterrlationnl 
Orgaplgntlons. 
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found seeking their own separate objectives in these bodies without 
much reference to overall U.S. priorities in the international agency 
concerned. The GAO also said U.S. agencies often had problems evalu­
ating or assessing the individual programs of international bodies or 
influencing their annual budget or progra~lans. 

Money for U.S.-assessed contributions to mternational organizations 
is normally approved by Congress in the annual State Department au­
thorization and appropriation bills. Funds for U.S. payments to in­
ternational voluntary progralIIs are included in the annual AID au­
thorization and appropriation legislation, ostensibly to give Congress 
and public a fuller picture of U.S. foreign assistance activities. The 
State Department takes the lead in justifying and defending both 
types of contributions, however, and it staffs the U.S. missions at the 
international agency headquarters offices, appoints or supervises U.S. 
delegations to mternational meetings, and coordinates the prepara­
tion of position papers to instruct those representatives. It can also 
limit the number of delegates the other U.S. agencies send and exer­
cise some controls (rarely exercised on technical matters) over their 
instructions to their delegates at international conferences. 

The U.N. specialized agencies have normally relied mainly on trans­
fers from the UNDP (all voluntary contributions) to finance their 
technical assistance activities, though most of them have provisions 
in th~ir charters allowing use of their regular assessed budgets for 
that purpose. After the UNDP sharply curtailed its contributIOns for 
their technical assistance programs after running short of funds dur­
ing its 1975-76 liquidity crisis, many of the specialized agencies began 
financing their assistance activities through their regular budgets and 
requiring increased assessed contributions to support them. Congress 
and the administration have been quite concerned about this situa­
tion, as it represents a significant shift from voluntary to mandatory 
assessed funding of U.N. mternational development activities. In 1978, 
the Congress passed language (the Helms amendment) in the fiscal 
year 1979 State Department appropriation bill requiring that no U.S.­
assessed contributions can be used for U.N. agency technical assist­
ance activities.9 As the United Nations says its financial regulations 
prevent it from accepting regular budget contributions carrying such 
restrictions, the legislation effectively blocks U.S. dues payments to 
U.N. organizations until such time as this problem is resolved. 

UN D P programs 
The United States participates in the U.N. development program at 

both the budgetary and programmatic leyels. AID and State Depart­
ment sources indicate that the 10 Bureau generally keeps close control 
oyer policy discussions as it seeks to prepare the U.S. position on future 
UNDP budgetary plans, but in recent years the State Department has 
consulted occasionally with other U.S. agencies as it decides how large 
a 5-year UNDP spending objecti\'e the United States should support. 
AID and the Agriculture Department are generally more involved in 
preparation of U.S. policy papers for UNDP governing council 
meetings. 

The bilateral aid agency is also more active in the process of assess­
ing individual country planning documents, which are generally pre-

o Publlc Law 95-431 [Department of State' •• Appropriations Act of Inn; R.n. 
12934], :12 Stat. 1021, approved Oct. 31, 1U78, tltle I: Contributions to International 
Qrj;!4li.atlonB. 
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pared after the UNDP 5-year budget is approved. AID sources indi- 
cate that if the U.S. mi~sion 2nd the local UNDP field office are on 
good terms, the U.S. review of UNDP planning documents and pro- 
grams occurs in country. Otherwise it is done by the A I D  headquarters 
staff. These staff commentaries on proposed UNDP projects are com- 
piled and submitted to UNDP headquarters, which transmits them 
to its local field offices for consideration. AID sources indicate that the 
United States is the only country that reviews the individual UNDP 
planning documents, and the international agency is usually quite in- 
terested in the American aid specialists7 views. I t  is difficult to deter- 
mine the actual impact these AID assessments have, though, on UNDP 
procrams. The State Department and AID also require U.S. embassies 
and missions to prepare remlar reports for AID headquarters evaluat- 
ing new or onqoing UNDP programs in their countries. There has 
been criticism in Congress and elsewhere in the past that, despite these 
revortinp recluirements. most AID field offices are not really concerned 
about multilateral activit:es in their countries as they mainly concen- 
trate on implementing their o m  development programs. 
W H O  pTOgTaVI8 

I n  the World Health Organization (WHO), for another example, 
the State Department takes the lead on political, financial, and admin- 
istrative questions while relying on HEW7s Public Health Service 
( P H s )  and A I D  for technical expertise on functional issues. Accord- 
ing to the GAO, U.S. participation in this agency demonstrates an 
"absence of adequately defined policy objectives," lo due to major dif- 
ferences in the legislative mandates of the two agencies and their health 
philosophies. The P H s  often stresses the need for programs to combat 
possible world threats to the U.S. domestic health while A I D  is more 
concerned about efforts to upgrade health conditions in developing 
countries through improved population planning and health service 
programs. 

Each year, the U.S. agencies employ a series of ad hoe working 
groups to study W H O  programs in preparation for the regular Jan-  
uary and May meetings that consider the organization's annual pro- 
gram and budget proposals. The GAO reports, however, that the in- 
ternational agency rarely provides sufficient information for U.S. 
analysts to evaluate individiial WHO programs, and the State De art- 
ment7s field reports generally lack adequate data on the specia f z e d  . 
agencies' operations. In  addition, member governments usually are 
not inl~o1rc.d in the TI30 budget process and U.S. officials generally 
concede that i t  is too late for members to make major changes in the 
IITITO annlinl 1,ildget when it is presented to the regular Jan-  
uary meeting. Their comments or interventions can be useful, though, 
they suggest, in helping shape the emphases and priorities of future 
WHO budgets. 

RECENT'COORDISATION EFFORTS 

Responding to past criticism of its policymaking process. the State 
Department established n Policy Xanagement StatT within the I0 
Bureau in early 1978 to implement n new coordination system for 
1T.S. policy in the international 01-ganizations. The new system is to be 

'aa.40. U.B. Partlclpatlon In the World Health OrganizaHon Stlll Neede Improre- 
nlent ,  p. 9. 
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pared after the UNDP 5-year budget is approved. AID sources indi­
cate that if the U.S. mi~sion ~nd the local UNDP field office are on 
good tenus, the U.S. review of UNDP planning documents and pro­
grams occurs in country. Otherwise it is done by the AID headquarters 
staff. These staff commentaries on proposed UNDP projects are com­
piled and submitted to UNDP headquarters, which transmits them 
to its local field offices for consideration. AID sources indicate that the 
United States is the only country that reviews the individual UNDP 
planning documents, and the international agency is usually quite in­
terested in the American aid specialists' views. It is difficult to deter­
mine the actual impact these AID assessments have, though, on UNDP 
pro(!rams. The State Department and AID also require U.S. embassies 
and missions to prepare regular reports for AID headquarters evaluat­
ing new or ongoing UNDP programs in their countries. There has 
been criticism in Congress and elsewhere in the past that, despite these 
renortin~ reouirements. most AID field offices are not really concerned 
about multilateral activit:es in their countries as they mainly concen­
trate on implementing their own development programs. 
WHO programs 

In the World Health Organization (WHO), for another example, 
the State Department takes the lead on political, financial, and admin­
istrative questions while relying on HEW's Public Health Service 
(PHS) and AID for technical expertise on functional issues. Accord­
ing to the GAO, U.S. participatIon in this agency demonstrates an 
"absence of adequately defined policy objectives," 10 due to major dif­
ferences in the legislative mandates of the two agencies and their health 
philosophies. The PHS often stresses the need for programs to combat 
possible world threats to the U.S. domestic health while AID is more 
concerned about efforts to upgrade health conditions in developing 
countries through improved population planning and health service 
programs. 

Each year, the U.S. agencies employ a series of ad hoc working 
groups to study 'WHO programs in preparation for the regular Jan­
uary and May meetings that consider the organization's annual pro­
gram and budget proposals. The GAO reports, however, that the in­
ternational agency rarely provides sufficient information for U.S. 
analysts to evaluate individllal WHO programs, and the State Depart­
ment's field reports generally lack adequate data on the specialized 
agencies' operations. In addition, member governments usually are 
not im'oln'n in the WHO budget process and U.S. officials generally 
concede that it is too late for members to make major changes in the 
'VHO anHllrtl hudget when it is presented to the regular J an­
uary meeting. Their comments or interventions can be useful, though, 
they suggest, in helping shape the emphases and priorities of future 
WHO budgets. 

RECENT 'COORDIX ATION EFFORTS 

Responding to past criticism of its policymaking process. the State 
Department established a Policy ~lanagement Staff within the 10 
Bureau in early 1978 to implement a new coordination system for 
U.S. policy in the international ol'ganizations. The new system is to be 

" GAO. U.S. Participation In the World Health Organization Still Needs Improve­
ment, p. 9. 
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based on an annual action program for the international organiza- 
tions, specifying U.S. interests in each organization and the major 
issues and goals for U.S. policy during the coming year. The PhIS 
staff is to develop the action program papers for E e  different organiza- 
tions, in consultation with other bureaus and agencies, and recommend 
coordinated U.S. policies for implementation by the I0 Assistant 
Secretary. 

I n  May 1978, not long after the State/PMS system was announced. 
the Carter administration formed a special subcommittee of the De- 
velopment Coordination Committee to monitor U.S. participation and 
U.S. policy in the international organizations. Chaired by the State I 
Dcj)artmentls Assistant Secretary for International Organization Af- 
fairs, the panel consists df members drawn from Sgriculture and 
Trensury, AID, the Office of Management and Budget, and the 
Sational Security Council. Several agencies-HEW and the Labor De- 1 

partinent, for example-are not on the subcommittee, though repre- 
sentatives have attended subcommittee sessions. The internationai or- 
ganizations subcornmitee had a t  least four meetings in 1978 and 
discussed U.S. policy and specific issues (such as future U.S. contribu- 
tions levels and multilateral programs in the nutrition area) affect- 
ing U.S. participation in the international agencies. While it is still 
quite clear fhat the State I0 Bureau considers itself in charge and the 
panel only advisory, the new body has given AID, Agriculture, and 
some of the other agenices a larger role in the preparation of U.S. 
policy toward international programs. 

On the whole, though, there seems to be no evidence that the new 
system has been able to provide the comprehensive standards or clear 
priorities lacking in the prior ad hoc system. I t  may be that.the prob- 
lems are too difficult for resolution in 9 months or that the complexities 
of the international programs hamper consistency or close coordina- 
tion of the different aspects of U.S. policy. 
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