
5 I <\? ~ \ 5 : C iDS 

FOREIGN 
AID ... 

Controversy 
and 
Reality 
by 
Frank M. Coffin 

NON-CIRCULATING 
GOVERNMENT DOCUMENTS 

EMORY UNIVERSITY 

10002359409 

Agency for International Development 

Washington., D. C. 

jharold
Rectangle

jharold
Rectangle

jharold
Rectangle





FOREIGN AID ... 

Controversy and Reality * 

Let us look through some of the realities 
of the day. 

The first-and most obvious-is that aid 
"is in trouble in Congress." 

To say this does not require such access 
to inside information as to qualify one as 
a legislative expert. . . . Aid has always 
been "in trouble" in the sense that not even 
the programs which today are acknowledged 
as overwhelming successes have escaped the 
hot crucible of prolonged and acrimonious 
debate. 

There is another perspective to add to the 
current controversy. While we assume that 
controversy is new, when it is not, we also 
approach aid today as if it had not changed, 
when it has. 

How often have we read the sage comment 
of a columnist that, while he agrees with the 
basic policy of aid, the basic problem is 
how it is administered. He predictably con
cludes that what is needed is a massive re
appraisal. As for Congress, it wearily as
sumes that it is dealing with the same 
program it has reviewed for 15 years. 

* Excerpts from remarks by Frank M. Coffin, Deputy 
Administrator for Operations, Agency for International 
Development, at the Regional Foreign Policy Conference, 
Boston, Massachusetts, September 11, 1963. 
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The fact is that aid today is not what it 
was ten years ago, or even five years ago. 
There is no function of government which 
has been so studied and reorganized. It has 
passed through seven structural changes and 
no fewer than eight Presidential committees. 
These committees, headed by such men as 
Gordon Gray, Nelson Rockefeller, Clarence 
Randall, Benjamin Fairless, the late Eric 
Johnston, William Draper, and-most re
cently-General Clay, have not essentially 
differed on the why, what, when, and how 
of aid. They have laid the basis for a na
tional consensus on aid-one integrated or
ganization with overall responsibility, de
velopment based on programs tailored to each 
country, emphasis on loans over grants, in
creased procurement of goods and services in 
the United States, meaningful concentration 
among countries, aid geared to self help, a 
broader role for private enterprise, and ter
mination of aid when countries become able 
to maintain their own momentum. 

Changes in Foreign Assistance Program 

Here is the record. 
Aid is now planned and largely adminis

tered through the Agency for International 
Development. The reorganization of 1961 is 
now completed. Planning is now done on a 
country rather than a project by project basis. 
Loans have increased from 10 percent to 60 
percent of economic aid. Loan terms, now 
all repayable in dollars, have hardened for 
a number of countries. U.S. procurement 
has increased from about 40 percent to over 
80 percent, with aid-financed exports doubling 
from $460 million in 1961 to nearly $900 
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million in 1963. Military and supporting as
sistance have decreased by one half. 

As for concentration, 80 percent of eco
nomic assistance goes to 20 countries; 80 
percent of military assistance goes to 10 coun
tries. Projects and programs are increasingly 
tied to self help. Investment guaranty agree
ments have been signed with almost 20 addi
tional countries in the past two years, with 
guaranties themselves running at three times 
the rate of two years ago. A number of 
Missions in the field have been consolidated 
with embassies. Procedures are being up
dated and simplified. At least half the mis
sions have had an infusion of new executive 
leadership. Increasing use is being made of 
land-grant colleges, cooperatives, savings and 
loan associations. Instead of receiving help, 
European countries are now furnishing about 
40 percent of free world aid. 

The irony is that at the very time when the 
planning and execution of aid is better than 
ever before, the general view is that nothing 
has changed in ten years. The historic fact 
is that U.S. aid has steadily evolved through 
the past decade and a half, acquiring new 
tools, finishing the job in many countries, 
moving to new areas of concern to the United 
States, and developing new principles. It is 
now ready, given steady support from the 
people and the Congress, to playa major for
eign policy role in the formative years of the 
uncommitted one third of the globe. 

The timing could not have been better. 
Development assistance will play an even more 
important part in terms of our leadership, 
respect, and influence should there be a genu
Ine lessening of world tensions. In this we 

(Continued on page 6) 
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The Unchanging Face of 01 

,f\scanning ofilie Congressional Record 
reveals these opinions irom the Senate, which 
1 quote exactly : 

~~lPhy should this countrYlttvAichs,()od 
tt~\firmlyagainst the nationalization ° I 
ind~trie~lt.nowpour out money Jor the 
ai40J·a·government which·· has declared 
it.ell hentupon ,Ding lurther into 'the 
·ngfiqnalimtjon 01· industries?" 

"Wehflve no basic international·pol. 
icy~ . havi"". definitely .ignore.d .the 125. 
YetJt'-oldMonroe Doctrine. • • II In. its 
plifce has been substituted a hodge.pQd,e 
ole~eeuti.,e qrders ·and ,ilts· ollip-,e 
~~$ol.money toloreig",natiqnslt 
/<»ff-ndBd upqn no principle at all •• • " 

.. 1'lt~s·:tAer~ to,bankruptC1lt and not 
• ·'!:eritlon,roa4 at that." 
·r.~lllbelieved the e:CPlJnditure 01 this 

aDloq~t. ol·money 'Would stop ,he·· spread 
.. 91',COlJll1ul,.",ismlt I W'Q:qld support it.. II 

But inlhe li,htofhis'ory, in thllli,ht 
ol:J~ts,how:can ·any Senator riBeon 
t~flPo"· and say it will stop com .. 
_"'nis,.... • ?" 

(Even stronger statements have been voiced 
·iu:ihe House of Representatives where these 
statements have been made: 
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)positioll to Foreign Assistance 

HThey are· deljbertl.tely.e~irig: Amer
ica short .* .. OarUncle·($aI,tftJ~"hi$. 
flirtations .htJsbecol,tfte:the: ... efJ8'f\pr~ ·.01 
l~reign' and domestitp.llraltertl,-"tlinpires;.·. 
~dgold ·.dillge:"s/~ 

"In place 0t~Ot1erriinllou;r,,'v~'t in 
pUzceolloohing a/te,.our""tI$pe0'ple* . 
weare no." tryi,.g tp-bcrib._,.dllov:ern 
the 'World:'" . 

"Congressi. lostiiltt~etBsIll0l,wll".p8 .. 
ol.lareign.intrigUe.~' 

Now. there. is one .•... fact ... you •... sh()uld.know 
·ah()ut theseretnarks tlIatl :'frorn 
the .Congre$si()n~l·Reco;rd;the·.refD~tks: in 
die Senate weienol made .. ' Th~y were 
made in l~,~iu:ing .~h~Il}?l~u:de .. 

. bate •• T~eijolJ.Sfi;:q\tot~\Vere;t~k~Dl1'9.1Il tile' 
1950·· dehateOn ... ·P:oin 

' •• " "." ,_ •• , '0'" ." •• ";., , 

, .". " .. " ,." ". ~" • ". . . '. . .. ,> '. ". . ' :'" ". :' "'. " 

,TheJact:.:()~:(mntr()versy'Isdllng~~ou~:p~l~ . 
U·· we . fOt:g~ttlie pa~t~nda.$~~ffl:e':th~t~t·isa.· , 
n~w phenomenon, a sea.cllaDge:~l:1\ffl:eJ:ican .... 
opinioD .• Itis'healthyto::r~m;erithetth~:'a:rgu
ments of the.past.It istea,s~ul"iDg~Q'~~an . 
bow .. wrongtheywere~. ADd,it JS .. per.tineDt, 
. for. the same' arguments·· parade ·the:ptu~apets . 
today. 

-' FRANK M.·· COFFIN,. Septe;mh~t,·.~963 
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(Continued from page 3) 

shall not be alone. The nations of Western 
Europe, Canada, Japan, and Oceania have 
also moved into this field, almost equalling 
our capital aid, and maintaining fourteen 
times as many technicians abroad as we do. 
Their increasing participation depends on our 
steady support of what is becoming truly a 
free world aid movement. 

The field will not be uncontested. Already 
the Communist countries have over 10,000 
nationals abroad in aid work in over 30 COUll

tries. Even more to the point are the new 
efforts and incentive of Red China, which has 
shown its determination to extend its influ
ence not only from Korea westerly to India 
and Pakistan, but even in Africa and Latin 
America. 

Achievements of Development 
Assistance 

At the same time, we can point to a con
crete record of achievement in every part of 
the world wh~re development assistance has 
been made available in any substantial 
amount. 

Politically, we can cite two kinds of achieve
ments. Either by generating rapid economic 
growth from within or by resisting aggres
sion from without, we helped to bring about 
the rebirth of Europe, the survival of Greece 
and Turkey, the emergence of a free and pros
perous Japan, the rapid building of Taiwan 
and Israel, and continued, if contested, inde
pendence throughout the Far East. There 
has been a second kind of achievement, less 
precise but no less real. By offering, through 
assistance, an alternative to either the ex-
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treme right or left, we have exerted a con
tinuing and growing influence on develop
ment. In Africa it can be seen in the rejection 
of reliance on Communist economic ideology 
by the very nations which have experimented 
with it. In view of the worldwide confron
tation of ways of life, it is remarkable that 
of the 46 nations that have won their inde
pendence since World War II, not one has 
elected to become a Communist satellite. 

What about economic development? There 
are some who would say aid should frankly 
be used only for short-run political purposes, 
because real development is a hopeless task. 
Let's look at the record. 

Of the 41 major aid-receiving countries we 
have helped since 1945, these are the results: 

• Fourteen - Western Europe, Japan, 
Spain, and Lebanon-have not only reached a 
satisfactory growth rate of at least 1.570 for 
five successive years, but are no longer de
pendent on aid. 

• Ten more have reached this record of 
growth, have made progress in limiting de
pendence on aid, and several, such as Israel, 
Greece, and Taiwan, will soon be independent 
of external aid. 

• Nine more countries have attained a 
satisfactory growth rate but will continue to 
depend on substantial aid. 

The international coordination of aid is 
becoming increasingly effective-through the 
Development Assistance Committee in Paris, 
the World Bank and the International De
velopment Association, and the consortia ar
rangements for such countries as Pakistan, 
India, Greece and Turkey. 
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This very moment of time, therefore, is 
characterized on the one hand by the evolving 
competence of the U.S. aid effort, the in
creased efforts of our allies, and a record of 
demonstrable achievement, while on the other 
hand we see a renewed interest in the eco
nomic arena with a release of tensions, a 
focusing of efforts on development by the 
Soviet Union and its satellites, and stepped 
up probings, economic and military, by Red 
China. 

The Roots of Opposition 

What, then, is the cause of the current 
foreign aid controversy? 

The answer, I think, lies in an attitude of 
frustration that the countries we are helping 
do not do everything we would like to see 
them do-and immediately. It stems from 
an exaggerated expectation of the power of 
aid, which in most cases is between 1 and 31~ 
of a country's gross national product. Yet 
this is the lever which is expected to bring 
about, overnight, in each developing country, 
a solution to border disputes, the abandon
ment of a posture of non-alignment, a full 
range of sophisticated monetary, fiscal, and 
social policies, the institution of full fledged 
democracy, favorable votes in the United Na
tions, and a host of other equally desirable 
objectives. 

Just because of our frustrations, perspective 
is most critically needed to keep our eye on 
our basic purpose. Aid is a limited but 
important instrument of our foreign policy. 
It accounts for 7/10 of 170 of our gross 
product, and 1/12 of our budget for defense 
and security. It is far less-both absolutely 
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and proportionately-than what we were will
ing to commit in the days of the Marshall 
Plan when we were less than half as rich as 
we are today. 

But, it is an important instrument of se
curity and freedom. In the world in which 
we live, there are no guaranties for either. 
But one thing is sure. So long as we remain 
in the contest, so long as we are involved, 
there is the chance of success with which his
tory has rewarded our perseverance in the 
past. Equally certain is it that when we with
draw from any area of the world, when we 
furl the banner of freedom and retreat, we 
have foreclosed the chance for victory. We 
have made an irreversible decision. We may 
save some money for the time being, but we 
will have paid a price. 

It is this facing of alternatives that is the 
highest task of diplomacy today. One sel
dom hears it discussed by the ardent foes of 
aid. But there have been eloquent voices 
raised. Let us hear them now. They were 
not partisan voices. One was that of a Demo
crat, the other a Republican. 

One voice said: 

"The United States-the richest and most 
powerful of all peoples, a nation committed 
to the independence of nations and to a 
better life for all peoples-can no more 
stand aside in this climactic age of decision 
than we can withdraw from the community 
of free nations." 

The other voice said: 

"The greatest nation on earth either justi
fies or surrenders its leadership. We must 
choose. There are not blueprints to guaran-
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tee results. We are entirely surrounded by 
calculated risks ... those who disagree 
... have not escaped to safety by reject
ing or subverting this plan. They have 
simply fled to other risks, and I fear far 
greater ones." 

The first voice was that of President Ken· 
nedy in April, 1963. The second was that of 
Senator Vandenberg as he closed debate on 
the Marshall Plan in the spring of 1948. 

These statements reflect the makings of a 
consensus. But, they are statements sep
arated by a decade and a half. Can we, in 
1963, synchronize the voice of the past with 
the voice of the present? Can Congress to
day pursue with steadiness a program which 
faith initiated, history has vindicated, and the 
times now so urgently require? 
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