Chapter Eight

Donors and Clients:
Dilemmas and Contradictions

Experienced aid hands know that development concepts are generated at universities, accepted as profound by policy types in Washington, and declared as gospel.

However, here we have a “hen and egg” puzzle.

Either the grants can be administered by experts from outside the depressed area or they can be turned over to representatives of the depressed group.

In Botswana, the U.S. Agency for International Development had a long-standing program that trained most government officials.
 
Foreign policy decisions are in general much more influenced by irrational motives.… 

Let’s use bureaucratic inertia to our advantage.

A rational government implies acceptance of institutional pluralism at a minimum.

Two Americans are accused of misusing Russia positions.

Operational Limitations

Stereotypes, Motives and Dilemmas

Interaction with the developing world was dominated by antagonisms of ideology, culture and race for over half a century.
  By 1950, the United States had come out of the era of arms-length diplomacy and foreign policy to engage in the post-war world.  In that post-war world, the work of an American employed outside of the United States often involved him or her in activities that formerly would have been classified as the domestic affairs of a foreign country.

The Western concept of decision-making is said to be based on compromise and a nuclear family.  From a foreign aid perspective this is important.  The individual motivation for providing foreign aid in Asia and throughout the world was a mixture of humanitarianism, idealism and mercantilism.  Some, even in the United States, had a quasi-imperialistic view of the world and U.S. foreign aid became a component of a larger security system that was brought into place as a result of the Cold War.  The U.S. in Asia, and later in Africa, operated within the ambient of this domino theory, that the fall of one country to Communism would lead another to go the same direction.  The overall goal of foreign policy became the establishment of a non-Communist “stable and decent world order.”

In terms of analysis, observers of foreign aid have tended to isolate the social and economic process from the political processes that define foreign policy.
  Donor values often reflected social norms or historical images.  Frances FitzGerald, speaking of U.S. foreign aid in the 1950s put it this way, “Covered with righteous platitudes,” the American foreign aid advisor had, “an essentially colonialist vision, born out of the same insecurity and desire for domination that had motivated” many of the European colonial officers in Africa and Asia.

Colonial impulses and cultural assumptions, ethnocentric values and misperceptions were sometimes part and partial of the picture of foreign aid and expatriate life especially in conflict situations.  From the beginning to the end of the U.S. intervention in Vietnam, Vietnamese for many Americans were “gooks.”  Their value system was clearly different than the Americans. According to Frances FitzGerald, speaking of Vietnam:


Americans had been brought up in a pluralistic world, where even the affairs of the family are managed by compromises between its members.  In the traditional Vietnamese family [and in other traditional families throughout the Third World]- a family whose customs survived even into the twentieth century- the father held absolute authority over his wife (or wives) and children.


Morale had declined within the foreign aid community by the middle of the 1960s. Edward Weidner portrayed the donor environment as follows: “[Z]eal or enthusiasm is lacking.  The missionary spirit, or more properly, the sense of mission is not present in most instances.”
  There were a number of reasons for this.  However, the inter-twining of foreign aid and military conflict, particularly in Vietnam was a major factor. By the end of the decade, a foreign aid worker profile was developing.  The Peace Corps experience goes far to demonstrate the variety of individual motives and the limits individuals face when fighting poverty.  Foreign aid is about people, and the motivations they bring with them to their task.  Being in the international aid business had become a life.  According to Michael Maren:

Many stay in it, become part of the system, and only resist it on occasion.  They cling to the idea of aid.  Aid redeems their lives and uplifts the lives of the poor.  To them, the contradictions all stem from the West’s not understanding or helping enough.  Their answer is always more aid, bigger budgets, another project.

By the end of the 1960s, the newly minted Peace Corps and other voluntary groups had become a ticket to punch for those working in foreign aid.  By the late 1970s, there were “on the staff of AID …[over] five hundred former Peace Corps volunteers…and their presence clearly [or at least hopefully] promotes mutual understanding.”
  Many ex-Peace Corps volunteers also worked for international organizations, foreign aid contractors and non-profits.

The typical foreign aid or technical assistance officer becomes part of an expatriate or emigrant lifestyle.
 “To obtain one of these jobs,” according to Deborah Scroggins, “certification from a Western university in development studies or refugee affairs was usually the ticket.”
  Historically, development studies programs have been defined by development administration programs, which in turn had their origins at least internationally in anthropology departments and in training courses for colonial officials during the days of Empire.  Public and development administration programs of U.S. and European Universities in the post-war period shared much of the assumptions of these earlier programs.
 When the Peace Corps began to work in East Africa in 1961, it took over the Teachers for East Africa program, a joint British and U.S. program, which had its origins in the late British colonial system.

Typically, the foreign aid worker starts off as a volunteer, working for the Peace Corps, Britain’s Voluntary Service Overseas (VSOs), or one of the other European volunteer agencies.  Volunteerism is fun at first though hard and the novelty of deprivation wears out fast. After a few years on the ground in a hardship post such as Southern Sudan or in the killing fields of Rwanda the worker aspires to a better paying job as an expert.  Volunteers, whether from the U.S. Peace Corps, private voluntary organizations, or other international aid agencies, often go to work in the Third World without any background in development studies or development management.

After several years as a volunteer, or field worker, many foreign aid workers become aid entrepreneurs, working for NGOs or non-profits, grinding out proposals for projects or looking for design or evaluation opportunities.  Other foreign aid workers end up behind a desk as a desk officer for a bilateral aid agency, or a contractor, with a portable computer, serving as an international consultant, or on a long term overseas (expatriate) contract serving as an operational expert in a government ministry or a non-governmental organization.

What came to be called operational experts were at the heart of the technical assistance process by the 1980s.  Personal Services Contractors (PSCs) had long expanded the capacity of USAID and because “PSC’s are contractors, they are not covered by RIF [reduction in force personnel] regulations.”
  USAID sponsored OPEX (Operational Experts) workers would take the place of an indigenous official while he or she went overseas to study for a professional degree and gain post-graduate accreditation.  In the late 1970s, the first OPEX team, included over 100 to Ethiopia, and also about 15 to Botswana, Lesotho and Swaziland; a few also went to a number of other countries.
  However, the operational expert had a habit of hanging on either because of his quality of training or more personal reasons. In addition, according to Gerald Helleiner:
When a department, research station, school or Ministry find an expatriate employee who is effective, there is every reason for the relevant local decision-maker, who may himself have been placed in authority prior to his having acquired much skill or confidence, to retain the services of the expatriate for as long as possible; the success of his own career may even be or become dependent upon him.

The Not So New Missionaries

The missionary impulse has continued to influence international assistance throughout the twentieth century.  According to Phillip Morgan, “A common explanation for these so-called imperial effects or consequences of foreign technical assistance attributes them to structures which perpetuate dependence in the international economic order.”
  There is modernity to the fundamental assumptions of the missionary influence on foreign aid.  As Deborah Scroggins has put it, in speaking of the Somalia tragedy:

Was the U.S. “intervention” as journalists called it, a prelude to a UN takeover of Somalia?  If so, wasn’t that just another name for colonialism? Had we come full circle, back to the point one hundred years earlier when Britain had justified its conquest of places like Sudan and Somalia by arguing that they were saving the inhabitants from famine and slavery?

Idealism was and is important to those working in technical assistance.  Moreover, many overseas Americans, even those without a religious motivation, had a strong belief in their mission, U.S. foreign policy and in American institutions during this period (1948-1965).
  Cleveland, et. al, in their path breaking study noted:
There is a sense in which all religious missionary workers have a belief in mission; their small cash incomes and the natural frustrations of their work require the highest conviction of purpose to keep the individual on the job at all.
 

Yet life and death places (whether due to famine, drought or human made disaster0 were not always at the top of the donor shopping lists. In 1989, only 27 percent of the staff travel of humanitarian organizations was to disaster areas.

Moreover, the motivations of the overseas worker were mixed.  According to Cleveland, et. al., “Getting along with one’s American peers and superiors is usually far more important to the individual’s morale than getting along with the nationals.”
  Service overseas brought out feelings of psychological nationalism that the Americans serving were different from and better than those with whom they worked.  Sometimes, the status of Americans serving overseas was measured by the “American-ness” of their privileges.
  
Expatriates had social and ego needs and economic interests.  Critics of technical assistance, such as Emery Roe, argue that technical experts sometimes have used their expertise to “assert rights as `stakeholders’ in the land and resources of...Africa.”
  Not surprisingly, expatriates have far too often defined the development needs of a country as needing more expatriates.  While Roe’s complaint is fair, it also misses the value of services that are sometimes brought to an activity by international consultants.
Distance is a component of international intervention in Less Developed Countries.  This distance is reflected in the way that journalists, military officials and expatriates define their involvement in foreign aid.  Blaine Harden expresses this problem, what he called the emptiness of the psychological distance between a foreign aid worker and an aid recipient. According to Harden there was a vast
distance between Sakarto [an Ethiopian nineteen year old starving mother holding a dead baby] and me, in language, culture, [which] made our interview a charade.  She thought I was a doctor.  I came no closer to the woman than if I had seen her on television.  My feeling for [her] like the feelings of millions of Americans who saw television pictures of suffering in Ethiopia, had little to do with her, and even less to do with her country’s poverty or its wretched government.

Escape is sometimes part of the foreign aid experience.  The narrator in Graham Greene’s The Quiet American could not live in his own country.
  Campbell has complained of the various propaganda masters in foreign aid, the “surplus supply of propagandists, agronomists and returned Peace Corps Volunteers” all functioning as cheerleaders for foreign aid.
  As Deborah Scroggins has put it, speaking of the Southern Sudan, “In truth the average aid worker…lived for the buzz, the intensity of life in the war zone, the heightened sensations brought on by the nearness of death and the determination to do good.”
  She goes on, “The rush, the thrill, the excitement of living on the edge in itself gave the aid workers an excuse for all sorts of wildness that never would have been tolerated in their own countries.”

Even for those who eventually returned home, there were opportunities to go back, at least for a short period of time.  More and more Less Developed Countries (LDC) elections required international observers, and for a few months,  “The pay is princely:  a presiding officer at a polling station will get $800 for two months’ work, in a country whose GDP per person is about $150 a year.”
 I t was more exciting than a tourist cruise.  Other former international experts became professional consultants, earning a full time or part time living off of the aid business.

Given their numbers, expatriate aid workers and volunteers not surprisingly have critics and even enemies.  LDC intellectuals and elites often find much to criticize about foreign intervention.  Paul Theroux in a famous article suggested that expatriates in Africa had a Tarzan complex.
  Okot B’itek suggested they were legions of white ants invading the Third World.
  “Perhaps nothing irritates foreigners more,” according to Mark Hertsgaard, “than America’s habit of thinking it has all the answers, and the right to impose them on everyone else.”
  Above all, Hertsgaard goes on, there is a concern “that Americans think only of themselves.”

In the field, the aid worker is often the only foreigner in town.  Yet, as Paul Theroux describes his experience with aid workers in rural Africa, “They were, in general, oafish self-dramatizing prigs, and often complete bastards.”
  There was, he goes on, “often a tone of melodrama among relief workers, charity in Africa frequently being a form of theater.”

Graham Hancock has questioned the fundamental assumptions, the motives and the mechanisms of official aid, though not necessarily those, especially within NGOs, who implement humanitarian and development activities.  He expresses concern that expatriate aid workers working in the Third World, “have the power to make arbitrary decisions that may mean the difference between life and death for thousands of poor people.”
  Others would point to the cynicism of Hancock, who it was discovered was on contract to Mengistu Haile Mariam, the then Marxist dictator of Ethiopia when he wrote his book on foreign aid.
Aid workers often appeared to those who worked with them as “infuriatingly self-righteous, [and] so ignorantly superior.”
  They often saw themselves as fighting some kind of evil.  At the same time, it was often the complexity of the development conundrum that was most threatening.
  Sudanese leaders self-righteously have long complained about Western aid workers “the arrogant young foreigners who ran so many of the refugee programs.”
  Though, from the architects of Darfur, the protest has a hollow ring.
Somalia, according to Michael Maren, (often prone to exaggeration) “added a whole new dimension to my view of the aid business. My experience there made me see that aid could be worse than incompetent and inadvertently destructive.  It could be positively evil.”
  In Somalia, he went on, the “only Americans who spent time with Somalis were…young former Peace Corps volunteers who were hired as personal service contractors to do the dirty work of going out into the bush and telling career people what was going on.”

Foreign aid workers have been described as both developmental tourists and imperial style elites with privileges not dreamt of by their counter-parts inside the U.S.  The result has been the creation of a psychological separation from the indigenous peoples they live among in terms of health, education, and living arrangements, with overt nationalist or neo-colonial overtones.  At worst expatriate aid workers were often, according to Scroggins, a rear guard of colonialism or missionary endeavors that have covered the retreat of the West from Africa and Asia at the end of the Imperial era.
  According to John Franklin Campbell, “Like it or not, the donor-recipient relationship looks suspiciously like a new form of colonialism to many of the receiving countries.”

In Iraq, it is assumed that Arabs are lazy, dirty and animalistic.  The American, whether soldier or civilian are most often people who are unfamiliar with the societies in which they work and often administer donor assistance.
  Many donors, because of language limitations were limited to dealing with those that they felt comfortable with, who they described as honest and trustworthy, that is, those who spoke English.
 Foreign aid and technical assistance inevitably involves cultural strangers.
A number of development assistance problems are blamed on “the ethnocentricity of the developed-world technician, his insensitivity to other cultures, and his inability to meet the challenge of new situations.”
 As Lorraine Adams put it, speaking of one British aid worker, “She was British; she was in a poor and angry part of Africa; therefore she must be helping.”
  To Scroggins, foreign aid was both “the noble cause [and] the great saving illusion.”

	Box
Beyond Stereotypes

“George E. Moose, 42, has spent the last 20 years - his entire adult life - in the Foreign Service. This is unusual in an organization in which blacks like Moose normally do not stay long. Even more unusual is the fact that Moose has been an ambassador.”

“Phyllis Oakley, now the State Department’s deputy spokeswoman, joined the service in 1957, but after marrying a fellow officer, she recalled, ‘I unquestioningly followed the unwritten rule that said I had to resign.’ It was not until the 1970s when this practice had been discarded that she was able to come back ‘as one of the oldest junior officers in captivity.’”



So, often foreign aid workers give false hope to those they work with and among.
  Their presence alone suggests the possibility of change, a possibility that will most likely never materialize.
  Administrators of aid programs are also accused of not being adaptive, lacking innovation and having a low learning capacity.
  Donors have two effects on LDCs: they de-politicize state power and poverty while at the same time they reinforce bureaucratic controls.
 The individual administrator, contractor or advisor is often “ground down and exhausted by their bouts with developing country environments....” 
  Ultimately many working in U.S. foreign aid also lose a sense of proportion between LDC political weakness and American political power.

In 1990, there were more than 80,000 expatriate aid workers of all nationalities living in Africa alone.
  Many thousands also lived in Asia, the Middle East and Central and South America and the Caribbean.  These expatriates were linked to the myriad of development projects that proliferate throughout the world.  This meant that in Africa, the world’s poorest continent, more expatriates were living there than during the colonial and settler period prior to 1960.  The size of the international consulting and technical assistance community, official and unofficial, has meant that it is a network of interests that advocates its own agenda.  As Graham Hancock correctly argues:

After the multi-billion-dollar “financial flows” involved have been shaken through the sieve of over-priced and irrelevant goods that must be bought in the donor countries, filtered again in the deep pockets of hundreds of thousands of foreign experts and aid agency staff, skimmed off by dishonest commission agents and stolen by corrupt Ministers and Presidents, there is really very little left to go around.

During the Clinton administration, consolidation of foreign policy and foreign aid agency was a goal of the Republican controlled Senate.  In the late 1990s, Senator Jesse Helms “proposed abolishing the U.S. Agency for International Development and transferring its $7 billion in annual aid to a quasi-governmental foundation that would deliver grants to private relief groups.”
  As the new century approached, little had changed from nineteenth century colonial stereotypes of the developing world. Ten years later with the U.S. bogged down in Iraq and Afghanistan, academics and practitioners alike tended to blame the intemperance and volatility of “tribal” culture for the failure of donor sponsored democracy and governance programs.
Donor Fatigue and

Organizational Weakness

Organizationally, USAID has often been a part, albeit a minor part, of the inter-agency struggle that occurs endlessly in Washington for control over the U.S.’s foreign and security policy process.
  Over the years, the U.S. Agency for International Development has been worn down by the criticism of Congress, the press and the public.  It has developed over the years what might be called a Rodney Dangerfield syndrome.  Lacking the consistency of domestic agencies, it could not get the respect of its interlocutors. By the late 1960s, the aid flows produced their own complex web of large and competing bureaucracies in Washington D.C., within recipient states, as well as a diffuse spectrum of policy objectives and expectations.

The organizational imperative of foreign aid institutions has meant that there is a deterministic element to their tasks, their environment and their organizational design.
  In the U.S. context, the foreign aid bureaucracy is a “[f]ragmented authority in [a] complex system [which] tends to make government policies both inflexible and unstable.”
  Organizational weakness and duplication of effort was a reality in the foreign and development policy establishment.  As John Franklin Campbell pointed out more than thirty years ago:

A desk officer of State, who follows U.S. relations with one small African country, has recently calculated that while in theory he is the focal point of all Washington efforts concerning “his” country, in fact there are sixteen other people in Washington just like him, working on the same country in different chains of command.

Beyond this are the numerous task forces that our Foreign Service officer would participate in set up to bypass normal bureaucratic processes but which increased the duplication and complexity of the foreign aid process.

Throughout the lesser developed world, according to author Paul Theroux, it appears to the outside observer that social concerns such as health, community development and education, had been taken up by foreign volunteers and technicians.  “Whenever I saw a town that looked tidy and habitable I saw the evidence of foreign charities….”
  Foreign involvement in social development had become a fixture of domestic political life throughout the developing world.

The Vietnam War had caused the “collapse into nightmare” of the American Dream, what Booker has called the “most powerful image of the twentieth century.”
  The western world was stunned at the collapse of the United States’ Vietnam Policy. “Above all, [the Vietnam War] consumed the nation in anger, disillusion and self-doubt.  Shock waves generated in the 1960’s have never fully abated, and are seen today in the rhetoric of political correctness and neoconservatism.”

At the end of the Vietnam War a kind of donor fatigue had set in within the U.S. foreign aid community.  By the late 1960s, in the wake of the Vietnam debacle, there were calls for a more collaborative organizing process for foreign aid.  Esman and Montgomery called for “joint teams of host national and American professionals to administer innovative and experimental development activities.”
  Little came of these suggestions and donor fatigue deepened throughout the rest of the twentieth century.

By 1967, to be sustainable U.S. foreign aid should have been pegged at three billion (1966) dollars at which point official aid had peaked.
 By 1968, according to Christopher Booker, the West internationally suffered from “exhaustion and loss of momentum…[and a] ‘fading into reality’ of the collective dreams of the Fifties and Sixties.”
  According to Neil Lewis, quoting a Red Cross Official, “Americans ‘just [got] tired of seeing starving people on television….The needs are overwhelming and people who would ordinarily donate just get confused as to where to give money….  They end up just turning the television off.”

The U.S public remains uncomfortable with foreign aid particularly since “most people seem to think that foreign aid accounts for 15 per cent of the budget, when it’s really less than 1 per cent”
  The lack of domestic support for foreign aid, according to Sebastian Mallaby, has meant that of all “Washington’s powerbrokers, hustlers and ‘decision-makers,’ the appropriators are most aware of the uneasy relationship between domestic priority and international policy.” 

While there is little support for government to government assistance, private contributions to international charities are seen as different and while “Americans historically have given generously to such efforts, fundraisers fear[ed] that all the calamities [both human made and natural disasters] coming together are proving to be too much of a bad thing.”
  In debates about foreign aid, the United States often complains, not entirely without justification, that “unflattering comparisons between America’s aid budget and those of more generous Dutch and Scandinavians unjustly exclude private donations stimulated by U.S. tax incentives.”

The debate about foreign aid spending has long had two components.  The first was on amounts to be given.  According to Rudolph A. Peterson:
U.S. lending under such a system [was to be] be concentrated in selected countries, in selected programs - particularly in agriculture and education - and in multinational projects where long-term development is of special interest to the United States….  U.S. lending, however, would be made strictly on the basis of development criteria.
 

The second debate focused on the choice between loans and grants and whether one or the other was more likely to stimulate development.
To later critics, foreign aid administrators of organizations such as USAID, “have often become caught up in their own self-perpetuation and in public relations efforts designed to create an illusion of effectiveness.”
  Internally, there has been increased “careerism and increased bureaucratization in the [foreign aid] industry, [and] assistance efforts have become disconnected from important lessons learned on the ground, and often lessons of world history.”
  According to Jennifer Brinkerhoff, “[t]he structure of development assistance [needed to] change to prevent a worsening of conditions and to initiate a movement toward more effective approaches.”

Lack of a strategy for institutional development is the key to many of USAID’s critics. Fred Riggs has put it this way, “Surely the development of institutional memories, both in developing countries and in AID itself, is an important facet of development administration.”
  According to a former USAID administrator, “My experience with government management tells me that once the leadership and the institution really adopt an agenda, much can be accomplished, and the required decisions become clear.”

LDC population growth was a factor leading to donor fatigue, since “[n]o other phenomenon,’ the Pearson Commission [the 1968 World Bank Commission on International Development chaired by Canadian Prime Minister Lester Pearson] said, ‘casts a darker shadow over the prospects for international development than the staggering growth of population.’”
  Foreign aid in much of Africa, Latin America and parts of Asia remained ineffective throughout the last half of the twentieth century and until the HIV/AIDs pandemic intervened in the 1990s, LDCs overall had very high population growth. 
Donor fatigue was exacerbated by in the 1970s the weight of Third World debt which was increasingly part of the foreign aid problem.  According to two long term foreign aid observers, “As cost of servicing old loans was increasing, the amount of commercial lending was decreasing drastically.  Aid fatigue hit some donors, mainly the U.S.”
  There were also more and more critics.  Increasingly, as Martin Wolf has noted:
There were, it is true, skeptics about aid, among them Peter [now Lord] Bauer.  But his arguments made him something of a pariah.  Experience proved chastening.  Academic studies confirmed what practitioners could see with their own eyes; there was no connection between aid and alleviating poverty.

International assistance, Lord Bauer had suggested, creates an artificial support system arguing “aid [can be] in fact an obstacle to development because it ‘brings about a host of repercussions which adversely affect the basic determinants of development.’”
  Among the mainstream of thinkers on foreign aid, “[p]rominent critics of aid in the 1960s and 1970s, such as the British economist, the now Lord Peter Bauer, are still out of the mainstream.”
  According to one World Bank official, “Aid can make a big difference but only when there is also a domestic constituency for change.”
 Over time however, academic criticism of the U.S. foreign aid system increased in volume.

Debates about Funding

Standard Operating Procedures

Foreign aid going to LDCs in 1970 was less than 20 percent of what the annual aid to Europe had been at the height of the Marshall Plan from 1948-1951.  Much of the assistance went in the form of loans, 90 percent of which was used to purchase equipment from developed countries.  Most of the rest went to purchase commodities for relief and for technical assistance.  About 85 cents of every dollar of foreign aid stayed in the U.S. during this period.

By the early 1970s, the U.S. and other donors openly and cynically traded aid for political support in the Cold War.  However, as Paul Mosley points out, those using “aid as a means of buying political support [got] very little for their money.”
  “This ambitious U.S. role,” in the 1970s, according to Rudolph Peterson, “required a prominent U.S. presence in some countries; and friction with some governments resulted from attempts to influence sensitive areas of their national policy related to development.”
  U.S. policies remained “heavily government-oriented and were based on the expectation that the transfer of U.S. resources and technology would bring immediate results as it had under the Marshall Plan.”

The gap between what policy makers decided and what bureaucrats did had widened to a chasm by 1970.
  Foreign aid policy was as much a bureaucratic as it was a political product and as Horesh notes, “Within the bureaucracy itself, different departments of state have different interests and that political and policy debate is carried out within these departments and between them.”

The 1970 Nixon appointed Task Force on International Development chaired by Rudolph. Peterson Chairman of the Bank of America had recommended that a series of specialized agencies replace USAID, greater use be made of multilateral organizations, and a more relaxed and flexible approach to development management be taken.  As Rudolf Peterson, et. al. noted in March of 1970:
The international organizations could roughly double their present rate of lending - from $2.5 billion a year to $5 billion a year - over the next several years while continuing to follow sound practices and maintain high standards. An increase in International Development Association [IDA] lending is critical to establishing an international framework for development.  In view of the debt-servicing problem in a number of the developing countries, concessional lending on IDA terms is badly needed.  Furthermore, IDA lending is the foundation for international participation in some of the major development programs.

This shift could have been a turning point for foreign aid.

From 1970 on, every year the Congress would slash USAID’s budget and often would threaten to abolish the organization as a separate entity. For the next thirty years, in percentage terms, appropriations for foreign aid continued to decline.  Despite the decline in foreign aid allocations, policy makers were not able to admit that the U.S. lacked the resources and the will to do more than give lip service to LDC social and economic development.  By the early 1970s, foreign aid, and foreign policy processes more generally, had become outdated and “more than two decades of institutions, procedures and personnel, [existed] unchanged in a changing world”
  As a result:

Disenchantment with foreign aid [was] shared by both donor and recipient countries….  [One can see] some of the sources of this mood in the case of one large country, Brazil, which during 1964-1967 ranked only behind India, Pakistan, and South Vietnam as a recipient of net official aid flows.

Discussion of reforms in foreign aid began again in the early 1970s. By the middle of the 1970s, it was clear that USAID suffered from both over-administration and excessive growth.  However, by 1975, the U.S. (and a number of other donors) faced donor fatigue and the loss of confidence in the ability of foreign aid to promote economic and social development.
  Over the next decade this donor fatigue grew stronger within USAID and among the major bilateral donors.  The result was reduced budgets for both bilateral and multilateral agencies despite suggestions that multilateral assistance would be better suited for the complexities of institutional development.

By the mid-1970s the U.S. Agency for International Development had become weakened. In 1974, a Carnegie Foundation Report on U.S. foreign aid and USAID, called aid programs “lethargic, negligent and crippled by bureaucracy.”
  The implications of this weakness were sobering for those who advocated a role for international assistance within U.S. foreign policy.  This weakness refocused debate on foreign aid policy toward organizational imperatives.

The U.S. Agency for International Development was in trouble.  It had no domestic champion and had become a whipping boy of the Congress.  There were several factors that led to USAID’s donor fatigue.  Foreign aid, by the middle of the 1970s, was based in large part upon strategic rather than developmental considerations as the Cold War had deepened.  Perceived problems with the Vietnam War, and its ignominious end, rubbed off on development assistance.  There may be lessons here for those who see foreign aid as a part of a war on terrorism since there are likely be continued security problems in the future.
In the last quarter of the twentieth century, there were a number of characteristics of USAID that were unique in their impact on international assistance.  As Judith Tendler, writing in 1975, has pointed out, “although the agency’s organizational environment was more conducive than most to adaptation and innovation, criticism of its performance has often focused on its unadaptive and uninnovative behavior.”

Throughout the 1970s, technical assistance alone appeared to be a weak strategy for international development since “aid can still do little more than leave the American advisor to his own devices in this difficult area of guided social change.”
  Evidence suggested that foreign aid is most useful in terms of capacity building and human resource development rather than in managing and growing the economy.  In addition, aid works best when it is introduced incrementally into countries that have developed systems and policies to manage that aid.
  It is this long term and incremental process that best justifies continued support for foreign aid and technical assistance.

By rejecting the findings of the Peterson Commission, USAID became even more rigid in the 1980s and beyond.
  At the same time, “the...cumbersomely managed Agency for International Development...had 58.6 percent of its personnel engaged in administrative tasks.”
  This was a level of inefficiency that was duplicated in a number of African states considered by foreign aid specialists to be particularly inefficient.  Organizationally foreign aid would get worse.

By the early 1980s, donor fatigue had deepened and among policy makers there was a real loss of faith in the LDC state within the development community.  Lethargy had developed within the foreign aid policy process at the Federal government level.  In 1980, “In the absence of a FY80 aid appropriations bill, foreign aid programs are being funded by a continuing resolution which maintains the monetary levels established by the FY79 bill - approximately $7.5 billion.”
  By the 1980s, many donors had lost faith in the capacity of the LDC state to effect development.
University involvement with foreign aid became increasingly problematic.  USAID, for example, reassessed its support of such university linked programs as the Midwest University Consortium on International Activities (MUCIA) at the end of the 1960s and decided to cut back “both its funding for public administration training and for research and technical assistance in administrative reform and institution-building.”
  Many in the foreign aid community had lost faith in state structures and looked to privatization as an answer to under-development.  USAID’s cooperative agreement with the National Association of Schools of Public Affairs and Administration had ended. By the early 1990s, university based technical assistance had decline dramatically.

Between 1970 and 1985, the foreign aid budget when adjusted for inflation had fallen by nearly fifty percent. Regional figures reflect these trends.  Throughout the 1980s, the United States

provided between $1 billion and $1.6 billion annually, in constant 1992 dollars, for bilateral (country-to-country) aid to Africa through a variety of programs. U.S. assistance to Africa [had] peaked in the mid-1980s, reflecting the high levels of foreign affairs spending characteristic of the period and the special attention given to famine conditions in some African countries.

Spending for foreign aid declined further between 1985 and 1990.  By 1990, an international debate had broken out over the amount and the nature of donor funding among Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) countries.
It is important to note that since 1985 foreign aid “has not just stagnated, but it has actually declined in real terms.”
  The long term spending trends
show that between 1970 and 1991 the volume of ODA [Overseas Development Assistance] rose from US$28 billion to US$54 billion (at 1990 prices).  But the increase over the first ten years, i.e., 1970-80, was greater than the rate of increase during the latter ten years, 1981-91, which was marked by an increase of only $11 billion.

Between 1945 and 1997 the United States spent more than $1 trillion dollars on foreign aid.
  Because of this, foreign aid failure rates are disturbing.  The foreign aid story in Africa was particularly bleak.  Sub-Sahara Africa was the continent most dependent on foreign aid in 1990.  The region had only 12 percent of the world’s population but received nearly a third of the world’s foreign aid which amounted to 14 percent of black Africa’s Gross Domestic Product in 1987.
  It was by far the least developed continent in the world.
Foreign Aid Spending and the

End of the Cold War

Despite declining amounts of aid, pressures to spend rather than ration resources did not impart to LDCs a sense of scarcity about the supply and management of funds.
  From the perspective of the donor program manager, the rule is to move the money.  By 1990, the scarcity was real and “cutbacks [in U.S. foreign aid] would involve an embarrassing inability by the administration to make good its foreign aid pledges, many of them to countries where the United States has important base rights” or lingering Cold War obligations.

In 1991, as Congress was reluctant to approve a comprehensive aid package, U.S. lawmakers once again allowed most projects to be financed with repeated short-term appropriations and continuing resolutions, a pattern that would continue over the next decade.
  The American foreign aid budget, at about $10 billion, had not been increased for a decade.  As a percentage of the overall economy it was at its lowest point since World War II.

As a result of donor fatigue in the United States and a number of other OECD counties, By the early 1990s, the world community found it very difficult to respond to disasters.
  This was particularly true of a natural and incremental disaster like the AIDS crisis.  “This [was] a very big moment for H.I.V./AIDS and foreign aid,” said J. Stephen Morrison, director of the Africa Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and a State Department official under President Bill Clinton.
  However, both under Clinton and George W. Bush, foreign aid failed to address the HIV/AIDS crisis.

U.S. spending patterns continued apace through the 1990s.  In 1992, With USAID foreign aid funding running out, Congress again voted to extend the current level of spending through the end of the fiscal year.
  In April of 1992, President George H. W. Bush “signed into law a stopgap six-month extension of U.S. foreign aid that include[ed] money for United Nations peacekeeping and potential aid for the former Soviet Union.”
  In 1994, U.S. bilateral assistance exclusive of the security based Economic Support Fund was pegged at $2.469 billion less than the 1966 sustainable figure.
By 1995, in absolute terms, though not as a percentage of gross national product, U.S, foreign aid remained the largest in the world which, “produced a large and complex institutional framework.”
  The result, according to Hook, was a bureaucratic tangle.
  The Agency for International Development, during the Clinton administration, depended almost entirely on a variety of intermediaries, contractors, NGOs, or (though decreasingly) universities to deliver technical assistance and training.

The increasing bureaucratization of foreign aid and the drop in foreign aid and technical assistance over the past thirty years has meant that even if foreign aid were 100 percent effective it would not promote sustainability. In 1996, USAID spending accounted for only 0.27 per cent of U.S. GNP.  The U.S. was at the bottom of OECD members in terms of spending and the 1996 statistics stood at the lowest level recorded since comparable statistics began in 1950.
  In 1997, the Clinton administration reorganized foreign affairs structures with the State Department clumsily incorporating the U.S. Information Agency into the State Department and assuming closer responsibility for the U.S. Agency for International Development’s budget.  This reorganization presaged further integration of USAID into the State Department in 2006.
The allocation and management of technical assistance was not, as Paul Mosley points out, “a rational optimizing process.”
  Rather, the goal of the foreign aid program officer has focused primarily on the reduction of uncertainties for themselves and their governments.
  The donor rules were and are complex.  In the early 1980s, the U.S. Foreign Assistance Act listed 33 separate objectives to which all U.S. supported projects ostensibly must conform.
  Sometimes these were in conflict with each other.  In addition, “donor aid schemes [were] almost always expensive, top-heavy, and require[d] lots of literate administrators.”

U.S. foreign aid spending, throughout the 1990s, reflected levels of foreign affairs spending characteristic of the early post-Cold War period and there was special attention given to famine conditions in a number of African and Central American countries.  The nature of foreign aid spending often distorted priorities in LDCs. Speaking of foreign aid allocations, Martin Wolf has said:
What you see is not what you get.  It is impossible to find a way around the obstacles created by a poor environment through targeted assistance to high-priority areas.  Money is fungible:  a government can offset aid by adjustments in where it spends its own money. Aid - including debt relief - always finances the marginal priorities of the government, be these palaces, prisons or primary schools (or tax cuts, for that matter).

Some critics, and there were many, argued that the “downward trend in U.S. development assistance appropriations should be reversed.”
  For example, as Michael Peel pointed out in 1995, that “The 21 members of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development gave an average of 0.27 per cent of gross national product, down from 0.34 per cent in 1990.”
  Over the past twenty years, “Taking into account the growth of their own resources, and the depreciation of monetary values, the developed nations have fallen further and further short of the aid target of 1% of GNP.”
  In one controversial case, the New York Times complained that “more than 70 heads of state came together on behalf of the world’s children.  They wisely pledged to make the next generation stronger and smarter.  Now the United States is wavering in its financial commitment to the cause.”

Despite increasing criticism of U.S. foreign aid, on February 12, 1996 President Clinton signed into law the FY1996 Foreign Assistance Appropriations Act (P.L. 104-107).
  The foreign aid allocation in 1996, provided $12.1 billion for foreign assistance programs and operations.  That was “18 percent below the administration’s FY 1996 request of $14.8 billion and 11 percent below the FY 1995 enacted level of $13.6 billion.”
  In the same year, policy makers were alarmed by the downward spiral of their budgets, and concerned by the lack of results, many in the foreign aid establishment began the most serious rethinking of their efforts since the halcyon days of the development aid business began in the 1960’s.

In 1997 with an operating expense request level of $495 million, USAID had $60 million less with which to operate in fiscal year 1997 than it had in the 1996 fiscal year.
  A day after the Clinton administration presented its 1998 budget, which included a modest increase in foreign aid, Secretary of State Albright complained that “after four years of a declining foreign-affairs budget, the United States was ‘steadily and unilaterally disarming ourselves.’”

The years 1998-1999 were a turning point of sorts, since after “years of decline, rich governments [including the U.S.] spent 9% more on aid in 1998 than in the year before.”
  At the end of the millennium, concessional aid transfers involved more than $50 billion annually.
  It represented, however, less than one-sixth of overseas aid and “most aid packages were [still] tied to the procurement [of] U.S. goods and services.”

It is true that haggling over the foreign aid budget has long been a U.S. Congressional tradition.  However, as the millennium approached, to foreign aid advocates what was at stake  “was the fate of the sole superpower’s $13bn foreign assistance budget for 1998.  All Congressional staff could do was to bet on how long the haggling would take before a foreign aid bill was passed.”
  By the end of the twentieth century, the U.S.” ranked dead last among the advanced nations in the share of income that it allocated to foreign aid.”
 
At the end of the millennium, there was little support for foreign aid in Congress. Throughout the decade, U.S. foreign policy and foreign aid institutions had faced attack from their Congressional foes.  In one case, involving the U.S. Information Agency, Congress “recommended that the agency limit overhead costs to 15 per cent of the total amount an organization receives from the U.S.I.A. for a program.”
  The information agency was later abolished. Only September 11 staved off a similar fate for USAID.

In 2002, in the wake of September 11, there was some evidence of an increased support for foreign aid.  This “broad support was surprising because [a public opinion] survey indicated that most Americans think the United States spends 20 times more on foreign aid than it does.”
  In that year, Congress approved “$1 billion for the new aid program and $2.4 billion for AIDS….” The Bush administration also promised to ask the Republican-led Congress to nearly double the amount of aid given to Africa.

In 2003, “[a] new book by Wesley K. Clark, the retired Army general then running for president, [called] for a major expansion in U.S. foreign assistance programs and the establishment of a Department of International Assistance to manage the initiative.”
  In the same year, “Just days after announcing a further major initiative to fight global AIDS, President [George W.] Bush turned his attention…to the…epidemic, saying he [would] request $16 billion for AIDS prevention, care and treatment when he submit[ed] his 2004 budget to Congress….”
  Under the Bush scheme, according to Rachel Swarms, “[m]ost of the money for the projects will come from existing programs….  [C]ritics condemned the plan as an attempt to divert attention from the reluctance of wealthy nations to reduce trade subsidies, which many economists say hurt farmers in poor countries.”

Ultimately, foreign aid did not receive much of a short term bounce coming out of the September 11 experience. According to a 2003 New York Times report, “Mr. LaVergne, a Republican, and Mr. Cannon, a Democrat, [were] strongly critical of President Bush’s request for $87 billion to finance military and reconstruction projects in Iraq and Afghanistan.”
  Their reaction was not atypical. In the wake of September 11, the U.S. operated with less than superpower resolve. According to Scott Anderson, in order to bring various natural and human made crises to an end, and with more and more and more of the world’s wars resulting in the wanton slaughter of civilian populations, “aid organizations are increasingly involving themselves directly in social, political and even, at times, military matters.”
  And they were doing so with fewer funds.
Dealing with Donors
The Donor as a Problem

Despite massive foreign aid, however, state failure was an increasingly common phenomenon, particularly, but not only, in Africa, parts of Central America, Central Asia and Eastern Europe.  The result, “more often than not, [was] bad government - in its broadest sense.”
  It is within the LDC institutional state, that state failure is most clearly seen.  The collapse of the public sector has been particularly devastating on the rural poor in Africa since “enhancing public service must itself be fundamental to undertaking rural development.”
  According to Daphne Eviatar, “Although some directed forms of aid have been highly effective - like health programs providing oral rehydration therapy or vaccinations for children - the key to the overall development puzzle has remained a mystery.  When you’re talking about development, you’re talking about wholesale transformation of a society.”

Nowhere is more symbolic of the limitations of foreign aid than Africa since with “almost half a billion people, Africa [in 1989 had] a total GDP equivalent to that of Belgium, which only has 10 million inhabitants.”
  As Pierre Landell-Mills points out, “Few would dispute that responsibility for Africa’s economic crisis is shared by donor agencies and foreign advisers as well as African governments.”
  In 1989, the Economist asked this question: “How else to explain a 10% fall in income per head in black Africa between 1980 and 1987, when it was receiving foreign aid worth an average of $13 billion a year?”
  There has to have been some form of failure.  In terms of U.S. foreign aid policy, the “activities of USAID for the past 30 years in most of Africa are therefore best described as welfare.”
  The recipients of foreign aid “are customers only in a notional sense that they have been given that status for the time being by USAID.”

Despite the perception of domestic failures, USAID claims to be concerned that it does not promote an image of intrusion through direct action in its interventions.  Rather, as one sarcastic view of LDC state power put it, an “embassy official said…covenants were preferable since they did not impact on the ‘sovereign image’ of Jamaica and avoided having U.S. demands brought into the open for public debate.”
  According to one critic of foreign aid, “United States grant aid, administered through the United States Agency for International Development, is scattershot.”
  The donor was at least part of the problem.

The linkage of issues that relate to the manner and conditions of older, traditional components of economic and social development dominates the moral debate about foreign aid. To critics of foreign aid, the blame for failure often is placed at the feet of LDC leadership. In two problem countries, for example, “the United States has been less successful in Jamaica and Liberia due in part to lack of cooperation with AID from these governments’ leaders.”
  By the early 1990s, the world community found it very difficult to respond to disasters.
  As a result, those debating foreign aid tended to blame the impoverished countries for their woes.

There is an American ideology “that combines the concepts of liberty and purpose [that] has led us throughout our national history to see ourselves as morally superior and others as deficient, an attitude of ‘prophetic dualism.’”
  According to Judith Hoover, “Both perspectives demanded that we aid regions resisting ‘the enemy,’ either because it was morally ‘right,’ or because it was technically ‘smart.’”
  According to former USAID Director Brian Atwood, “We talk of our experience in running the oldest development program in the world. We cite the extensive network of universities and think tanks, the creative and dynamic private sector and the effective and dedicated private voluntary agencies.”
  The assumptions of USAID were clear since according to Wolf, “There is no alternative to rapid economic growth if the aim is the alleviation of poverty.”
  “Second,” he went on, “it is no good expecting improved policies from a complacent, corrupt or criminal regime.”

There are odd differences in the way that foreign aid is distributed in different parts of the world.  According to the Economist, “In 1994 the 2.5m people affected by war in former Yugoslavia got $288 each, the 2.1m in Liberia got $24.50.”
  In many countries, recurrent assistance was not enough to maintain pre-existing capital investment.  Despite this, recipients often could not say no to aid even when the recurrent maintenance revenue requirements could not be met.
  There is some evidence that international assistance can have a modest impact upon income distribution but it will have no impact upon the poorest of the poor.

	Box

Qualifications
The project designed to assist poor villages excluded most of the villages in Mali.  When asked how many micro-credit loans were available in one Mali village, the response was, “None, the village does not qualify.”  In order to qualify for the credit, villages had to have village associations.  Only the better off villages had village associations, a pre-requisite for funding.
  The lesson to be learned from this is that foreign aid often does not assist the poorest of the poor and sometimes makes matters worse for them.




Dependency on donor organizations to provide funding and manage projects did not necessarily occur out of a project design, but as part of organizational imperatives.  Nonetheless, critics of foreign aid suggest that the aid process results in corrupted political institutions, the decay or destruction of institutions of public policy, and ultimately the surrender of national sovereignty as “aid has tended to rob states and citizens of political power and self-determination.”
  The result, often, is a limiting of degrees of policy freedom within an LDC.

The LDC Program Manager 
A weak and unstable LDC bureaucracy time and time again had to deal with the donor community’s massive pool of well qualified people and complicated bureaucratic processes.
  LDC public servants often juggled two jobs, the official one that involved sitting in a dimly lit office reading newspapers and the real one, as a consultant or a part time embassy employee or entrepreneur that started at noon and ended at 8:00 and hopefully brought in some real money into the family.

Foreign aid, according to Edward Weidner, created two new kinds of professionals, a donor official and a recipient program manager.
  However, program managers in LDCs, to quote Carol Lancaster, need to have “the ability to say no.”
  That said, recipient countries increasingly were characterized by fragmentation in terms of the planning and management of foreign aid.  Responsibility for the management of foreign aid programs is often scattered between and among a great many ministries and departments.
  At the same time, recipients do not say no to even risky schemes since they need Western funds for recurrent and capital investment and to stimulate a modicum of professional employment in a moribund economy.  These risky and unsustainable projects are often part of the same package as vital activities.
Ideally, the program manager in an LDC should not have the problem of dealing with the donors they interacted with.  In the best of all possible worlds, the correct way to approach the problem is to make the donors deal fairly and rationally with LDC program managers.  In reality this is easier said than done and it is usually left to the LDC program officer to deal with a variety of donor activities that involve several (or perhaps dozens) of donors and a staggering number of different policies.

By 1985, a medium size African country would have 25-30 donor representatives available and up to 80 or more private foundations interacting with the country.
  The LDC program officer, will spend a great deal of his or her time negotiating with a variety of donors and international assistance organizations (with a variety of priorities and interests) who provide financial support for physical construction, management training and education, as well as other forms of foreign aid and technical assistance.  Organizations meant a formalized structure:

A formalized structure reduces the need to develop ad hoc understandings and engage in constant negotiations and bargaining….  Formalization is required to ensure financial accounting; and transparency often necessitates the formalization of agreements and reporting requirements.  When significant resource commitments are introduced, even previously informal organizations tend to formalize. Institutionalizing lessons learned through partnership work also typically rely on formal processes, such as the development of standard operating procedures.


Dealing with multiple donors begins with the recognition that each donor can be identified by specific characteristics and operating procedures.  These include both bilateral and multilateral donors, where the "rules of the game" are different from case to case.  Program managers also can deal with both grants and loan monies, often including structural adjustment social or municipal funds, which have different and perhaps contradictory impacts upon society.  It is often the case that decisions about the kind of technical assistance to be accepted are not made by program officers but are imposed upon them from above at the political level.  To improve the process, more selectivity is needed on the acceptability of donor projects within the context of national or regional recipient country programs and priorities.

As foreign aid became more permanent in different parts of the world, donor-client relationships became part of a broader dependency problem in Third World countries.  Ultimately, foreign aid often weakened national institutions as they become dependent upon donor funds.
  As Judith Tendler has pointed out, “Dependency results from the fact that decisions affecting a nation’s destiny are frequently made outside its borders….”
  For aid recipients in Eastern Europe one of the skills that developed quickly according to Wedel was the ritual of  listening to the foreigners with a certain skepticism.  What many in power in Eastern Europe would regret was their inability to “train” the donors.

Strategies for Coping

Sustainability and replicability are the keys to a successful donor-supported design and implementation strategy and an on-going assessment process for technical assistance.  LDC managers must develop the capacity to insure the sustainability of project and program benefits beyond the limited time horizon of the donor's direct involvement.  Increasingly, donors such as USAID and the World Bank see the project as a pilot for self-sustaining activity, financed by host country institutions.  LDC managers, however, are more likely to see the project as an integral part of an already existing program.  In both scenarios, the project should be designed to allow for on-going assessment by both the donor and host country officials and provide for the possibility of replication after the project ends.  LDC program managers are painfully aware that donor-sponsored project interventions often do not yet successfully pursue these goals.


Those who carry primary responsibility for coordination and negotiations with donors should be the most capable managers available within the LDC.  They should be the "best and the brightest", to use the infamous Halberstam phrase and should be paid accordingly.
  Given the importance and the potential for tension that exists between a foreign donor mission and LDC institutions, it would behoove the latter to recruit as project managers a high, if not a higher, quality of administrator than are stationed in the aid mission.


Self sufficiency was said to be one answer to the problem of dealing with donors.  Rhodesia, under its unilateral declaration of independence and even black ruled Zimbabwe in the 1990s contained lessons for self-help.  For many years both were able to exist without foreign aid and international diplomatic help through a rigorous program of import substitution. Apartheid South Africa even functioned as a regional foreign aid donor while ANC ruled South Africa is a major recipient of donor funds.  Of the variety of strategies available for coping with donor inputs into the strategic intervention process, the most important relates to the provision of host-country personnel as program managers.

Regional cooperation has been one strategy to develop self sufficiency. While there are powerful regional groupings in Asia and Latin America, (Association of Southeast Asian Nations - ASEAN and Southern Common Market - MERCOSUR), and potentially important groups in Southern Africa (Southern African Development Community – SADC) and West Africa (the Economic Community of West African States - ECOWAS), no analogous regional organizations have developed in East and Central Africa (with the partial exception of the Preferential Trade Area, which partly overlaps with SADC).  Regional cooperation has the potential to facilitate the management of donors in an efficient and timely manner though in practice regional donor activities have had only a marginal impact on development.

Since independence, attempts at continental regional collaboration have met with particularly limited success in Africa.  The African Union and its New Partnership for Africa's Development (NEPAD) as yet have shown as little signs of success as did the Organization of African Unity before it. Current attempts at regional collaboration in Africa often do little other than make life all the more difficult for the project managers who have to deal with the vagaries of the policy process at the regional or continental level.  The lack of success with regional educational and training efforts in many regional institutions in Africa is no doubt related to these difficulties.  The United Nations established a regional project in the Mano River countries (Liberia, Guinea, Sierra Leone and Côte d’Ivoire) in 2003 even though all of the countries involved were embroiled in civil war or regional conflict and except for Guinea Conkry had no semblance of a central government to coordinate the project.. 

LDC program managers must speak the donor's bureaucratic "language" in terms of monitoring or design requirements.
  This means understanding the way that the donor representative works domestically in his or her own country and the nature of the administrative and political environment within which the aid mission operates.  Such knowledge needs to also include the way that international contractors operate, and their relationship to a bilateral or multilateral donor.


Bureaucratic procedures and language are areas of activity that often are little understood among LDC program managers, but which have important implications for all phases of donor-supported programs and projects.  The continual presence of resident, as well as visiting consultants, working alone or in teams on various aspects of a donor-funded intervention have significant potential to influence the dynamics of a project.  Their influence can be positive and constructive, as well as negative and disruptive.  LDC program managers caught in-between donor expectations, project dynamics, and revolving consultants, can very quickly become mired in a tangle of relationships, attitudes, and approaches that are impossible to resolve without an understanding of the wider context within which the project must operate.


Speaking the donor's language also means reading the donor's documents, particularly the myriad of design or project papers, and evaluation or monitoring documents that define a technical assistance activity.  Program and project management often involves massive amounts of paper which must be read and digested in a very short period of time.  Aid missions are veritable "paper mills," and donor documents come on top of a variety of LDC documents that are produced.  Nonetheless, if a line program officer cannot read and understand the donor-generated project materials (and most cannot); they have lost control of the project and that part of their overall program which they are supposed to manage.


Thirdly, program officers need to understand the donor personnel with whom they must interact.  It is important to realize that donor mission technical assistance personnel are often isolated from the society within which they must work.  The cause of this isolation may be the security system, which locks donors in as much as it locks LDC officials out.  More likely, the barriers are cultural and linguistic.  Donors, as expatriates, live in small, isolated societies governed by interaction with their fellow citizens, and the often petty "pecking order" which is characteristic of the foreign and donor community.


Likewise, until events have proven otherwise, the LDC manager should assume a lack of knowledge on the part of the donor representative about the LDC generally, and in particular, about the host government's development programs.  Donor officials, like senior colonial administrators before them, tend to move around.  Two years in a country is not unusual, and four years is a maximum in all but the most extraordinary of circumstances.


It should also be understood that donor representatives are primarily oriented toward their own internal management systems, rather than the project and program goals of the LDC state.  For example, USAID's internal management and Congressional regulations almost totally consume the time of the USAID donor official.  Thus, it behooves the program officer to be aggressive and go to see the donor, rather than wait for the donor to come to the visit the manager.  Where necessary, to enforce LDC priorities, it is useful to get quiet political backing for policy demands, as donor representatives are understandably sensitive to political demands from high levels within the LDC.


Also important for both the program officer and the policy maker is the value of making a realistic assessment about donor intentions.  Without over-stressing the overtly political nature of foreign aid, it is clear that bilateral donors, whether from a large or a small country, represent and are an extension of the donor country's foreign, security and economic policy.  Scandinavians are as anxious to sell their meat and dairy products as Americans are to sell their farm machinery.  The multilateral agency also has an agenda in representing the international economic regime, as witness the variety of structural adjustment programs that were introduced throughout the world in the 1980s.  Regardless of the host-country's political ideology, the international economic regime remains "the only game in town" when it comes to conflicting public policy choices.


In order to get beyond the agenda of the donors, it is important for LDC program managers to push, if not force, the concept of donor coordination.  This is an issue that is given much lip service, but little action on the part of donors, and it is the absence of such coordination which pulls the program officer and the LDC in a variety of directions.
  As newly-emerging donor recipients, and often newer at the rules of the game, NGO's are particularly susceptible to multiple donor monies and the problems this can cause for managers. These are not skills that come naturally.  However, they can be introduced at both the educational and training level if there is a will to do so.  Naturally, such training will not be high on the list of donor priorities.  Perhaps they should be of concern to those who have to deal with donor agencies.

Finally, the recipient country program officer can influence the foreign aid process in a number of ways. However, above “all else, the bargaining power of the aid-receiving government or department rests upon its capacity to say ‘no’ and to regulate its own requests.”
 The thesis here is that an aid allocation is the outcome of a bureaucratic decision-making process, which is “subject to both bureaucratic criteria and the economic, political and other relations between the donor and recipient.”
 It is in the end an area where choices can and should be made.
Just as there are hard donors there are hard clients.  India’s judicious use of foreign aid comes to mind here.  It is the LDC itself which can take the initiative to bring technical assistance activity under control.  At that point, donors may become more conscious of the need to "cope with clients."  One important set of skills and processes identified are the development of suitable donor, donor mission and LDC participating agency procedures, and the teaching of those concepts and procedures to host country cooperants.  This is a neglected area in management training and education.

Coping with Clients

LDC Failures 
Foreign aid sometimes seems to search for failure.  “As soon as a country sorts out its economic management it finds the assistance it has been receiving shrinks.”
  The fragile state graduates and is in danger of losing its foreign aid funding.  Most important, foreign aid to developing countries since 1970 “has had no net impact on either the recipients’ growth rate or the quality of their economic policies, according to an internal World Bank study.”
 In the end, “[a]id can make a big difference but only when there is also a domestic constituency for change.”
  Increasingly since 1990, there have been moral as well as technical debates regarding foreign policy in the early 1980s.
  This has meant the 
explicit assertion of a moral element in “development studies” could be welcomed from any point in the political spectrum, but this precludes it remaining a subject for “technical assistance.”  The withdrawal of the academic from this kind of activity is welcome in that it frees the professional to pursue his or her own intellectual interests in the field without any normative constraints imposed by his clients.

Foreign aid critics saw foreign aid as destructive, actually causing harm.  Foreign aid workers though they toiled in the field for many years saw the situation grow worse around them.
  In the past, donors have weakened incentives for development by supporting centrally driven non-incentive based programs, providing aid which is politically motivated and propping up non-reformist governments.  As a result, the focus of aid programs was based on internal bureaucratic politics and competition rather than on individual citizen or group motivation.
  As the New York Times reported in 2002, “The vast majority of people living in Africa, Latin America, Central Asia and the Middle East are no better off today than they were in 1989, when the fall of the Berlin Wall allowed capitalism to spread worldwide at a rapid rate.”
  At the same time, as Severine points out:

There is growing evidence to suggest that not only has foreign aid failed to mitigate critical problems of underdevelopment but quite often it has help to debilitate rather than stimulate potential productive energies in Africa.

Foreign aid failure rates are disturbing.  According to Blaine Harden, “The World Bank…found the failure rate [of its projects] was 12 percent worldwide, while the West African failure rate was 18 percent and the East African rate was 24 percent.”
  Agriculture projects alone failed one third of the time in West Africa and half the time in East Africa.  Donor failure in Africa has been particularly painful to watch. Conference after conference has addressed the question of African development over the past thirty years.  In 1996, for example, much of a conference on African trade “was devoted to offering prescriptions for Africa.  Topping the list was the need for more openness.”
  According to Paul Lewis, “The diplomats said a World Bank report just circulated to finance ministers of member governments meeting…painted the gloomiest possible picture of black Africa’s prospects.”

In Liberia, during the first five years of the regime of Samuel Doe, the U.S. gave the government nearly $500 million in economic and military aid, approximately one third of the country’s operating budget.
  In Kenya, according to Theroux, donor funds often “went into the pockets of politicians.”
  In the Sudan, “[a] steady flow of U.S. aid greased the wheels of [the country’s] patronage machine….”
  Foreign aid allowed for the purchase of weapons that allowed the Sudan to wage war on the South for close to twenty years.  Over a thirty year period, the U.S. gave Zaire and Mobutu over $2 billion in foreign assistance.
  In Uganda, one of the darlings of the donors in the 1990s, more than one half its budget came from donor countries.

These African failures were particularly hard on donor morale.  As a result, “[f]rustrated by what they perceived as the inefficiency and corruption of African governments, they channeled an increasing amount of their aid through private, non-governmental organizations such as World Vision and Oxfam.”
  The UN intervention in Somalia brought in hundreds of international NGOs, which then were told to develop grants programs to fund thousands of local NGOs to deliver humanitarian assistance.
 
Critics have described “at best the uselessness, at worst the serious harm, brought about by aid agencies.”
  These writers claim that labor intensive projects are so few because donors impose constraints which limit access to grants and contracts to specialized development organizations that are self-interested.  All foreign aid is self-serving, and according to one critic, human and natural disasters are welcomed as a growth opportunity for contractors and grant recipients alike.
  Speaking of Africa at the end of the twentieth century, Paul Theroux said, “Africa is materially more decrepit than it was when I first knew it.”  He goes on, “hungrier, poorer, less educated, more pessimistic, more corrupt, and you can’t tell the politicians from the witch doctors.” 

Tolerating Corruption

The reality of the debate about corruption suggests that LDC governments and their elites often appear to live on underdevelopment in order to survive.  Debt and poverty are what bring in the foreign aid.  Civil service salaries are virtually non-existent.  It is NGOs and the charities that are able to pay what passes for middle class salaries.  What passes for service delivery is project based.  In this environment widespread corruption is often the result.  Speaking of Malawi, Paul Theroux has noted, “After decades of charitable diligence, there were more charities in Malawi then ever.  Charities and NGOs are now part of the Malawi economy, surely one of the larger parts.”
  Within the African middle class, by contrast there appeared to be little evidence of volunteerism, little desire to replace the aid workers, and only a dim sense of futility with regard to the future of charity in much of the Third World.

Corruption has been a severe challenge to the foreign aid system.  According to one government study in 2003, “The U.S. General Accounting Office evaluated the bank’s [World Bank] anti-corruption effort and gave a mixed review….”
  According to one USAID official in the former Zaire, “It is probably not corruption in the sense, to use a David Gould academic term, that is a ‘fluctuating barter’ relations, we are talking about essentially a contractual relationship of some kind.”
  As Martin Wolf puts it, “It is no good expecting improved policies from a complacent, corrupt or criminal regime.”

Particularly during the Cold War, corrupt countries often seemed to receive the lion’s share of foreign aid.  As Blaine Harden points out, USAID was particularly generous with Zaire under Mobutu.  Between 1965 and 1988 they gave more than $860 million dollars in development assistance to Zaire, a country well known for its nepotism and corruption.
  It is often the case that “the recipient governments or government departments ally themselves with external donors for the pursuit of their own domestic interests against other domestic (and foreign) actors.”

As the program officer in Kinshasa stated, essentially Zaire was for all intensive purposes, a “‘privatized government.’  What we are dealing with is a government, which does not manage collective goods or collective welfare; therefore in that sense one is living or working in anarchy from a project point of view.”
  To quote a senior official in the Zaire mission:
The project concept is ideal for what I call the premium paid option.  What the premium paid option essentially is, to use polite words again, it creates government departments and organizations and individuals, as though they were operating in the ‘for profit’ private sector, which means for example, if USAID mission in Kinshasa wants to get demographic data, or let’s say they are working on a major health project for AIDS (which is a major concern in Zaire), they need to get data from the census department.  Normally what you would do is request the census department for that information, however what the USAID Mission does, rather than simply doing that is that they arrange payment for that information to the Office of Census in Kinshasa, in effect to the director of that office, who is then responsible for the distribution throughout the agency.  This is how the formula works.  Let’s say there is a rolling scale.

As Zaire collapsed in corruption and poverty, one could only conclude that the donor community maintained a level of innocence and ignorance about conditions within the country.  How else could one explain the level of foreign aid, $9.3 billion, between 1975 and 1997?
  To their critics, donors were the problem in Zaire not the solution.
  

To critics of foreign aid, “the donor countries [often] facilitated…waste and corruption.  They encouraged Third World governments in their aping of Western industrialization: huge capital projects gave ample scope for bribes, patronage and fat Western contracts - often aid was tied to the purchase of the donor country’s exports.”
  According to Martin Wolf, “The examples of wasted aid were all too depressing:  in Tanzania, for example, $2bn went into roads but the network was no better afterwards because of poor maintenance.”
  Edward Horesh contended in 1981 that
the preoccupations of the leaders of the “development” profession, in their role of experts, has led to an over-emphasis in teaching and research on policy recommendation rather than empirical work and conceptual analysis, which should properly include studies of the policy decisions of those in power.

One academic thesis portrays the organizational environment as playing a central role in determining the context of development assistance and suggests that organizational factors are responsible for outcomes.
  Organizational turpentine is the term sometimes used to describe the need for a cleansing process.

It is within the LDC organization that the issue of corruption must be addressed as part of a broader set of reforms.  As Jeffery Sachs points out, “For developing countries to achieve rapid growth in today’s global economy, they must embrace private, rather than state, ownership of business.  They must be receptive to foreign trade, technology, ideas and investment, and they must have governments that accept the rule of law and curb corruption.”
  At the same time, amid the normality of corruption, there was much that appeared to function normally even in the most collapsed state.

Interactions between Donors and Program Officers
The effective control of the foreign aid process by both program officers and donor officials who are assigned to manage it is an essential component of a successful foreign aid process.  According to Edward Horesh, “Just as the ‘policy adviser’ cannot come to grips with the administrative process still less can the professional foreigner understand the most elementary social processes unless…there are ‘enough local professional colleagues to save the outsider from most indiscretions’.”
  As one close observer of foreign aid, Davis Bobrow, has put it, “This [argument] seeks to contribute to the wise use of foreign advice by highest level national decision-makers and their staffs.  It deals with situations where there is at least some element of choice and discretion on the part of those executives who are being advised.”
  However, it is often the case that as “soon as a country sorts out its economic management it finds the assistance it has been receiving shrinks.”


One of the key differences among the donors that the LDC project manager must contend with is the variety of donor rules and regulations which condition funding.  At a basic level, the manager faces donors who might be characterized as "hard", as opposed to donors who are "soft."  For example, U.S. technical assistance, with its congressional and administrative regulatory and reporting requirements, is often classified as a "hard" or difficult donor, as are the various agencies of the Federal Republic of Germany.

Sweden, Norway and Denmark, on the other hand, often are identified as the classic "soft" donors, with very simple procedures for activating money.  Moreover, project appraisals are quicker and easier than is the case for most other donors.
  Increasingly, Japanese funds are also being given to technical assistance projects, and introducing another set of rules and regulations and operating practices into the current donor system.


The nature of the resident mission in the host country has an impact upon an LDC program manager as well.  One factor is the size of the mission.  A USAID mission in Mauritania will be a very different organization than the USAID mission in Egypt or Pakistan.  A small donor mission will often be much more attune to the local situation.  In a small mission, technical assistance officials more likely will be personally close to program managers at the operational level and, relatively at least, small amounts of money spent may have a greater impact than very large expenditures.  In one small West African USAID mission in the late 1980s, the security door to the office was held open by a heavy brick in order to allow visitors unfettered access to the building.  In the wake of 9/11 of course this would not be acceptable.

Conversely, the program officer will find it very difficult to communicate with a large foreign aid mission.  With large missions, there is almost no potential for control, other than at the political and in some cases, the head of state level.  These donor "factories" often process money in the same way that oil refineries process fossil fuel (Quick and Dirty).  Part of the hopelessness of dealing with donors in Iraq and Afghanistan has been the shear volume of donor and military officials interacting with overworked and underpaid Iraqi program officers all in the pristine environment of the green zone.

Donor missions also differ in the extent to which they have delegated authority from their home capitals.  Some donors, such as Swedish SIDA and USAID, delegate a great deal of authority to the resident personnel in the donor mission.  Decisions about many matters can be made on the spot without reference to higher authority.  Other donors, such as Canadian CIDA and German technical assistance, are highly centralized with little discretion left to the field offices.  In the case of German technical assistance, there is often no field operation.
  Donors also increasingly rely on personnel services contractors, including third country (foreign) nationals.  These personnel often have no institutional memory, or administrative training in aid procedures and their short term expertise in a narrow area preclude them from seeing the “big picture.”

After a half century of foreign aid dependence, foreign aid has become a part of the LDC economic culture.
  Many countries in the 1970s through the 1990s tended to accept any kind of foreign aid, technical assistance, and loans that were offered.
  LDC governments often used aid money to pay for items that were politically desirable but not necessary socially or economically necessary.  As one World Bank report has put it, “Donors should take it for granted that their financing is fungible because that is reality.”

Conclusion
Several themes have characterized foreign aid in the past half century.  Thirty years of donor intervention in support of management and development have taught us little about sustainability.  However, it is sustainability which is often the key to long term program development.  Secondly, human resource development, (and particularly education and training), is often the key to sustainable program activity.  Often, however, foreign aid is not successful.  As Edward Stillman and William Pfaff note:

We see aid to [many] states as wholly warranted on humane grounds, and hardly refusable on any grounds, but as affording mixed prospects at best for changing – quickly – the condition of most of the Third World…since the means for resolving the crisis of “development” must primarily arise out of the courage, inner temper, and discipline of each of these states….


Management skills as both art and science are particularly important to the implementation of development policies. The myriad of problems that result from donor intervention in the LDC development process are a neglected area in terms of LDC management skills.  Program managers need specific training to deal with donor-supported projects and the problems that come with them. Fourth, donors need to be aware of the skills needed to "cope with their clients," the recipients of technical assistance. 


This chapter has examined the role that international technical assistance plays in professional development, management training and in improving management performance.  Particular attention needs to be paid to the types of intervention strategies used by donors that impact upon the capacity of host country educational and training institutions.  The purpose of this chapter was to examine national and regional strategies for improving management performance in LDC's, and the role that donors and recipients can play in the process, particularly in Sub-Saharan Africa.  

In many LDCs, economies of scale preclude the development of a full complement of national level training and educational institutions in each country.  In the African case, there would seem to be little option but to develop a strategy that targets the development of regional or even continental educational and training institutions as centers of excellence.  This replicates a pattern of institutional development which was successfully applied to Latin America and Asia.


Strategic intervention strategies should have a greater impact upon LDC development-oriented educational and training institutions and on managerial personnel in the public and private sector.  Given the "economies of scale" problem, particularly in Africa, a successful strategy of institutional development will be a human resource/management development strategy targeted at those regional organizations that have the potential to develop high-quality training and research programs and services.
  It shows more potential than a pure economic growth or privatization strategy.

There are three major arguments made here.  First, donor interventions will not be successful unless strong priority is given to institutional development and capacity building strategies.  Secondly, institutional development can only occur if there is significant sectoral donor coordination between and among technical assistance missions.  Finally, it is up to host country program officers to set priorities between and among donors and to ensure that donor monies reach recipient country institutions.  This in turn requires that LDC program managers have the skills to manage donor financed projects.

In the last half of the twentieth century, both bilateral and multilateral organizations have framed the foreign aid agenda and shaped the values, processes and debates which came to dominate foreign aid though private, foundation and non-governmental involvement has remained important.  The donor agenda was based upon the assumption that both LDCs and the developed states would benefit from foreign aid and technical assistance.  Effective foreign aid in a developing country requires a long term vision of systematic change, support for knowledge generation, politically well placed champions for aid in both donor and recipient countries, and the engagement of civil society.
  Specifically, effective foreign aid requires more space for civil society.

It is argued here that development assistance is most successful when there are predictable internal institutions of governance, fair international rules of the game (including international trade), and targeted foreign aid that includes significant support for human resource development.  To be successful foreign aid should be primarily focused on governance, incentives, educational support and human resource development rather than economic growth.
An important goal of foreign aid should be the development of a pool of trained professionals who are comfortable with competition for positions in government, the private or the non-profit sectors and who operate in an environment which provides for incentives for action and who can provide policy (and political) leadership for their countries.  An action oriented social development component involving civil society in development programs is important.

As has been argued in the last two chapters, the key to international development, this book argues, is the creation of sustainable human capital through investments in education and health and in social capital networks through support for civil society.  Only after a country has the human and social capital and the management skills to handle it, can (and should) a country seek out large capital infusions, or make structural changes in economic patterns, since the misuse of capital investment can lead to financial disaster.
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