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ABSTRACT 

The character of public policy is largely determined by the way 

policy-makers perceive problems. Differing opinions regarding the best 

policy needed to deal with particular problems result from differing 

perceptions. Agreement over policy alternatives increases when policy

makers share a similar perception of problems. This study examines the 

significance of problem perception in foreign aid policy-making. 

The foreign aid program came into existence after World War II 

when the United States assisted in the rebuilding of Europe. The problem 

which foreign aid was intended to solve, in the view of American policy

makers, was the threat of Soviet communism to Western Europe. The serious 

economic and political damage to much of Western Europe resulting from 

the war presented an opportunity for Soviet expansion. To help correct 

the economic situation in Western Europe and reduce the communist threat, 

the United States inaugurated an extensive foreign aid program known as 

the Marshall Plan. 

Since the Marshall Plan, most policy-makers have perceived the 

foreign aid problem- as the threat of communism to American security. 

Even when, in the early 1950's, the area focus of foreign aid shifted from 

Europe to the underdeveloped countries of Asia, Africa, and Latin America, 

the problem was still perceived as the threat of communism. However, in 

recent years, a few policy-makers—particularly members of the Senate 

Committee on Foreign Relations—have perceived the foreign aid problem 

in terms other than the threat of communism. 

ix 
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This study of the foreign aid policy process in 19&5 treats both 

Congress and the executive. There are four congressional committees con

cerned with annual foreign aid legislation—the Senate Committees on 

Foreign Relations and Appropriations and the House Committees on Foreign 

Affairs and Appropriations. In the executive branch, foreign aid is pri

marily the concern of the Agency for International Development and the 

Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs. 

In 1965, three categories of perceptions were evident among con-
V .-i 

gressional and executive policy-makers: ideological, realist, and other-

oriented. Most policy-makers fell in the first category. They perceived 

the problem as the threat of communism to American security. The second 

category consisted mainly of members of the Senate Committee on Foreign 

Relations. They perceived the problem in terms of the economic, politi

cal, and social problems facing the underdeveloped nations. The third 

category consisted of a few members of Congress who perceived the foreign 

aid problem in one of two ways. For some, the problem was confined to 

aspects of the foreign aid program itself, such as its effect upon the 

American economy. For others, the problem was confined to the process 

for making foreign aid policy. 

Executive witnesses before congressional committees tended to 

articulate ideological perceptions. This was especially true in testi

mony before the two House Committees. However, there was some variation 

in executive testimony. When members of committees held realist or other-

oriented perceptions, executive witnesses before those committees tended 

to state the problem in similar terms. Farther, executive articulation 
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of the problem varied before congressional and non-congressional audienbes. 

The emphasis upon communism, evident in testimony before congressional 

committees, was missing from problem articulation intended for non-

congressional audiences. 

Differences in executive problem articulation suggests that the 

executive pursues the strategy of articulating the problem the same way 

the audience perceives it. This strategy is intended to produce favorable 

responses to foreign aid, because general agreement on the nature of the 

problem increases the probability that there xd.ll be agreement on the 

policy needed to cope with the problem. Since many members of Congress 

perceive the foreign aid problem as the communist threat, the executive 

justifies foreign aid as necessary to help contain communism. 



CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

Developments -within the last 65 years have produced major changes 

in the character of international politics. The First and Second World 

Wars, for example, altered power relations among nations which had remained 

relatively unchanged for 100 years or more. A major consequence of World 

War I was the beginning of the rapid disintegration of European colonial 

empires. World War II resulted in the elimination of western Europe as 

the center of world power and the hub of international politics. 

Although the European colonial powers, by and large, fought on 

the winning side in both world wars, the cost of these wars was so great 

that the colonial powers were not financially capable of maintaining 

extensive overseas holdings. Further, many colonies developed indepen

dence movements, attempting to throw out the occupying colonial powers. 

That most European colonies have become independent nations since World 

War I is testimony to the success of these movements."'" 

After World War II the United States and the Soviet Union emerged 

as the dominant powers in the world. Prior to World War II, both nations 

played lesser roles in international politics. World War II thrust the 

^Rupert Etoerson, From Ekapire to Nation: The Rise of Self-
Assertion of Asian and African Peoples (Cambridge: Harvard University 
Press, I960}, pp. 22-59 and Stewart C. Easton,.The Rise and Fall of 
Western Colonialism: A Historical Survey from the Early Nineteenth 
Century to the Present (Mew York: Frederick A. Praeger, Publisher, 
1964}, pp. 123ff. 

1 
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United States, largely against its will, into the center of international 

affairs. The Soviet Union emerged from the war as the dominant power in 

Europe. Moreover, the Americans and the Soviets, although allies during 

the war, soon became antagonists as a result of Soviet efforts to spread 

the communist form of government and the American efforts to prevent this 

spread. Great Britain, France, and other European countries emerged from 

the war as second-or third-rate powers. 

After achieving independence, many former colonies discovered 

that it is far more difficult to rule than it had been to get rid of 

colonial masters. Many of the countries that entered the community of 

nations as a result of the breakup of European empires were soon floun

dering under the burden of political responsibility. These countries 

were, as a rule, unprepared politically, socially, and economically for 

independence. 

The situation confronting American policy-makers had two major 

dimensions; the expansion of communism into central Europe and the 

inability of the new nations to maintain themselves as functioning poli

tical units. That there was a close and potentially dangerous relation

ship between these two situations was obvious. 

The most immediate problem after World War II was considered to 

be the Soviet threat to Europe. Two world wars in less than 50 years had 

left many European countries near a state of economic and political col

lapse, and some were faced with the threat of revolutionary upheaval 

fomented by local communist parties and encouraged by the Soviet Union. 
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The spread of communism further into Ehrope was not considered in the 

2 
national interest of the United States. 

The susceptibility to communism of some countries was occasioned, 

American policy-makers argued, try their weak economic and political con

dition. In an effort to correct these conditions, the United States 

introduced the foreign aid program. The American foreign aid program to 

Europe, called the Marshall Plan, was intended to assist in the economic 

recoveiy of Europe—a recognized prerequisite to political recovery. In 

his speech to Congress proposing the Marshall Plan, President Truman 

remarked that 

we must decide whether or not we will complete the job of helping 
the free nations of Europe to recover from the devastation of war. 
Our decision will determine in large part the future of the people 
on that continent. It will also determine in large part whether 
the free nations of the world can look forward with hope to a 
peaceful and prosperous future as independent states, or whether 
they must live in poverty and in fear of selfish totalitarian 
aggression. 

A further consideration was to strengthen Europe economically in 

order that it might play a major role in a defensive alliance directed 

against the Soviet Union. This alliance system later took the form of 

the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. In this way it was hoped that 

the threat from internal communist subversion and external Soviet aggres

sion would be reduced. 

D. F. Pleming, The Cold War and Its Origins: 1917-1960 (Garden 
City: Doubleday and Company, Inc., 1961), Vol. I, pp. 265-294. Also see 
Frederick L. Schuman, The Cold War: Retrospect and Prospect (Louisiana 
State University Press, 1962), and Kenneth Ingram, History of the Cold 
War (New York: Philosophical Library, n.d.), pp. 16-70. 

^U.S.» Congressional Record, 80th Cong., 1st Sess., 19^7# Vol.'93# 
Part 9, p. 117^9. 



The Marshall Plan was originally conceived as a temporary program. 

The need for American assistance would eventually be eliminated try increasing 

4 
private investment in the European economy. Howevers since the introduc

tion of the Marshall Plan, the foreign aid program has expanded and become 

a regular feature of American foreign policy. There have been, however, 

changes in the number of countries receiving aid. While the Marshall 

Plan was directed toward Europe, present foreign aid recipients are pri

marily the underdeveloped nations, many of which were former European 

colonies. On the other hand, there has been no change in the purpose of 

foreign aid, which has always been the containment of communism. The 

change has been in the perceived threat. Immediately after World War II, 

Europe was considered the prime target of communism. Later, the under

developed countries were considered most susceptible to communist take-over. 

The popularity of the foreign aid program in the United States 

has been irregular. The program seems to be most popular with decision

makers and with the American public when relations with communist coun

tries are strained. ¥nensver communist countries act in a manner considered 

belligerent ty this country, the foreign aid program is viewed as a neces

sary and proper element of American foreign policy. On the other hand, 

when relations between the West and the communist bloc are more cordial, 

foreign aid is subjected to considerable criticism. Consequently, the 

popularity of the foreign aid program has fluctuated with the ebb and 

flow of cold war politics. 

One consequence of the close linkage of the foreign aid program 

with the cold war has been the irregular development of the specific 
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content of the aid program. Mien relations with communist countries are 

strained, the military portion of the program is more popular. Under 

other conditions, economic development assistance is emphasized. More

over, there tends to be fluctuation in the geographical areas receiving 

emphasis. If, for example, China threatens Indian border areas, South 

Asian countries receive more consideration than other countries, and 

more concern is shown for military aid than economic aid. 

One factor -which has conditioned the development of the foreign 

aid program is congressional refusal to authorize the aid program for 

more than one year. Under the practice of yearly authorization, the 

administration cannot plan on haying authority for any portion of the 

program for more than one year."* Also, since the administration must 

justify the program every year, there is pressure to come up with new 

and better arguments in favor of the program. In some cases the adminis

tration is placed in the position of promising Congress results from the 

program which are not forthcoming. 

The overall effect of this pattern of policy development has been 

to make the foreign aid program confused. Foreign aid is a patchwork of 

many different programs coming under the same general heading. There is 

a fairly high degree of duplication and contradiction among the different 

5 
Some aspects of the aid program, such as the Alliance for 

Progress, are authorized for more than one year. However, the bulk 
of the foreign aid program requires yearly authorization. 
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elements of the program. The history of foreign aid has not been the 

£ 
systematic development and refinement of a policy. 

The Foreign .Aid Policy Process 

It has been suggested that the general pattern of policy-making 

o 
in the United States is "incremental" in nature.' That is, policy does 

not spring full-blown into existence at one point in time. Rather, 

policy is the sum of several, and to some degree independent, decisions, 

each of which is an increment of the general policy. Through this incre

mental process, policy is refined and enlarged. Foreign aid policy 

exhibits a peculiar type of incrementalism. The annual authorization of 

the total program maans that the administration cannot predict that any 

one portion of the program will be continued for more than one year. 

While most of the program is continued, it is not predictable with com

plete confidence what will be continued and what will not. There is, 

therefore, no "core" of policy to which new policy is added by increments. 

The administration must spend as much time and effort retaining policy 

previously authorized as it spends in getting new policy. 

6 ' 
Much of the literature on foreign aid contains references to the 

haphazard and piecemeal development of aid policy. See, for example, Frank M. 
Coffin, V7itness for Aid (Bostons Houghton Mifflin Co., 196*0, P« *&} 
John D. Montgomery, The Politics of Foreign Aid: The American Experience 
in Southeast Asia (New York: Frederick A. Praeger, Publishers, 1962), 
p. 235; and David B. Truman, "The Domestic Politics of Foreign Aid," The 
New Look in Foreign Aid: Proceedings of the Academy of Political Science 
XXVII (January, 1962;, pp. 62-72. 

n 
David Braybrooke and Charles E. Iandblom, A Strategy of Decisions 

Policy Evaluation as a Social Process (New York: The Free Press, 1963). 
Also see Aaron Wildavsky, The Politics of the Budgetary Process (Boston: 
Little, Brown and Co., 1964), pp. 13-16. 
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Another factor which has restricted the systematic development 

and refinement of foreign aid policy is the peculiar nature of the foreign 

aid problem area itself. The foreign aid problem area does not have a 

direct relationship to the policy-making process. This lack of a direct 

relationship complicates the making of foreign aid policy. 

A fundamental premise of this study is that government functions 
Q 

to solve public problems. Governmental action takes the form of public 

policy, which is conceived as an attempt to deal with particular public 

problems. Public problems are defined as social problems which have been 

placed on the agenda of government for solution. All public problems are 

social problems, but not all social problems are public problems. Public 

problems are those requiring the exercise of public authority. For exam

ple, little league baseball is a social problem, but does not necessarily 

require governmental action. 

Domestic problems are included on the agenda of government in 

two basic ways—by public initiative and by governmental initiative. In 

the former case, people petition the government for action. In the second 

case, policy-makers perceive a problem and place it on the agenda of 

g 
This view is not universally shared among students of politics. 

The most common emphasis upon policy-making and problem solving is found 
among the "policy scientists." Harold Lasswell, for example, says that 
"we can think of the policy sciences as the disciplines concerned with 
explaining the policy-making and policy-executing process, and with 
locating data and providing interpretations which are relevant to the 
policy problems of a given period." Daniel Lemer and Harold D. Lasswell 
(eds.), The Policy Sciences: Recent Developments in Scope and Method 
(Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1951)» P« 1^. 



8 

government. In both cases, however, there is a direct relationship 

between the problem and the people involved in the problem, on the one 

hand, and the policy-makers, on the other. Such a direct relationship 

does not exist for the problem of foreign aid. 

The direct relationship between problems and government in domes

tic problems may be best explained by an examination of the notion of 

representation. Representation in the American system is determined, to 

a large extent, by structural characteristics of American government, of 

which federalism is the most important. While federalism and other struc

tural characteristics are significant for policy -making in all areas, in 

the area of foreign aid they are of particular significance. 

Representation in the United States is, to a large extent, direct. 

Under the federal system, members of Congress are elected from geographical 

constituencies. The American concept of representation is that the repre-

9 
sentative is primarily responsible to his constituents. This responsi

bility results from both normative and practical considerations. On the 

one hand, the representative ought to be responsible to his constituents. 

On the other hand, the representative is responsible to his constituents 

because of the degree of control they exercise over him. The constituents 

have the power to remove the representative from office through the elec

toral process. As Julius turner puts it: 

Representatives who are independent of their constituencies 
and especially of their parties, however, are not treated kindly 
by the American electorate. The longevity in office of represen
tatives who defied party and constituency appears to have been 

q 
See, for example, Alfred De Grazia, Public and Republic (New 

York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1951)t pp. 14-8-15^. 
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much less than the longevity of congressmen -who yielded to the 
major pressures. 

Direct representation in the United States has been furthered try the 

tendency to emphasize majority rule. Frequently in American history, 

the purpose of the representative has been considered to be to reflect 

the desires of a majority of the people. 

The constituencies toward which the representative is oriented— 

states, in the case of the Senate, and congressional districts in the 

case of the House of Representatives—differ substantially from one 

another in population, geographical characteristics, political party 

dominance, and other factors. Further, congressmen who come from these 

various constituencies generally reflect the parochial interests of their 

12 respective constituencies. Congress is made up of 535 members, each 

differing to some extent from his associates in his values, attitudes, 

and orientations. As a result, there are significant differences in the 

legislative behavior among congressmen. 

Julius Turner, Party and Constituency: Pressures on Congress 
(Baltimore: The John Hopkins Press, 1951)» p. 174. Also see, Warren E. 
Miller and Donald E. Stokes, "Constituency Influence in Congress," 
American Political Science Review LVII (March, 1963), pp. 4-5-56 and 
Charles F. Cnudde and Donald J. McCrone, "The Linkage Between Constituency 
Attitudes and Congressional Behavior; A Causal Model," American Political 
Science Review LX (March, 1966), pp. 66-72. 

11 * See, for example, the discussion of Jacksonian Democracy in 
Alan Pendleton Grimes, American Political Thought (ed* rev.; New York: 
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, I960), pp. 174-199 and the more recent litera
ture on reforming the party system, such as James MacGregor Burns, The 
Deadlock of Democracy; Four-Party Politics in the United States (ed. rev.; 
Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1963). 

12William J. Keefe and Morris S. Ogul, The American Legislative 
Process: Congress and the States (Englewood Cliffs; Prentice-Hall, Inc., 
1964), p. 468. Also see, Lewis A. Froman, Jr., Congressmen and Their 
Constituencies (Chicago: Rand McNally and Co., 1963), pp. 85-97. 
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Another structural characteristic which is especially relevant 

to foreign aid is separation of powers. Separation of powers means that 

the policy process is separated into three distinct functional categories: 

the function of making public policy, the function of applying this policy, 

and the function of adjudicating conflicts arising out of policy appli

cation. The Constitution provides that each of these functions is to be 

performed by a separate branch of the government. Congress is to make 

policy, the President is to apply policy, and the courts are to adjudi

cate conflicts. However, this functional separation does not exist for 

all areas of public poliqy. Foreign policy, for example, is the consti

tutional prerogative of the President. Yet, the Constitution also pro

vides for. a congressional role in foreign poliqy. Foreign aid involves 

relations between the United States and foreign countries and would, pre

sumably, be a matter of foreign policy. let foreign aid involves, to a 

large extent, the dispensation of financial resources, which is the con

stitutional prerogative of Congress. Congress can, in effect, make 

foreign policy by appropriating or not appropriating funds for foreign 

aid. On the other hand, the President can, in effect, legislate by com

mitting the United States to financial programs as a matter of foreign 

policy. It may be virtually impossible for Congress to deny funds for a 

program to which the United States has been committed by the President. 

The current situation in Vietnam serves as an illustration. The 

President, under his constitutional authority to control military and 

foreign policy, has committed the United States to a particular policy 

in Vietnam. Congress must either underwrite this policy by appropriating 
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the necessary funds or refuse to underwrite the policy and assume the 

politically disastrous consequences both at home and abroad. 

Domestic policy-making involves a direct relationship between 

constituents and the policy-making machinery. For foreign aid, such a 

direct relationship does not exist. It may be argued that there is a 

foreign aid constituency made up of persons having an interest in foreign 

aid policy. This constituency is policy-oriented rather than problem-

13 
oriented. A problem, for example, exists in India concerning the 

available food supply. Some Americans are concerned with the Indian 

food problem in that they are interested in selling wheat, perhaps to 

India or to some other country. The factor that characterizes such 

.Americans as a constituency is their concern for selling wheat; the 

available food supply in India is incidental. 

Foreign aid, then, may be described as a problem largely external 

to the policy-making process. Internal problems involve a direct rela

tionship between the problem area and the policy process. The relation

ship is direct because the people vitally concerned with the problem 

area are constituents of the policy-makers. 

Given these conditions, how is the foreign aid problem area placed 

on the agenda of American government? Like all other problem areas, 

foreign or domestic, foreign aid is placed on the agenda of government 

through the perception of the problem ty policy-makers. Polity-makers 

have to be cognizant of the problem before they can act upon it. With 

"^Cf. Andrew Eliot Rice, "Building a Constituency for the Foreign 
Aid Program; The Record of the Eisenhower Years" (unpublished Ph.D. 
dissertation, Syracuse University, 19^3)• 
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domestic problems, perceptions are based upon information obtained 

through the direct relationship of policy-makers to the problem area. 

"With foreign problems like foreign aid, only the executive has a direct 

relationship to the problem area, but unlike domestic problems, this is 

not a constituent relationship. The congressional part of the policy

making machinery for foreign aid does not have a direct relationship to 

the problem area, and no policy-maker has a constituent relationship to 

the problem area. Nevertheless, policy-makers perceive the problem area, 

and it is considered a public problem. The effects of policy-makers1 

perceptions of the problem and attitudes toward foreign aid upon the 

making of foreign aid policy is the central problem of this study. 

Policy-Making and Problem Perception 

This study of the making of foreign aid policy in 1965 will do 

several things. First, it will present a description of the structure of 

the foreign aid policy process—the agencies involved and the tasks they 

perform. Second, there will be an analysis of congressional perceptions 

of the problem and the effect of these perceptions on congressional atti-

1^ 
tudes toward foreign aid. Third, there will be an analysis of executive 

perceptions of the problem and of executive efforts to persuade Congress 

to approve the foreign aid program. 

Ralph K. Huitt suggests the importance of studying perceptions: 
"In regard to research, perception of the fact situation surely is one 
of the crucial variables, both in the group struggle which is the poli
tical process, and in the behavior of the individual actors in it." 
"The Congressional Committee; A Case Study," American Political Science 
Review XLVIII (June, 195*0. p. 3^. 
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The first task will be to determine congressional perceptions of 

the problem. Only certain congressmen will be considered, because, first, 

only a few congressmen make their views on the subject known, and, second, 

some congressmen have only very limited and ill-defined views on the sub

ject. Therefore, only those congressmen about whose views adequate data 

are available will be considered. Analysis will be confined to the four 

congressional committees dealing with the Foreign Assistance Act of 1965--

the foreign policy committees in each house and the appropriations com

mittees in each house—and to participants in floor debate on foreign 

aid. 

In analyzing congressional perceptions of the foreign aid problem 

area, it will be important to determine the influence of the executive. 

One area of influence is the degree of congressional dependence about 

the foreign aid problem resulting from Congress1 lack of direct contact 

with foreign aid recipients. Field missions of the Departments of State 

and Defense and the Agency for International Development have direct con

tacts with the problem area. Information necessary for the foreign aid 

policy process comes primarily from these contacts. Hence, congressional 

, perceptions of the problem are based, to some extent, upon information 

supplied by the executive. If Congress relies heavily upon this infor

mation, the executive is in a strong position to influence congressional 

15 perceptions of the foreign aid problem area. 

15 
^Robert A. Dahl, Congress and Foreign Policy (New York: W. W. 

Norton and Company, Inc., 19w), p. 17. 
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Since there are so many agencies and departments participating 

in the foreign aid program, analysis here will be selective, including 

the President himself, and top officials in the Departments of State, 

Defense, and the Agency for International Development. Analysis of the 

role of the executive in policy-making is somewhat easier because, in 

17 relation to Congress, it is more unified in structure. Every member 

of Congress, in theory, is a free agent, while members of the executive 

branch are agents of the President. 

The primary focus of this study is the effect of perceptions and 

attitudes upon the making of foreign aid policy. Foreign aid is a policy 

intended to deal with a particular problem. Since each policy-maker per

ceives the problem in a certain way, this perception conditions, to some 

extent, his attitudes toward policies. Sufficient differences in percep

tions might lead to different ideas about the type of policy necessary to 

deal with the problem. 

In analyzing the effects on policy-making of perceptions and 

attitudes, three lines of inquiry will be directed toward Congress and 

the executive. First, what is the nature of congressional and executive 

X6 
Montgomery, p. 213fn. Governmental agencies involved in foreign 

aid are: the Departments of State, Defense, Treasury, Commerce, Agricul
ture, Labor, Interior, Justice, and Health, Education, and Welfare; the 
U.S. Information Agency: the Export-Import Bank; the Office of Defense 
Mobilization; General Services Administration; Atomic Ehergy Commission; 
Central Intelligence Agency; the Federal Communication Commission, the 
Agency for International Development, and the Development Loan Fund. 

1?Dahl, p. 61. 
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perceptions of the problem? Second, what is the structure of congres

sional and executive attitudes which condition perceptions? Finally, 

what are the structural features of Congress and the. executive which con

dition both perceptions and attitudes? 

Stages of the Policy Process 

It is helpful in the analysis of the making of foreign aid policy 

to divide the policy process into five distinct stages. At each of these 

stages attention will be directed only to Congress and the executive, 

since they are the primary institutional agencies involved in the foreign 

aid policy process. Other institutions, such as interests groups, play 

18 
more indirect and ill-defined roles in the policy process. 

First is the perception stage, where policy-makers perceive a 

particular problem. For the problem to be a political problem, at least 

some policy-makers must view it as requiring governmental intervention. 

At the same time, there will be other policy-makers who, while perceiving 

the problem although perhaps differently, do not favor governmental inter

vention. At the second stage there is a recommendation concerning the 

nature of the policy that should be applied to the problem. The third 

stage is the actual process of policy enactment. The fourth stage is the 

application of the policy to the problem. The fifth stage consists of 

the feedback of information about the effectiveness of the policy in 

dealing with the problem. 

"1 Q 
Scholars disagree on the precise role of interest groups. Cf. 

Raymond Bauer, et al., American Business and Public Policy: The Politics 
of Foreign Trade (New York: Atherton Press, 1963) and David Truman, The 
Governmental Process: Political Interests and Public Opinion (New York: 
Alfred A. Knopf, 1962). 
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Stage One. Perception is the image an individual has of an object. 

Perceptions may be derived from sensory experience or purely from imagi

nation. In the latter case, for example, it is possible to perceive a 

unicorn without actually seeing one. Perceptions are conditioned try the 

stimulus producing the perception. If the stimulus is weak or vague, the 

perception may be badly distorted. Perceptions are also conditioned by 

19 
the value structure of the individual. 

Every congressman and member of the executive branch possess a 

value system. Some of these values are relevant to the behavior of the 

participants in the foreign aid policy process. These values exist inde

pendent of the problem area in that the individual would possess such 

attitudes if the problem area did not exist. Such attitudes may be 

20 
called, simply, primary attitudes. These values tend to be diffuse in 

that they do not refer to specific objects, and effective in that they 

21 involve a positive or negative orientation. For example, a congress

man may have a negative attitude toward communism, but his understanding 

of communism may be lacking in substantive content. let, such an atti

tude might influence the congressman's thinking and behavior with respect 

to foreign aid. David B. Truman notes that these values "are not tightly 

integrated into a structure of views on foreign policy. Rather, they 

tend to be isolated, unstable, and, like most foreign policy opinions, 

19 
Talcott Parsons and Edward A. Shils, Toward a General Theory 

of Action (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, Inc., 1962), pp. 296-7. 

20 
Cf. Braybrooke and Lindblom, pp. 2^-5. 

^^Parsons and Shils, pp. 76-8^. 
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responsive to changes in popular mood.11 These primary attitudes are 

conditioning factors for both Congress and the executive and are espe

cially important at the first stage of the policy process* 

Other conditioning factors at the first stage are the circum

stances surrounding congressional perception of the problem. Percep

tions are based upon information about the object perceived try the 

individual. Such information may be sensoiy in nature or may be derived 

from communication with other persons. An individual's perception of 

any object is always distorted to some extent. That is, perceptions 

are not perfect images of reality. The most accurate perception is 

that based upon sensoiy data. However, even these data tend to be dis

torted tfjr the psychology of the individual. Perceptions are conditioned 

by the individual's value system and his past experience. The communi

cation of information thus contains the distortion of the perceiver's 

psychology. Further, the receiver of this information likewise perceives 

the referents ofihe information through his own value system and experience, 

23 
thus adding to the distortion tendency. 

Another factor consists of limits placed upon congressmen by the 

nature of their jobs. Congressmen are limited in the time they can 

devote to foreign aid, because each congressman is responsible, at least 

theoretically, for all areas of public policy. Also, they are restricted 

Truman, "The Domestic Politics of Foreign Aid," p. 70. 

23 
-'On this general subject see, for example, L. E. Gleeck, "96 

Congressmen Make Up Their Minds," Public Opinion Quarterly ^ (March, 
194*0), pp. 3-2/+ and Harold Lasswell, Power and Personality (New York: 
The Viking Press, 1962), pp. 2^-25. 
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by their own conceptions of their roles as congressmen. For example, a 

congressman may conceive his role to be simply delegate of his consti

tuents. He cannot perform this role in an area of policy which is of no 

concern to his constituents. Congressmen are further restricted by demands 

2k 
made of them by their constituents. 

The function of the executive is also conditioned by several 

factors. The role of primaiy attitudes has already been mentioned. 

Another factor consists of the circumstances surrounding executive per

ceptions of the problem. Under the Constitution, the administration of 

foreign affairs is the duty of the President. Thus the personnel who 

administer foreign affairs in the field are responsible to the President. 

Members of the executive who are concerned with foreign aid have direct 

access to information about the foreign aid problem area. The executive 

is not dependent, as is Congress, upon sources of information outside its 

control. The executive perception of the problem would, presumably, 

suffer from less distortion than do congressional perceptions. 

Stage Two. The second stage of the policy process is that of 

policy recommendation. At this stage of the process the policy-makers 

are confronted with the problem area plus a recommended policy. Farther, 

at this stage the policy makers have attitudes toward the problem area 

plus attitudes toward the recommended policy.2-' These attitudes are 

2k 
Charles L. Clapp, The Congressman; His Work as He Sees It 

(Washington: The Brookings Institution, 1963). 

25 
•'Daniel Katz, "The Functional Approach to the Study of Attitudes," 

Public Opinion Quarterly XXIV (Summer, I960), p. 168. 
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evaluative judgments concerning the potentials and/or limitations of the 

recommended policy in general. For analytical purposes these attitudes 

may be called secondary attitudes. Notice that secondary attitudes, like 

26 
primary attitudes, are diffuse and effective in nature. Members of 

both Congress and the executive branch possess these secondary attitudes. 

Another factor conditioning functions at this stage is initiative 

in policy recommendation. In recent years the executive has come to 

exercise more and more initiative in policy recommendation. In foreign 

aid, especially, the executive is responsible for the recommendation of 

policy, since foreign aid is, to a large extent, a matter of foreign 

policy. The control over policy recommendation gives the executive con-

27 
siderable influence in determining the nature of foreign aid policy. ' 

A final conditioning factor at this second stage is the consti

tutional definition of the roles of Congress and the executive branch in 

the process of foreign aid polity-making. Congress has the constitutional 

authority to make policy and to authorize the expenditure of money. The 

constitutional role of the executive is the administration of policy in 

general and the conduct of foreign affairs in particular. 

Stage Three. The third stage in the policy process consists of 

policy enactment. This stage corresponds, in general, to the legislative 

process of Congress. Foreign aid policy is enacted when Congress approves 

the foreign assistance legislation. When the executive presents a foreign 

26See p. 16. 

27 
'Cf. Roger Hilsman, "Congressional-Executive Relations and the 

Foreign Policy Consensus," The American Political Science Review III 
(September, 1958), pp. 725-7^ • 
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aid request to Congress and Congress begins consideration of this request, 

the stage of policy enactment has begun# 

At the third stage, an important conditioning factor for Congress . 

is the role of the party. The effectiveness of party leadership in Con

gress may have considerable effect upon how congressmen vote in the 
pQ 

foreign aid program. Studies indicate that there is more support for 

foreign aid among Democrats than among Republicans. Farther, these 

studies suggest that the party affiliation of the President is a signi

ficant variable for congressional behavior. Democratic congressmen tend 

to support Democratic presidents more than Republican presidents, and 

Republican congressmen tend to support Republican presidents more than 

29 Democratic presidents. 

Policy-maJcers possess a third categoiy of attitudes which are 

especially relevant at the enactment stage. These attitudes are directed 

toward specific objects in the foreign aid program or the foreign aid 

problem. In Congress, to a large extent, these attitudes are generated 

from the information supplied by the executive. The executive may pre

sent information of a certain type and in a certain way in order to 

develop favorable congressional attitudes toward the aid prog'am. In 

such cases, it cannot be said that the members of the executive possess 

these attitudes, but rather are manipulating the information available 

pQ 

Dahl, pp. 45-51; Samuel ELdersveld, et al, "The Roles of Con
gressional Leaders: National Party vs. Constituency," American Politi
cal Science Review XLVI (December, 1952), p. 1026. 

^David N. Farnsworth, "A Comparison of the Senate and Its Foreign 
Relations Committee on Select Roll-call Votes," The Western Political 
Quarterly 14 (March, 1961), pp. 168-175* 
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30 
to Congress as a strategy for influencing congressional "behavior. In 

addition to manipulating information, the executive also employs other 

strategies intended to influence Congress. Another strategy, for example, 

might be for the President to promise influential congressmen something 

in return for their support of foreign aid. 

Stage Four. The fourth stage of the policy process is that of 

policy application. At this stage, the executive has received congres

sional approval of the aid program and applied it to the problem area. 

Involvement at this stage is almost entirely confined to the executive. 

In applying the policy to the problem area, the executive acquires con

siderable information about the problem itself and about the effective

ness of the policy. This information is the basis for a new cycle of 

the policy process beginning with the fifth stage. 

Stage Five. The fifth stage of the policy process is the feedback 

stage. At this stage, information about the effectiveness and/or ineffec

tiveness of the policy is supplied to the policy-makers who then may seek 

to introduce corrections and improvements. Also, additional information 

about the problem area heretofore not available is sent to the policy

makers in order to broaden their understanding of the problem. This 

fifth stage is, in fact, the first stage in a repeat <?ycle of the policy 

•^See Carl I. Hovland et aL., "Assimilation and Contrast Effects 
in Reactions to Communication and Attitude Change," The Journal of Abnor
mal and Social Psychology 55 (September, 195?)» pp. 2V+-252; Irving L. 
Janis and Seymour Feshbach, "Effects of Fear-Arousing Communication," The 
Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology k8 (January, 195*0» pp. 78-92; 
R. F. Jarrett and Alex C. Sherriffs, "Propaganda, Debate, and Partial 
Presentation as Determiners of Attitude Change," The Journal of Abnormal 
and Social Psychology 4-8 (January, 1953)» pp. 33-^1. 
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process. For foreign aid, this entire five-stage cycle is repeated every 

year. 

In this study, stages one and five will be combined. Since foreign 

aid is an established program, the process of information feedback has been 

going on for some time. Information available in 1965 is a result of feed

back. This study will also include stages two and three, with the focus 

of the study on stage three. The only stage not considered will be stage 

four. 

Plan of the Text - Kvpotheses 

The following analysis of the 1965 Foreign Assistance Act contains 

several elements which correspond, in general, to the chapter divisions. 

Chapter Two consists of a brief survey of the history of the foreign aid 

program in an effort to demonstrate the basic changes that have taken 

place in foreign aid policy. Chapter Three is simply a brief chronology 

of the 196$ Act to help put in focus the various stages of the policy 

consideration for that year. Chapter Four focuses upon the structure of 

Congress as a factor conditioning the foreign aid policy process. Chapter 

Five is an analysis of the congressional authorization committees. Chap™ 

ter Six is devoted to the appropriation committees. The foci of Chapters 

Five and Six are the perceptions of the problem and attitudes toward 

foreign aid policy of members of the four committees. 

The primaiy source of information for perception and attitudes 

for both Congress and the executive will be the committee hearings on 
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the Foreign Assistance Act of 1965."^" For congressmen, floor debate will 

also be a source of information. The problem area has been limited, as 

far as possible, to Latin America. That is, whenever possible, analysis 

of perceptions and attitudes has been limited to Latin America as the 

universe of orientation. However, other areas have been included when

ever the Latin American limitation would have precluded consideration of 

relevant data. 

Chapter Seven deals with the structure of the executive branch. 

This chapter will be an examination of the various executive departments 

and agencies involved in the foreign aid policy process, consisting mainly 

of a description of the structure and function of these departments and 

agencies in the foreign aid policy process. Chapter Seven also contains 

a discussion of executive strategies and the effectiveness and consequences 

of these strategies. 

Chapter Eight focuses upon executive perceptions of the problem 

and attitudes toward foreign aid policy. It relies on data obtained from 

congressional hearings on foreign aid and from AID publications.. Percep

tions contained in committee testimony will be compared with perceptions 

contained in AID publications in an effort to determine if executive per

ceptions change depending upon the audience. 

Chapter Nine is an analysis of the floor and conference stages 

in the congressional consideration of both authorization and appropria

tions bills. This analysis will involve a determination of the speakers 

31The techniques used in this study for analyzing committee hearings 
are similar to those in Ira Sharkansky, "An Appropriations Subcommittee and 
Its Client Agencies: A Comparative Study of Supervision and Control," 
American Political Science Review LIX (September, 196 5)» PP« 622-628. 
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participating in the debate, the most salient issues discussed, the 

character of the amendments proposed, and the various roll calls. The 

analysis will also include a comparison of the two chambers on these 

matters. 

The final chapter consists of generalizations about the foreign 

aid policy process and conclusions regarding the hypotheses tested. 

Also, there will be a statement regarding the future of foreign aid and 

the foreign aid policy process. 

Foreign aid affords definite advantages for research into the 

foreign policy process. As a result of these advantages, foreign aid 

has received considerable attention from scholars. First, foreign aid 

is an overt attempt by the United States to influence the affairs of 

foreign countries. "While other means are used to influence foreign 

developments, foreign aid is one of the few policies open to public 

scrutiny. Diplomatic and subversive activities, on the other hand, are 

so shrouded in secrecy as to limit research opportunities. Another 

research advantage of foreign aid is that it has been an element of 

American foreign policy for a considerable period of time, thus affording 

the researcher an opportunity to witness its long-term development. 

Third, foreign aid is one of the few foreign policy areas requiring 

action by both houses of Congress. Thus, the role of the House in foreign 

affairs as well as that of the Senate can be analyzed by focusing upon 

foreign aid policy-making. 

This study of the foreign aid policy process will involve the 

testing of several hypotheses. These hypotheses will fall into three 
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general categories corresponding to the first three stages of the policy 

process outlined above. In the first category (Stage One - problem per

ception) are hypotheses about problem perceptions and attitudes that con

dition perceptions. In the second category (Stage Two - policy recommendation) 

are hypotheses about executive strategies. Hypotheses in this category 

overlap, to some extent, into Stage Three of the policy process. The 

third category (Stage Three - policy enactment) consists of hypotheses 

about the policy process itself. 

Category One. Since the inception of the program, foreign aid 

has been closely associated -with the goals of American foreign policy. 

The purpose of foreign aid has been defined in terms of general foreign 

policy objectives. The problem for which foreign aid is an intended 

solution is likewise defined in terms of general foreign policy objectives. 

Hypothesis A: Since the foreign aid problem is a part of American foreign 
policy, the perception of the foreign aid problem by most policy-makers is 
dependent upon their analysis of the goals of American foreign policy. 

a. If policy-makers analyze the goals of American foreign policy as the 
containment of communism, then they tend to perceive the foreign aid 
problem in these terms. This is especially true among congressmen. 

b. If policy-makers analyze the goals of American foreign policy as 
modernization of underdeveloped countries, then they tend to perceive 
the foreign aid problem in these terms. 

c. If policy-makers analyze the goals of American foreign policy in 
terras other than containment of communism or modernization of under
developed countries, then their perceptions of the foreign aid prob~ 
lem tend to vary accordingly. 

Analysis of foreign policy goals is strongly influenced by primary 

attitudes. Policy-makers with strong predispositions toward objects in 

the foreign policy arena define the goals of American foreign policy in 
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terms of these predispositions. Similarly, perceptions of the foreign 

aid problem are strongly influenced by primary attitudes. 

Hypothesis B: The greater the intensity of primary attitudes among 
policy-makers which are relevant to .foreign aid, the more problem per
ceptions are conditioned by these attitudes. 

It is very difficult to determine the nature of executive problem 

perceptions. Before Congress there is a general tendency for executive 

officials to articulate the foreign aid problem as the need to contain 

communism. Before non-congressional audiences, the problem is generally 

articulated as conditions of underdevelopment. One explanation of this 

ambivalence in problem articulation is the strategic requirements of the 

policy process (see below). 

Hypothesis C: Given the role of the executive in the foreign aid policy 
process (see below), executive officials will articulate the foreign aid 
problem differently, depending upon the problem perceptions of the audience. 

Category Two. The four congressional committees involved in the 

foreign aid policy process in 1965 differed, to some extent, in the extent 

of agreement among members of each committee over foreign policy goals 

and over the nature of the foreign aid problem. Differences in problem 

perceptions present a problem for executive witnesses. If they articu

late the foreign aid problem and justify the foreign aid program the same 

way before different committees, their statements would conflict with the 

views of members of some committees. As a result, these committees might 

oppose executive requests. To avoid this problem, statements by executive 

witnesses in justification of the foreign aid program tend to harmonize 

with the views of committee members. 



27 

Hypothesis D: Since congressional committees differ as committees in the 
extent of agreement on problem perceptions, the executive must justify 
the foreign aid program differently before different oommittees. 

Control over information about foreign aid lies with the execu

tive. Congress and the general public must depend upon the executive 

for information on both the foreign aid problem and the effectiveness of 

foreign aid policy. Since primary attitudes influence problem percep

tions, the executive is in a position to influence perceptions by condi

tioning primary attitudes. Information about certain objects which 

harmonizes with attitudes toward these objects tends to reinforce the 

attitudes. Hence, by manipulating the flow of information so that infor

mation available supports prevailing attitudes, the executive is able to 

strengthen the degree of commitment to certain problem perceptions. 

Hypothesis S: Since the executive controls the supply of information 
about the foreign aid problem, the executive is able to manipulate the 
flow of information in order to reinforce favorable attitudes toward 
foreign aid. 

Category Three. There are jurisdictional differences between 

congressional committees in authorizing policy and appropriating funds. 

However, the functions of committees in the foreign aid policy process 

do not correspond to this jurisdictional distinction. Rather, the com

mittees differ in their respective policy functions according to the 

problem perceptions of their members. 

Hypothesis F: Since there are differing perceptions of the foreign aid 
problem between congressional committees, there are differences in the 
functions of these committees in the foreign aid policy process (not 
corresponding to jurisdictional differences). 

a. The function of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations is policy 
innovation. 

b. The function of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs is policy defense. 
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c. The function of the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations of the House 
Committee on Appropriations is policy innovation. 

d. The function of the Senate Committee on Appropriations is policy 
adjustment. 

The only constitutional provisions for congressional authority 

in foreign affairs are for the Senate. Treaty-making requires the consent 

two-thirds of those senators present and voting. However, any policy 

requiring the appropriation of funds involves the House as well as the 

Senate. Foreign aid, which is largely a financial program, is the main 

policy concern of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs. Any changes 

in foreign aid policy which would extend the program's authorization or 

shift a portion of the program—like military aid—to the consideration 

of another committee would substantially reduce the significance of the 

Committee on Foreign Affairs. Such changes would have less impact upon 

the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, because, in addition to foreign 

aid, the Committee has authority over treaty-making. 

Hypothesis GJ Since the authority of the House Committee on Foreign 
Affairs is limited to foreign aid (as distinct from the broader consti
tutional authority of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations)# the 
Committee opposes major changes in the foreign aid policy process. 

A few congressmen perform specialized roles in the foreign aid 

policy process. That is, there are widely shared expectations about the 

behavior of these congressmen. Role specialization is a result of two 

factors: problem, perception and degree of involvement in the foreign aid 

policy process. 

Hypothesis H: The problem perception of some congressmen who are foreign 
aid policy activists leads them to perform specialized roles in the 
foreign aid policy process. 



CHAPTER TWO 

BACKGROUND OF THE AID PROGRAM 

For a better understanding oi" the action taKen on foreign aid in 

1965» it is necessary to review briefly the history of the program. In 

many respects, what occurred in 19&5 was a replay of previous action and 

was probably a rehearsal for future action. Policy-making in major policy 

areas—like foreign aid—is continuous and incremental. 

The history of American foreign assistance may be divided into 

five distinct periods, corresponding to five major changes in foreign aid 

policy. The first period is the entire history of foreign aid up to 

1939• The second period is from 1939 to 19^8 with aid intended for Euro

pean relief. The third period is from 19^8 to 1951 with aid intended 

for European recovery. The fourth period is from 1951 to 1956 and was 

characterized by emphasis upon military aid. The final period is from 

1956 to the present, where there has been greater emphasis upon economic 

aid. 

Early History of Foreign Aid 

Since foreign aid is essentially a post-World War II phenomenon, 

the period before the war requires little attention. The main feature 

of foreign aid during this period was its temporary character. Assistance 

1 
This division of the history of the foreign aid program into 

five periods follows a scheme outlined in: The United States Depart
ment of Agriculture, Farmer's World: The Yearbook of Agriculture 1964 
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1964-), pp. 49o-500. 

29 



was extended for limited purposes and for limited periods of time. With 

the exception of aid during World War I, most American aid was for disas

ter relief. During World War X, the United States extended aid to allied 

countries in the form of loans intended to help them finance their war 

effort. 

The concept of foreign aid as an instrument of foreign policy-

dates back to the early days of the Republic. One of the earliest exam

ples of American foreign assistance occurred in 179^ when Congress voted 

relief for the victims of a massacre in Haiti that resulted from that 

country's rebellion against France. Several years later, in 1812, Con

gress again voted relief, this time for the victims of a Venezuelan 

earthquake. The United States did not extend foreign aid again until 

1921 when an extensive two-year relief program was undertaken for vic

tims of famine in the Soviet Union. This program, headed by Herbert C. 

Hoover, has been credited with saving the lives of millions of Russians 

and perhaps even saving the infant Soviet regime from collapse. In 1923. 

although relations between the two countries were strained, the United 

2 
States extended assistance to victims of a Japanese earthquake. 

During World War I, American assistance to allied countries was 

intended to help finance the foreign effort. Prior to World War I, 

European nations held considerable investments in the United States. 

During the course of the war, these investments were sold in order to 

finance European purchases from the United States. When this source of 

finance was no longer available, Europe had little foreign exchange for 

Congressional Digest. Vol. 44- (June-July, 1965), p. 164. 
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purchases abroad. In an effort to assist her European allies, the United 

States extended loans under the Liberty Loan Act of 1917. These loans 

continued after the cessation of hostilities in order to assist in recon

struction efforts. During the war, seven billion dollars was extended 

in assistance to allied countries, and after the war ̂ .1 billion dollars 

3 
was extended for reconstruction and rebuilding of war-damaged areas. 

Even before the outbreak of World War I, the United States was 

engaged in a military assistance program to Latin American countries for 

training Latin American military personnel. The military assistance pro

gram was continued into the 19201s and 1930's. Between 1920 and 1938, 

32 militaxy missions were sent to Latin America. Moreover, the United 

States gave priority to Latin American countries in the sale of military 

equipment. By 1938 the United States was extending economic as well as 

military assistance to Latin American countries. When World War II 

broke out, the concept of foreign assistance was becoming an integral 

L 
part of American foreign policy in Latin America. 

1939-19^-9—Aid for European Recovery 

By 1939 foreign aid had become a major aspect of American foreign 

policy. Foreign assistance during this period consisted of a variety of 

short-term loan programs to assist the war effort of the European allies. 

Military equipment and supplies were provided on a loan or leasing basis. 

The allies were supposed to repay the loans and pay a kind of rent on 

^William Adams Brown, Jr. and Redvers Opie, American Foreign 
Assistance (Washington: The Brookings Institution, 1953), p. 2. 

^Ibid.. pp. 7-8. 
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military equipment, such as warships. Much of this assistance has never 

been repayed. 

In the immediate post-war period (19^5-19^9)» American assistance 

was directed toward relief and rehabilitation of war-torn Europe. Of the 

Ik billion dollars spent by the United States, ten billion dollars went 

to Europe. Two billion dollars went to Asia and half of that to Japan. 

In the Near East and South Asia, only Greece received substantial aid. 

Aid to Africa and Latin America was negligible. 

The year 19^-5 marks the beginning of foreign aid as a permanent 

American foreign policy program. Beginning in 19^5 the United States 

began long-range foreign aid planning and program commitments. After 

World War II the United States was instrumental in creating international 

institutions such as the International Bank for Reconstruction and the 

International Monetary Fund. It was envisaged that the long-range foreign 

aid commitment would be achieved by these international bodies, and the 

role of the United States would be to support them financially* However, 

the hope that international bodies would carry most of the foreign aid 

burden was not realized. The primary reason for this failure was subse

quent Soviet-American antagonism. 

In addition to aiding individual countries directly, the United 

States was committed in the post-war period to multi-lateral aid programs. 

From 19^4 to 194-7 the United States participated in the United Nations 

Relief and Rehabilitation Administration (UNRRA), a multi-lateral foreign 

aid program intended to provide immediate relief and emergency rehabili

tation for the poorer, formerly axis-occupied countries. The United 
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States contributed over two and one-half billion dollars to the Ui'IHRA 

program.^ 

At the conclusion of World War II, American policy-makers per

ceived two serious, interrelated problems in Europe—the political and 

economic conditions in many -European countries, and Soviet expansionism. 

Evidence that the Soviets were intent on bringing J3urope under communist 

domination was the fact that several central and eastern European coun

tries had been occupied by the Red Army in the fight against Germany and 

turned into communist satellites. The weakness of western Europe pre

sented further opportunity for Soviet expansionism. 

To deal with the problem of rebuilding Europe, the United States 

made sizeable loans from 19^5 to 19^7 to western European countries for 

relief and reconstruction. To deal x-rilth the second problem—Soviet 

expansionism—the North Atlantic Treaty Organization was established. 

By 19^7, foreign aid had become a weapon in the cold war struggle. 

The introduction of foreign aid into the cold war came less from American 

initiative than as a response to European requests. American assistance 

to Greece and Turkey, for example, resulted from the withdrawal of 

British aid. In March, 19^71 the British government indicated in two 

notes delivered to the United States that Britain would no longer be 

able to assist Greece and Turkey after March 31» 19^7> because of 

increasing financial difficulties in Britain. The United States viewed 

the British move as presenting an immediate danger of a Soviet take-over 

5 
^Legislative Reference Service, Library of Congress, U. S. Foreign 

Aid: Its Purposes, Scope, Administration and Related Information (Wash
ington:Government Printing Office, 1959), p. 21. 
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of the Dardanelles. The American response to the British move broadened 

foreign aid policy. Beginning in 19^6, Britain had supplied Greece and 

Turkey viith military aid, while the United States supplied economic aid. 

With the withdrawal of 3ritish aid in 19^7# the United States had to 

assume the military aid burden as well. By assuming this responsibility, 

the United States committed itself to the support of all non-communist 

6 
regimes. 

The Greek-Turkish sad program was the first to be administered 

under the so-called "Truman Doctrine." President Truman outlined this 

doctrine before Congress on March 12, 19^7 • 

I believe that it must be the policy of the United States to sup
port free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation by 
armed minorities or by outside pressures. I believe that we 
must assist free peoples to work out their own destinies in their 
own way. I believe that our help should be primarily through 
economic and financial aid which is essential to economic sta
bility and orderly political processes. 

From the end of World War II until 19^7» American foreign aid 

had consisted of loans primarily for the relief of western Europev It 

was soon evident, however, that these loans would not produce the desired 

recovery. In a speech at Harvard University, Secretary of State Marshall 

said, "The rehabilitation of the economic structure of Europe quite evi

dently will require a much longer time and greater effort than had been 

3 
foreseen." Hence, a more ambitious program designed to rebuild Europe 

was mapped out. But before this program—known as the Marshall Plan— 

^Ibid.. p. 28. 

^Hew York Times, March 13, 19^7. 

^Ibid., June 6, 19^7. 
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could be worked out in all details and the program authorized and funds 

appropriated by Congress, the administration considered it necessary to 

give immediate assistance to those countries seriously threatened by com

munism. In December, 19^7) 597 million dollars was authorized for emer

gency aid to Austria, China, France, and Italy. The need for this aid 

was justified by President Truman on the grounds that the economic and 

political systems of the recipient countries were in danger of immediate 

9 collapse. 

1948-1951—Implementation of the Marshall Plan'*"0 

During this third period, as in the preceding period, Europe 

received the largest share of American aid. Thirteen billion dollars 

went to European countries, three billion dollars went to Asian coun

tries, 350 million dollars went to Hear Sast and South Asian countries, 

and 600 million dollars to Latin .American countries. Aid to African 

countries was negligible. 

In his message to Congress on December 19, 1947, President Truman 

requested congressional approval for the Marshall Plan. He requested 17 

billion dollars in aid to Europe over a period extending from April 1, 

1948, to June 30» 1952. An appropriation of 6.8 billion dollars was 

requested for the 15 months of April, 1948, to June, 1949. The President 

emphasized that the strain on the American economy resulting from Marshall 

9 
Congressional Quarterly Almanac, Vol. Ill, 1947, P» 607. 

10 
The following information on the history of the foreign aid 

program is drawn largely from the Ibid., Vol. III-XX and from Congress 
and the Kation: 1945-1964 (Washington; Congressional Quarterly Service, 
W5T. 



Plan assistance would not be great. Rather, the long-term effect of the 

Marshall Plan would be to expand American export markets in Europe.^" 

The administration continues to use similar arguments to justify foreign 

assistance today. 

In the congressional debate on the Marshall Plan, most speakers 

devoted their attention to two general issues. Jlrst, there was general 

discussion of the unsatisfactory economic conditions that prevailed in 

Sarope and the need for American assistance to alleviate these conditions. 

•Second, there was the rather more frequently discussed issue of the poten

tial expansion of communism into other parts of Europe. The latter was 

given more emphasis in the House than in the Senate. Opposition to the 

program, especially among Republicans, concerned the size of the admin

istration request and the,manner in which the funds were to be adminis

tered. Again, there is a noticeable similarity between issues raised in 

criticism and justification of the Marshall Plan and the issues, argu

ments, and justifications presented for and against the 1965 Foreign 

Assistance Act. 

The Marshall Plan, or the 3uropean Recovery Program, was approved 

by Congress by vote of 69-17 in the Senate and 329-7-2 in the House. In 

the Senate, the Republicans voted in favor 31-13> and the Democrats voted 

in favor 38-^. In the House, the Republicans voted in favor 171-61, and 

the Democrats voted in favor 158-11. Justification for the program was 

almost entirely in terms of its value as an American weapon in the cold 

^"U.S., Congressional Record, 80th Cong., 1st Sess., 19^7, Vol. 93» 
Part 9, pp. 117^9-11754. 



war. Proponents of the program argued its necessity, because communists 

do not rely entirely upon simple military aggression. Rather, they seek 

to subvert systems which are economically unstable. 

The opponents of the Marshall Plan argued that the program would 

result in the United States, in effect, underwriting 2uropean socialism. 

Senator Robert A. Taft (R-Qhio) argued, for example, that if the socialist 

countries of Europe were not basically inefficient and dishonest, they 

12 would not be facing serious economic problems, By and large, however, 

the Marshall Plan enjoyed the support of a large majority of congressmen 

from both parties. Moreover, events in 19^8, such as the communist coup 

in Czechoslovakia, lent credence to the argument that the communists 

intended to expand further into Europe. Therefore, an itaerican program 

like the Marshall Plan was necessary to deter this expansion. 

During the early years of the American assistance program to 

Europe, American foreign policy was largely bipartisan in character. 

The records of congressional debate and votes on foreign assistance 

legislation indicate that there was no serious partisan division. How

ever, the desirability of a bipartisan foreign policy was not universally 

accepted, especially by some members of the Republican Party. Generally, 

partisanship is subordinated in the interest of unity during wartime, but 

in peacetime, bipartisanship in the foreign policy is frequently criticized. 

Republicans, who, it seems, are frequently in the minority, admit that 

they are often asked to go along "in the national interest" with Demo

cratic foreign policy. Still, there is usually a high degree of unanim

ity between the parties on the conduct of foreign affairs. Evidence of 

12Ibid., 80th Cong., 2d Sess., 19^8, Vol. Part 2, p. 264-2. 
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this is found in the current American policy in Vietnam. Rather, the 

dialogue is between the President and other administration spokesmen and 

the members of the President's own party. 

The Marshall Plan was authorized in 19^8 for only one year. Since 

the popularity of the program in Congress and in the country generally 

remained high, the program was authorized again in 19^9 in substantially 

the same form. The committee hearings in 19^9 involved little contro

versy over policy. A large percentage of the witnesses testifying before 

the committees represented special interest groups trying to get favor

able provisions written into the program. 

In order to prevent Soviet aggression in Europe, the United States 

organized the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). The Mutual 

Defense Act in 19^9 was enacted to underwrite MTO. At this juncture, 

American foreign aid was clearly conceived as an implementation of the 

doctrine of collective security. Although the Mutual Defense Assistance 

Program was generally associated with the NATO' alliance, Title III of the 

Mutual Defense Assistance Act contained a provision for military assis

tance to non-NATO countries. 

Administration spokesmen justified the Mutual Defense Assistance 

Program by linking it to the needs of the American defense establishment. 

It was argued by the program's proponents that assistance to NATO coun

tries was necessary if adequate defense was to be developed against poten

tial Soviet aggression. Specifically, it was argued that since the 

advantage is always with the aggressor in any conflict, the defender, in 

order to offset this advantage> must be able to choose the theater of 

conflict. The theater that the western allies should choose is the area 



contiguous to the Soviet Union. Hence, major recipients of foreign aid 

would be those countries bordering on the Soviet Union. 

The general vagueness of long-range goals was the major criticism 

of the Mutual Defense Program. Also, it was charged that European coun

tries were not making adequate contributions to the defense of the western 

world. Why, the critics asked, should the United States carry a major 

share of the burden if other countries were not willing to carry their . 

share? 

The confused situation in Asia in 19^8 and 194-9 led to disagree

ment over the type of policy the United States should pursue in that 

area. In 19^8, economic assistance had been granted to China by the 

United States. With the significant communist successes in China in 

19^9 > several people argued that a more extensive American commitment 

was necessary. Others argued that American aid to China amounted to 

"pouring money down a rat hole" and that, in fact, the assistance may 

eventually benefit the communists# Opponents of aid to China argued 

that the United States was simply supporting a fascist regime on the 

verge of collapse. There was a sharp difference of views between some 

members of Congress and the administration. Some congressmen took the 

view that more aid should be given to China, while administration spokes

men argued that the regime of Chiang Kai-shek was beyond help. Military 

men like General Claire L. Chennault argued before congressional com

mittees that the spread of communism in Asia must be stopped in China, 

or else all the rest of Asia, including Japan and the Phillipines, would 

eventually come under communist domination. 



The result of the debate over aid to China was that some American 

assistance -was continued up to the fall of the Chiang regime. However, 

the amount of this assistance was not as large as some people advocated. 

American aid continued after the communist take-over of mainland China, 

but was confined to the Chiang regime on Formosa. It is interesting to 

note that the government of Chiang Kai-shek has been maintained largely 

by American financial support from World War II to the present. 

In 1950 the foreign aid program was broadened by the addition of 

technical aid and services to economically underdeveloped countries. 

This program had been originally outlined as the fourth section in 

President Truman's Marshall Plan speech and came to have the name The 

Point Four Program. Considerable opposition arose in Congress over the 

expansion of American foreign aid commitments. The Point Four Program 

was attacked as setting up a global WPA. 

With the outbreak of Korean hostilities in 1950, the critics of 

an expanding aid program were generally silent. The communists were 

demonstrating their aggressive tendencies, tendencies which the United 

States must help check by such devices as the foreign aid program. The 

military assistance portions of the program were almost without any cri

ticism. Those people in Congress who had intended to offer restrictive 

amendments to the Mutual Defense appropriations bill for 195° did not 

offer their amendments after the outbreak of Korean hostilities. The 

importance of the Korean affair is indicated by the size of the majori

ties whereby military assistance passed Congress. The measure passed 

the Senate 66-0 and the House 362-1. 
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1951-1956—Militarv Assistance 

By 1951» foreign aid had become associated with American cold 

war foreign policy. Foreign aid policy was dominated hy defense consi

derations. More than 50 percent of the aid dispensed during the period 

1951 "to 1956 was for military purposes. The peak year was 1953» when 

two-thirds of the foreign aid budget was for military aid. Moreover, 

most of the military aid during this period went to NATO countries. 

In 1951» economic aid programs (previously covered by Marshall 

Plan and Point Four legislation) were combined under the same legislation— 

the Mutual Security Program. This program was presented to Congress by 

the administration as a vital part of American foreign aid and defense 

•policy. The major concern remained the prevention of Soviet expansion, 

which would be achieved by military means. Yet, Secretary of State 

Acheson argued that Congress should not emphasize the military aspects 

of the program to the extent of ignoring the economic portions. An 

increasing amount of economic aid was being extended to the underdeveloped 

countries, which marks a significant foreign aid policy shift. While the 

major emphasis was upon supplying military assistance to NATO countries, 

there was a growing concern for the economic plight of the underdeveloped 

countries. 

Early in 1951 "the government of India petitioned the United States 

to send grain in order to prevent a threatened famine. The administration 

responded by requesting from Congress legislation authorizing grain ship

ments to India on a gift basis. 

On June 25, 1953» the President signed into law a measure giving 

one million tons of wheat to Pakistan. This program was justified on 



the grounds that the United States and Pakistan were sympathetic toward 

each other's position in world affairs. Also in 1953> work began on 

devising a more extensive and longer-range program of dispensing surplus 

American agricultural commodities to countries in need of food supplies. 

This program was finally enacted in 195^ as Public Law 480 and came to 

be called the Food for Peace Program. 

The outbreak of the Korean conflict brought a dramatic shift in 

the orientation of American foreign aid policy from economic assistance 

to military assistance. Moreover, from 1950 to 1955 there was an equally 

dramatic shift from emphasis upon Europe to emphasis upon Asia. The 

administration stressed the overt aggression of the Red Chinese in Korea. 

Asian countries in the path of Red China, such as India, Pakistan, and 

the countries of Southeast Asia, received increasing attention in foreign 

aid policy-making. The Soviet Union was looked upon as more of a 

potential aggressor. 

In 1955i Congress handed President Eisenhower his most severe 

setback on foreign aid by appropriating 700 million dollars less than he 

had requested. Two reasons accounted for this action, first, by 1955 

tensions between the West and the Soviet Union had diminished, the Korean 

conflict was over, and the war in Indo-China had ended with the defeat of 

the French. Therefore, the need for foreign aid was less evident than 

it had been. Second, Congress was piqued over the manner in which the 

administration had handled unobligated foreign aid funds in the final 

weeks of fiscal 1955* The largest cut was in military aid, where the 

amount appropriated was 428 million dollars less than that requested. 

Nevertheless, the aid program remained mostly military in composition. 
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1956-Present—Economic Aid. 

Foreign aid policy during this final period has been marked by a 

decline in emphasis upon military aid and an increasing emphasis upon 

13 
economic aid. ^ In 1953» economic assistance amounted to about half of 

the military aid budget. In 1963» economic assistance was twice as great 

as military assistance (See Table 1). Moreover, there has been consi

derable change in the amounts of funds going to different geographical 

areas. Since 1963. about one-third of the total economic aid expendi

tures have gone to Near East and South Asian countries. Latin America 

currently receives about 20 percent of all foreign aid expenditures. 

Aid to Africa increased from one percent of total expenditures in 1957 

to ten percent in I960. The increasing amount of aid to Latin America 

reflects the advent of the Alliance for Progress. Increasing aid to 

Africa reflects a growing American concern for the stability of the 

14 
newly independent African countries. 

In 1956 there were two major developments in the foreign aid 

program. First, significant cuts were made in the military portion of 

the program. Second, increased emphasis was placed upon extending aid 

in the form of loans rather than in the form of grants or gifts. To a 

considerable extent, this was the result of congressional pressure. 

13 
John Nuveen, "Social and Political Aid," Why Foreign Aid? ed. 

Robert A. Goldwin (Chicago; Rand McNally and Company, 1962), p. 53• 
In this book he argues that military aid was substantially greater than 
economic aid throughout this period. However, his figures also substan
tiate the contention made here, to wit, emphasis upon military aid declined 
while emphasis upon economic aid increased during this period. 

New lork Times, February 7, 1965. 



Table 1 

History of the Foreign Aid Program 

fiscal 
Year 

Original 
Request 

Author
ization 

Appro
priation 

Economic 
Aid 

Military 
Aid 

Percent 
Cut 

1948-49a $7.37 $6.91 $6.39 $6.39 $ 13.3$ 

1950 5.68 5.59 5.17 3.86 1.31 8.9 

1951 8.17 7.99 7.36 2.14 5.22 10.0 

1952 8.50 7.58 7.28 2.02 5.27 14.4 

1953 7.92 6.49 6.01 1.93 4.09 24.2 

1954 5.83 5.16 4.72 1.91 2.81 15.6 

1955 3.48 3.05 2.78 1.19 1.59 20.1 

1956 3.53 3.42 2.70 1.68 1.02 23.5 

1957 4.86 4.12 3.77 1.75 2.02 22.4 

1958 3.86 3.39 2.77 1.43 1.34 28.2 

1959 3.94 3.68 3.45 1.93 1.52 12.4 

1960 3.93 3.58 3.23 1.93 1.30 17.8 

1961 4.87 4.69 4.43 2.63 1.80 9.0 

1962 4.77 4.26 3.91 2.31 1.60 18.0 

1963 4.78 4.57 3.90 2.60 1.30 18.4 

1964 4.53 3.60 3.00 2.00 1.00 33.8 

1965 3.52 3.50 3.25 2.20 1.05 7.6 

1966 3.46 3.36 3.22 2.05 1.17 6.9 

Sources* Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report. Vol. XXIII, No. 41 
(October 8, 1965), pp. 2029; U.S., Congress, House, Subcommittee on 
Foreign Operations of the Committee on Appropriations, Foreign Assistance 
and Related Agencies Appropriations for 1966. 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, 
pp. 540-541; U.S.. Department of Commerce, Statistical Abstract of the 
United States 1955 (1959), p. 873. 

aApril 3, 1948 to June 30, 1949. 
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These two developments continued to characterize foreign aid policy

making for the next few years. 

In 1957 a lively debate broke out over the desirability of giving 

American assistance to communist countries—an issue which is still 

debated. Opponents of such aid, like Senator William F. Knowland 

(R-California), argued that American assistance to communist countries 

was simply an attempt to rescue the communist world from its own short

comings. Knowland suggested that since relations with Poland were fairly 

cordial, a loan to that country may appear on the surface to be in our 

interest. The Polish government, however, could turn around and extend 

the same loan to an enemy of the United States, such as North Vietnam. 

In effect, then, the United States would be giving foreign aid to one of 

15 
its enemies. 

On the other hand, those who favored aid to communist countries 

argued that by giving assistance to the satellite countries, we were 

in effect helping to encourage their independence from the Soviet Union. 

After a visit to Poland, Senator John F. Kennedy argued that he was con

vinced the people of Poland were not committed to the communist philosophy. 

Therefore, in his view, it would be to our advantage to give assistance 

16 
to Poland in order to raise the standard of living of the Polish people. 

In 1957 the foreign aid program was subjected to considerable 

analysis and evaluation. Studies were conducted by a special Senate 

^William F. Knowland, "The Argument Against Aid to Communist 
Countries," U.S. Foreign Aid, ed. Grant S. McClellan (New York: H. W. 
Wilson Co., 1957),~p« 177. 

16 
John F. Kennedy, "Should the U.S. Give Aid to Communist Coun

tries?" Foreign Policy Bulletin 36 (April 15, 1957)» p. 118. 
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committee, by the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, by the Brookings 

Institution, and by two special committees appointed by the President. 

One of these presidential committees studied the foreign aid program 

within the general context of communism and potential Soviet imperialism. 

The other presidential committee studied the foreign aid program as an 

instrument for improving conditions in the underdeveloped countries. 

The special Senate committee evaluated the proposal for long-term authori

zation of the aid program and concluded that such authorization is unde

sirable. One of the main reasons advanced for this negative view was 

that long-term authorization would prevent the substantive committees of 

Congress from reviewing the program on an annual basis. It was argued 

that the Committee on Foreign Relations would be weakened by long-term 

authorization, while the Committee on Appropriations1 position would be 

strengthened in comparison. The Committee on Appropriations' position 

would be enhanced, since it would continue to exercise control over 

foreign aid through annual appropriations. Moreover, the prospects of 

a weakened Committee on Foreign Relations and a strengthened Committee 

1? on Appropriations were not entirely welcomed by the executive. 

In spite of its reservations of the complete desirability of 

long-term authorization, President Eisenhower in 1957 requested that 

Congress place the Mutual Security Program upon a continuing unlimited 

authorization basis. The President further requested that the adminis

tration of the program be transferred from the Department of State to 

^H. Field Haviland, "Foreign Aid and the Policy Process 1957," 
American Political Science Review LII (September, 1958), pp. 694-696. 
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the Department of Defense. In testimony before the Senate Committee on . 

Foreign Relations, Secretary of State Dulles requested that the military 

aid portions of the foreign aid program be separated from the economic 

aid portions and be given a continuing authorization. He requested that 

13 economic aid remain on an annual appropriations basis. The Senate 

agreed to a two-year authorization for both economic and military aid, 

but the House refused to go beyond annual authorization. 

Throughout the period of 1957 to I960, the foreign aid program 

was subject to considerable criticism. Sharp pressures from Congress 

resulted in the administration's de-emphasis of grant assistance in favor 

of loans. In 1958, eight members of the Committee on Foreign Relations, 

under the leadership of Senator J. William Fulbright, went on record as 

favoring increased emphasis on economic assistance and less upon military 

aid. In spite of the mounting criticism of the foreign aid program, the 

Eisenhower administration continued to pursue the strategy of justifying 

the foreign aid program on the grounds that it was a necessary element 

of American cold war foreign policy. 

In 1959» President Eisenhower appointed William H. Draper chairman 

of the Committee to Study the United States Military Assistance Program. 

The Committee's report, issued the same year, reflects to a large extent 

the strategy employed by the executive branch to justify the foreign aid 

program and to develop support for it in and out of Congress. The Com

mittee suggested that the foreign aid program was subject to increasing 

1R 
U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Hearings. 

Mutual Security Act of 1957. 85th Cong., 1st Sess., 1957, pp. 2-3. 
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criticism largely because of the lack of understanding by many people of 

its integral relationship to the .American defense establishment. 

The average American citizen does not now relate his own security 
to the effectiveness of the military and economic assistance pro
grams. He frequently dismisses them as giveaways. He is often 
•unable to acquire a personal feel of the intensity of the cold 
war—of the deadly seriousness and growing strength of the Soviet 
threat. It is essential to bridge this gap of understanding. 

On the question of the relative emphasis upon military and economic assis

tance, the Draper Committee suggested that there should be no pre-set 

limitations on the amount of foreign aid which should be allotted to 

each of the two spheres. Moreover, the amount of military assistance 

could not be decreased from existing levels without running the risk of 

endangering the security of the free world. The Committee concluded that 

the charge that too much emphasis was being placed upon military assis-

20 
tance at the expense of economic assistance was simply not justified. 

In congressional action in 1959» increasing emphasis was placed 

upon economic aid over military aid. Congress went so far as to place 

restrictions upon the military assistance that could be given to Latin 

America and to other underdeveloped countries. 

In 1961, the new administration of John F. Kennedy pledged a 

fresh look at many aspects of public policy, including foreign aid. How

ever, President Kennedy's attempts to re-orient the aid program ran imme

diately into serious problems of international politics. On April 17, 

1961, very early in his administration, the American-sponsored invasion 

19 
The President's Committee to Study the United States Military 

Assistance Program, Conclusions concerning the Mutual Security Program 
(Washington: August 17» 1959), p. 46. 
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of Cuba failed. In June, relations with the Soviet Union strained when 

the Soviets threatened allied access to Berlin. On August 13 the Berlin 

Wall was built. On September 1 the Soviet Union broke the three-year 

moratorium on nuclear testing. By the end of 1961 the United Nations 

was operating in the Congo against secessionist Katanga. In Vietnam the 

Diem regime was threatened by defeat at the hands of the Viet Cong. All 

of these major developments made it virtually impossible for President 

Kennedy to remove the foreign aid program from the general context of 

American cold war foreign policy. 

President Kennedy made an effort to change the general complexion 

of the foreign aid program in 1961 by asking for the replacement of the 

Mutual Security Act with the Foreign Assistance Act. He wanted to make 

a clear distinction between military assistance and economic assistance 

and sought to give five-year authorization to economic development aid. 

However, he ran into considerable congressional opposition to his program 

because of the manner in which the five-year authorization program was to 

be financed. Congress refused to go along with financing the program as 

a public debt transaction rather than through the appropriations process. 

In the change-over from the Mutual Security Program to the Foreign 

Assistance Program, certain administrative alterations were made. The 

Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 abolished the Development Loan Fund and 

the International Cooperation Administration. In place of these two 

administrative agencies, a single unit was established—the Agency for 

International Development. This change reflected an effort on the part 

of the administration to bring some unity and coherence into the foreign 
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aid program by making the administration of foreign aid more unified and 

efficient. 

President Kennedy's presentation of foreign aid in 1961 reflected 

a basic change in perceptions of the problem and a change in the strategy 

whereby the administration sought approval for the program. President 

Kennedy placed increased emphasis upon the economic and developmental 

aspects of foreign assistance and soft-pedalled the military portions 

of the program. Moreover, in justifying the increased emphasis upon 

economic issues, the President did not suggest that the program was 

necessary because of the threat of communism. Rather, Kennedy argued 

that an extensive economic aid program by the United States was necessary, 

given the economic conditions of the underdeveloped countries. In these 

countries, the process of nation-building is just beginning. The United 

States is confronted try these emergent national units with an opportunity 

to demonstrate that economic growth and the development of democratic 

political processes can and should go hand-in-hand. The President 

emphasized the need for the recipients of American assistance to mobi

lize their resources, to make basic social and economic reforms, and to 

engage in long-range planning in order to achieve self-sustaining growth. 

Kennedy's emphasis was upon the positive aspects of developing democratic 
\ 

and economically viable systems, rather than upon the negative aspects 

that the United States must assist underdeveloped countries if they are 

to be prevented from going communist. However, it should be pointed out 

that Kennedy did not request larger authorizations for economic assis

tance than did President Eisenhower. Kennedy actually requested more 

military aid funds than did Eisenhower. The significance of Kennedy's 
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actions was that he shifted emphasis in two critical areas of policy

making—problem perception and executive strategy. 

In 1962, Congress wrote into the foreign assistance bill several 

restrictions upon the use of foreign aid. The issue of providing eco

nomic assistance to communist countries was revived, and the criteria 

for providing or withholding such aid were restated and tightened. Of 

particular interest to Congress in 19&2 was the Cuban situation, and 

restrictions concerning aid to Cuba were written into the foreign aid 

bill. Assistance was prohibited to those nations that supplied Cuba 

with strategic material or that allowed their ships to carry arms or 

even economic aid to Cuba. The Senate, in contrast to its position on 

this issue in earlier years, took a more restrictive attitude toward 

aid to communist nations. Congress wrote into the foreign aid bill a 

provision which required ending aid to those countries in which United ~ 

States property had been expropriated without compensation. The adminis

tration charged that Congress was usurping the President's constitutional 

prerogatives in foreign affairs by placing these restrictions upon foreign 

aid. However, the restrictions served to indicate the difficulties that 

Kennedy had in dealing with Congress on foreign aid. 

The President got significantly less foreign aid appropriations 

than he requested in 1963. President Kennedy's request for funds was 

cut 3^ percentty Congress, and, as in the preceding year, restrictions 

were included in the legislation. More restrictions were placed on the 

administration in 1963 than in the entire previous history of the foreign 

aid program. A. combination of factors contributed to the cuts imposed 

by Congress on the foreign aid program. The argument justifying the 
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program as vital for security reasons was compromised by other policies 

of the administration. While on the one hand the administration argued 

that the foreign aid program was a vital link in the defense establish

ment, on the other hand the administration was pursuing policies indi

cating a strong defense posture was not so vital after all. Specifically, 

in 1962 the nuclear test ban treaty was signed, and in the same year the 

United States entered wheat sale agreements with various communist coun

tries. Finally, in March, 1963, the Committee to Strengthen the Security 

of the Free World under the chairmanship of General Lucius D. Clay issued 

a report which was unfavorable to the aid program. The Clay Committee 

called for a tightening up of aid expenditures and a redefinition of the 

21 
purpose and direction of the program. 

It is curious to note that while the Clay Committee's report 

tended to weaken the President's position on foreign aid in Congress, 

the arguments presented by the Committee were similar in many respects 

to the positions taken by the President. The Clay Committee suggested 

that the first consideration for extending American assistance should be 

the self-interest of the United States. The Committee suggested that 

aid should not be provided to those countries where funds would be used 

to establish government-owned industry. Many of these government-owned 

industries in the underdeveloped countries were economically unhealthy, 

and the United States would, by extending aid to these countries, be 

subsidizing economically unsound industries. The Committee suggested 

23The Committee to Strengthen the Security of the Free World, The 
Scope and Distribution of United States Military and Economic Assistance 
Programs {Washington: Government Printing Office. 1963). 
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further that the United States should not extend foreign aid simply 

because the Soviet Union might be planning an assistance program. On 

the issue of the threat of communist take-over of underdeveloped coun

tries, the Committee took the positions "It can always be said that in 

fragile, new, developing countries, the United States must provide aid 

lest they accept it from Communist nations with resulting political pene-

22 
tration and eventual subversion. We cannot accept this view." 

The Committee was particularly critical of military assistance, 

especially to African countries. The Committee took the position that 

military assistance to African countries had a very small contribution 

to make—causing more problems than it avoids or prevents. Moreover, 

military assistance necessary for African countries should come primarily 

from the former colonial powers. The Committee advocated almost complete 

elimination of military assistance and took the view that future needs 

for foreign assistance, at least until 1968, could be adequately served 

by the sum of no more than one million dollars. 

The difficulty that Kennedy's foreign aid program encountered in 

Congress in 1963 is attributable to some extent to strategic blunders 

committed by the administration. Kennedy frequently found himself caught 

in a position where he was in reality justifying two programs which were 

mutually contradictory. For example, administration spokesmen used the 

strategy that foreign aid was necessary as an instrument of cold war 

foreign policy, while at the same time prosecuting a general foreign 

policy emphasizing peace and detente with the communist bloc. The admin

istration was singularly ineffective in handling the arguments presented 

22Ibid., p. 9. 
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by those congressmen who felt that there was adequate foreign aid money 

in the "pipe line," making it unnecessary to appropriate more. The 

administration spokesmen made the mistake of arguing before congressional 

committees that certain aspects of the aid program were absolutely neces

sary, and then xfhen these various programs were out out by Congress, 

admitting these were not necessary after all. Eventually the administra

tion found itself in a position where it could not argue that anything 

about the foreign aid program was in fact essential. 

From 1961 to 1963 there was a noticeable increase in the unity 

of the Republican Party in Congress in opposition to foreign aid. Floor 

debate on the aid program took a more partisan character than it ever 

had taken before, especially in the House. In 19&0, 39 percent of the 

Republicans in Congress opposed the bill; in 19&L» 46 percent were 

opposed; in 19&2, 57 percent were opposed; and in 1963. 70 percent were 

opposed. 

In 1964 the Johnson administration presented a foreign aid request 

which was more than a billion dollars below the sums requested in the four 

previous years. The President's message to Congress emphasized that the 

administration would present a more realistic appraisal of its foreign 

aid needs. The President pledged that foreign aid funds would be concen

trated in fewer countries, and greater emphasis would be placed on the 

need for self-support by the recipient countries. Further, greater 

emphasis would be placed upon encouraging private investment in under

developed countries. Also, the United States would strive for greater 

participation by America's allies in providing foreign aid. Finally, 
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the President pledged that his administration would strive for increased 

efficiency in the administration of the foreign aid program. 

The foreign aid policy process in 19^3» and especially in 1964, 

served as an important prelude to the 196 5 Foreign Assistance Act. The 

Kennedy administration had attempted in 1961, 1962, and 1963 to shift 

the emphasis in foreign assistance from militazy aid to economic develop

ment aid. Kennedy, nevertheless, continued to request sizeable funds for 

military purposes, an action repeated in 1965. 

President Johnson, upon assuming office, very astutely adopted 

the strategy for vanning over Congress and rendering the opposition 

ineffective try cutting down the size of foreign aid requests. Moreover, 

the rapid escalation of the conflict in Southeast Asia presented the 

Johnson administration with a strong lever for getting congressional 

approval for foreign assistance funds. As will become evident in later 

discussion of committee testimony and floor debate, the issue of commu

nism and communist expansion have returned as the most salient issues 

presented and discussed in the foreign aid policy process in 1965. 

There have been several major developments in the history of the 

foreign aid program. The first development involves the major policy 

orientation of the program. From 19^5 to 1951t the orientation of the 

program was toward relief and recovery of western Europe. From 1951 to 

1956, the major emphasis was upon military assistance. Beginning roughly 

in 1956, emphasis shifted to economic aid. A second development is that 

the program from 19^5 to 195^ was considerably larger than it has been 

since. Finally, in 196^ and 1965 the reductions in the program imposed 

by Congress were well below the reductions of earlier years. 



CHAPTER THREE 

CHRONOLOGY OF THE 1965 FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT 

The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the history of the 

1965 Foreign Assistance Act. Such a summary is useful in that it estab

lishes the chronology of policy consideration for foreign aid in 1965 

(See Table 2). In dealing with specific elements of the policy process 

in subsequent chapters, therefore, it will not be necessary to make fre

quent reference to stages of the policy process under analysis. By 

briefly stating the chronology here, perspective can be maintained 

throughout the study. 

On January 14, 1965, President Johnson presented his foreign aid 

message to Congress. He requested $3>387.370,000 in foreign aid for 

fiscal 1966. In his foreign aid request, the President continued the 

strategy employed the previous year. In 1964, President Johnson presented 

a "bare bones" foreign aid request amounting to considerably less than 

requests made by his two predecessors. This strategy had proved effec

tive in 1964, as Congress reduced the President's request by only a small 

amount. In some years the reductions imposed by Congress had amounted to 

more than JO percent. In 1964, the percentage cut made by Congress was 

the lowest in the history of the program—only 7»6 percent. 

The President's requests did not depart significantly from the 

program he submitted the previous year. Most of the various aid programs 

were continued, and the funds requested remained at relatively the same 

56 
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Table 2 

Chronology of the 1965 Foreign Assistance Act 

January 14 

February 4 - March 10 

February 9 - April 7 

March 4 

March 15 

March 30 - June 8 

April 28 

April 29 

May 7 

May 25 

June 4 - June 14 

June 18 - August 17 

July 21 - August 4 

September 2 

September 6 

September 8 

September 13 

September 22 - September 23 

September 28 - September 30 

October 1 

October 5 

October 6 

President's foreign aid message to Congress 

House Committee on Foreign Affairs hearings 

Senate Committee on Foreign Relations hearings 

Fulbright bill introduced in Senate 
(economic aid only) 

Morse bill introduced in Senate 
(economic and military aid) 

House Committee on Appropriations hearings 

Committee on Foreign Relations report 

House bill introduced 

Committee on Foreign Affairs report 

House authorization debate 

Senate authorization debate 

Authorization conference 

Senate Committee on Appropriations hearings 

House Committee on Appropriations report 

Authorization bill signed by President 

House appropriations debate 

Senate Committee on Appropriations report 

Senate appropriations debate 

Appropriations conference 

House passed conference report 

Senate passed conference report 

Appropriations bill signed by President 



levels as the previous year. There were only two significant requests 

made by the President which were not already parts of the aid program. 

First, the President asked Congress to approve a special tax credit for 

American companies investing in -underdeveloped countries. This tax 

credit would not be included in the foreign assistance bill, but would 

be formulated later by the Treasury Department and introduced as a sepa

rate bill. Congress had not approved a request for similar.legislation 

in 1963 and 1964. Second, the President requested stand-by authority for 

ai>y further appropriations needed to prosecute the Vietnam war. These 

funds would be for military assistance and supporting assistance. An 

important aspect of this request was that the President asked for open-

ended authority; that is, he requested Congress to grant him blank check 

authority for funds to use in Vietnam. Of course, it would still be 

necessary for Congress to appropriate such funds. 

Most of the foreign aid program has a life span of only one year. 

That is, most elements of the aid program must annually pass through the 

entire policy-malting process. Sach year foreign aid policy must be recom

mended, authorized, and receive appropriation of funds. Some aspects of 

the program such as Development Loan Rinds, the Alliance for Progress, 

and State Department administrative expenses, operate under a continuing 

authorization. However, some elements of the program operating under 

authorizations of more than one year require annual appropriations. 

Other elements of the foreign aid program have authorization and appro

priation extending over a period of more than one year. All of these 

come under the general title of the Foreign Assistance Act. 
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The administration had given serious consideration to the possi

bility of getting congressional authorization for foreign aid on a long-

term basis. Such action would be desirable from the standpoint of the 

administration, because it would eliminate the time-consuming and tedious 

annual authorization and appropriation ritual. However, it was decided 

not to request long-term authorization because of strong opposition from 

some members of Congress. The most significant of this opposition came 

from the Chairman of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs—Representative 

Thomas E. Morgan (D-Pennsylvania) 

In 1965, disagreements between the Senate and the House over what 

the general character of the foreign aid program should be came to a 

head. The disagreement, principally between Senator J. William Fulbright 

(D-Arkansas) and Representative Morgan, delayed the final passage of the 

foreign aid program until early October. Senator Fulbright, Chairman of 

the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, is one of the most outspoken 

critics of the foreign aid program as it is currently established. Ful

bright 's position is that foreign aid should be divided into two separate 

programs—an economic program and a military program. Moreover, these 

two separate programs should be covered by separate authorizations. 

Fulbright also contends that there should be increasing emphasis placed 

upon the use of international agencies for dispensing foreign aid. He 

is opposed to bilateral arrangements between the United States and recip

ient governments, because this procedure has a tendency to make at least 

•^Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, Vol. XXIII (Januaiy 15,-
1965), p.-35V 
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as many enemies as friends for the United States. The President's posi

tion, as contained in his foreign aid message to Congress, did not contain 

any of the proposals recommended by Senator Fulbright. As a result, on 

January 2? the Chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations announced 

that he would not perform the role of floor manager of the foreign aid 

bill.2 

On the House side, Representative Morgan, Chairman of the commit

tee on Foreign Affairs, opposed the recommendations of Senator Fulbright. 

Morgan insisted on the continuation of the foreign aid program as a 

package whereby authorizations for the military and economic assistance 

would all be considered under one bill. The strength ox Morgan's objec

tions may have occasioned the administration to abandon any plans for 

proposing multi-year authorization and perhaps separation of military 

3 and economic aid. 

On March 4 Senator Fulbright introduced a bill which provided 

for economic assistance on3y. In a speech on the floor of the Senate 

the same day, Fulbright argued that the foreign aid program, as presently-

constituted, was a conglomeration of diverse activities. He suggested 

that it was impossible for a senator or anybody else considering the 

L 
foreign aid program to understand what was involved. 

2 
Arizona Daily Star, January 29, 1965. 

^Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report. Vol. XXIII (May 7, 1965), 
p. 891. 

U.S., Congressional Record, 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, Vol. 111.,. 
No. kl, p. ty08b. 
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On March 15 Senator Wayne Morse (D-Oregon), who, like Senator 

Fulbright, is an outspoken critic on the foreign aid program but for 

different reasons, introduced his own bill which was drafted by the 

administration at his request. This bill included both economic and 

military portions of the program. On March 3° the Committee on Foreign 

Relations voted to consider both economic and military aid, rather than 

just economic aid as recommended by Senator Fulbright. 

On April 28 the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations reported 

a clean bill. The bill reported by the Committee reflected many of the 

views of Chairman Fulbright. Although the proposition concerning the 

separate authorization of military and economic aid had been voted down 

by the Committee in March, the recommendations made by the Committee in 

this new bill contained many of the changes advocated by Fulbright. The 

Committee expressed general dissatisfaction with the foreign aid program 

as presently constituted. The Committee included in its bill a provision 

for two-year authorization of foreign aid. At the end of this two-year 

period, the existing program would be terminated. During the two-year 

period an extensive study would be made of the whole foreign aid program 

and recommendations made for a new program. The two-year authorization 

was supported by Senator Morse in return for the Committee support of his 

own provision that the existing aid program be terminated. The Committee 

report also reflected concern that the Committee on Foreign Relations was 

becoming increasingly a "committee on foreign aid" as a result of the con

siderable amount of time and effort spent by the Committee in annually 

reviewing the foreign aid program. 

5 
U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Report, 

Foreign Assistance Act of 1965. 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, pp. 2-6. 
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Appended to the Committee's report was a rather lengthy dissent 

by Senator Morse. Although he was opposed to the two-year authorization 

principle, he agreed to go along with it in return for a provision which 

would terminate the existing program. Senator Morse also expressed a 

great concern over the whole military assistance program. 

On March 26 the President added another entry to the growing 

record of blue-ribbon committees which have studied the foreign aid pro

gram and recommended improvements. The President appointed a 14 member 

General Advisory Committee on Foreign Assistance Programs. The group 

was headed by James A. Perkins, President of Cornell University. 

On February k the House Committee on Foreign Affairs began 

hearings on a draft bill which covered both economic and military assis

tance. (A foreign aid bill was not actually introduced in the House 

until April 29.) Chairman Morgan told the Committee that the bill was 

a revised version supplied at his request by the administration. The 

original bill coming from the administration, he said, had provided for 

the separation of economic and military programs. He had requested that 

the administration change its provision to include in the same bill both 

aspects of the foreign aid program. Morgan's argument was that the pro

gram should not be separated, because both had the same basic objective. 

Moreover, Congress should look at the entire program at the same time in 

order to be better able to judge effectiveness and cost. Finally, Morgan 

took the position that should the economic portion of the aid program be 

separated from the military portion, then the opponents of economic 
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assistance would have greater opportunity to reduce the size of appropria-

7 
tions for this part of the program.' 

On May 7 the House Committee on Foreign Affairs reported its own 

clean bill. There were three significant differences between the House 

version and the Senate version. First, the Committee on Foreign Relations 

had refused to give the President the blank check authorization he had 

requested for economic and military aid to Vietnam. The Committee on 

Foreign Affairs, on the other hand, had included such a provision in its 

version of the bill. Secondly, the House Committee provided for only a 

one-year authorization for the aid program, while the Senate Committee 

had included a two-year authorization. Third, the Committee on Foreign 

Affairs did not make a provision for the establishment of a special 

committee to study the aid program and recommend an entirely new program, 

whereas the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations had included such a 

provision. 

The report of the Committee on Foreign Affairs contained specific 

references to the Senate bill and the Committee on Foreign Relations' 

recommendations. The Committee on Foreign Affairs refused to accept the 

Senate contention that it is desirable and possible to terminate the 

existing foreign aid program in the near future. Moreover, the Committee 

on Foreign Affairs expressed the lack of enthusiasm for the establishment 

of a special study commission to survey present foreign aid commitments 

and needs. Finally, the Committee concluded that the military assistance 

and economic assistance portions of the foreign aid program are interdependent 

^Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report. Vol. XXIII (May 7, 1965), 
p. 891. 
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and, as a result, cannot be separated -without doing considerable harm to 
Q 

the overall program and to foreign aid policy. 

The minority views included in the Foreign Affairs report differed 

considerably from the minority views in the Foreign Relations report. 

The minority on the Committee on Foreign Affairs was not concerned so 

much with the structure of the foreign aid program and the process for 

policy considerations. Rather, the minority views expressed in the 

report were directed primarily toward dissatisfaction with the entire 

concept of foreign assistance. The minority criticized the program for 

its deleterious effects upon the American economy, for the inadequate 

controls exercised over it by Congress, and generally for its lack of 

9 success in light of its purposes. 

House debate on the authorization bill took place on May 2k and 

25. Under the Rules Committee resolution, the debate was limited to 

four hours and divided equally between the Committee on Foreign Affairs 

Chairman Morgan and the ranking minority member Mrs. Francis P. Bolton 

(R-Ohio). For the first time in the history of the foreign aid program, 

the authorization bill went through the House without being significantly 

amended. Only one amendment was adopted to the whole authorization bill, 

and this dealt merely with the correction of a clerical error. Moreover, 

the debate in the House was mild compared to the debate on previous 

authorization bills. Of the four hours allotted for debate by the Rules 

Committee, only three and one-half hours were actually consumed. In 

8 
U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Foreign Affairs, Report. 

Foreign Assistance Act of 1965. 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, pp. 3-4-. 

^Ibid.. pp. 69-93• 
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recent years, more than four hours had been permitted for debate, and 

this generally had been used up. The bill was passed on May 25 try a 

249-148 roll call vote. Republicans voted 44-86 against, and Democrats 

voted 205-62 in favor.^ 

In the Senate, the authorization bill was debated from June 4 to 

June 14. On June 2 Chairman Fulbright backed down from his position of 

refusing to manage the foreign aid bill.^ Fulbright1s change of mind 

was probably due to the fact that the bill reported by the Committee on 

Foreign Relations contained at least some of his recommendations. 

On June 14 the Senate passed the foreign aid bill by roll call 

vote of 68-20. Republicans voted 19-10 in favor, and Democrats 49-10 in 

favor. This bill differed drastically from the version passed by the 

House. These differences produced a serious deadlock in the authoriza

tion and appropriations conferences later in the year. 

The Senate and House conferees went into conference to iron out 

the differences in their respective versions of the foreign aid authori

zation bill on June 18. The main obstacles to agreement were the sub

stantially different views of the two chambers over what the character 

of the aid program should be. Moreover, the administration contributed 

to the deadlock by its failure to take a position in favor of either the 

Senate or the House version. 

In an effort to break the deadlock, Chairman Fulbright requested 

a meeting on August 3 between Secretary of State Rusk, AID Administrator 

10U.S., Congressional Record. 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, Vol. Ill, 
Nos. 93 and 94, p. 10837ff. 

"*"*Hew York Times. June 3» 1965* 
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Bell, and the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. Fulbright apparently-

hoped to get the administration to support the Senate version, or at least 

12 
to make it clear which version it did support. The House refusal to 

accept the Senate provision calling for two-year authorization and the 

end of the existing aid program at the end of the two-year period were 

the main points at issue. 

On August 17 the deadlock was broken. After a record 1& meetings, 

the conference committee agreed upon an authorization bill which generally 

conformed to the House version. The Senate backed down completely from 

its position on the two-year authorization and the ending of the program 

in its present form by 1967. It is significant to note that the Commit

tee on Foreign Relations surrendered on most of its demands, while the 

Committee on Foreign Affairs gave up nothing. The Committee on Foreign 

Relations only managed to salvage a promise from the House conferees 

that they would encourage the House in subsequent years to give serious 

13 consideration to the Senate proposals. 

The outcome of the authorization deadlock was probably due to 

the intervention of the President. The President supported the House 

version and indicated to the Senate conferees that administration support 

for Senate proposals would probably be given in later years. However, 

even these promises were inadequate to allay the anger of Senator Morse. 

He charged that the Senate had completely surrendered to the House and 

12 
Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report. Vol. XXIII (August 13, 

1965), p. 1606. 

•^Conference Report on Foreign Assistance Act of 1965 (Washington: 
Government Printing Office, 1965), p. 25. 



promised to carry the fight to the floor of the Senate in its considerab

le 
tion of the conference report. Further, Morse continued his fight 

against the foreign aid program during the appropriations phase of the 

policy process. 

On August 18 the House adopted the conference report try 244-150. 

Republicans voted 39-86 against, and Democrats voted 205-64 in favor. 

On August 24 the Senate adopted the report ty a 67-27 roll call vote. 

The vote was 19 Republicans and 48 Democrats in favor, and 11 Republicans 

and 16 Democrats against adoption. The President signed the authoriza

tion bill September 6. In justifying the action taken by the Senate 

conferees to the Senate, Chairman Fulbright explained that such action 

was necessary in order to get some kind of aid program in 1965. However, 

Fulbright argued, the ground work had been laid fcy the action of the 

Senate in 1965 for more thorough reforms in the aid program in 1966. 

He cited the statement by the House conferees and also a statement by 

Secretary of State Rusk indicating that the Committee on Foreign Rela

tions could expect administration support in 1966 for multi-year 

15 
authorization. 

While the process of policy authorization was going through its 

several stages of development, the Appropriations Committees of the two 

houses were holding hearings. Hearings before the Subcommittee on Foreign 

Operations of the House Appropriations Committee began March 31 and ended 

Ik „ 
Washington Post. August 18, 1965. 

"^U.S., Congressional Record, 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, Vol. Ill, 
No. 155» pp. 20625-6. 
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June 8, Senate Appropriations Committee hearings began July 21 and ended 

August Hearings before both committees were completed before the 

authorization bill was enacted. Consequently, the Appropriations Com

mittees' reports were delayed some time before they could be issued. The 

House Committee report appeared September 2, while that of the Senate 

appeared September 13. 

The report of the full Committee on Appropriations of the House 

contained a lengthy minority statement. The signers of this minority 

statement indicated complete dissatisfaction with the aid program. They 

criticized the cost of the program, the fact that the program operates 

to the economic disadvantage of the United States, and the executive for 

not complying with congressional intent. Supplementary views of Repre

sentatives Silvio 0. Conte (R-Massachusetts) and Howard W. Robison 

(R-New York) indicated that they agreed with the Senate that the aid 

program ought to be ended in its present form and a new program created. 

The report contained no majority policy statement. 

The report of the Senate Committee on Appropriations of the Senate 

did not contain policy statements by anyone. Rather, the reports con

tained only the Committee's recommendations on the amounts that should 

17 
be appropriated for each category. 

U.S., Congress, House, Coiranittee on Appropriations, Report. 
Foreign Assistance and Related Agencies Appropriation Bill. 1966, 89th 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1965 • pp. M~31. 

.S., Cong., Senate, Committee on Appropriations, Report, Foreign 
Assistance and Related Agencies Appropriation Bill, 1966. 89th Cong., 
1st Sess., 1965# 
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Debate on appropriations in the two houses was relatively short. 

In the House, the appropriations bill was debated and passed all on the 

same day—September 8. In the Senate, debate took place on September 22 

and 23» with, passage of the bill on the 23rd. For the first time in the 

history of the program, the House of Representatives did not make a sig

nificant cut in the aid program. The bill passed the House by a roll 

call vote of 239-143• Republicans voted 40-81 against, and Democrats 

voted 198-62 in favor. On September 23 the Senate, by a 59-22 roll call 

vote, passed its version of the appropriations bill and sent it to con

ference. Republicans voted 15-8 in favor and Democrats 44-15 in favor. 

The Senate figure was 3*143 billion dollars; the House figure was 3.285 

billion dollars. The administration had requested 3*46 billion dollars. 

The Senate figure usually is larger than the House figure. The deviation 

from the pattern in 1965 was due largely to the inability bf Otto Passman 

18 
to cut sizeable portions from the aid program. 

•i 

On September 30 the House-Senate conferees reached agreement on 

a compromise appropriations bill appropriating 3*218 billion dollars. 

Notice, again, that the conference agreement corresponded more closely 

19 
to the House version than it did to the Senate version. 7 The appropria

tions conference report was adopted by the House on October 1 fcy a 204-12? 

roll call vote. Republicans split 33-70 against and Democrats 171-57 in 

favor. The report was adopted in the Senate on October 5 ty a 40-23 roll 

call vote. In the Senate, Republicans split 8-10 against and Democrats 

18 
For a discussion of Passman's past and present role in the 

foreign aid policy process 1 see Chapters Four and Six. 

U.S., Congress, Conference Report, Foreign Assistance Aopropria-
txons_forjy?66, 89tn Cong., 1st Sess., I965. 
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32-13 in favor. Before adopting the report, however, the House rejected 

by only 10 votes (16^-17^) a motion calling for recommittal of the report 

with instructions that the House conferees insist upon their disagreement 

to a Senate amendment. The amendment concerned a Senate deletion of 

House language which prohibited assistance to countries shipping stra

tegic equipment to North Vietnam. The fact that the motion was presented 

in the first place and that it failed to pass by only 10 votes is another 

indication of the almost complete unwillingness of the House to compro

mise with the Senate on the foreign aid program. 

The action by the Senate on October 5 cleared the foreign aid 

program for signature by the President. On October 6 the appropriations 

20 
bill was signed, and foreign aid was institutionalized for another year. 

?o 
Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report. Vol. XXIII (October 8, 

1965), p. 2029. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

CONGRESSIONAL STRUCTURE IN THE FOREIGN AID POLICY PROCESS 

The congressional phase of the 1965 foreign aid policy process 

involved three stages--committee, floor debate, and conference. The 

most important stage for this study was the committee stage—though the 

other stages will receive consideration as well. 

In 1965, hearings were conducted on foreign assistance legisla

tion by four congressional committees. These committees were Foreign 

Relations and Appropriations in the Senate, and Foreign Affairs and the 

Foreign Operations Subcommittee of the Appropriations Committee in the 

House. The Senate Foreign Relations and House Foreign Affairs Committees 

dealt with authorization bills, while the two Appropriations Committees 

dealt with appropriations bills. The most active committees in proposing 

alternatives to administration requests and in disagreeing with executive 

witnesses over issues of foreign aid policy were the Committee on Foreign 

Relations of the Senate and the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations of 

the House. The Senate Foreign Relations and the House Appropriations 

Committees occupy important status positions among committees in their 

respective chambers. This status explains, in part, the active role 

played by the two Committees during the 1965 foreign aid policy process. 

Committee Structure 

Senate Committee on Foreign Relations (See Table 3)* Two sepa

rate studies indicate that the Committee on Foreign Relations is the 

71 
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Table 3 

Senate Committee on Foreign Relations - 89th Congress, 1st Session 

Democrats 

Member (by rank) 

J. W. Fulbright (Ark.) 

John Sparkman (Ala.) 

Mike Mansfield (Mont.) 

Wayne Morse (Ore.) 

Russell Long (La.) 

Albert Gore (Tenn.) 

Frank Lausche (Ohio) 

Frank Church (Idaho) 

Stuart Symington (Mo.) 

Thomas Dodd (Conn.) 

George Smathers (Bla.) 

Joseph Clark (Pa.) 

Claiborne Pell (R.I.) 

Elected Committee 
Appointment 

194-5 

19^6 

1953 

19^5 

1948 

1953 

1957 

1957 

1953 

1959 

1951 

1957 

1961 

19^9 

1951 

1953 

1955 

1957 

1959 

1959 

19 59 

1961 

1961 

1963 

1965 

1965 

Other Committee Assignments 

Einanee , 
Economic 

Banking & Currency. 
Defense Production 
Economic 
Organization of Congress 

Appropriations 

District of Columbia 
Labor & Public Welfare 

Finance ^ 
Internal Revenue Taxation 
Reduction of Nonessential 
Federal Expenditures 

Finance , 
Atomic Energy 

Commerce 

Interior & Insular Affairs 

Aero. & Space Sciences 
Armed Services 

Aero. & Space Sciences 
Judiciary 

Finance . 
Internal Revenue Taxation 

Labor & Public Welfare 
Rules & Administration 
Library 

Labor & Public Welfare 
Rules &. Administration 
Library 



Republicans 

Bourke Hickenlooper (Iowa) 

George Aiken (Vermont) 

Frank Carlson (Kansas) 

John Vfi.lliaws (De.) 

Karl Mundt (S. Dak.) 

Clifford Case (N.J.) 

Table 3 - Continued 
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19^5 19^7 Aero. & Space Sciences 
Banking & Currency 
Atomic Ehergy 

19^1 195^ Aero. & Space Sciences 
Agriculture &, Forestry-
Atomic Energy 

1950 1959 Finance 
Post Office & Civil Servige 
Internal Bevanue Taxation , 
Disposition of Ebcec. Papers 

19^7 19^1 Finance . 
Internal Revenue Taxation 
Reduction of Nonessential 
Federal Expenditures 

19*1-8 1963 Appropriations 
Government Operations , 
Organization of Congress 

1955 1965 Appropriations , 
Organization of Congress 

Source: Congressional Directory 

aSignifies date when current continuous tenure began. 

Joint Committee 



most desirable committee assignment in the Senate. Donald R. Matthews 

ranks the Committee on Foreign Relations first by computing the average 

seniority of senators newty appointed to the various Senate committees 

from the 80th through the 8^th Congresses. The Committee on Foreign 

Relations had the highest level of seniority of all Senate committees. 

In another study, George Goodwin, Jr. rated the Committee on Foreign 

Relations first try computing the net gain or loss for each committee 

through the transfer of senators from one committee to another. The 

Committee on Foreign Relations had the highest net gain and the lowest 

net loss during the period studied—the 81st through the 85th Congresses. 

The reasoning behind both of these rankings is that senators mil move 

1 to the more desirable committees. 

One present indicator of the importance of the Committee on 

Foreign Relations is the present membership of the Committee. Among 

the Committee members on the Democratic side are Senator Mike Mansfield 

of Montana, the majority leader, and Senator Russell B. Long of Louisiana, 

the majority whip. Among the Republican members are Senator Bourke B. 

Hickenlooper of Iowa, Chairman of the Republican Conference; Senator 

George D. Aiken of Vermont, ranking minority member of the Committee on 

Agriculture and Forestry; Senator John J. Williams of Delaware, ranking 

minority member of the Committee on Finance; and Senator Karl E. Mundt 

of South Dakota, ranking member of the Committee on Government Operations. 

^Donald R. Matthews, U.S. Senators and Their World (Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 19^0), p. 153 and George Goodwin, Jr., 
"The Seniority System in Congress," American Political Science Review 53 
(June, 1959), p. 4-33. -
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The work of the Committee on Foreign Relations falls into two 

general categories, first, the Committee is concerned with matters execu

tive in character. Such matters concern the confirmation of diplomats 

and foreign service officers and consideration of treaties and conven

tions. Second, the Committee performs legislative functions. In its 

legislative capacity, the Committee examines all foreign policy matters 

that involve the expenditure of money. Further, the Committee handles 

2 
all matters of foreign policy that require congressional authorization. 

James A. Robinson argues that participation in foreign policy 

matters by senators tends to be confined to the Committee on Foreign 

Relations. Robinson points out that more bills in the area of foreign 

affairs are authored by the members of the Committee than are authored 

by all other senators combined. Further, the influence of members of the 

Committee compared to other senators is indicated by the fact that the 

Committee reports more bills authored by Committee members than bills 

3 
authored by other senators. 

In the whole area of foreign policy, the attention of the Senate 

and the Committee on Foreign Relations is devoted mainly to the foreign 

aid program. Other foreign policy matters may arise from time to time 

which are more important than the foreign aid program, but the aid pro

gram takes more time and effort in that it must be authorized annually. 

2 
Eleanor Dennison, The Senate Foreign Relations Committee (Stan

ford: Stanford University Press, 19^2), pp. 35-7. 

3 JJames A. Robinson, Congress and Foreign Policy-Making (Homewood: 
The Dorsey Press, Inc., 1962), pp. 15-16. 
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The Committee on Foreign Relations is divided into ten standing 

subcommittees—six geographical area subcommittees and four substantive 

subcommittees. There are geographical area subcommittees for Europe, 

Africa, American Republics, the Far East, the Near East and South Asia, 

and Canada. The substantive subcommittees deal with disarmament, economic 

and social policy, the Department of State, and international organiza

tions. The chairman of the full Committee is an ex-officio member of 

each subcommittee. 

Before 1950 "the Committee on Foreign Relations did not, as a rule, 

rely upon subcommittees. Since 1950 the Committee has made increasing 

use of subcommittees to keep abreast of the increasingly heavy demands 

of international affairs. The present subcommittee arrangement is intended 

to facilitate communication between the Committee and the Department of 

State. Policies which require frequent congressional action (like foreign 

aid) are handled by the full Committee. Treaties and other legislation 

which are only before the Senate for a short time are handled by the full 

L 
Committee or by special ad hoc subcommittees. 

The creation of subcommittees and the assignment of members to 

them is the prerogative of the Committee chairman. He also defines the 

jurisdiction of the subcommittees and appoint the subcommittee chairmen. 

The minority subcommittee members are assigned by the ranking minority 

4 / 
George B. Galloway, The Legislative Process in Congress (New 

York! Thomas I. Crowell Co., 1953/» p. 152. 



member. The control of the Committee chairman over the subcommittees is 

generally true of all congressional committees. 

The Committee on Foreign Relations currently has a membership of 

19—13 Democrats and 6 Republicans. Not all of the 19 were active in the 

consideration of foreign aid in 19^5» however. The Democrats tended to 

be more active than the Republicans,at least during the hearings. More 

data are therefore available on the attitudes and perceptions of the Demo

cratic members, and the study will focus primarily on them. 

House Committee on Foreign Affairs (See Table 4). The House of 

Representatives and its Committee on Foreign Affairs lack constitutionally 

specified prerogatives in foreign affairs similar to those prescribed for 

the Senate. Consequently, the House and the Committee on Foreign Affairs 

have been traditionally less important in considering foreign policy 

matters than has the Senate and the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

Prior to "World War II, the role of the House Committee on Foreign 

Affairs was extremely limited. The matters coming under the considera

tion of the Committee were trivial at best. In the early 1920's, for 

example, the Committee spent an entire week debating the subject of 

whether or not to authorize $20,000 for an international poultiy show in 

Tulsa, Texas. However, World War II changed the position of the United 

States in world affairs and the importance of the Committee on Foreign 

Affairs in the House of Representatives. Prior to World War II, the 

5 
Bertram M. Gross, The Legislative Struggle; A Study in Social 

Combat (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1953). pp. 277 and 280; Richard 
Fenno, Jr., "The House Appropriations Committee as a Political Siystem: 
The Problem of Integration," American Political Science Review 56 (June, 
1962), p. 315. 
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Table it-

House Committee on Foreign Affairs - 89th Congress, 1st Session 

Democrats 

Member (by rank) Elected3-

Thomas Morgan (Pa.) 1944 

Clement Zablocki (Wis.) 19^8 

Omar Burleson (Texas) 194-6 

Edna Kelly (N.I.) 19^8 

Wayne Hays (Ohio) 194-8 

1 

Armistead Seldon (Ala.) 1952 

Barratt O'Hara (111.) 1952 

L. H. Fountain (N. Carol.) 1952 

Dante Fascell (Fla.) 195^ 

Leonard Farbstein (N.Y.) 1956 

Charles Diggs (Mich.) 1954-

Lindley Beckworth (Texas) 1956 

Harris McDowell (Del.) 1958 

William Murphey (111.) 1958 

Cornelius Gallagher (N.J.) 1958 

Robert Nix (Pa.) 1958 

John Monagan (Conn.) 1958 

Donald Eraser (Minn.) 1962 

Ronald Cameron (Calif.) 1962 

Committee Other Committee Assignments 
Appointment 

W 

194-9 

1950 House Administration 
Library , 
Printing 

1951 

1955 House Administration 
Printing 

1955 

1957 

1957 Government Operations 

1957 Government Operations 

1957 

1959 District of Columbia 

1959 Post Office & Civil Service 

1959 Veterans Affairs 

1959 

1959 Government Operations 

1961 Post Office & Civil Service 

1961 Government Operations 

1963 District of Columbia 

1963 



Benjamin Rosenthal (N.I.) 

Edward Roybal (Calif.) 

John Culver (Iowa) 

Lee Hamilton (Ind.) 

Hoy McVicker (Colo.) 

Republicans 

Frances Bolton (Ohio) 

Ross Adair (Ind.) 

William Mailliard (Calif.) 

Peter Frelinghuysen (N.J.) 

William Broomfield (Mich.) 

Irving Whalley (Pa.) 

H. R. Gross (Iowa) 

E. I. Berry (S. Dak.) 

Edward Derwinski (111.) 

Bradford Morse (Mass.) 

Vernon Thomson (Wis.) 

James Pulton (Pa.) 
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Table 4 - Continued 

1962 1965 Government Operations 

1962 1965 

1964 1965 

1964 1965 

1964 1965 

1940 1941 

1951 1953 Veterans Affairs 

1953 1961 Merchant Marine and fisheries 

1953 1961 

1957 1961 

1960 1961 

1949 1963 Post Office & Civil Service 

1951 1963 Interior & Insular Affairs t 

Navajo-Hopi Indian Administration 

1959 1963 Post Office & Civil Service 

1961 1963 

1961 1963 

19^5 1965 Science & Astronautics 

Source: Congressional Directory 

Signifies date when current continuous tenure began 

Joint Committee 
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United States was involved to only a limited extent in international poli

tics. After the war the United States became increasingly involved in 

international affairs. The growing American participation in international 

affairs meant that Congress was called upon to authorize and appropriate 

sizeable sums of money to underwrite American foreign policy commitments. • 

Whereas in 1933/3^ the Committee on Foreign Affairs authorized only 

$102,000, in 1951/52 the Committee authorized funds in excess of $1^,000,000,000.^ 

The insignificance of the Committee on Foreign Affairs prior to 

World War II was reflected in its membership. Members of the Committee 

were largely freshmen members who moved to other committees when they 

acquired enough seniority. In the Senate, on the other hand, the Committee 

on Foreign Relations has been regarded as one of the most important com

mittees in the Senate for some time. In 19^2 Albert Westphal suggested 

that the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 

is the most important to which a senator may aspire. The House 
Committee . . • was long regarded as an ornamental committee 
whose members, the chairman included, were -relatively obscure 
in the national scene. . . . Perhaps the most severe indictment 
that can be made against the House Committee is that is members 
have not developed into a body of experts, or even^quasi-experts, 
who understand the complexities of foreign policy. 

The status of the Committee on Foreign Affairs in relation to the 

Committee on Foreign Relations seems to be improving. Since 19^5» more 

members of the House have asked to serve on the Committee on Foreign 

g 
Neil MacNeil, Forge of Democracy} The House of Representatives 

(New York: David McKay Company, Inc., 1963), p. 160. 

7 
'Albert C. F. Westphal, The House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

(New York: Columbia University Press, 19^2), p. 255• 
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Affairs than on any other committee. A study by George Goodwin in 1959 

indicated that the Committee on Foreign Affairs was second only to the 

g 
Committee on Rules as the most desirable committee assignment. Never

theless, the Committee is not yet made up of the most prominent members 

of the House. In recent years the leadership of the House has been unable 

to fill the assignments on the Committee on Foreign Affairs with important 

members. There is a tendency for members of the Committee on Foreign 

Affairs to leave the Committee and, in some cases, even leave the House 

when they have established a name forthemselves. 

J. William Fulbright of Arkansas, Mike Mansfield of Montana, 
George Smathers of Florida, Karl Mundt of South Dakota, Jacob 
Javits in New York, and Thomas Hennings of Missouri all were 
assigned to the committee, but soon transferred to the Senate. 
Christian Herter of Massachusetts gave up a seat on the Rules 
Committee to serve on the Foreign Affairs Committee, but then 
quit to become governor of Massachusetts and later Secretary of 
State. James Richards of South Carolina, the ablest of the 
committee's modern chairmen, retired from the House in 1956» 
and John Vorys of Ohio, an equally able member of the committee, 
followed his example two years later. Brooks Hays of Arkansas 
was defeated for re-election, and so was A. S. J. Carnahan of 
Missouri. Chester Merrow of New Hampshire quit to run for the 
Senate. Marguerite Stitt Church of Illinois also retired, and 
Walter Judd of Minnesota was defeated when his Congressional 
district was gerrymandered in 1962. That left Francis Bolton 
of Ohio and Peter Frelinghuysen of New Jersey, as the only 
members of the committee with national reputations. The seniority 
system has worked poorly on this committee in recent years, 
bringing Thomas Gordon of Illinois and Robert Chipperfield, also 
of Illinois to the chairmanship. Gordon was simply incompetent 
to handle or even understand international relations. He had 
to turn over the management of committee bills in the House 

8 
Holbert N. Carroll, The House of Representatives and Foreign 

Affairs (Pittsburgh: Pittsburgh University Press, 1958J, p. 90. 

9 
^George Goodwin, Jr., "Subcommittees! The Miniature Legislatures 

of Congress," American Political Science Review LVT (September, 1962), 
p. ̂ 33. 
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floor to abler committee members such as Carnahan, and Frank 
Coffin of Maine- Chipperfield was uninterested in foreign 
affaxrs. • • • 

In 1965 the Committee on Foreign Affairs consisted of 36 members--

2k Democrats and 12 Republicans. A fairly small percentage of the Com

mittee members participated in the Committee hearings. In fact, many 

members did not even attend. For those members who participated in the 

Committee hearings, however, data on perceptions and attitudes are not 

conclusive. 

In 19^5 the Committee on Foreign Affairs was a pioneer in the 

establishment of a system of consultative subcommittees. These sub

committees were intended to facilitate consultation between the Commit

tee and members of the executive branch. Currently, the subcommittees 

have jurisdiction over certain legislation, as well as the function of 

consulting with executive officials. Since some subcommittees have more 

work than others, the imbalance is corrected by the use of ad hoc sub-

11 
committees in areas of considerable legislative activity. Although 

there is a special subcommittee on foreign aid, the hearings on foreign 

aid legislation involve the full Committee. 

like the Committee on Foreign Relations, the Committee on Foreign 

Affairs is divided into substantive and geographical area subcommittees. 

The subject matter orientations of the ten Foreign Affairs subcommittees 

are similar to counterpart subcommittees in the Senate. The House geo

graphical area subcommittees are: Far East and Pacific, Europe, Inter-American 

10MacNeil, pp. 160-1. 

•^Galloway, pp. 159-60. 
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affairs, Africa, and Near East. The substantive subcommittees are: 

national security and scientific development, State Department organi

zation and foreign operations, international organizations and movements, 

foreign economic policy, and the special subcommittee for review of 

foreign aid programs. 

The last named subcommittee constitutes an important difference 

between the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Committee on Foreign 

Relations. Only the Committee on Foreign Affairs has a subcommittee on 

foreign aid. The existence of the foreign aid subcommittee indicates 

the importance of the aid program for the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

The influence and prestige of the Committee on Foreign Affairs is almost 

completely associated with foreign aid legislation. The Committee care

fully guards its jurisdiction over foreign aid by opposing long-term 

authorization for the program. If foreign aid were not subject to annual 

review by the Committee, then its significance would be greatly reduced. 

The significance of the Committee on Appropriations of the House, on the 

other hand, -would be increased, as it would continued to review the aid 

program annually. Also, the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations would 

remain import jit because of its control over treaties and ambassadorial 

appointments. 

The Special Subcommittee on Foreign Aid is made up of the nine 

top-ranking members of the full Committee—five Democrats and four 

Republicans. The Democrats are Chairman Thomas E. Morgan, who chairs 

the Subcommittee, and Representatives Clement J. Zablocki of Wisconsin, 

Omar Burleson of Texas, Edna F. Kelly of New York, and Wayne L. Hays of 
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Ohio. On the Republican side are the ranking Republican Mrs. Frances 

Bolton and Representatives E. Ross Adair of Indiana, Williams Mailliard 

of California, and Peter H. B. Frelinghuysen of New Jersey. Four members 

of the full Committee staff are assigned to assist this Subcommittee. 

Other subcommittees have two staff assistants. That the Subcommittee on 

Foreign Aid is made up of the ranking members of the full Committee of 

both parties and that there is a sizeable staff available to this Sub

committee supports the contention that the Committee on Foreign Affairs 

attaches considerable importance to the foreign aid program. 

There is no one on the Committee on Foreign Affairs who performs 

opinion leader or spokesman-type roles like those performed by either 

Senator Fulbright or Senator Morse. Members of the Committee on Foreign 

Affairs take an entirely different approach to foreign aid in comparison 

to their Senate counterparts. The senators on the Committee on Foreign 

Relations are more inclined to make known their own views on foreign aid. 

They also frequently criticize foreign aid policy by direct confrontation 

with administration witnesses. As a general rule, members of the Com

mittee on Foreign Affairs do not argue questions of policy and infrequently 

suggest major policy changes in the foreign aid program. 

House Committee on Appropriations—Subcommittee on Foreign 

Operations (See Table 5)« The Appropriations Committees of the Senate 

and the House differ in several respects from other congressional com

mittees. While other congressional committees are concerned with specific 

areas of public policy such as finance or armed forces, the Appropriations 

Committees are concerned with all legislation involving the expenditure 

of money. 
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Table 5 

House Committee on Appropriations - Subcommittee on Foreign Operations 
89th Congress, 1st Session 

Democrats 

Member (by rank) ELecteda Committee . 
Appointment 

Otto Passman (La.) 19^7 1949 

John Rooney (N.Y.) 1944 19^5 

William Natcher (Ky.) 1953 1955 

Julia Hansen (Wash.) I960 1963 

Jeffery Cohelan (Calif.) 19 59 1965 

Clarence Long (Md.) 1963 1965 

Republicans 

Garner Shriver (Kansas) 1961 19&5 

Silvio Conte (Mass.) 1959 1959 

Mark Andrews (N. Dak.) 19^3 19&5 

Other Committee Assignments 

Source: Congressional Directory 

aSignifies date when current continuous tenure began 
r.. 

Indicates appointment to full Committee 
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The House Committee on Appropriations is more important than the 

counterpart Senate Committee. This is probably due, in part, to the con

stitutional advantage enjoyed by the House in appropriations. Article 1, 

Section 7 of the Constitution states that "all bills for raising Revenue 

shall originate in the House of Representatives," thus giving the House 

Committee on Appropriations the initiative over the Senate Committee on 

Appropriations. Although the practice has been for appropriations bills 

to originate in the House, the Senate claims the right to originate such 

12 
bills itself. In the foreign aid policy process of 1965, the House 

Committee was considerably more active in analyzing the aid bill and in 

recommending policy changes than was the Senate Committee. 

The House Committee on Appropriations, along with the Committees 

on Rules and on Ways and Means, is an exclusive Committee. Although occa

sional exceptions are made, members of exclusive committees do not serve 

on other committees.^ Committee members sit on from one to four sub

committees, but tend to specialize in the work of only one. This 

specialization around subcommittees is one of the most important charac-

14-
teristics of the Committee. The subcommittees of both the Senate and 

the House Appropriations Committees exercise great power and are subject 

to limited review by the full Committees.1̂  

12 
George H. Haynes, The Senate of the United States: Its History 

and Practice (Bostons Houghton Mifflin Co., 1938), Vol. I, p. 455* 

13 
^Nicholas A. Masters, "Committee Assignments," Mew Perspectives 

on the House of Representatives, ed. Robert L. Peabody and Nelson W. 
Polsby (Chicago; Rand McNally. and Co., 19^3)» P* 

•^Fenno, p. 316. 

*~Woss, p. 270. 
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Members of the Appropriations Committees tend to develop consi

derable familiarity with their subject matter. While much of the legis

lation enacted by Congress is authorized on a long-term basis, many of 

these authorizations require annual appropriations. Therefore, the 

authorization committees do not consider many areas of public policy 

which the Appropriations Committees consider annually. The result is a 

high degree of competence and experience with the polity areas. 

Richard F. Fenno, Jr. found a consensus among members of the 

House Committee on Appropriations that the role of the Committee is to 

guard the federal treasury. Performance of this role involves the cutting 

of all budget requests submitted to the Committee. In addition to role 

consensus, members of the Committee also share the attitude that the 

House Committee on Appropriations is the most important element of the 

17 appropriations process. ' Fenno*s findings are supported by the evidence 

contained in this study of the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations. 

The House Committee on Appropriations is divided into 13 sub

committees. There are six subcommittees which correspond to executive 

agencies: Department of Agriculture and related agencies; Department 

of Defense; Department of Interior and related agencies; Department of 

Labor and Department of Health, Education, and Welfare and related agen

cies; Departments of State, Justice, and Commerce; the judiciary and 

related agencies; and Departments of Treasury and Post Office and Execu

tive Office. Subcommittees corresponding to policy areas are: deficiencies, 

^Robert Ash Wallace, Congressional Control of Federal Spending 
(Detroit: Wayne State University Press, I960), p. 27. 

17Fenno, pp. 311-312. 
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District of Columbia! foreign operations, independent offices, legisla

tive, military construction, and public works. 

The foreign aid appropriations bill of 1965 was considered by 

the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations. This Subcommittee was made up 

of nine members—six Democrats and three Republicans—and was chaired by 

Otto Passman (D-Louisiana). There was fairly active participation by 

the members of the Subcommittee in the hearings. However, Passman was 

by far the most active. The recommendations of the subcommittees of the 

House Committee on Appropriations are, as a general rule, accepted by 

the full Committee. In fact, the importance of the subcommittees is a 

function of the full Committee's acceptance of their recommendations. 

The first requirement for full Committee acceptance of subcommittee 

recommendations is unity within the subcommittee itself. In 1963 

Passman did not have control of his Subcommittee and was not supported 

by the full Committee. In 1964 and 1965 Passman was less ambitious in 

his efforts to cut the foreign aid budget, and he was supported by the 

full Committee. The difficulty arose when members of the Subcommittee 

refused to agree to the cuts desired by Passman, and their opposition 

to Passman was, in turn, supported by the full Committee Chairman George H. 

Mahon (D-Texas). 

Senate Committee on Appropriations (See Table 6). The Senate 

Committee on Appropriations does not have a sufficiently large member

ship to allow for the exclusive subcommittee system that characterizes 

the House Committee. P\irther, while members of the House Appropriations 

18Ibid., p. 316. 
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Table 6 

Senate Committee on .Appropriations - 89th Congress, 1st Session 

Democrats 

Member (by rank) 

Carl Hayden (Ariz.) 

Richard Russell (Ga.) 

Allen ELlender (La.) 

Elected Committee 
Appointment 

1927 

1933 

1936 

A. Willis Robertson (Va.) 1S&6 

Warren Magnuson (Wash.) 19^ 

Spessard Holland (Fla.) 19^ 

John Stennis (Miss.) 

John Pastore (R. I.) 

Mike Monroney (Okla.) 

W7 

1950 

1951 

1928 

1933 

1949 

Lister Hill (Ala.) 1938 W 

John McClellan (Ark.) 19^3 19^9 

19^9 

1953 

1955 

1955 

1957 

1959 

Other Committee Assignments 

Interior & Insular Affairs 
Rules & Administration 
Printing 

Armed Services 
Aero. & Space, Sciences 
Atomic Energy 

Agriculture & Forestry 
Reduction of Nonessential 
Federal Expenditures 

Labor & Public Welfare 

Government Operations 
Judiciary 
Immigration & Nationality 

Policy-

Banking & Currency^ 
Defense Production 

Commerce 
Aero. & Space Sciences 

Aero. & Space Sciences 
Agriculture & Forestry 
Reduction of Nonessential 
Federal Expenditures 

Aero. & Space Sciences 
Armed Services 

Commerce , 
Atomic Shergy 

Commerce 
Post Office & Civil Service 
Organization of Congress 
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Alan Bible (Nev.) 195̂  

Robert Efyrd (W. Va.) 1959 

Gale McGee (Wyo.) 1959 

Mike Mansfield (Mont.) 1953 

E. L. Bartlett (Alaska) 1959 

William Proxmire (Wis.) 1957 

Ralph larborough (Texas) 1957 

1959 District of Columbia 
Interior & Insular Affairs 
Navajo-Hopi Indian 
Administration 

1959 Armed Services 
Rules & Administration 

1959 Commerce 
Post Office & Civil Service 

1963 Foreign Relations 

1963 Commerce 

196̂  Banking & Currency 
Economic 

1965 Labor & Public Welfare 
Post Office & Civil Service 

Republicans 

Leverett Saltonstall (Mass.)19̂ 5 

Milton Young (N. Dak.) 19̂ 5 

Karl Mundt (S. Dak.) 1948 

Margaret Smith (Maine) 19̂ 9 

Thomas Kuchel (Calif.) 1953 

Roman Hruska (Neb.) 195̂  

Gordon Allott (Colo.) 1955 

19̂ 7 Armed Services 
Reduction of Nonessential 
Federal Expenditures 

19̂ 7 Agriculture & Forestry 

1953 Foreign Relations 
Government Operations , 
Organization of Congress 

1953 Aero. & Space Sciences 
Armed Services 

1959 Interior & Insular Affairs 

1959 Judiciary 

1959 Interior & Insular Affairs 
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Norris Cotton (N.H.) 195^ 1963 Commerce 

Clifford Case (N.J.) 1955 1963 Foreign Relations ^ 
Organization of Congress 

Source s Congressional Directory 

Signifies date when current continuous tenure began 

Joint Committee 
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Committee serve only on that Committee, members of the Senate Appropria

tions Committee serve on other committees as well. Consequently, members 

of the Senate Committee do not develop the degree of specialization in 

particular policy areas that characterize their counterparts in the 

House, nor do they have the time that House members have to spend on 

matters of detail. 

Subcommittee assignments in the Senate Appropriations Committee 

are determined primarily by seniority on the full Committee. Committee 

Chairman Carl Hayden (D-Arizona) does not exercise as much personal con

trol over subcommittee assignments as do other chairmen. On the House 

Appropriations Committee, majority and minority subcommittee membership 

TO 
is largely determined by the chairman and the ranlcing minority member. 7 

The Senate Committee on Appropriations is divided into 12 sub

committees. Subcommittees dealing with matters relating to the various 

executive departments ares Department of Agriculture and related agen

cies; Department of Defense; Department of Interior and related agen

cies; Department of Labor and Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare and related agencies; Departments of State, Justice, and Commerce; 

the judiciary and related agencies; Departments of Treasury and Post 

Office and Executive Office. Subcommittees dealing with policy areas 

ares deficiencies and supplementals, District of Columbia, independent 

offices, legislative, military construction, and public works. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee, in contrast to the House 

Committee, does not have a subcommittee which considers foreign aid. 

^Wallace, p. 29. 
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Foreign aid legislation is considered by the full Appropriations Committee 

in the Senate. One explanation might be that there is not enough interest 

in foreign aid to warrant a subcommittee. This seems unlikely, as several 

members of the Committee indicated considerable interest in foreign aid 

during hearings and floor debate in 196^ and 1965. It is also possible 

that members of the Committee, and especially the chairman, are concerned 

lest a subcommittee acts on foreign aid contrary to the desires of a full 

committee. In the House, the Passman Subcommittee was supported in its 

reductions of foreign aid by Chairman Cannon. Cannon's successor, Mahon, 

has not supported the Subcommittee. 

Only three or four senators participated actively in the 1965 

hearings and demonstrated any familiarity or interest in foreign aid 

legislation. The level of interest and participation among Appropriations 

Committee members was far below that demonstrated by members of the other 

three committees. The 1965 hearings were devoted to subjects of concern 

to the three or four active participants. However, as will be indicated 

in Chapter Six, even these subjects were few, and they usually involved 

specific information desired by the Committee members. 

An explanation of the limited role of the Senate Committee on 

Appropriations is that the Committee hearings during 1965 came very late 

in the session, and there was not a great deal for the Committee to do. 

The controversial questions regarding sizes of appropriations and general 

policy matters had been argued at length by the administration and the 

two authorization committees. Moreover, the Committee on Appropriations 

of the House had already held lengthy hearings before the Senate Committee 

hearings began. 
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While the 1965 Senate appropriations hearings were shorter than 

usual, the Senate Committee generally has briefer hearings than the House 

Committee. George B. Galloway argues that this is due to the more limited 

role of the Senate Committee. He contends that the Senate Committee on 

Appropriations "sits and holds hearings only on specific appeals from 

House decisions."^ 

Committee Staffs 

The staffs of congressional committees consist of three basic job 

21 classifications—professional, clerical, and secretarial. The profes

sional staff members provide research assistance to the committee as a 

whole and to individual members, especially the chairman. The profes

sional staff conducts studies, prepares reports, gathers information for 

use by the committee, and helps expedite the committee hearings. 

The clerical staff processes the daily business of the committee. 

Clerical assistants maintain the committee calendar, prepare hearings and 

other materials for publication, maintain committee files, open mail, 

and related duties. Although there is some variation of the staff work 

among committees, generally the clerical work is rotated among staff 

20G allow ay, p. 105. 

^"htenneth Kofmehl argues that it is not always possible to dis
tinguish between professional and clerical staff aides on congressional 
committees either by educational background or type of work performed. 
Professional Staffs of Congress (Purdue University Studies, Humanities 
Series, 1962), p. *H. Also see Gladys M. Kammerer, "The Record of 
Congress in Committee Staffing," American Political Science Review XLV 
(December, 1951), pp. 1126-36. ' 



members in order to give each member of the clerical staff familiarity 

22 
with committee operations. 

The secretarial staff, as the name implies, perform the typing 

and other office duties for the committee and its members. The secretarial 

staff, and other staff members as well, are frequently called upon to 

assist the chairman. Occasionally the work load imposed by the chairman 

exceeds the demands of the committee itself. 

The work of committee staffs is generally divided among the 

various subcommittees. Each member of the professional staff is assigned 

to a subcommittee, and his work corresponds as far as possible to the 

subject matter area of the subcommittee. However, with some legislation, 

as in the case of foreign aid, the subject matter covered by the bill 

involves several geographical and subject matter areas. The House Committee 

on Foreign Affairs and Appropriations have subcommittees which deal with 

foreign aid, and the staff members assigned to these subcommittees work 

full-time on foreign aid matters. When foreign aid legislation is under 

consideration, the staffs of the foreign aid subcommittees are supplemented 

by other staff personnel selected on the basis of availability. 

Staff assignments are usually made by the staff director, although 

the assignment may originate with the committee chairman. Staff work 

assignments also result from the committee meetings which members of the 

staff usually attend. 

The role of the committee staff in the foreign aid policy process 

is not fundamentally different from the staff role in other policy areas. 

22Koftaehl, p. 39. 
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The staff assists in the conduct of the foreign aid hearings by scheduling 

witnesses and gathering material for use by committee members during the 

hearings. Frequently during the course of congressional consideration of 

foreign aid, some committee member will ask for information about a parti

cular point. This information is frequently obtained by a member of the 

staff—usually from the executive branch. The staff assists in drafting 

speeches for committee members and helps answer constituent inquiries. 

The staff provides important assistance in drafting amendments which the 

committee attaches to the aid bill. For example, in 19&5 Chairman Fulbright 

offered his own bill containing only the economic portions of the aid 

program. Later, Senator Morse introduced an amendment to this bill calling 

for the termination of the aid program in two years. The Foreign Relations 

Committee staff assisted in the preparation of both the Fulbright bill and 

the Morse amendment. 

The staff of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations consists 

of four professional staff members, two clerical staff members, and eight 

to ten secretaries. The time of at least one professional staff member 

is almost always taken up with foreign aid. 

The House Committee on Foreign Affairs has nine professional 

staff members and eight clerical assistants and secretaries. Although 

the professional staff members are assigned to more than one subcommittee, 

the Subcommittee on Foreign Aid has four staff assistants, while the other 

subcommittees have only two assistants. This means that more staff time 

is devoted to foreign aid than to any other foreign policy area. 
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The staff of the House Subcommittee on Foreign Operations con

sists of one person—Mr. Francis G. Merrill. (The full Committee has 17 

staff members in addition to Merrill.) Merrill is the appointee of Chair

man Passman and is in substantial agreement with Passman on the subject 

of foreign aid. Merrill functions primarily as Passman's assistant, and 

other members of the Subcommittee do not rely upon his services. Farther, 

there is little personal relationship between members of the Subcommittee, 

with the exception of Passman, and Merrill, because there is a fairly high 

turnover rate on the Subcommittee. The Subcommittee that considered the 

1965 foreign aid appropriation request consisted of only four people who 

had served on the Subcommittee in 1964. 

During the 1965 foreign aid hearings before his Subcommittee, 

Passman demonstrated considerable familiarity with the details of the aid 

program. This knowledge about the program allowed the staff to gather 

more detailed information and analysis of specific parts of the aid 

program. Members of the other committees did not have sufficient famili

arity with the program to allow them or their staffs to go into specific 

details. While the attention of members of the other committees was 

occupied by information from AID, Passman and his staff assistant were 

gathering and analyzing data from other executive departments such as 

Treasury and Commerce. These data were frequently used to dispute the 

data offered by AID or Defense Department witnesses. 

Committee Sources of Information 

The role of Congress in the foreign policy process is conditioned 

to a large extent by Congress1 dependence upon outside sources of information. 
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As Robert A. Dahl has observed: "One of the basic characteristics of 

Congress as it now operates is this: on foreign policy, in contrast to 

domestic, for the most part Congress must arrive at its policy conclusions 

on the basis of information provided by individuals over whom it has little 

or not control. 

In the consideration of foreign aid, Congress must rely upon the 

executive branch, and especially upon AID, for information. The four com

mittees involved in this study depended only to a very limited extent upon 

information obtained by committee investigations. However, there is som 

disagreement among the committees as to the value of independent investi

gations. In 1965» the Committee on Foreign Relations had no investigators 

in the field, although there had been some in the past. Such investigations 

are not considered rewarding. The Committee on Foreign Affairs, on the 

other hand, has two staff members who frequently conduct independent inves

tigations in the field. Moreover, these investigations are considered 

useful by the Committee. Occasionally the Senate Committee on Appropriat

ions will conduct an independent investigation. These investigations 

usually involve a few members of the Committee who make a brief overseas 

tour and, upon returning, issue a Committee report. The Foreign Relations 

and Foreign Affairs Committees occasionally conduct similar investigations. 

Other sources of information relied upon by Committee members 

include the public press, scholarly works, government studies and reports, 

and United Nations and other international organizations' studies and 

23Dahl, p. 26. 
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reports. However, much information contained in these sources has actually 

emanated from the executive branch. 

Congress is at a considerable disadvantage in obtaining its own 

information about foreign policy problems. In addition to the financial 

problem of paying for independent investigations, congressional committees 

do not have time for analysis of data. The Department of State and AID 

personnel who administer foreign aid are involved continuously in the 

program. Moreover, they are concerned only with foreign aid, while 

Congress and its committees are concerned with many policy areas. There 

is dimply not enough time for the Committee on Foreign Relations, for exam

ple, to analyze administration requests, isolate various areas where further 

information is desired, direct investigators to the field to acquire such 

information, await the study, analyze the report, and finally make recom

mendations based upon this information. As it is, the committees do not 

even have time to study and analyze the requests of the administration and 

the information presented on behalf of this request. 

Still other sources of information available to Congress include 

reports from the General Accounting Office (GAO). GAO, which reports to 

Congress directly, studies the expenditure of public funds and reports on 

administrative effectiveness. The GAO gives Congress its own accounting 

of the application of public policy. However, there is some question 

about the extent to which congressmen rely upon these reports. During 

Senate floor debate on the appropriations bill, Senator Morse said: 

I wish I could say that every Senator had gone down to the com
mittee rooms to read the top secret reports of the Comptroller 
General of the United States, which I have piled high each year 
on my desk and measured for the benefit of the Senate with a 
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ruler. This year they reached higher than 2k inches, each docu
ment the dimensions of a Time magazine. 

Another source of information is the Legislative Reference 

Service (LRS), which draws upon the resources of the Library of Congress. 

One of the main functions of the LRS is to provide background information 

on legislation pending before Congress. In the area of foreign aid, how

ever, even the Library of Congress must rely heavily upon the executive 

branch for information. The LRS cannot be regarded as an independent 

source of information. 

Conference Committees 

Conference committees are among the most important units in the 

25 
legislative process. In fact, it may be argued that for any given piece 

of legislation, the conference committees are more important than the 

standing committees. Bertram M. Gross implies this when he says: 

The selection of conferees is even more important than the selec
tion of committee members and committee chairmen, for it is the 
conferees who often write the final law. In fact, it is because 
the positions of power established in the standing committees 
usually carry over into the conference committees that the struggle 
for poweikin the legislative committees in each house is often so 
intense. 

The purpose of the conference committee is to resolve the difference 

between differing Senate and House versions of the same bill. Frequently 

the bill reported by the conference committee does not resemble either 

Of I. 
U.S., Congressional Record. 89th Cong., 1st Sess., I965, Vol, 111, 

No. 175, p. 23911. 

2̂ (Jalloway, p. 316. 

Gross, p. 320. 
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the Senate or the House version. Since the conference bill must be 

accepted or rejected without amendment, the conference committee is 

extremely powerful. 

Membership of conference committees is especially desirable for 

those interested in particular legislation. Nominally, conference com

mittee members are selected by the Speaker of the House and the presiding 

officer of the Senate. In practice, the selection is made by the chair

men of the committees that handled the bill. The chairmen of the com

mittees generally select themselves and the ranking minority member of 

his committee to serve as conferees. Other conferees are chosen on the 

basis of seniority and interest in the measure under consideration. 

The power of the conference committee is increased by the fact 

that the committee works in secret. Access by private organization, 

executive agencies, and even other congressmen is strictly limited. In 

a study of conference committees of the 70th through the 80th Congresses, 

Gilbert Y. Steiner found that the House tended to be considerably more 

influential in conferences than the Senate. Conference reports more 

often resembled the House version of the bill than the Senate version.2"^ 

The importance of the conference committee was demonstrated 

during the 1965 foreign aid authorization process. The Senate and House 

versions of the authorization bill differed considerably. After a pro

longed deadlock in conference, the Senate receded from its demands completely. 

The result of the conference action was the enactment of the House version. 

27 
'Gilbert Y. Steiner, The Congressional Conference Committee 

(Urbanas The University of Illinois Press, 1951)» p. 170. 

28 
See Chapter Three. 
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Inter-Committee Communication 

There is far less communication among the members of various 

committees and the staffs of these committees than one might expect. 

Committees considering the same or similar bills (like the foreign aid 

bills before the two appropriations committees) might be expected to 

communicate fairly frequently with one another. As a general rule, this 

is not the case in Congress. 

The communication between members of different committees in 

the same house (such as House Appropriations and Foreign Affairs) tends 

to be informal. Those congressmen who are personally acquainted, and 

who generally communicate fairly frequently, tend to be those who com

municate on foreign aid. There is little formalized communication on a 

regular basis between members of the House Appropriations and Foreign 

Affairs Committees and between members of the Senate Appropriations and 

Foreign Relations Committees. In the Senate, some irregular and informal 

communication is maintained through senators who are members of both 

committees. In the House, no one is a member of both the Appropriations 

and Foreign Affairs Committees. 

Communication between members of the two houses is virtually 

nonexistent on a regular and formal basis. Some communication results 

from executive action, like White House conferences, where leaders of 

both houses attend. The most important medium of communication between 

members of the two houses is through the conference committees. 

Communication between staffs tends to parallel the communication 

among committee members. However, there tends to be more communication 
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between staffs of committees in the same house on the subject of foreign 

aid than between committee members. This interstaff communication usually 

involves the exchange of particular information about the foreign aid 

policy. There is very little communication between staffs of the two 

29 
houses. 

29 7Koftaehl presents similar findings. On the subject of communi
cation between staffs of committees of the two houses concerned with the 
same bill, he says: "About the only occasions on which most of them 
worked together—or even saw one another—were at conference committee 
sessions." p. 150. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

AUTHORIZATION COMMITTEES 

The purpose of this chapter is to analyze perceptions of the 

foreign aid problem and attitudes toward the foreign aid program by mem

bers of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations and the House Committee 

on Foreign Affairs. It is not the object of this analysis to take each 

member of the Committees individually and study his perceptions and atti

tudes. Rather, the analysis is intended to indicate the range of percep

tions and attitudes manifested by Committee members during the 1965 

hearings on the foreign assistance bill. The extent to which perceptions 

and attitudes are shared among members of the Committees will be indicated 

in the conclusions at the end of various sections. Further, an effort 

will be made to interpret the influence of attitudes upon perceptions. 

Analysis of the hearings of the foreign aid program revealed that 

there were three broad categories of perceptions. That is, members 

of the committees studying foreign aid perceived the problem in three 

basically different ways. The first category can be labeled "realist 

perception." Members of Congress whose perceptions fall within this 

category tended to perceive the problem in terms of economic, political, 

social, and other factors* The second categoiy of perceptions consisted 

of those defining the problem as primarily the threat of communism—the 

"ideological perception." The third categoiy may be labeled "other-

oriented perceptions." In this categoiy are those congressmen who 

104 
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Relations. Senator Fulbright played a leading role in the foreign aid 

policy process in the Senate in 19&5- The format and nature of the 

Committee hearings were set by Senator Fulbright. He was usually in 

attendance at the hearings, and he consumed more time asking questions 

and making statements than any other member of the Committee. Further, 

as manager of the authorization bill on the floor of the Senate, Fulbright 

had considerable influence upon the nature of the debate, as many of the 

issues debated in 1965 were those raised by fulbright. 

In 1965 Senator PUlbright was one of the most outspoken congres

sional critics of the foreign aid program. Albright does not oppose 

foreign aid in principle. On the contrary, he considers foreign aid 

necessary and desirable. In his view, what is needed is improvement of 

the program, not elimination of it. 

Fulbright contends that the difficulties currently confronting 

the foreign aid program stem from two sources. First, the involvement 

of foreign aid policy-making in the controversies of American politics 

tends to distort the purpose of foreign aid and diminish understanding 

of its limits. Second, too much consideration has been given in formu

lating foreign aid policy and in distributing foreign aid funds to the 

internal politics of recipient countries. The result is that foreign 

aid is too widely distributed, and foreign aid policy-making is too 

closely tied to capricious political developments in the recipient countries. 

•'"For Fulbright's role in the 1965 foreign aid policy process, 
see Chapter Four. 
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perceived the problem of foreign aid noo in terms of characteristics of 

the problem area as in the first category, but in terms of factors not 

directly related to the problem, area. 'Within this category there were, 

two subcategories: one a legal subcategory and the other a policy-

oriented subcategory. The legal subcategory consists of those congress

men whose perceptions were confined to the procedure of making foreign 

aid policy. The policy-oriented subcategory was made up of those 

congressmen whose perceptions were confined to certain elements of 

foreign aid policy. 

In some cases there was a degree of overlapping of categories 

of perceptions for the same individual. That is, the same congressman 

had perceptions in more than one category. However, in most cases per

ceptions fell into only one category. 

The Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 

Democratic members of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations 

participated more actively in the 1965 foreign aid hearings than did the 

Republican members. More data on the perceptions and attitudes of the 

Democratic members are available, and for that reason they will receive 

more consideration than Republican members. Senators Rilbright and Morse 

were especially outspoken on foreign aid. Other perceptions and attitudes 

analyzed will be those of Senators Hickenlooper and Clark. 

Realist Perceptions 

The best example of the realist category of perceptions was 

J. William Rilbright of Arkansas, Chairman of the Committee on Foreign 
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To solve these problems, Fulbright proposes three changes in the 

foreign aid program. First, annual foreign aid authorization should be 

eliminated in favor of long-term authorization. Congress would not lose 

its control over the program, Blilbright argues, if long-term authoriza

tion were granted, but rather would continue to exercise control through 

annual appropriation of funds. Moreover, Congress would be free to amend 

the foreign aid legislation from time to time on its own initiative. 

Long-term authorization might have the additional advantage of eliminating 

the tendency of Congress to write restrictions into the administration 

2 
of the program, which is in effect legislating foreign policy. 

Second, Rilbright advocates the separation of military aid from 

economic aid. Under the heading of military aid, Fulbright includes the 

maintenance of armed forces abroad, supporting assistance to various 

foreign countries for security purposes, and political loans intended to 

influence a particular country's position in the cold war. Much foreign 

aid currently distributed, Fulbright argues, is placed under the heading 

of economic aid, but serves a purely military purpose. Moreover, there 

should be greater selectivity in choosing those countries which will 

receive American foreign assistance. The current policy* according to 

Fulbright, spreads American aid so thin that it loses its effectiveness.*^ 

Third, Fulbright advocates a broader usage of multi-lateral 

agencies for the dispensation of foreign assistance. Rilbright argues 

2J. W. FUlbright, "Foreign Aid Yes, But with a New Approach," 
The Mew York Times Magazine, March 21, 19&5. P* 3» 

•^Ibid., p. 4-. 
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that bilateral agreements between the United States and recipient coun

tries are not as desirable as is the dispensation of foreign aid through 

international bodies. Recipients too often look upon bilateral aid pro

grams as charity. Multi-lateral aid, on the other hand, is more impersonal 

and tends to produce fewer animosities. Many congressmen, however, are 

distressed because the recipients of American foreign aid do not properly 

demonstrate their gratitude for American generosity. Fulbright argued 

that it is human nature to be less than thankful for charity. "It is a 

problem of pride and self-respect which has everything to do with a 

li 
country's will and capacity to foster its own development." 

Fulbright is concerned about .American willingness to become 

involved through foreign aid in the internal affairs of many different 

countries. He argues that involvement in certain countries invites 

serious problems. The needs of many of the newer nations are so great, 

that no matter how generous our aid program is, it is impossible for us 

to satisfy all their desires. Our inability to fulfill their desires 

may lead to some hostility towards us. 

I do not like the idea myself of becoming bilaterally directly 
involved in these countries because I foresee that their needs are 
almost unlimited. They will not be satisfied at all with what we 
do. The smaller it is, the more likely we are to create an unpleas
ant and unprofitable political relationship with them. ... It 
was my idea that in these new countries these aid programs have a 
way of involving us in the political responsibility for them when
ever trouble breaks out. We tend to find ourselves always in 
support of the status quo. We have to do business with the estab
lished government. We cannot go around doing business with proposed 

k 
Ibid., p. 2. 
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rebelis, and this gradually creates a situation which I think is 
veiy unhealthy politically. 

Some congressmen, Fulbright argues, are distressed when countries 

which receive foreign aid act belligerently toward the United States. 

Yet, such actions might be normal, given the circumstances. Hostile 

American reactions to such displays of nationalism are not in keeping 

with our own heritage of independence. 

Because we do not like President Nasser's Congo policy, -we 
threatened to cut off surplus food products (which are assumed 
to give us some leverage in the recipient's polipy), and Nasser, 
as a matter of personal and national pride, told us we could 
take our aid programs and jump in the lake. Few Americans admired 
this response, even though it has the ring of something like 
•millions for defense but not one cent for tribute.1 

Fulbright attacks the policy of "presence." According to Rilbright, 

the policy of "presence" begins with a token aid program to some country, 

usually in Africa. As a result of this program, we can establish an aid 

mission in that country, which constitutes an American presence. Further, 

according to Rilbright, the policy of "presence" suggests that it is in 

the American interest to be present in these countries because they are 

there, they are newly independent, and we are interested in their welfare. 

A token aid program and a small body of personnel to administer this pro

gram may help influence the development of these countries. 

Fulbright argued that, on the contrary, American "presence" 

missions may be contrary to our interests. It may very well be that 

5 
•'U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Hearings. 

Foreign Assistance. 1965. 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, p. 163. Hereafter 
cited as Hearings, Committee on Foreign Relations. 

c 
fUlbright, p. 2. 
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American presence in some countries may produce a dislike for the United 

States in that country. Moreover, it is unlikely that American "presence" 

missions can influence a particular country's domestic and foreign poli

cies in accordance with American interests. The threat to cut off a 

token assistance program in the event of misbehavior by the recipient 

is unlikely to have positive influence upon a strongly nationalist govern

ment like Egypt. On the contrary, such threats or attempts to manipulate 

the policies of recipient governments by threats to withhold or extand 

foreign assistance might have the opposite effect of producing even 

7 
stronger anti-American response.' Also, American interests may be fur

thered more by a conspicuous American "absence" from some countries than 

by an American "presence." In small, newly independent countries, "pres

ence" missions by a major power like the United States may be viewed as 

an attest to get close to the governing regime. Such maneuverings may 

cause alarm and be considered a threat to the dignity and independence 

8 
of the country. 

Fulbright's criteria for the dispensation of American foreign 

aid might be considered by some as "hard-nosed." In Fulbright's view, 

foreign aid should be extended to only those countries that meet certain 

conditions. First, the potential recipient should have the capacity for 

economic growth. This, of course, rules out many newly emergent nations 

because of their limited resources. Second, the potential recipient 

should pursue policies that infringe on the personal liberties of the 

^Hearings, Committee on Foreign Relations, pp. 606-8. 

8Rilbright, p. 5. 



Ill 

people only to the extent absolutely necessary for development. Third, 

the recipient country should be committed to and actively engaged in a 

program for the establishment of democratic institutions at the earliest 

9 
possible date. 

As an indication of the danger of token American commitments to 

various nations, Fulbright cites the example of Vietnam. Whereas the 

American involvement in Vietnam began as a small and insignificant opera

tion, it is today the central foreign policy preoccupation of the United 

States. The original Vietnam commitment was similar in many respects to 

our present commitments to some African countries. However, gradually 

the American involvement in Vietnam grew to the extent that eventually 

our honor and prestige became involved. There is no reason, Fulbright 

argues, to assume that problems in Africa will not eventually reach pro

portions comparable to the problems in Southeast Asia. If and when African 

problems reach these dimensions, and should the United States continue to 

involve itself in Africa through its aid program, then we can expect to 

become involved in Africa as we now are in Vietnam."'"0 

Fulbright minimizes the argument that the threat of communism 

makes it necessary for us to engage in a foreign aid program. In his 

opinion, we tend to overemphasize and overreact to the threat of communist 

expansion. The threat posed by communism is not sufficient to warrant 

the extensive commitment we have made to the various underdeveloped 

9 
J. William 5\ilbright, Prospects for the West (Cambridge; Harvard 

University Press, 1963), p. 70. 

1QIdem. 
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countries. In a discussion with David Bell, AID Administrator, Fulbright 

indicates his views on the threat of communism. 

The Chairman. Xou do not consider all of these /African/ 
countries vital to our interests. 

Mr. Bell. Certainly not. Of course not. 
The Chairman. Not even whether they stay independent or 

not? In fact it would probably be better if most of them were 
in a federation. 

Mr. Bell. But I think our interests are served by their 
staying independent of Communist domination. That is plain. 

The Chairman. Now you have come to the crux of it. We are 
so fascinated with communism that we are just going to keep out 
the Communists all over the world. I do not think that is a 
good reason. 

Mr. Bell. Insofar as it does not cost us very much, Mr. 
Chairman— 

The Chairman. I am not complaining about the money. I 
think the presence of a huge country, with the reputation of 
being very rich with unlimited resources is a temptation that 
leads to involvement and resentment and finally bad,relations. 
I just think it is psychologically bad to start in. 

Another criticism of foreign aid made by Fulbright is that the 

process for determining foreign aid policy is too often used by members 

of Congress as an opportunity to discuss matters which are not relevant 

to the foreign aid program. The discussion of these extraneous matters 

takes up valuable time which is already in short supply. The remarks 

made by congressmen in hearings and on the floor are often ill-considered 

and sometimes offend the delicate sensibilities of other countries. Fur

ther, statements by congressmen often conflict with the official position 

of the administration. Foreign countries are often confused in that they 

do not understand that the fulminations of senators on the floor of the 

Senate are not to be taken as official United States policy. 

Congress has fallen into the habit of using the annual foreign-
aid debate as the occasion to air extraneous grievances ranging 

Committee on Foreign Relations, p. 169. 
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from Equadorian views on American fishing rights to the mistreat
ment of Jews in the Soviet Union. Few of these issues have any 
direct bearing on the problems of economic development in under
developed countries, which is what foreign aid is supposed to be 
about. 

Finally, Falbright objects to the tendency on the part of many 

public officials to be overly concerned with the toughness of their 

position. Too frequently public officials place American honor, dignity, 

and similar considerations above policy matters. Rather than making an 

objective evaluation of problems and evaluating the potentials and limi

tations of policies, public officials too often worry about "being soft 

on communism." A result is that a "strong line" may be pursued where 

one may not be warranted. The discussion of foreign aid and evaluation 

of it as a policy could be made more meaningful, according to Fulbright, 

by "expunging from it the vocabulary of puerile toughness in which we 

have come to take such tiresome pride. . . . 

Senator Joseph Clark of Pennsylvania is in substantial agreement 

with Senator Fulbright over the nature of the problem area. At one point 

Senator Clark addressed himself to military assistance, particularly to 

Latin America* On the one hand, according to Senator Clar, military 

assistance to Latin America might promote international instability in 

that area by encouraging an arms race. On the other hand, such assistance 

may be necessary to maintain internal stability in various Latin American 

countries. 

12Fulbrlght, "Foreign Aid Yes p. 2. 

13Ibid.« p. 3. 
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I think I agree philosophically . . • that we ought to stop 
military aid to Latin America. On the other hand, I agree . . . 
that it is important to provide internal security training, 
and indeed weapons to enable the police force and perhaps to 
some extent military—1 do not know about that—to maintain 
internal security. 

Senator Clark argues that political instability in the under

developed countries indicates their unreadiness for democracy. The 

opinion is generally shared among members of the Committee on Foreign 

Relations that in most underdeveloped countries the responsibility and 

capacity to maintain democratic systems do not exist. Senator Clark 

pointed out that even though the United States encourages democracy in 

underdeveloped countries, most of these countries do not have the expe

rience or political resources to implement democratic government. 

Senator Clark perceives the contemporary international situation, 

of which the foreign aid problem area is but a part, in terms of the 

obsolescence of the nation-state. In Senator Clark's view, difficulties 

of international politics today are more the result of an exaggerated 

emphasis upon the nation-state than the alleged struggle between commu

nism and capitalism. To correct international difficulties, Clark advo

cates the gradual development of multi-lateral and international institutions 

for handling foreign aid the gradual phasing out of bilateral and unilateral 

programs. By de-emphasizing the nation-state and national foreign poli

cies and emphasizing international institutions, Senator Clark suggests 

many of the world's problems may be corrected.^ 

Tii. 
Hearings, Committee on Foreign Relations, p.211. 

15Ibid.. p. 119. 
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Conclusions* One of the most noticeable characteristics of the 

realist perception is the lack of primary attitude influence. The per

ceptions of Senators Fulbright and Clark are objective evaluations of 

the problem area and are not conditioned by primary attitudes such as 

strong anti-communism. In the realists' view, the foreign aid problem 

area consists of a group of nations possessing characteristics of under

development. These countries lack economic resources, they lack stable 

political systems, they are strongly nationalistic, and they lack, in 

general, the social and economic institutions of more modem societies. 

In 1965 the realist perception was characteristic of some other 

members of the Committee, all of whom were Democrats. Others coming 

within this category were Senators Gore and Church. Members of Congress 

possessing realist perceptions were largely confined to the Committee on 

Foreign Relations. Few members of other committees fell within this 

category. 

Another characteristic of the realist perception is the presence 

of strong secondary attitudes. Fulbright, for example, is favorably-

disposed toward the potential role of international organizations in the 

foreign aid policy process. This is due in part to the lack of a strong 

positive attitude toward the American policy process or a strong negative 

attitude toward international organizations* Others, like Senator Morse, 

possessed such attitudes, thus inclining them to be negatively disposed 

toward international organizations. Fulbright also had a strong negative 

attitude toward American anti-communist foreign policy. In suggesting 

that the United States is overreacting to the communist threat, Fulbright 
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is in substantial disagreement -with most other members of Congress. 

Those who share a similar position tend also to fall within the category 

of realist. Of the three categories of perceptions, the realists prob

ably correspond closest to the problem perception of the recipient coun

tries themselves. The recipients have other perceptions, no doubt, which 

are not shared by American policy-makers. For example, the military in 

Latin America might perceive the need for military aid in order to 

increase the power and prestige of the military. 

Ideological Perceptions—The Communist Threat 

The views of those perceiving the problem as a threat of commu

nism differ considerably from the views of the realists. Senator Bourke B. 

Hickenlooper of Iowa presented the best example of the communist threat 

perception by a member of the Committee on Foreign Relations. Hicken

looper, the ranking Republican on the Committee, was the most active of 

the Republican members in 1965. 

Hickenlooper sees the confrontation between the West and the 

communist countries as presenting problems for American foreign policy. 

Foreign aid is one solution for some of these problems. Foreign aid 

helps strengthen the resistance of those countries threatened by commu

nism. Hickenlooper does not deny that the recipients of foreign aid are 

confronted with problems of underdevelopment. However, he does not con

sider these problems significant for foreign aid policy-making unless 

they increase the danger of communism. Communism is separate and, to a 

large extent, independent of the problems of underdevelopment. For 
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Hickenlooper, only the threat of communism is important for foreign aid 

policy-making. 

For Hickenlooper, recipients of foreign aid should pursue poli

cies that are in the interests of the United States. Countries where 

anti-American demonstrations occur or where American, property is destroyed 

should not receive aid. He suggests that countries receiving American 

aid need not, necessarily, blindly follow American foreign policy, but 

should, at least, show "responsibility and genuine self-determination." 

Presumably this means avoiding all actions which damage American interests 

or further communist interests. African countries especially, Hickenlooper 

argues* increasingly demonstrate irresponsible conduct. Moreover, Hicken

looper views the future as holding little promise for responsible and 
1 £ 

genuine self-determination in Africa. 

Hickenlooper has singled out India and Pakistan as good examples 

of countries receiving American aid while at the same time pursuing poli

cies contrary to American interests. India is one of the major critics 

of American policy in Southeast Asia and refuses to support this policy. 

Pakistan has become increasingly friendly with Red China while receiving 

American military assistance, ostensibly for the purpose of protecting 

Pakistan from Red China. But the most shocking case, according to 

Hickenlooper, is that of Egypt. While Egypt receives upwards of ̂ 0 per

cent of its food supplies from the United States, the Egyptian government 

repeatedly insults the United States by acting contrary to American interests. 

l6Ibid.. p. 2fc. 

17Idem. 



118 

Senator Hickenlooper argues that the military assistance program 

is especially effective in preventing the spread of communism. Hicken

looper focused special attention on the military aid program to Latin 

America. Hickenlooper is a member of the Latin American Subcommittee of 

the Committee on Foreign Relations, and he demonstrated expertise in the 

area of Latin American affairs during the course of the 1965 hearings. 

Latin America, according to Senator Hickenlooper, is generally unstable 

and highly susceptible to communism. Only the Latin American military 

is capable of maintaining stability and keeping the communists out. 

American military assistance to Latin America, therefore, directly con

tributes to stability and the containment of communism in that area. 

Of course I am not at all familiar with all of the details, 
but it is my considered opinion that if it had not been for the 
training that we gave the military in the Latin American coun
tries, you would see Peron back in Argentina, Brazil down the 
drain by now, Columbia and Venezuela very far toward Communist 
influence. The military of these countries, and in several 
others, have been the real safety valve on this thing. I do 
not know any of those countries where the military has stepped 
in ancLgecome an oppressive dictatorship, that is, in modern 
times. 

Hickenlooper argues further that American assistance for training 

military personnel has directly contributed to the development of respon

sible self-government in Latin America. Hickenlooper even suggests that 

the current training of Latin American military officers does not provide 

much military training, but does provide considerable exposure to ideas 

about responsible self-government. The military, moreover, stands as 

the only reliable bulwark against the expansion of communism in Latin 
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America. In short, political stability and the prevention of communist 

take-over in Latin America is largely dependent upon the military. 

I think our activities with the military down there in these 
training programs have been very successful, and they have held 
the lid on down there. It was the military and the military 
alone that saved Brazil. If it had not been for the stabilizing 
effect of the military in Brazil, they would have been over the 
brink, and we don't know what would have happened down there. 

Conclusions. The perceptions of the problem as a communist 

threat, as evidenced by the views of Senator Hickenlooper, leads to the 

subordination of foreign aid policy considerations to the requirements 

of the containment of communism. Economic and political factors are 

perceived as elements of the problem, but they are directly associated 

with the communist threat. The purpose of foreign aid is to meet the 

challenge of communism, not to deal with problems of underdevelopment. 

Foreign aid is applied to the problems of underdevelopment, because these 

problems increase the danger of communism. 

Other senators on the Committee on Foreign Relations perceived 

the problem much the same way as Senator Hickenlooper. The other Repub

lican senators and Senator Lausche among the Democrats fell generally 

within this category. Members of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

however, provided even clearer examples of this category of perceptions. 

Other-Oriented Perceptions 

The perceptions of Wayne Morse, Senator from Oregon, constitute 

the best examples among members of the Committee on Foreign Relations of 

other-oriented perceptions. Morse held perceptions in both policy-

oriented and legalist subcategories. 



120 

Morse was one of the most outspoken congressional critics of the 

aid program in 19&5# He expresses dissatisfaction with almost every 

aspect of the existing foreign aid program. Yet, he agrees that the 

concept of foreign aid as an instrument of foreign policy is desirable. 

Some of his criticisms of the program have been: the purposes for 

extending American aid are invalid; foreign aid policy is not being 

properly formulated; the United States, through its aid program, is 

undertaking too much; and, foreign aid is not being extended to those 

areas where it should. 

Two general themes were evident in the statements of Senator 

Morse on foreign aid in 1965. The first theme developed by Morse was 

a great dissatisfaction with the military assistance portion of the 

foreign assistance program. American military aid is, with few excep

tions, ill-founded and basically wrong. Second, the Senator was con

cerned that Congress was abdicating its constitutional responsibilities 

by allowing the executive branch and international agencies to gain too 

much control over the determination of where and how much foreign aid 

money was to be spent. 

Morse argued that American foreign aid should be closely tied to 

American national interests. He questions whether the foreign aid, and 

especially military aid, contributes to American interests. Foreign aid 

should only be for the purpose of assisting those countries in a position 

to achieve economic and political development. Further, the commitment 

of foreign aid funds should be made only for specific projects. The 

executive should not have much latitude in determining how funds are to 

be spent. 
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In Morse's opinion, the use of militaiy assistance in the past 

as a tool for preventing the spread of communism has been ineffective. 

Military assistance for improving political stability in various coun

tries, or keeping friendly governments in power, or maintaining military 

establishments, is an effort to impose political order from the top 

down. This approach will not work, because it ignores the underlying 

20 
causes of political instability. 

The overriding concern of the United States with communism, in 

Morse's view, has led us to commit ourselves through foreign aid to sup

port unsound political, social, and economic institutions in various 

countries. Since we are fearful of any country going communist, we 

spend considerable time, effort, and money maintaining existing insti

tutions simply because they are non-communist. Morse cited Turkey as 

the best example of American efforts to maintain an unsound but non-

communist regime. 

Turkey, of course, is the most shameful failure of all aid 
recipients, not only in.the technical aid but in all categories 
of aid. In technical assistance, many of the programs we are 
maintaining in Turkey are designed to help Turkey run her state 
enterprises. Since it is these state enterprises that are 
largely responsible for the stagnation of her economy, and the 
responsibility for their continuation is a political rather 
than a technical problem, it is hard to see how the United States 
is helping to improve her economic situation by aiding in the 
perpetuation of these enterprises. Another way of putting it is 
that we are training Turks in socialism, and creating more 
bureaucrats who will havp to be employed^in these establishments 
already suffering from bloated payrolls. 

20 
U.S., Congress, Senate, Foreign Assistance Act of 1965? Indi

vidual Views of Senator Morse, 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, p. 1. 

21Ibid.. p. 10. 



Morse charges that the administration is misleading Congress and 

the public in the military commitments of the foreign aid program. On 

the one hand, military assistance is justified as a measure for preventing 

indigenous rebellion, and, on the other hand, as a measure for strength

ening the resistance of countries bordering on communist nations. These 

are two different situations and require different types of military-

equipment, Morse argues. 

Morse questions whether or not American military assistance can 

be effective in preventing indigenous rebellion, and he questions the 

necessity of including in foreign aid the latest in military equipment. 

It is about time that the Pentagon were required to produce 
some long range plans for what it expects of military aid in the 
future. We should find out whether these countries are going to 
have their obsolete equipment replaced by us forever, and by whose 
standards it is obsolete. For example, a perennial favorite is 
the claim that countries in the Far East need new jetplanes. But 
the only conceivable enemy against which we are arming them is 
Communist China, whose jet aircraft from the Soviet Union was cut 
off several years ago and who does not produce its own jets. 
Published estimates put the Chinese jets at the period of about 
1956. 

Morse argues that the extension of heavy military hardware to 

countries such as India and Pakistan to strengthen their defenses against 

their communist neighbors does not have this long-run effect. Rather 

than use this material for their own protection, India and Pakistan have 

a tendency to use it against one another. Moreover, heavy military hard-

ward is not necessaiy to maintain internal security. Extending heavy 

military hardware to India and Pakistan does not, in Morsel view, con

tribute to the defense of the United States, which should be the reason 
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for such a program in the first place. Rather, military assistance has 

the opposite effect of endangering the security of the United States. 

I have a series of questions on the kind of military aid that 
I have always supported to help a country keep down Communist 
coups. But the kind of activity that you are referring to—the 
stirring up of uprisings within a country in order to endanger 
that country by creation of revolutions within it through the 
staging of a Communist coup—is not the type of military aid I 
am talking about nor is it the type of military aid you are 
making available to India and Pakistan. The aid which you are 
giving India and Pakistan is for the building up of military 
power to conduct external war against another nation. I find 
it very difficult to reconcile that with the language of the 
statute which says that this aid shall be given from the stand
point of the competition for the defense dollar between our 
own Defense Department needs and the protection of our Nation's 
interests and between the aid you give in my hypothetical to 
Pakistan and India. 

I have heard nothing either from you this morning or from 
the administration in the past which convinces me that the 
building up of the heavy military equipment to Pakistan and 
India adds one iota to the security of my country. To the 
contrary, I think this endangers the security of my country 
because it increases the possibility of a war between India andpo 
Pakistan which my country has to get into. We cannot stand by. J 

Even if American military assistance is not used by the recipient 

countries to fight among themselves, it does not contribute to the ability 

of the recipient to withstand direct communist aggression. Should India 

or Pakistan, for example, be invaded by either China or the Soviet Union, 

they would be unable to defend themselves effectively. The United States 

oh. 
would be obliged to intervene on their behalf. 

2%earings, Committee on Foreign Relations, pp. 398-9. 

oh, 
U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Report. 

Foreign Assistance Act of 1965. 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965. p. 33* 
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Morse charges that the administration frequently misrepresents 

the military assistance program* He suggests that administration requests 

for military assistance funds come under several different headings. Many 

of these funds which are justified as entirely separate programs are used 

for essentially the same purposes. Moreover, funds which have been jus

tified as economic assistance or some other type of non-military assistance 

25 
often directly contribute to the military establishment of the recipient. 

The real reason, according to Morse, for extending military assis

tance to countries ringing the communist bloc or extending aid in token 

amounts to other countries such as those in Africa is that the United 

States thereby gains some leverage in these countries. Military assis

tance commitments provide an opportunity for the location of American 

military personnel in the recipient country. These "forward defense 

areas" serve as outposts for the American defense system. Morse suggests 

that military assistance, especially to "forward defense areas" or to 

countries bordering on communist nations, is not intended for use against 

communist aggression. The recipients of American military assistance are 

unable to sustain a war against either Russia or China. "What 'forward 

defense' aid does buy is entree for American military and intelligence 

agencies close to Communist borders." That the administration argues 

otherwise is evidence of the misrepresentation of the aid program. 

The second theme stressed by Senator Morse concerns Congress' 

role in the nature of foreign aid policy process. Morse argues that 

^Foreign Assistance Act of 1965: Individual Views of Senator 
Morse, p. 17. 

26Ibid.. p. 2. 
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Congress has surrendered much of its constitutional policy-making authority 

in the area of foreign aid, "We have an example of what I consider to be 

a most dangerous trend in this Republics of the Congress delegating more 

and more authority and power and decision to you gentlemen, estimable as 

you are, in the executive branch of the government. I think that breaks 

27 
down our system of checks and balances." ' Morse opposes the recommenda

tion of Senator Fulbright that foreign aid be authorized for a period of 

longer than one year. Morse argues that long-term authorization for 

foreign aid would reduce Congress' power to authorize the foreign aid 

program. In 1965 Morse supported the Fulbright recommendation that 

foreign aid be $.ven a two-year authorization, contingent upon the inclu

sion of an amendment in the bill reported by the Committee on Foreign 

Relations, ending the foreign aid program in its present form by 196?. 

In 1965 Morse opposed the Fulbright recommendation for more 

extensive use of multi-lateral agencies for the dispensation of foreign 

assistance. Morse's opposition to the use of multi-lateral agencies is 

a product of his strong attitudes on the role of Congress in determining 

the nature of foreign aid policy. Morse does not suggest that multi

lateral agencies be abandoned altogether as a medium for dispensing 

foreign assistance. Rather, he advocates basic congressional checks 

upon the funds given to multi-lateral agencies and greater control by 

the United States over the dispensation of funds by these agencies. 

Morse argues that if multi-lateral agencies or the various recipients 

of foreign assistance do not like congressional checks, then they do not 

^Hearings, Committee on Foreign Relations, p. 40. 
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have to accept American funds. However, since the United States supplies 

a large portion of the funds available to international agencies, it is 

unlikely, according to Morse, that greater control by the United States 

28 
over the use of American money would jeopardize international programs. 

Conclusions. Senator Morse provided the best example among mem

bers of the Committee on Foreign Relations of non-problem-oriented per

ceptions. One of the most noticeable elements of Senator Morse's views 

was the lack of a clearly articulated perception of the problem area. 

Morse did not address himself to the countries receiving foreign aid. 

Rather, his attention was focused upon foreign aid policy and the policy 

process. While FUlbright evaluates foreign aid in terms of the needs of 

the recipient countries, Morse evaluates the effectiveness of existing 

policy. Primary attitudes of a legalistic order were salient in condi

tioning Morse's attitudes toward foreign aid. Secondary attitudes toward 

foreign aid policy (long-term authorization and use of international 

agencies) probably derive from his strong commitment to the constitu

tional provisions for policy-making. 

Morse indicates a strong negative attitude toward military assis

tance. This negative predisposition by Morse was probably due less to 

any evaluative judgments on militaiy assistance than to a lack of strong 

attitudes (such as anti-communism) which would make the military assis

tance program desirable. Also, Morse did not perceive a problem for 

which military assistance might be a solution. 
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Morse indicates a negative attitude toward international organi

zation. This attitude was probably less a product of evaluative judgments 

toward international organizations (Morse does think international organi

zations perform desirable functions) than it was a product of his strong 

positive attitude toward the role of Congress in determining foreign aid 

policy. 

Related to Morse's attitudes toward foreign aid. policy-making 

and international organizations was his conception of his role as repre

sentative. Morse was one of the few congressmen who indicated during 

the consideration of the 1965 foreign assistance bill that his represen

tational role influenced his thinking on foreign aid. Since the American 

public provides the money for foreign aid, Morse argues, the interests of 

the itaierican public should be foremost in the making of foreign aid policy. 

House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

One of the most significant findings on the Committee of Foreign 

Affairs was the lack of realist perceptions among Committee members. 

Only rarely did any member of the Committee agree with Senator Fulbright; 

rather, most disagreed. 

Ideological Perceptions—The Communist Threat 

Several members of the Committee on Foreign Affairs view American 

foreign policy and international politics in terms of the threat of commu

nism. International political problems and the developmental problems of 

the countries receiving American foreign assistance are seen as occasioned 

by communism. For example, a Committee on Foreign Affairs study made in 
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19^3 offered 13 generalizations about the problems facing Latin America 

and how the United States might help to solve these problems. The first 

five generalizations dealt with the communist threat to Latin America. 

The problem given the highest order of importance by this special study 

was: "Latin America is a primary target in the Communist drive for world 

domination, with Cuba as a forward base for subversion of the hemisphere." 

The first recommendation made in the study called for increased efforts 

to combat communist subversive activities, and especially to eliminate 

the flow of persons, propaganda, and funds between the countries of Latin 

30 
America and Cuba. 

A similar study made two years later by the Committee on Foreign 

Affairs indicated that while the threat of communism was less, the prob

lem itself remained. Moreover, it is possible that the situation could 

worsen. "The threat of subversion, while perhaps not as great at the 

moment as it was two years ago, continues to be a serious menace to hemi

spheric security. And there are signs that a new offensive may be com-

31 
mencing." The Committee report emphasized again that United States 

assistance to Latin America should continue to be focused on military 

programs to deal with communist subversive activities. 

29 
U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Foreign Affairs, Report. 

Special Study Mission to Latin America: Peru. Ecuador, Columbia. Panama. 
Costa Rica, 8&th Cong.. 1st Sess.. 1963. P. 5. 

3°Ibid.. p. 45. 

31 
^ U.S., Congress, House, Subcommittee on Inter-American Affairs 

of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, Report. Communism in Latin America. 
89th Cong., 1st Sess., 19»5» P» !• 
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Few members of the Committee on Foreign Affairs were inclined to 

make evaluative statements on foreign aid in the hearings. One of the 

exceptions was the ranking Republican, Frances P. Bolton of Ohio. Mrs. 

j Bolton frequently stated her own views on foreign aid and tried, through 

interrogation of witnesses, to demonstrate the validity of her position. 

Mrs. Bolton perceived international politics as a dichotomy 

between the United States and allied nations on the one hand and the 

communist world on the other hand. Countries not committed to either 

of these two "ways of life" are the variables in international politics. 

For Mrs. Bolton, foreign aid is a political device which should be used 

to further the interests of the United States. Mrs. Bolton did not 

think American aid should be extended to countries which are not, in 

her view» 'Sympathetic to our way of life." Moreover, if a country pur

sues policies which conflict with the interests or policies of the United 

States, then such a country should not receive American aid. Further, 

if such a country is sympathetic to communism or at least is friendly 

with communist countries, then there is doubt about the advisability of 

extending American aid to such a country. 

The activities of communists in underdeveloped countries, Mrs. 

Bolton argues, constitute an "intrusion" by foreign countries. Commu

nism in any country outside the communist bloc was not perceived as an 

32 
indigenous phenomenon, but rather as foreign interference."^ 

32 
U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Foreign Affairs, Hearings. 

Foreign Assistance Act of 1965. 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 19^5* p. 11. 
Hereafter cited as Hearings, Committee on Foreign Affairs. 
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Mrs. Edna F. Kelley (D-New York) perceived the foreign aid prob

lem as primarily the threat of communism to the underdeveloped countries* 

In Mrs. Kelley's view, the purpose of American foreign assistance is to 

help the recipient keep the communists from taking over. American secu

rity, she argues, requires that the spread of communism be prevented. 

The United States has little interest in underdeveloped countries beyond 

that. Further, Mrs. Kelley made no distinction between various types of 

communist systems. The Chinese Communists and Russian Communists are 

all the same thing, presenting the same kind of challenge. The commu

nists "are all the same to me. I don't care what you call them. 

Other-Oriented Perceptions 

The role played by Committee Chairman Thomas Morgan was alto

gether different from the role played by Chairman Fulbright. Fulbright 

was active in recommending foreign aid policy changes in the Senate. He 

was also associated with a group of senators, many of whom are members 

of the Committee on Foreign Relations, who frequently disagreed with 

other senators and with members of the executive over the nature of the 

foreign aid problem. Chairman Morgan1 s role was more limited. The 

difference in roles is due, in part, to the physical differences between 

the two Committees. For one, the Committee on Foreign Affairs has a 

larger membership—36 as opposed to 19 for the Senate Committee. Each 

House Committee member has less time during hearings to expound his own 

views. Consequently, members confined themselves to asking information-

seeking questions. 
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Although the Committee on Foreign Affairs spent more time consi

dering the 1965 bill, the Committee members themselves did not make state

ments on foreign aid which provided necessary data on their perceptions 

and attitudes. Chairman Morgan himself gave fewer indications of his 

own views than did some other members of the Committee. Generally, Chair

men Morgan asked the Committee witnesses questions seeking specific infor

mation. For example, the first witness before the Committee was AID 

Administrator David Bell. Chairman Morgan asked Mr. Bell only three 

questions: 1. There are 26 countries where aid is ended. How far 

back does this figure go? To the Marshall Plan? 2. How many countries 

have been added to this list since that period? Do you have any figure 

of how many we have added? Can you furnish that for the record? 3» These 

26 countries in which aid has ended, are our missions completely out in 

all 26 countries?^" 

The only subject upon which Morgan expressed an attitude was at 

the very outset of the Committee on Foreign Affairs hearings, where he 

commented on the separation of military and economic assistance. Morgan 

was addressing himself to a bill sponsored by Senator Fulbright which 

would have separated the two portions of the aid program into two pro

grams requiring separate legislation. Morgan was opposed to such separation. 

I do not believe that military assistance and economic assis
tance are separate programs. I regard military assistance and 
economic aid as having the same basic objective and as being parts 
of the same thing. 

The fundamental reason for both is to prevent war and to 
maintain our security. . . . Although the operations of each 
require administration by specialists, the overall direction 

^Ibid.. p. 11. 



132 

and coordination of both should not be separated. From the point 
of view of Congress and the taxpayer, it is better to have Cong
ress look at the foreign aid program as a whole in order to know 
its cost and judge its accomplishments, rather than have it in 
various elements submerged in the programs of the executive depart
ments and agencies. 

Another example of the very brief interrogation made by Chairman 

Morgan of executive witnesses was provided during the testimony of 

Secretary of State Dean Rusk. Chairman Morgan asked Secretary Rusk 

only one question, and that dealt with the possibility of improving 

relations with the United Arab Republic. This question and the response 

from Secretary Rusk consumed one-half of one page of the Committee 

hearings which amounted to a total of 1,372 pages. Senator Fulbright, 

in interrogating the same witness, asked him dozens of questions on 

several different matters and consumed 12 pages of the Senate Committee 

on Foreign Relations printed hearings. The total number of pages of 

the printed Committee on Foreign Relations record was 772. Secretary 

Rusk appeared before both the Committees for one day only. 

The difference between the involvement of Chairman Morgan as 

compared with that of Chairman Fulbright is explained by the differing 

committee roles of the two men. Fulbright is a policy critic and engages 

in debates with almost every witness before his Committee. It appears, 

on the other hand, that Morgan's role is to reflect the majority opinion 

of his Committee rather than to attempt to lead opinion, like Fulbright 

does. 

Representative Wayne L. Hays (R-Ohio) is one of the more out

spoken critics of the aid program on the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

^Ibid.. p. 1. 
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During the 1965 hearings, Representative Hays showed a strong commitment 

to two secondary attitudes. First, he holds a strong negative attitude 

toward the whole foreign aid program and especially the military aid 

portion of the program. American foreign assistance, he argued, is 

largely wasted. TrJhile our motives may be very commendable, in that it 

would be desirable not only from our point of view but from the point of 

view of recipient countries to strengthen military resistance to commu

nist aggression, countries receiving .American aid are just not prepared 

to carry their end of the bargain. 

. . .  I t  i s  p r e t t y  o b v i o u s  t h a t  a  g o o d  b i t  o f  w h a t  y o u  s e n d  
out to these places is either dissipated or stolen or lost and 
secondly, I think it is completely obvious that if there is any 
fighting to be done out there, we have to do it. 

So I am for furnishing our own troops with the weapons and 
forgetting about these others. This airfield thing in Vietnam, 
they were supposed to secure the outer perimeter, as I get it 
from the newspapers, and a briefing that I saw on television, 
but they didn't because„they are not interested in fighting 
except with each other. 

Second, Hays shows a strong negative disposition to extending 

aid to countries engaging in activities contrary to American interests. 

The United States should not, in his view, give foreign aid to countries 

which employ either American foreign aid funds or other funds to further 

policies which conflict with and may help defeat American goals. Speci

fically referring to President Nasser of Egypt, Representative Hays said, 

"None of the money that we give to Nasser goes directly for arms to be 

used in the Congo, but the money we give to Nasser releases other funds 

that he can use to buy arms or to ship aims to the Congo."*^ 
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In an exchange with Edmond C. Hutchinson, AID Assistant Adminis

trator for Africa, Representative Hays raised two issues. Hays asked 

Hutchinson whether or not he thought it advisable for the United States 

to give foreign aid to countries actively engaged in actions which con

flicted with American policies. Hutchinson replied that he "reacts very 

violently" when recipients of American foreign aid use these funds to 

defeat our purposes. However, the world is much too complex for the 

United States to attempt to take a particular instance where a recipient 

of American aid acts contrary to our interests, and on the basis of that 

make a general policy which would affect many different countries. Situ

ations are always different, and it is impossible to make general policy 

on the basis of circumstances involving only one country, "We must have 

a balance which takes account of the totality of our interests." To this 

Representative Hays replied, 

You have answered my question, Mr. Hutchinson. This gets 
right back to what I have observed as chairman of the Personnel 
Committee, that the whole thing is too complex for anybody in 
your organization or the State Department to make any decisions 
about anything. Because you have to look at the whole picture 
and when you get done looking at that, your vision is so clouded 
that you can't make up your mind whether to go to bed or stay up 
all night. 

From the point of view of the administration, this exchange indi

cates the strategic difficulty facing administration witnesses in justi

fying to Congress a program which cannot be applied exactly the same 

way in every situation. There is a problem that failure of the policy 

in one instance tends to encourage congressmen to think the policy is a 

failure in general. 

38Ibid.. p. 124. 
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From the point of view of Congress, the exchange between Repre

sentative Hays and Mr# Hutchinson demonstrates the dissatisfaction that 

congressmen possess when a program is justified or failures are explained 

by vague generalities. When confronted with a challenge from a congress

man that a particular portion of the aid program is a failure, executive 

witnesses usually adopted the strategy employed by Mr. Hutchinson. That 

is, they argued that we cannot, on the basis of one failure, condemn an 

entire program, but rather we must look at the "totality of the picture." 

Representative H. R. Gross (R-Iowa), like Representative Hays, 

is one of the more caustic critics of the foreign aid program. Gross 

shares the view that the military assistance portion of the aid program 

is largely a waste, because, first, the recipient countries are not 

inclined to use American military assistance for conducting wars with 

one another. Second, the assistance program cannot produce a sufficient 

military establishment in these countries to defend them adequately against 

concentrated communist attack. The only defense most countries have 

against outright communist aggression is the deterrence of American 

military strength. 

Mr. Gross. General, it is true, is it not, that if the 
Communist bloc is bent on aggression, and by concentration on 
any particular front, they could overrun any contiguous country 
in that area? 

General Wood. It depends on how fast they move to overrun 
it. 

Mr. Gross. What deters them from this aggression? 
General Wood. I think they would have to telegraph their 

punch and require reinforcements if they were to embark on a 
major campaign. 

Mr. Gross. Won't you admit they are deterred from aggression 
on these contiguous countries by the capability, the strategic 
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strikingQforce, and the missiles in the hands of the United 
States?^ 

Some members of the Committee on Foreign Affairs were more dis

posed than their counterparts on the Committee on Foreign Relations to 

ask administration witnesses harassing questions. That is, they asked 

questions which were rhetorical and not intended to supply information 

or clarification, but rather to cause embarrassment to the administra

tion. Probably the best example of this was a point frequently made by 

Representative Gross concerning a yacht for Ethiopian Qnperor Haile 

Selassie. The administration position was that this vessel is a con

verted seaplane tender given to the Ethiopian government for training 

purposes as part of the .American foreign assistance program. Gross 

insisted that the vessel is a personal gold-plated yacht for finperor 

Selassie maintained at the American taxpayers' expense. The following 

exchange between Representative Gross and General Wood indicates the 
i 

type of harassing questions Representative Gross was inclined to ask. 

Mr. Gross. Do you have any money in this program for the 
rehabilitation of Snperor Haile Selassie's yacht? 

General Wood. You have beat that horse for several years. 
Mr. Gross. It is about time for the yacht to be refurbished? 
General Wood. It is time for its annual overhaul, and it is 

currently being overhauled. It is in the 1965 program. And it 
is at the Boston Navy Yard. 

Mr. Gross. I don't suppose you would care to comment on the 
state of morale in the Pentagon and in the services in the field? 
I want to find out, probably it is not in your department, the 
rate of resignations ofQofficers in the services. 1 understand 
it is on the increase. 

•^Ibid.. pp. 677-8. 

Zj'0Ibid.. p. 690. 
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Finally, several members of the Committee expressed concern about 

the role of the Committee in the consideration of foreign aid policy. 

Representative Morgan took the position that multi-year authorization 

and the separation of military and economic aid would weaken the control 

of the Committee on Foreign Affairs over foreign aid policy. Representa

tive Clement J. Zablocki (D-Wisconsin) and other members of the Committee 

shared this view. Representative Zablocki asked Defense Secretary 

McNamara whether or not he was satisfied with the support the Committee 

on Foreign Affairs had given the Department of Defense in the past. 

McNamara replied that he was happy with the support. Zablocki then 

asked McNamara to in turn support the Committee on Foreign Affairs in 

retaining control of the militaiy portion of the aid program. McNamara 

replied that he did not want to get involved in a congressional committee 

in 
jurisdictional dispute. 

On the other hand, there were a few members of the Committee who, 

to some extent, share the views of Senator Fulbright. Representative 

Donald M. Fraser (D-Minnesota) expresses concern that each year the 

Committee goes through an annual review of the program and in his view 

accomplishes very little. He suggests that perhaps if the procedures 

for considering foreign aid policy were changed, congressmen, and speci

fically the committees concerned with the foreign aid program, could 

perform a more useful role. 

. . . This being the third time around for me on the aid 
authorization bill, I don't feel that I am learning a great 
deal. Moreover, I might say that, with the exception of a 
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certain limited number of provisions, I don't think that we add 
much to the bill, and I don't think we are really reviewing the 
programs in a way which is helpful either to the Agency or to 
ourselves, through the general presentations that are made, neces
sarily I expect, in behalf of the aid program every year. 

. . .  X  a m  c o n c e r n e d  i n  p a r t  a b o u t  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e  c o m m i t t e e ,  
and the need to provide an opportunity for the dommittee to get 
into depth in particular aspects of how the aid program was 
administered. We could do this in the off year, a year that we 
don't have to go through this ritual, with the thought that we 
might be able to do^a better job in performing this legislative 
oversight function. 

Conclusions. Several members of the Committee on Foreign Affairs 

hold other-oriented perceptions, most of which were legalistic in nature. 

About one-third of the participants in the 1965 hearings before the Com

mittee on Foreign Affairs fell in the other-oriented category. The other 

two-thirds were in the ideological category. Far fewer members of the 

Senate Committee on Foreign Relations fell within these categories. The 

prevalence of other-oriented perceptions, and especially legalistic per

ceptions among members of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, reflects 

the Committee's basic concern over its role in the foreign aid policy 

process. 

The most noticeable feature of the range of perceptions by mem

bers of the Committee on Foreign Affairs was the almost complete lack of 

realist perceptions. One possible explanation for this is that with the 

realist perception it is veiy difficult to justify the aid program. With 

the communist threat perception, which was most prevalent among members 

of the Committee on Foreign Affairs, foreign aid can be justified as a 

vital part of the American defense system. 



CHAPTER SIX 

APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEES 

This chapter focuses upon the perceptions and attitudes of members 

of the House and Senate Appropriations Committees. After the foreign aid 

program has been authorized, separate legislation is necessaiy to appro

priate the required funds. Hearings on the appropriations bill are con

ducted by the two Appropriations Committees. The appropriations hearings, 

upon which the following analysis is based, were being conducted before 

the program was authorized. Hence, the discussion during the hearings 

could not be confined to the 1965 authorization, but rather involved 

foreign aid policy in general. 

Members of two of the four committees concerned with the foreign 

aid program in 1965 evidenced substantial disagreement with executive 

witnesses. One was the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, and the 

other was the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations of the House Committee 

on Appropriations. Members of the Senate Committee on Appropriations 

and the House Committee on Foreign Affairs did not often disagree with 

the perceptions and attitudes of executive witnesses, nor did they pro

pose changes in the aid program. Members of the Committee on Foreign 

Relations and the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations did both. 

Several members of the Committee on Foreign Relations were active 

in examining witnesses and proposing policy changes. Among members of 

the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations, only the Subcommittee Chairman— 

139 
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Otto E. Passman (D-Louisiana)—performed a consistently active role. 

While other members of the Subcommittee participated in the hearings, 

Representative Passman consumed more time than all other members combined. 

House Committee on Appropriations 

House appropriations hearings on the 1965 foreign aid bill were 

conducted by the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations of the Committee on 

Appropriations. The hearings were dominated by the Subcommittee Chairman, 

Otto Passman, and, consequently, more data are available on his percep

tions of the foreign aid problem than for other members of the Subcom

mittee. Passman's perceptions may be classified as "other-oriented" and 

primarily in the policy subcategory. , A few members of the Subcommittee 

held ideological perceptions. Like the Committee on Foreign Affairs, no 

realist perceptions were evident among members of the Subcommittee. 

Other-Oriented Perceptions 

Otto Passman has been one of the most outspoken and effective 

opponents of the foreign aid program during the last several years. 

Under his leadership, the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations cut size

able portions from the administration requests every year from I960 to 

1964. In 1964 Passman lost the support of his Subcommittee and, accor

dingly, much of his influence. Although throughout the 1965 hearings 

Passman showed his hostility toward foreign aid, he was unable to match 

his previous successes in reducing appropriations. 

Until 196^ Representative Passman had been relatively unrestricted 

in his efforts to cut portions of the foreign aid program. Both the 
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Subcommittee and the full Committee on Appropriations went along with 

his efforts to reduce foreign aid appropriations. In some years the 

total cuts made by Passman and other congressmen amounted to 30 percent 

of the administration request. However, in 1964 Passman's Subcommittee 

refused to approve his recommendations for reducing the program. 

Silvio 0. Conte (R-Massachusetts), who had previously supported 

Passman's cuts, refused to go along with Passman's efforts in 1964 to 

cut appropriations by 519 million dollars. Conte would only agree to a 

200 million dollar cut. The chairman of the full Committee, George H. 

Mahon (D-Texas), supported Conte. Passman was defeated in his efforts 

to reduce substantially the appropriations by votes of 7-5 in his Sub

committee and 26-22 in the full Committee.^ Commenting upon this revolt 

by his Subcommittee and the resulting reduction of his power, Passman 

told the following anecdote on the floor of the House during considerat

ion of the conference report on foreign aid appropriations. Passman 

was raised on the farm, and one day his family acquired a new rooster. 

This rooster kept trying to fly out of the barnyard to join the chickens 

of a neighbor. To prevent this from happening, the rooster's wings were 

cropped. Although unable to fly out of the barnyard, the rooster con

tinued to try. Finally, as a result of its efforts to escape the barn

yard, the rooster hung itself on the fence. Passman commented on the 

lesson of this story. 

So, I will let that be a lesson to me. I have had ray wings 
cropped, but I am not going to try and fly over the fence at 
this time. I'm going to remain in the barnyard where I have 

^Newsweek. July 6, 1964, pp. 23-24. 
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been placed. I will listen to my own flock cackle—and I will 
do a bit of crowing--but I am not going to try to fly out of 
the yard. I do hope my wings will sprout again. 

Passman's opposition to foreign assistance differs in many respects 

from the opposition of such people as Senators Morse and Fulbright. 

Passman's opposition to foreign aid is not that it is misdirected or 

badly administered. He contends that foreign aid has an adverse effect 

on the American economy and is largely a waste of money. During the 1965 

hearings he argued that the United States has gained very little from 

foreign aid expenditures. On the contrary, foreign aid has been harmful 

to the United States. Passman's opening remarks during the 1965 Subcom

mittee hearings on the foreign assistance appropriations bill indicate 

the nature of his attitude. "This is the beginning of the annual hearings 

on the foreign aid program—or I should say 'programs' because there are 

many different facets in this foreign giveaway program."-^ 

In an open letter to Congress dated July 1, 1965* Passman summa

rized his major criticism of the foreign aid program. One of the major 

themes outlined in this letter and subsequently developed during the 

hearings was that the Foreign Assistance Act is only a small portion of 

the foreign aid program. Passman contends that the foreign aid program 

is much broader in scope, involving more people, more money, and more 

activities than the administration is willing to admit. "... The aid 

2 
U.S., Congressional Record. 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, 111. 

No. 165, p. ZZZW5T 

3 
U.S., Congress, House, Subcommittee on Foreign Operations of the 

Committee on Appropriations, Hearings. Foreign Assistance and Related 
Agencies Appropriations for 1966. 89th Cong.. 1st Sess.. 1966. p. 
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program has been fragmentized into at least eight different bills that 

come down to Congress for consideration, and the aid is dispersed by 22 

Federal agencies." 

While the administration requested something over three billion 

dollars in foreign aid funds in 196$, Passman argues, the total adminis

tration request for all programs that should properly be called foreign 

aid amounted to seven and one-half billion dollars. Actually, according 

to Passman, there were 15 items in the foreign aid program in 1965, only 

one of which was officially labeled foreign assistance. 

A second theme contained in Passman's open letter concerns unliqui

dated funds previously authorized by Congress under the 15 headings men

tioned above, which, as of June JO, 1965, amounted to over ten and one-

half billion dollars. Therefore, if the total requests asked by the 

administration in 19&5 were granted by Congress, then the amount of funds 

available for the foreign aid program for 1966 would come to an excess 

of 18 billion dollars. Moreover, the administration figures do not 

include the sums appropriated under special legislation and the four 

billion dollars that is necessary to pay the interest on funds borrowed 

for the foreign aid program. 

The Agency for International Development, soon after the appear

ance of Passman's letter, issued its own statement commenting upon 

Passman's allegations. First, according to AID, foreign aid has tradi

tionally been understood by Congress, the executive, and the general 

public as including the economic and military programs authorized by 
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the Foreign Assistance Act. Other programs which Representative Passman 

suggests are also foreign aid, like contributions to the Inter-American 

Development Bank and Public Law 480 programs, are, it is true, intended 

to assist other countries. These programs are publicly presented as 

such, AID argues. With the exception of these two items, the programs 

listed by Passman as foreign aid are simply not foreign aid. Among 

these items are American contributions to the overseas construction of 

military bases, American contributions to the United Nations, and simi

lar programs. 

On the subject of unliquidated funds or the "pipe line," as it 

is popularly called, AID suggests that these funds, although they have 

not been spent at a particular time, are nonetheless committed for 

specific programs and cannot be reallocated to new programs. Congress 

has approved the use of these funds for specific programs. In order for 

the administration to undertake new assistance programs, there must be 

new authorization and appropriation by Congress. 

Finally, to Representative Passman's suggestion that American 

contributions to the International Monetary Fund are foreign assistance 

and should be included under the Foreign Assistance Act, AID replies 

that the International Monetary Fluid is not an aid institution. It is 

merely an agency to help stabilize the international monetary system. 

Passman frequently developed the theme in the course of the 1965 

hearings that foreign assistance contributes adversely to the American 

economy. While the United States extends economic and military aid to 

various countries, the recipients use their foreign exchange, freed by 
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American assistance, to purchase American gold. Therefore, the foreign 

assistance program makes a direct contribution to the American gold drain 

problem which is seriously undermining the American economy. During the 

1965 hearings. Passman devoted considerable time to interrogating execu

tive witnesses and debating -with them the subject of the economic effect 

of the gold drain problem. 

Passman is in complete disagreement with Representative Clarence 

Long (D-Maiyland) on the subject of the gold drain. Long, the junior 

member among the Democrats on the Subcommittee and an economist try pro

fession, argues that the gold drain has little bearing on the state of 

the American economy. He argues that there is "no real economic cost 

to us of having nine billion dollars less gold sitting in Fort Knox, Ky. 

The rest of the world gets some value or enjoyment out of possessing 

this gold. I applaud this development."-* 

Moreover, Long argues, the larger distribution of gold holdings 

in the world is a sign that the international economic situation is 

improving. The economic condition of the United States is intimately 

related to the world economic situation. Hence, rather than the gold 

outflow being a serious detriment to the American economy, it is a sign 

of economic health. "For a long time we sat on far more gold than we 

needed. It has become increasingly healthy for gold to be more widely 

distributed. The decline in the quantity of gold we hold from $24 billion 

to roughly $15 billion is a sign of economic health of the world. 

5Ibid.. p. 150. 

^Idem. 
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Administration spokesmen argue that the foreign assistance pro

gram does not contribute to the outflow of American gold, because the 

recipients of foreign aid are the underdeveloped countries. It is the 

developed countries of Europe, principally France, that are purchasing 

American gold, not the underdeveloped countries. Passman's counter to 

this line of argument is that the foreign assistance program is made up 

of more than simply those programs contained under the Foreign Assistance 

Act. Perhaps the foreign assistance program does not contribute to the 

gold drain, but other programs which are also foreign aid do. Passman 

agrees that the underdeveloped countries do not purchase American gold, 

but he argues that underdeveloped countries are only a few of the reci

pients of American aid. In a colloquy with David Bell, AID Administrator, 

Passman's position was made evident. Passman argues that European coun

tries, and especially France and the United Kingdom, receive substantial 

amounts of American foreign assistance. Bell contends that these two 

countries are not recipients of foreign aid. Passman counters with the 

suggestion that the European countries are receiving American assistance 

through the American contribution to the support of the NATO alliance. 

Bell argues that the American contribution to NATO is not foreign assis

tance, but rather the American share of the general allied contributions 

to the maintenance of NATO facilities and troop support. For Passman, 

the American contribution to NATO "is a grant-aid program to those coun

tries /the European NATO members/ for the infrastructure program."''' 

''"ibid., p. 585. 
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Passman also contends that there is no distinction to be made 

between economic aid and military aid in the extent to which they adversely 

affect the American economy. Passman opposes both types of foreign 

assistance. It makes no difference what the money is used for, he says, 

foreign aid still allows a recipient country to free its own funds for 

other purposes, especially the purchase of American gold. "I have con

tended and I will contend today that there is no difference between 

economic aid and military aid, if it is grant aid, because if we give 

these industrialized countries military aid, which they would normally 

Q 
buy, it releases their earnings from their exports to buy our gold." 

Passman concludes that the militaiy assistance program is 

having unfortunate consequences in the development of American society 

and the rest of the world. While he recognizes that there is a problem 

of communist imperialism which must be contained, he fears the conse

quences of our military assistance program. The tendency for a whole

sale proliferation of weapons throughout the world, aided by our military 

assistance program, makes the world situation extremely dangerous. The 

United States is, in effect, giving or selling weapons to different coun

tries which may eventually be at war with one another or with the United 

States. Passman wonders whether there will be any possibility of con

trolling the growth of militaiy capability "before we finally reach a 
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point where we get every nation on the face of the earth fighting each 

„9 
other with our ammunition." 

Further, the program of selling military equipment to anyone who 

is willing to buy it is dangerous in that it tends to be a self-perpetuating 

process. Sales of military equipment economically benefits certain people. 

It is in the interest of these people to continue the program of selling 

military equipment. Passman views this as presenting a problem for Ameri

can domestic politics. "... When we promote the sale of military equip

ment to make a profit, you will have the manufacturers promoting it and 

helping justify it and I don't think we will ever come back to earth. 

There is one point of agreement between Passman and Senator 

Morse. In Passman's view, Congress is too willing to agree to the requests 

of the President. For Passman, as for Morse, Congress had abdicated its 

constitutional responsibility to exercise primary control over policy

making. According to Passman, the situation has come to the point where 

. . . all of the legislation is written downtown. . . • They write 
this legislation and send it down and the arms start twisting. . . . 
We have reached the point now that if you want to change a comma 
some Member will say, "Oh, no. We better square that with the 
department before we do that." 

If we are going to continue on the same basis in the future 
as we have in the past 16 months, then some Member ought to have 
the courage to offer legislation that we put all this legislation 
in one bill. Then call the Congress back possibly for a couple 
of days, about twice a year, go through the formality of approving 
what the Executive asked for. ... That is what we are leading to. 
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Finally, Passman was opposed to the broader usage of international 

agencies for the dispensation of foreign assistance. In Passman's view, 

American foreign aid should be closely tied to American national interests, 

and the recipients of American aid should know that the source of this aid 

is the United States. The disadvantage of contributing funds to inter

national agencies is that American funds given to these agencies tend to 

lose their identification. That is, the recipients of aid through inter

national bodies do not know that such aid was originally a grant from the 

United States."'"2 

Passman is probably the most aggressive and self-confident of 

all the people on any congressional committee concerned with foreign aid. 

Senators Fulbright and Morse frequently differed with executive witnesses 

over general policy questions like what the foreign aid program can do, 

and what form the program should take. Representative Passman frequently 

differed with executive witnesses over what foreign aid is and what it 

is not, and whether foreign aid is a desirable policy. Passman was con

vinced that his conception of foreign aid and the executive's conception 

of foreign aid were two different things, and that he, Passman, was right. 

"I am moving on the basis of facts, not on the basis of fun or folly. I 

know what I am saying and I know that I am accurate."1̂  

Ideological Perceptions - The Communist Throat 

Some members of the Subcommittee perceive the foreign aid problem 

as the threat of communism. Compared to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

^Ibid., p. 733. 

13Ibid.. p. 505. 
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proportionately fewer members of the Subcommittee perceive the problem 

in ideological terras, and they were less active during the hearings. 

Representative Julia Butler Hansen (D-Washington) argues that 

military aid is necessaiy in order to insure the participation of the 

underdeveloped countries in the anti-communist system. Without .American 

military assistance, these countries would not apply their own capital 

for defense, but rather would opt for nonparticipation in the fight 

against communism. 

It is not true that the military aid program has been essential 
because we could well expect that these people might want to 
help themselves but yet we could not depend on the fact that 
that would help themselves? ... If there had not been military 
aid, many countries might have chosen not to participate with 
the free world in giving military assistance and buildiaa the 
necessaiy fence against the Communist military machine? 

Representative Silvio 0. Conte (R-Massachusetts) argues that the 

efforts on the part of recipients of American aid to establish economic 

and diplomatic relations with communist bloc countries is undesirable 

from the American point of view. We should make it clear to these coun

tries, according to Representative Conte, that if they continue to "play 

footsie" with the communists, especially Red China, then American assis

tance will be discontinued. In Conte's view, destruction of American 

property and insults to the United States occur most frequently in those 

countries friendly toward the communist bloc. 

I am increasingly concerned about one aspect of our AID pro
gram and that is the action of these aggressive countries that 
are playing the United States off against the Soviet bloc. Each 
year, more countries seem to be enjoying this favored position. 
To continue aid to these countries requires that we overlook or 

•^Ibid.. pp. 155-6. 
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underplay the fact that the governments are "warming up" to 
Moscow or Peiping and undermines our total AID effort insofar 
as we repeatedly turn the other cheek after insults and library-
burnings and continue giving as before. Surely the greatest 
offender is President Nasser. Isn't it time that we establish 
a firm policy to deal with these conflicts and apply it across 
the board? 

Conclusions. The Foreign Operations Subcommittee hearings were 

dominated by Representative Passman, whose perceptions were primarily 

policy-oriented. He does not perceive a problem which requires a policy 

solution like foreign aid. Rather, he perceives the aid program as having 

deleterious effects upon American economy and society. Two or three 

other members of the Subcommittee agree in general with Passman's views, 

but were not as intense in their hostility toward the program. 

There is no consistent support among members of the Subcommittee 

for the aid program. A few members considered it necessary, given the 

threat of communism. However, with the possible exception of Representa

tive Long, on whom the data are inconclusive, there was no member of 

the Subcommittee who came within the realist category of perceptions. 

Senate Committee on Appropriations 

The Senate Committee on Appropriations is made up of 27 senators, 

with Carl Hayden (D-Arizona) as chairman. A fairly small portion of the 

senators on the Committee participated in the 1965 hearings. The Chair

man very infrequently attended the hearings, and asked few questions 

when he did attend. The hearings were conducted by some other member 

of the Committee—usually Senator John 0. Pastore (D-Rhode Island). 
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Of the four committees that held hearings on the foreign assis

tance bills in 1965, those of the Senate Committee on Appropriations 

were the most limited. The printed record of the Committee hearings 

amounted to only 306 pages, compared with over 1,000 pages of hearings 

for the House Committee on Appropriations. Fewer executive witnesses 

testified directly before the Senate Committee. Several members of the 

executive branch had statements inserted in the record, but few actually 

appeared before the Committee to answer questions. The participation 

by the Committee members themselves was limited. Only a few senators 

asked questions of the witnesses, and these did not compare with other 

committees in the amount of time consumed and the intensity of their 

questioning. 

The limited participation by senators in the hearings makes 

analysis of their perceptions and attitudes very difficult. In only a 

few cases did senators make statements indicating their views on foreign 

aid, and in these cases their views generally corresponded to the views 

of members of other committees. The most significant perceptions and 

attitudes are briefly summarized below. 

Senator Pastore argues that the extension of American foreign 

aid ought to be tied to our national interest. Further, foreign aid 

should be more closely integrated into the system of goals of foreign 

policy. He argues that American aid should be withdrawn from those 

countries that conduct themselves in a hostile manner toward the United 

States. He specifically referred to Pakistan, where American aid is 

accepted while the government of Pakistan consistently insults the 
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United States and engages in policy which we consider contrary to Ameri

can interests."^ 

In Pastore's view, the attempts on the part of the government of 

Pakistan to bring about diplomatic and economic intercourse with Red 

China constitute a mark of failure for American goals in Asia. Pastore 

views Chinese efforts to establish communication and diplomatic relation

ships with Pakistan through air travel agreements as an attempt on the 

part of the Chinese to infiltrate, subvert, and eventually take over the 

government of Pakistan. The establishment of lines of communication 

between Pakistan and China were viewed by Pastore as communist successes 

17 in their expansionist goals. ' 

Senator Gordon Allott (It-Colorado) was concerned that the United 

States does not always get credit for the assistance that it extends. 

Referring specifically to American aid to the victims of an earthquake 

in Skopje, Yugoslavia, Senator Allott observed that we sent all this 

emergency relief on a gift basis and did not get adequate credit for it. 

In his view, the recipients of American aid should be aware of the source 

of this aid. If foreign aid does not help improve the image of the United 

18 
States, then it serves no useful purpose. 

Conclusions. There was very little in the exchanges during the 

hearings before the Senate Committee on Appropriations which indicated 

^U.S., Congress, Senate Committee on Appropriations, Hearings. 
Foreign Assistance and Related Agencies Appropriations for 1966. 89th 
Cong., 1st Sess., 1965, pp. 18-19. 

17Ibid.. p. 155. 

18Ibid., pp. 84-85. 
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the perceptions and attitudes of the Committee members. Further, those 

perceptions and attitudes that were evident did not differ from those 

expressed by members of other committees. 

Those members of the Committee on Appropriations whose percep

tions were evident primarily viewed the problem as the threat of commu

nism to American security. These members indicated a stronger commitment 

to the primary attitude of anti-communism than did members of the Foreign 

Relations Committee, but not as strong as members of the Committee on 

Foreign Affairs. The view was generally shared among the Committee mem

bers that foreign aid should further American policy goals. Recipients 

of American aid should not be allowed to insult the United States. 

The lack of data on the members of the Senate Committee on 

Appropriations makes it impossible to determine the range of perceptions, 

the structure of attitudes, and the degree of commitment to each. The 

general impression derived from the 1965 hearings is that the Committee 

was less interested in foreign aid than any other committees. Since 

the House Committee on Appropriations did not seriously reduce the pro

gram, the Senate Committee on Appropriations could not function to 

correct House excesses. Also, the fact that the Senate Committee on 

Appropriations hearings were so late in the year may have contributed 

to their brevity. 



CHAPTER SEVEN 

EXECUTIVE STRUCTURE AND STRATEGIES 

The Constitution empowers the President "by and -with the Advice 

and Consent of the Senate, to make Treaties, provided two-thirds of the 

Senators present concur. . • On the subject of foreign relations, 

the Constitution has nothing more to say. The executive and treaty-

making functions of the President have been interpreted, however, to 

mean that the President is responsible for the conduct of foreign rela

tions in general. Foreign aid, involving relations between the United 

States and foreign countries, is a policy area over which the President 

exercises control. Foreign aid is administered principally by the Depart

ment of State through the Agency for International Development. However, 

the Department of Defense also participates in foreign aid administra

tion with respect to the military aid portions of the program. 

Department of State 

Legally, all foreign assistance programs under the Foreign Assis

tance Act of 1961, as amended, are under the administrative control of 

the Secretary of State, who is, in turn, responsible to the President. 

However, agencies other than the Department of State are involved in the 

administration of foreign aid. Such departments as Treasury, Labor, 

Agriculture, and Commerce are, from time to time, involved in the formu

lation or application of foreign aid policy. Presumably, under the 

authority of the Foreign Assistance Act, the Secretary of State exercises 

155 



156 

a supervisory role over all administrative personnel, irrespective of 

their department, whenever they are associated with foreign aid. let, 

the lines of authority from the Secretary of State through the various 

agencies involved in foreign aid matters are not clearly defined. Rather 

than the Secretary of State exercising effective control over all personnel 

involved in foreign aid, there appears to be a cooperative effort by all 

agencies involved, with the Secretary of State functioning as a coordi

nator (See Figure 1). 

Although technically the Secretary of State heads all assistance 

programs under the heading of the Foreign Assistance Act, the Department 

of State actually administers only the economic aid programs."'' This is 

done through the Agency for International Development within the Depart

ment of State. The noneconomic aid programs—military aid—are adminis

tered by the Department of Defense. 

Administrative supervision by the Department of State over foreign 

aid and over the Agency for International Development is maintained by 

the Inspector General and the Deputy Inspector General of Foreign Assis

tance. The Inspector General of Foreign Assistance ranks equally with 

Assistant Secretaries of State and is responsible for inspection of over

seas foreign aid operations. Based upon these inspections, the Inspector 

1 
For analysis of the role of the Secretary of State in policy

making, see Don K. Price, The Secretary of State (Englewood Cliffs; 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., I960), especially the section by Robert R. Bowie, 
"The Secretary and the Development and Coordination of Policy." 
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General makes recommendations to the agency concerned about changes needed 

2 in the program. 

Agency for International Development 

The Agency for International Development is headed by an Adminis

trator who is appointed by the President and who reports directly to the 

President and to the Secretary of State. In addition to supervising the 

economic assistance programs, the Administrator is charged with the 

coordination of the economic with the military programs. Subject to the 

approval of the Secretary of State, the Administrator of AID supervises 

all agency personnel, coordinates economic policy formulation, and directs 

policy application. Each of these tasks is performed by a separate divi

sion within AID. Matters of personnel and management are handled by the 

management offices and divisions. Policy formulation and budget presen

tation are the functions of the program offices. The aid program is 

administered in the field by regional bureaus and field missions (See 

Figure 2). 

Although AID carries most of the burden of formulating and admin

istering the foreign aid program, assistance is provided by other Depart

ment of State personnel. Such assistance is especially evident in the 

presentation of annual foreign aid requests to Congress. In 1965, many 

administration witnesses who testified on behalf of the foreign aid 

requests were officials of the Department of State. Secretary Rusk, for 

example, appeared before every congressional committee that held hearings 

2 
United States Government Organization Manual 1965-1966 (Washington: 

Government Printing Office), p. 82. 
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on the foreign aid bills. Many witnesses were assistant secretaries of 

state for the various geographical areas receiving American foreign aid. 

Department of Defense 

Military assistance policy is formulated and administered by the 

Department of Defense. The military assistance program is the responsi

bility of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security 

Affairs. Among his other duties (such as implementing the policies of 

the National Security Council), the Assistant Secretary for International 

Security Affairs is responsible for "developing, coordinating, and estab

lishing Department of Defense positions, plans, and procedures pertaining 

to the Military Assistance Program and supervising, administering, and 

directing the Military Assistance Program and other activities of interest 

to the Department of Defense. . . . (See Figure 3.) 

Administration of the militaiy assistance program is conducted 

by Department of Defense personnel in the countries receiving military 

aid. The Department of Defense field missions cooperate closely with 

the AID field missions in the same country. There is frequent exchange 

of personnel and materials between the two missions. Occasionally there 

will be no Defense Department mission in a given country but a military 

aid program to that country. In such cases the military aid will be 

administered by AID mission personnel. Usually these programs are the 

type where military experts are not required and can be easily handled 

by AID personnel. For example, AID could dispense military supplies for 

use by local military units. 



161 

Secretary of Defense 

Military Assistance Assistant Secretary of Defense 
International Security Affairs 

-\:z -ont:*ol .'.nca 

Control 

Administrative Office 

zzizz: 

"car 
South Asia 
/v-ojior. (:;JA) '.e ion 

Figure 3,-M.:inistratioa of ..ilitary Assistance 

Source: Ser.artr.eni of Defense 

Sen Asst Sec 

Policy Plan
ning Staff 

ZIIZI 

siroocan 

: • 3A ^oti-
ations 0 u 
Fcon. Affairs 

nosccm r.en1-
,'joi.cro 
tiations & 
>mly 

kill 3oc jjiJtor* * Ass^tftrjic? 
1 | 

Un. iMr.'jdon 
"oblations Assistance 
& ,.onon Controller 
Plmniir 

. 1 _ 1 " 
German A Intl 
Loristics Operations 
;;e-:oti.itions 

| 1 
•uroaean 
negotiations Plans 
Fol. Affairs 

1. . .. 1 
Far Sast 
Negotiations Prolans 
a Finance • 



162 

The Department of Defense does not cany the full burden of pre

senting the military aid requests to Congress. While Department of 

Defense officials—usually top personnel such as the Secretary of Defense 

and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff—testily only on the mili

tary aid program, Department of State and AID witnesses testify on both 

economic and military aid. 

The administration foreign aid requests presented to Congress— 

both economic and military—consist of eight or more large loose-leaf 

books each roughly the size of a New York telephone directoiy. These 

books contain a detailed breakdown of the various program requests, where 

the various funds are to be spent, justifications for these requests, 

the record of foreign aid in the past, and similar information. In 

addition to the presentation books, tlhe administration usually prepares 

authorization and appropriation bills> for congressional consideration. 

Occasionally a member of Congress will draft his own bill. The bill 

introduced by Senator Fulbright in 19&5 was such a bill. Actually in 

1965 there were several authorization bills before Congress, many of 

which were reportedly authored by the administration. The administration 

authored the bill sponsored by Senator Morse, the bill considered by the 

House Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the appropriations bills. 

With the exception of the Fulbright bill which contained authori

zation for economic aid only, each bill considered by Congress in 1965 

contained both economic and military aid. The drafting of the authori

zation and appropriation bills is the result of a cooperative effort 
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between AID and the International Security Affairs division of the Depart-

Zl 
ment of Defense. 

Formulating Foreign Aid Requests 

Since the foreign aid policy process is continuous and cyclical, 

it cannot be said that the process for making foreign aid policy, in 1965 

actually began at a particular point in time. For analytical purposes, 

however, it is appropriate to begin with the compilation of the presen

tation material. This material was contained in six large volumes pre

pared and presented by AID and two volumes prepared and presented by the 

Department of Defense. Although there were separate volumes for economic 

and military aid, AID and the Department of Defense cooperated closely in 

the drafting of this material. 

There is a close and continuous cooperative relationship between 

the Departments of State and Defense. Regular meetings are held each 

week between the Departments of State and Defense at the Executive Office 

of the President. These meetings are designed to coordinate policy and 

are attended by the Undersecretaries of State, the Director of Military 

Assistance, and the Deputy Secretaries of Defense of the presidential 

staff. The Administrator of AID frequently attends these meetings. There 

are also frequent meetings at the Pentagon involving the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff, representatives of the Department of State, and the Assistant 

Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs. There are also 

^Coffin, pp. 46J*8. 
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numerous informal channels of communication between members of the VJhite 

House staff and State and Defense Department officials.-* 

With foreign aid, coordination of policy-making is attained by 

the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs 

and the Administrator of AID for general policy matters. Regular and 

frequent contact is maintained by personnel in each agency. In preparing 

the foreign aid requests for a particular year, the budget departments 

of Defense and AID work closely, for example. 

The preparation of the foreign aid presentation volumes involves 

several steps. First, the various field missions administering the aid 

program—numbering somewhat in excess of 80—must determine the amount 

of new funds necessary to continue existing projects for the next fiscal 

year. Also, AID and the Department of Defense must decide how much addi

tional appropriations will be necessary to implement new projects. New 

programs must be evaluated in the light of previous congressional authori

zation, appropriations, and, above all, by prevailing congressional 

sentiment. For example, during the hearings and floor debate in 1965• 

considerable congressional hostility was shown toward aid to Pakistan. 

The foreign aid missions to Pakistan cannot expect, therefore, that 

Congress will approve many new programs for Pakistan. Further, each aid 

mission must evaluate the adequacy or inadequacy of existing programs for 

that country. Each mission must incorporate the long-range plans of AID 

and the Department of Defense into their own yearly planning. Economic 

''U.S., Congress, Senate, Subcommittee on National Policy Machinery, 
Committee on Government Operations, Organizing for National Security. 
85th and 86th Cong., 1961, Vol. I, p. 1165-
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aid mission requests are submitted to AID, and military aid mission requests 

are submitted to the Department of Defense. The separate military and 

economic aid requests are coordinated under single foreign Assistance 

legislation. 

The coordination and general direction of foreign aid policy in 

the field are the responsibility of the ambassador to the recipient 

country. The ambassador coordinates and supervises the administrative 

efforts of the separate military and economic aid missions. The Secre

tary of State, who is legally responsible for both economic and military 

aid, exercises control over foreign aid administration through the ambas-

£ sadors to foreign aid recipients (See Figure l). 

The preparation of foreign aid presentation material is a full-

time operation. Data gathering goes on continuously. The analysis and 

compilation of data and the writing of the presentation books require 

about six months of each year. Before Congress receives the presenta

tion material, it goes through considerable discussion, writing, rewriting, 

editing, and coordination. The process of formulating foreign aid policy 

is continuous. Even before Congress had enacted the 1965 Foreign Assis

tance Act, the process of formulating the requests for 1966 had begun. 

Executive Strategies 

After the presentation material and the specific requests have 

been formulated and submitted to Congress, the process of congressional 

£ 
U.S., Congress, Senate, Subcommittee on National Security Staf

fing and Operations, Committee on Government Operations, The Ambassador 
and the Problem of Coordination, 89th Congress, 1st Sess., 1963, pp. 60-61. 
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consideration begins. Aaron Wildavsky suggests two basic strategies 

employed by the executive to win congressional approval for policy requests. 

These are ubiquitous strategies which operate continuously, and contingent 

7 
strategies which operate only in special contingencies. Both of these 

strategies were employed by the executive in the foreign aid policy process 

in 1965. 

The liaison staffs of AID and the Department of Defense follow 
Q 

one of the most important ubiquitous strategies. The liaison staffs 

maintain continuous, year-round contact with Congress in an effort to 

promote support for foreign aid. The AID liaison staff is concerned 

solely with the foreign aid program, while the Department of Defense 

liaison staff must be concerned with the entire defense structure, of 

which foreign military assistance is only a small part. Hence, as far 

as the foreign aid program is concerned, the most important liaison work 

is performed by AID. 

The purpose of the liaison staff is to keep Congress favorably 

disposed toward the aid program. One means of achieving this objective 

is to keep Congress informed about foreign aid. The AID liaison staff 

serves as a channel through which a continuous flow of information about 

all aspects of the aid program reaches Congress. Some information is 

supplied as a result of direct requests from members of Congress, while 

other information reaches congressmen through AID initiative. The liaison 

is the most continuous information link between AID and Congress. 

'Wildavsky, p. 65. 

^Most of the following information was obtained from interviews 
with AID personnel. 
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The liaison staff focuses its attention toward the congressional 

committees directly concerned with foreign aid. While the liaison staff 

does not totally ignore other members of Congress, primary attention is 

devoted to the committee members. The liaison staff also maintains con

tacts with White House assistants, Departments of State, Agriculture, 

and Commerce, and other executive agencies and commissions which are 

involved in the foreign aid program. 

The liaison staff tries to maintain fairly regular and effective 

contacts -with the members of the committees concerned with foreign aid. 

Contacts are also maintained, although less frequently, with other mem

bers of Congress—principally party leaders. Congressmen who have con

sistently opposed foreign aid are completely excluded from the liaison 

staff contact list. Members of the liaison staff argue that it is a 

waste of time to try and persuade the recalcitrant opponents of foreign 

aid to change their position. 

The liaison staff gives special consideration to those congress

men who are wavering in their opinions on foreign aid. By frequent con

tacts by liaison staff members, personal persuasion, and information, 

the liaison staff tries to induce waverers to act favorably on foreign 

aid legislation. 

Another group which receives only slightly less attention than 

the waverers are those favorably disposed toward the foreign aid program. 

The liaison staff maintains fairly frequent contact with these congress

men in order to insure that they will continue to support the foreign aid 

program. It is possible that a congressman might become offended because 
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he has received less personal attention from AID than has a congressman 

who is less sympathetic toward the aid program. When a congressman who 

has consistently supported foreign aid begins to doubt the wisdom of the 

program, the liaison staff undertakes a campaign to reaffirm his commitment. 

The AID liaison staff seeks to answer any questions the congressman may 

have about the program, supply any information that may help dispel his 

doubts, or in some cases recommend that a top executive official contact 

him for more personal persuasion. 

The AID liaison staff directs most of its efforts to members of 

the House. In the Senate, liaison is maintained only with members of 

the Committees on Foreign Relations and Appropriations. Contact with 

senators is more limited because they are extremely busy and preoccupied. 

As a result, there is little opportunity for effective liaison. With 

House members, effective liaison is maintained regularly. 

In addition to the personal contacts between liaison personnel 

and individual members of the House, there are also efforts to maintain 

liaison with groups of representatives. Members of the liaison staff 

think that one of their most effective devices is a series of coffee 

hours involving 50 or 60 congressmen. These coffee hours are held fairly 

frequently, but not on a regular basis, and are attended by congressmen 

interested in foreign aid. These coffee hours are useful, the liaison 

people argue, because they help build a sense of group identity among 

foreign aid supporters. 

No similar arrangement for informal meetings exists in the Senate. 

In the Senate there appears to be closer contact between individual 

senators and top officials in the executive. There seems to be more 
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personal contact between senators and assistant secretaries of state, 

for example, than exists in the House. From time to tine a few senators 

will meet informally with the Vice-President on the subject of foreign 

aid. According to the AID liaison staff, much of the liaison function 

in the Senate is performed by the Vice-President. 

The executive employs several strategies when the foreign aid pro

gram is under consideration by Congress. Congressional action on foreign 

aid involves special conditions of time, place, and circumstances. Execu

tive strategies are directed toward these conditions and are thus differ

entiated from ubiquitous strategies. Particular strategies depending 
n 

upon special conditions are defined by Wildavsky as contingent. Contin

gent strategies are followed by the legislative presentation staffs. 

Both AID and the Department of Defense have legislative presentation 

staffs, but the AID staff performs the largest role. It is the responsi

bility of both presentation staffs to present the foreign aid program 

requests for any given year to Congress. The work of the legislative 

presentation staff is similar to that of the liaison staff, in that each 

tries to persuade Congress to act favorably on the foreign aid program. 

However, it is the legislative presentation staff that is responsible 

for the gathering and assembling of information that goes into the legis

lative presentation books mentioned earlier. Farther, the contacts between 

Congress and the legislative presentation staff are generally not inter

personal. Rather, the contact is through the printed information provided 

by the staff for congressional use. 

^Wildavsky, p. 65. 
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The relationship between executive perceptions and strategies 

raises a serious analytical problem. It is not always possible to deter

mine whether a statement try an executive official is, in fact, an accu

rate presentation of his perception or whether he is simply saying 

something in the knowledge that it will have a favorable effect upon the 

receiver of the information. Two observations can be made about the 

executive testimony which serves to indicate the nature of this problem. 

first, executive testimony before congressional committees indi

cates a fairly high degree of similarity of perceptions and attitudes.10 

Similarity of perceptions and attitudes was not demonstrated by members 

of the various committees. The reasons for the unity demonstrated in 

executive statements stems, in part, from the structural characteristics 

of the executive branch. In theory, members of the executive are only 

assistants to the President. While each congressman is a free agent, 

only the President is a free agent in the executive branch. While the 

nature and structure of Congress allow each congressman to express his 

own views, the nature and structure of the executive requires that every

one express only the views of the President. Further, the effectiveness 

of the executive would be diminished if every member of the executive 

branch acted independently. Each member of the executive must be able 

to predict with a high degree of confidence the behavior of other members 

of the executive, or else effectiveness in achieving its goals will be low. 

In all probability, executive witnesses are not as much in agree

ment as their testimony suggests. The apparent homogeneity of executive 

10See Chapter Eight. 
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attitudes and perceptions makes it very difficult to determine the extent 

to which these attitudes and perceptions are governed by strategic 

considerations• 

A second observation is that there was significant difference 

between the testimony of executive officials before congressional com

mittees and executive statements which were not directed toward a con

gressional audience. AID publishes considerable material which is intended 

for a fairly wide public distribution. The problem as defined in this 

material involves economic, cultural, social and political dimensions. 

These perceptions would come within the realist category. There is rela^ 

tively infrequent reference to the threat of communism to the under

developed countries. Executive perceptions contained in testimony before 

congressional committees take primarily the form of the threat of communism. 

The difference between executive perceptions as they are communi

cated to Congress and to the general public suggests that there is a 

strategic consideration involved. Executive witnesses may articulate a 

perception of the problem in terms of the communist threat because they 

believe congressmen perceive it this way. Therefore, the foreign aid 

program would be couched in terms that would evoke a favorable response 

from congressmen. Further, placing a request for funds in terms of its 

necessity to national security has proven an effective strategy. Congress 

generally supports proposals involving national security. Executive 

witnesses argue that the threat of communism to the underdeveloped countries 

is, in effect, a threat to the national security of the United States.^ 

^¥ildavsky, pp. 121-2. Evidence of the differences between the 
way the executive articulates the problem before Congress and before the 
general public is contained in Chapter Eight. 
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Foreign aid., since the beginning of the program, has been tied 

to American national security requirements. Through the administration 

of Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, and Johnson, executive witnesses have 

argued that failure to enact the foreign aid program would seriously 

weaken American national security. Under the Marshall Plan, foreign aid 

was considered necessary to prevent Soviet expansion into western Europe. 

During the 195°'s, executive witnesses argued that foreign aid is neces

sary to strengthen the defenses of all countries on the perimeter of the 

communist bloc. In recent years the emphasis has been on the need to 

strengthen the underdeveloped countries against internal communist 

subversion. Even economic assistance has been justified as a means of 

preventing communist subversion. 

Another related strategy is to tie the foreign aid program to 

the needs of the various alliances in which the United States partici

pates. This is another way of justifying aid to the underdeveloped coun

tries. Many of the recipients of American foreign aid are members of 

various alliance systems, especially the Central Treaty Organization, 

the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization, and the Organization of American 

States. These alliances are directed toward communist countries. Execu

tive witnesses develop the strategy that once the treaty systems have 

been accepted by the Senate, then foreign aid support for the alliance 

members should be automatic. That is, we are committed through partici

pation in these alliances to the support of the other member nations. 

This treaty commitment means that we must help the various members of 

the alliance prevent the aggression of communist countries in whatever 
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form it may take. Aggression is not always direct military assault across 

borders. The communists frequently resort to another type of aggression— 

internal subversion. A good example of this is South Vietnam where North 

Vietnamese support of South Vietnamese rebels is considered aggression 

from the North. 

The Tonkin Gulf Resolution of August 10, 1964, affords a very 

good example of this strategy in operation. After North Vietnamese navy 

vessels attacked American vessels, the administration asked for a demon

stration of congressional support for the American effort in South Vietnam. 

Based upon this manifestation of congressional support, the administration 

subsequently broadened the American involvement in Vietnam and then asked 

Congress for appropriations for new economic and military aid to support 

this commitment. Executive officials argue that our commitment under 

the SEATO treaty and (congressional sanction through the Tonkin Gulf Reso

lution require that foreign aid be extended, although Congress has made 

no such authorization. However, to deny this authorization would have 

undermined American foreign policy position. This is an example of the 

limitations of the separation of powers giving strategic advantages to 

the executive. 

Another strategy employed by the executive in 19&5 was one 

resorted to frequently in the past. This was the attempt to offset criti

cism of the aid program by the appointment of presidential committees to 

study the aid program and recommend improvements. To the critics of the 

program, the administration can point to these committees and say that 
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something is being done to improve the program. The administration thus 

seeks to avoid being placed in a position where it has to defend an 

unpopular policy. 

In 1965 the Johnson administration employed a strategy which effec

tively met the challenge of those who criticize the size of the program. 

The administration foreign aid budget request was considerably below 

requests of previous years. Executive witnesses argued that the program 

had been reduced to "bare bones" proportions and that the figures presented 

constituted an absolute minimum. The administration blunted the criticism 

that the aid program is too large by substantially reducing the size of 

the program in 1965* 

Another general strategy which was used in 1965 was to allow 

congressional debate over the length of authorization and the separation 

of economic and military aid to develop and crystallize before a strong 

administration position was taken. There was considerable disagreement 

between the Senate and the House over how foreign aid should be consti-

12 
tuted and what should be the dimensions of the program. The adminis

tration did not take a position early in the process of congressional 

action and vigorously support this position. Rather, the issue crystal

lized between a Senate version and a House version. It was fairly late 

in the year before the administration came out and supported either one 

of the two approaches to the foreign aid question. Actually, it was 

during the authorization conference deadlock that the administration 

supported the House version. By playing this waiting game and aLlowing 

12 
See Chapter Three. 
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Congress to crystallize the different positions, the administration was 

able to gauge the extent and degree of Senate and House commitment to the 

different approaches to foreign aid. 

A series of events leading up to the authorization conference 

report and subsequent developments suggest that a compromise may have 

been reached. The conference report reflected almost entirely the posi

tion of the House. let, the House conferees promised to give a strong 

consideration in the future to the Senate requests. These developments 

in themselves indicate nothing. However, the administration bill in 1966 

called for five-year authorization and separation of military and economic 

13 
aid. Perhaps the President made it known that in 1965 the administra

tion would support the House version if the Senate would recede from its 

demands, and in 1966 the administration would support Senate requests 

Ik for changes in the aid program. 

Before congressional committees, executive witnesses made essen

tially the same presentation. However, there were some slight variations 

in emphasis before each of the committees. Also, -there was some slight 

variation in strategy noticeable between the different witnesses. Before 

the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations there was a slight tendency for 

executive witnesses to present the program in terms of the general global 

position of the United States in international politics. Also, senators 

on this committee were more inclined than members of other committees to 

argue with administration witnesses over general foreign policy matters. 

^New York Times. February 2, 1966. 

^Ibid.. August 25, 1965. 
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The threat of communism causing the need for foreign aid was an 

argument used before all committees. However, there was more emphasis 

placed upon this threat before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs 

than before other committees. Executive witnesses were not often obliged 

to defend the program from attack before the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

because most members of the Committee indicated a favorable disposition 

toward the program. With only two or three exceptions, members of the 

Committee on Foreign Affairs allowed executive witnesses to discuss 

issues toward which the Committee members had fairly strong and sympa

thetic attitudes. The most significant of these issues was the role of 

communism, the impact of foreign aid on increasing American trade, balance 

of payments problem, and related issues. In each of these issue areas, 

members of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs seemed to agree with 

the position of the executive witnesses. 

Before the Passman Subcommittee of the House Committee on Appro

priations, administration spokesmen were almost invariably on the defen

sive. The challenges made against the program by Passman principally 

put the administration witnesses in a position where they could not 

maintain an aggressive strategy intended to sell the aid program. Most 

of the witnesses were confined simply to answering charges or providing 

information requested by the Committee. 

Before the Senate Committee on Appropriations, the strategy of 

the administration was essentially that of emphasizing the need for 

foreign assistance in American foreign policy. The brevity of the hearings 

before the Senate Committee on Appropriations preclude analysis of the 
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development of either congressional or executive strategies. The printed 

record contained mostly prepared statements by executive officials, most 

of whom did not attend the hearings. These statements generally contained 

information about the size of appropriation requests and arguments justi

fying the program as an important or vital part, of American foreign policy. 

There was also some difference between the strategies employed by 

the various witnesses. Members of the Department of State—Secretary 

Rusk and assistant secretaries for the various geographical areas—presented 

the program in very general terms and often in the context of American 

policy commitments, such as to various alliances. The witnesses from 

the Department of Defense noticeably restricted themselves to emphasizing 

the threat of communist aggression or communist subversion to the coun

tries receiving foreign aid. Witnesses for AID tended to be more specific 

in referring to elements of the program and employed the strategy more 

than other witnesses of attempting to sell the program on the basis of 

its past successes. 

Summary 

The most effective strategy of the administration was the justi

fication of the program as vital to national security. The implication 

of the administration argument was that to vote against foreign aid 

amounts to voting against national security. This strategy is effective 

in gaining congressional approval for foreign aid. However, the strategy 

has another consequence. The effectiveness of the national security 

strategy leads the executive to justify many different policies as vital 

to national security. For example, federal aid to higher education under 
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the National Defense Education Act is justified as a contribution to 

national security. There is a tendency for programs to be justified 

in the light of national security when they really are not. Confusion 

in policy priorities is the inevitable result of such a strategy. 

By placing foreign aid in the context of national security, 

behavior patterns may be established that would be very difficult to 

alter. The executive has, through several administrations, argued that 

there is a threat to the United States posed by communism. The commu

nists plan to take over the world. In order to prevent this take-over, 

we must resort to counter-measures. Among these counter-measures is 

foreign aid. There is little doubt that American policy-makers have 

perceived a threat from communism. Moreover, this perception is widely 

shared by congressmen and the general public. The problem is that public 

policies such as foreign aid rest upon the continuation of this threat. 

If the threat is removed, it may not be possible to justify the policy. 

Hence, if the executive wants to continue a policy like foreign aid, it 

may be necessary to continue to argue that there is a threat from commu

nism. The control of the executive over information gives it the power 

to perpetuate this perception even if it should not be real. Therefore, 

for strategic reasons, the executive may have an interest in continuing 

among congressmen the perception of the foreign aid problem area as the 

threat posed by communism. 



CHAPTER EIGHT 

EXECUTIVE PERCEPTIONS 

Chapters Five and Six were devoted to analysis of the perceptions 

and attitudes of congressional standing committee members. This chapter 

will be a similar analysis of the perceptions and attitudes of executive 

witnesses testifying before these committees. There are four subdivi

sions to this chapter corresponding to the four committees. One of the 

main objects of the analysis will be to identify differences in percep

tions and attitudes contained in testimony before the various committees. 

A final section will consist of executive perceptions contained in pub

lished material that is not intended primarily for a congressional audience. 

These perceptions will be compared with perceptions articulated before 

congressional committees. 

Administration witnesses before the four congressional committees 

involved in this study represented mainly the Departments of Defense and 

State and the Agency for International Development (See Table ?). The 

Department of Defense witnesses addressed themselves only to the military 

aid program. Department of State, AID, and other witnesses addressed 

themselves to both military and economic aid, although they tended to 

emphasize economic aid more. 

Committee on Foreign Relations 

Department of Defense. The testimony of Secretaiy of Defense 

Robert S. McMamara and General Sarle G. Wheeler, Chairman of the Joint 
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Table 7 

Executive Witnesses before Congressional Coraraittees 

Name 

George Ball 

David Bell 

Admiral Francis Blouin 

J. C, Bullitt 

William Bundy 

Joseph Campbell 

Harlan Cleveland 

W. A. Colmer 

Colonel Erwin Dragne 

James Duff 

Office 

Acting Secretary of State 

Administrator, AID -

Director, Far East Region, Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Inter
national Security Affairs 

U.S. Executive Director, International 
Development Association 

Assistant Secretary of State for Far 
Eastern Affairs 

Comptroller General of the United States 

Assistant Secretazy of State for Inter
national Organization Affairs 

Comptroller, Office of the Director of 
Military Assistance 

Director, Africa Region» Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Inter
national Security Affairs 

Assistant Director, Military Assistance 
Programs Group, International Operations 
Division, GAO 

Committees 
12 3^ 

x 

X X X X 

X 

X 

H co 
© 



Table 7 - Continued 

Walter Farr 

Charles F. Flinner 

General J. T« Folda 

General W. M. Fondren 

Benjamin Forman 

John H. Funari 

William S. Gaud 

William 0. Hall 

Ralph Hirschtritt 

Donald W. Hoagland 

General Bruce K. Holloway 

Edmond C. Hutchinson 

Deputy Assistant Administrator, Bureau for 
Hear East and South Asia, AID 

Controller, AID 

Director, European Region, Office of the 
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Inter
national Security Affairs 

Director, Western Hemisphere Region, Office 
of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
International Security Affairs 

Assistant General Counsel for International 
Affairs, Office of the Secretary of Defense 

Legislative Presentation Coordinator, AID 

Deputy Administrator, AID 

Assistant Administrator for Administration 

Deputy to the Assistant Secretary for Inter
national, Financial, and Economic Affairs, 
Treasury Department 

Assistant Administrator for Development 
Finance and Private Enterprise, AID 

Deputy Commander-in-Chief, Middle East 
Africa South of the Sahara, and South Asia 

Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Africa, 
AID 



Table 7 - Continued 

Robert Keller 

Tom Killefer 

Nicholas Katzeribach 

Henry J. Kuss 

General Ionian L. Lemnitzer 

Harold F. Linder 

Victor Lowe 

Douglas MacArthur II 

Robert S. McNamara 

John T. McNaughton 

William B. Macomber 

Thomas C. Mann 

General Counsel, GAO 

U.S. Executive Director, Inter-American 
Development Bank 

Attorney General 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for International Logistic Negotiations 

Supreme Allied Commander, Europe 

President and Chairman of the Board, 
Export-Import Bank 

Assistant Director, Economic Assistance 
Programs Groups, International Operations 
Division, GAO 

Assistant Secretary of State, Congressional 
Relations 

Secretary of Defense 

Assistant Secretary of Defense for Inter
national Security Affairs 

Assistant Administrator, Bureau for Near 
East and South Asia, AID 

Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
American Affairs and US Coordinator for 
The Alliance for Progress 
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Max Medley 

Livingston T. Merchant 

General Andrew P. O'Meara 

Eric E. Oulashin 

Raymond Parrot 

Rutherford M. Poats 

Paul Resnik 

William D. Rogers 

Dean Rusk 

Walter C. Sauer 

Admiral U. S. G. Sharp 

Sargent Shriver 

C^-e Stovall 

Associate Director for Management, Peace 
Corp 

U.S. Executive Director, International 
Development Association 

Commander-in-Chief, Southern Command 

Political-Military Adviser for African 
Affairs, Department of State 

Director for National Voluntary Service 
Programs, Peace Corp 

Assistant Administrator for Far East, AID 

Staff Coordinator, AID 

Deputy U.S. Coordinator for the Alliance 
for Progress 

Secretaxy of State 

First Vice-President and Vice-Chairman of 
the Board of Directors, Export-Import Bank 

Commander-in-Chief, Pacific 

Director, Peace Corp 

Director, International Operations 
Division, GAO 
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General Eugene L. Strickland 

Gilbert Stroravall 

Phillips Talbot 

Jack Vaughn 

General Earle G. Wheeler 

Warren W. Wiggins 

G. Mennen Williams 

Robert J. Wood 

Director, Near East and South Asia Region, 
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
for International Security Affairs 

Supervisory Accountant, International 
Operations Division, GAO 

Assistant Secretary of State for Near 
Eastern and South Asian Affairs 

Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-
American Affairs 

Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 

Deputy Director, Peace Corp 
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Chiefs of Staff* are representative of the perceptions and attitudes of 

Defense Department witnesses. Their perceptions seemed influenced by-

two factors—the role of the Department of Defense in the policy process 

and a negative predisposition toward communism. 

The role of the Department of Defense in the policy process is 

conditioned by its purpose, -which is, presumably, defense. Underlying 

this purpose is the supposition that defense is necessary. The need for 

defense results from the perceived threat of and negative attitudes toward 

communism. The role of the Defense Department is, therefore, military in 

nature, and Department personnel will perceive the problem area in these 

terms. If communism were no longer perceived as a threat, some other 

object would have to be supplied, or the principal reason for the Defense 

Department's existence would be removed. 

The problem perception for Defense Department witnesses begins 

in a logical sequence with evaluative judgments about coimmmisi^-coraraunism 

is bad, communists are imperialistic, communist imperialism must be pre

vented. Based upon these premises, Defense Department witnesses perceive 

the problem as requiring military defense in those countries threatened 

by communist aggression. 

A good example of the problem articulation by Defense Department 

witnesses is the testimony of General Earle G. Wheeler. He makes one 

basic assumption and from that assumption justifies the entire American 

defense commitment. General Wheeler argues that communism poses an 

increasing threat to the international interests of the United States. 

While the communist threat takes many forms, the most important aspect 
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of this threat is the military danger. Communist countries threaten to 

impose their will on other countries by military force. Given the threat 

of communist imperialism, the national security of the United States must 

remain the major concern of foreign aid policy. Soviet military capabili

ties, based on the assumption that communist countries are imperialistic, 

are intended as instruments for extending Soviet domination to other coun

tries, including the United States. Further, this military threat has 

not declined in recent years, nor have the Soviets abandoned their objec

tive of eventual domination of communism through the world. Moreover, 

communist Chinese military capabilities have increased in recent years. 

The Chinese, if anything, are even more disposed towards expansion by 

military means than are the Russians. The communists do not underesti

mate the importance of armed forces, so the United States should not 

make the mistake of doing so."'* 

Secretary McNamara argues that military assistance is an integral 

part of the defense structure of the United States. In order to maintain 

the strongest possible military capability, it is necessary that we 

extend military assistance to our allies. Without such aid, our defense 

would be seriously weakened. 

It is still my conviction that military assistance to friendly 
nations should be viewed as an extention of the United States own 
defense structure, and that adequate support of the program is 
essential to our own national security. There is, in short, an 
indissoluble relationship between our own.national security2and 
the collective security pacts with which we are associated. 

"hearings, Committee on Foreign Relations, p. 456. 

^Toid.. p. W?. 
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While the military strength of the United States, according to 

Secretary McNamara, constitutes the major deterrent in the defense against 

communist aggression, the effectiveness of this defense system depends 

upon contributions from other nations. They must be able to provide 

defense forces at least adequate to blunt the initial thrust of attempted 

aggression. The United States simply does not have the resources neces

sary to defend all the perimeters around the communist bloc. It is 

necessary, therefore, that countries confronted by possible aggression 

be able to provide initial defense while American military forces are 

being mobilized. Further, the free nations of the world must have ade

quate military self-sufficiency for their own internal security. The 

United States cannot be expected to maintain internal stability in every 

country of the world. 

An attempt on our part to provide, unilaterally, the armed 
force essential to insure both national and collective security 
would be both self-defeating and dangerous. Self-defeating 
because it would not develop in other free world nations the 
will and the military self-sufficiency required for their secu
rity; dangerous because it would greatly increase the change 
of the U.S. involvement in every local or limited war.-' 

To support his contention that American military assistance to 

underdeveloped countries is a justifiable and necessary program, Secre

tary McNamara point to Latin America. According to the Defense Secre

tary, the problem in Latin America is the threat posed by communist Cuba. 

In view of this threat, therefore, it is necessary to bolster the secu

rity, especially the internal security, of Latin America. 

While we must accept many of the risks inherent in any mili
tary assistance program for Latin America, the one risk we cannot 
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accept is that offilling to deal with the threat to subvert these 
countries posed by Communist Cuba. I need not remind you that the 
reality of that threat has been fully validated by the finding of 
the Organization of American States that Communist Cuba was indeed 
guilty of aggression against Venezuela. I do, however, want to 
recall the fact that internal security training provided as mili
tary assistance and equipment provided through sales to that same 
country help the government of former President Betancourt to hold 
elections a year ago last December, despite aljj. efforts of Castro-
supported subversive elements to prevent them. 

When asked by Chairman Fulbright to give his views on the subject 

of separating military from economic aid, Secretary McNamara took the 

position that it is not desirable to have both economic and military 

aid together in the same bill. Combining the two different aid programs 

into one bill confuses the general public and members of Congress. Con

fusion results because the two types of aid are completely different 

subjects, and each serves quite different purposes. It is difficult for 

the administration to present the foreign aid program in a single package, 

when, in fact, it is two separate programs, and, for the same reason, it 

is equally difficult for Congress to review the program. 

Department of State. The testimony of Secretary of State Dean 

Rusk was representative of the perceptions and attitudes of Department 

of State witnesses. Secretary Rusk perceived the problem as primarily 

the stability of the developing nations. The maintenance of stability 

in these nations is in the national interest of the United States. The 

maintenance of such stability is threatened try communists through "wars 

of national liberation," which the United States seeks to prevent by such 

devices as the foreign aid program. 
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Secretary Rusk's perception of the problem reflects a strong 

negative predisposition toward communism. However, he did not perceive 

the threat posed by communism as one of overt aggression try the communist 

countries, as the Defense Department -witnesses did. Rather, communism is 

one dimension of a larger problem—stability. Even without the threat of 

communism, Secretary Rusk argues, the problem of stability would remain, 

and it would be in our interest to help alleviate this problem. Foreign 

aid is necessaiy to further economic and social progress in the under

developed countries. 

Our security is inextricably bound up with the evolution of 
a world of independent, peace-seeking nations. It is then our 
most elemental national self-interest to do what we can to help 
in strengthening the prospects for peaceful progress in Asia, 
Africa, and Latin America* Economic and military assistance can 
make a crucial contribution to such progress, and a very reason
able cost relative to our great egonomic strength and our vital 
interest in a decent world order. 

Secretaiy Rusk's perception of the problem and his attitudes 

toward foreign aid policy are conditioned by his role in the policy 

process# The Secretaiy of State is responsible for the entire foreign 

aid program, while the Secretary of Defense is concerned only with the 

military aid portion. The Secretary of State's broad responsibility 

requires that he perceive the problem in more than its military, dimensions. 

For Secretary Rusk, the possibilities of open aggression and 

large-scale conventional war have ceased to be practical. He does not 

consider overt communist aggression to be very likely. However, a new 

type of action called "wars of liberation" by the communists constitute 
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a new and different threat. It is to this new threat that American 

policy must be directed. 

I think we have to anticipate that the decade or so ahead 
of us is going to be very much affected by what happens on what 
the Communists call wars of liberation. 

I think . . . /Russia and China/ have, in effect, accepted 
the fact that nuclear war is prohibitively expensive and destruc
tive as an instrument of policy, that organized invasions by 
armies of a conventional sort is not the way to get on best with 
a revolution, but this war of liberation is a very important 
thing. 

That means that we need to give attention to the capacity of 
friends and particularly our allies to organize their internal 
security and to^protect themselves against that particular kind 
of penetration. 

The problem as perceived by Secretary Rusk is to promote and 

maintain the peaceful and independent development of the various nations 

of the world and to prevent by American action the interference with 

this peaceful and independent development by, any agency including commu

nism. Failure on our part to undertake such a commitment would allow 

the communists freedom to interfere in the development of the emerging 

nations. 

Our policy has been, and will continue to be, to work 
patiently but purposefully toward a world of stability in 
which all nations are able to grow and prosper without fear 
of interference from outside. . . . 

"We employ a variety of tools in this effort. Foreign aid 
is one of the most important. 

Without it, we would be at the mercy of events. And the 
field would be left to our adversaries. We must not lose the 
future by default. 

7Ibid.. p. 52. 

8Ibid.. p. 13. 
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Secretary Rusk cites 3razil as an example of the success of 

American policy in support of free and independent development of emerging 

nations. In Brazil, American foreign aid funds have contributed to 

Brazilian social and economic development. 

The Brazilian Government has vigorously declared its common 
purpose with other democratic nations; its foreign policy is 
typified by the important role that Brazil played in the OAS 
adoption last year of additional measures against Cuban subver
sion. It has launched a program for economic stability and 
growth; initiated major reforms; and at the same time maintained 
democratic institutions and a free press. Much remains to be 
done, but the first, difficult steps have been taken." 

Asked by Senator Sparkman to express his views on the subject 

of separating military from economic aid, Secretary Rusk avoided a commit

ment. He argues that the determination of whether or not military aid 

and economic aid are to be considered as two separate programs under 

separate legislation is a matter for Congress to decide. This is not 

an issue, he argues, between the administration and Congress. "The tech

nique by which the Congress chooses to legislate the program requested 

by the President is basically for the Congress and its leaders to deter

mine.11"'"0 This position reflects the administration strategy allowing 

policy issues to crystallize in Congress before an administration posi

tion is taken. 

Agency for International Development. AID Administrator David 

Bell perceives two dimensions to the foreign aid problem. First, there 

is the threat of subversion in the developing nations posed by communism. 

For security reasons, it is in the American interest to help prevent 

9 
Ibid.. p. ?. 

10Ibid.. p. 21. 



192 

this subversion by supplying light military equipment such as jeeps and 

radios for the maintenance of internal security. Notice that the threat 

of communism in Bell's view is more a police than a military problem. 

Second, the foreign aid problem has an economic dimension. The 

developing nations are in need of economic resources to achieve necessary 

growth which can be supplied through the foreign aid program. Further, 

it is economically beneficial to the United States that such economic 

aid be extended. Economic growth in the developing nations will further 

the market potential of these countries for the United States. 

The perception of the problem by David Bell is conditioned by 

his role in the policy process. The Agency for International Development 

is responsible for the administration of only the economic portions of 

the program. Hence, Bell perceives the problem, to a large extent, in 

terms of the need for economic development assistance. 

To a large extent, David Bell shares the views of Secretary Rusk. 

Mr. Bell does not perceive the problem as primarily the potential of 

communist aggression, but rather as communist attempts to subvert devel

oping nations from within. "The likelihood of a direct military confron

tation of the two big powers may recede somewhat; but there is an increasing 

and equally dangerous threat to the security, progress, and freedom of 

11 the less developed countries from the communist world." 

While the communist parties in developing countries attempt to 

subvert these countries in order to take them over, communist nations 

such as the Soviet Union and Communist China engage in foreign aid programs 

13Tbid., p. 73. 
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of their ovm. Mr. Bell views the foreign aid efforts of communist coun

tries as motivated by the desire to gain advantage for themselves. On 

the other hand, American foreign assistance is motivated more by altruism 

"We think that the intent and effort of the communist countries in 

extending economic or military assistance, as the case may be, is plainly 

to put themselves in the position to seek to achieve political domination 

Communist China is currently engaged in foreign aid programs to several 

of the African countries. In extending this aid, the Chinese Communists 

seek "to buy the allegiance and to buy their way into domination over the 

13 
countries in question." In other countries where there is a fairly 

high degree of political stability and institutional strength, the commu

nist foreign aid objective is to enable them to exert political leverage-

Mr. Bell and Senator Fulbright disagreed sharply over the nature 

of the foreign aid problem. In his presentation to the Committee on 

Foreign Relations, Mr. Bell attempted to describe the problem as he saw 

it. Senator Fulbright took issue with this description. For example, 

Mr. Bell and Chairman Fulbright disagreed over whether Soviet aid to 

India is in the interest of the United States. 

The Chairman. They /the Soviets/ built a big steel mill in 
India, didn't they? 

Mr. Bell. Yes, sir; exactly. 
The Chaiman. Is it or isn't it in our interests? 
Mr. Bell. That steel mill is a good steel mill, it is run

ning, it is producing steel, and therefore it is contributing 
to the economic progress in India, which is in our interest as 
well as the .Indian, I quite agree with you. 

The Chairman. You don't object to that? 
Mr. Bell. I don't; no, sir. 
The Chairman. In fact you applaud it. 

12Ibid., p. 95. 

"^Idern. 
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Mr. Bell. Let's leave it that I don't object. 
The Chairman. If it contributes to the strength of the 

Indian economy, why don't you applaud it? ... If the United 
States was favorable to it, why do you object or refuse to 
applaud their building a steel mill which contributes to the 
economy of India? 

Mr. Bell. Because, sir, it seems to me that the purpose of 
their aid program is sharply different from the purpose of our 
aid program. I think the interests of the developing countries 
and the United States exactly coincide as far as—— 

The Chairman. 'What difference does the motive make, if the 
effect is good on the economy? 

Mr. Bell. I have agreed that the effect is good, but it seems 
to me that if the motive is not, then I am not at all sure that it 
is something we should urge or encourage. I do not object. 

The Chairman. What do you think our motive is? How do you 
describe our motive in putting a steel mill in in India? What 
is the motive? 

Mr. Bell. The motive is to assist in achieving a strong and 
independent Indian nation, a growing progressive economy. 

The Chairman. Independent of whom, just the Russians or of 
us? 

Mr. Bell. Independent of us too. 
The Chairman. When they were neutral I recall people saying 

it was immoral to be neutral. We didn't want them to be neutral. 
We wanted them to be allies, didn't we? 

Mr. Bell. No, sir. Our aid program for some years at least-— 
The Chairman. Xou remember that there were such statements 

by the Secretary of State. 
Mr. Bell. Yes, sir. 
The Chairman. Do you remember that? 
Mr. Bell. Although I believe the .American policy consistently, 

at least for 10 years, has been to provide strong aid to the Indian 
development program. 

The Chairman. Yes. 
Mr. Bell. Recognizing that the Indian political attitudes 

were at that time strongly neutralist, but thinking about the 
world scene, and recognizing that this was something that the 
United States could accept, and that the strength and independence 
of India, even though neutral, was clearly in our longrun interest. 

The Chairman. It is always hard for me to see where it isn't 
in our interest if the Soviets malce a contribution to the economy. 
I don't know why we should.object to Soviet aid. 

for. Bell. So long as it Is a real contribution to a stronger 
economy, we do not object. 

lii 
Ibid., pp. 95-9^ 
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Bell argues that the problems confronting Asia, Africa, and Latin 

America are not on3y significant for the United States for security-

reasons, but for economic reasons as well. It is in our security interest 

to prevent the spread of communism into the developing nations. But it 

is also important to our own economic interests that these countries be 

allowed to develop and progress without outside interference. 

The fundamental interests of the United States are involved 
in what happens in Asia," Africa, and Latin America. Our own 
national security requires us to contribute to the strength and 
independence of the peoples of the less developed areas. It is 
important to our own economic progress to help expand the econo
mies of the developing countries, thus opening opportunities for 
larger trade and productive investment. Oar own self-respect 
requires us, as the richest nation on earth, to devote some por--, ? 
tion of our wealth to the less fortunate elsewhere in the world. 

Mr. Bell favors token aid programs to Africa because these pro

grams serve American interests. We should make these token commitments 

in order to demonstrate to the vrorld that we have committed ourselves to 

support the independence and economic and social progress of the recipient 

countries. Further, token assistance helps promote political stability 

in the recipient country. In Africa, many countries are newly independent, 

and they would be at a political disadvantage if they were forced to rely 

too much on their former colonial masters or some other single power. 

American assistance, even if only in token amounts, supports the leadership 

of the recipient country and demonstrates to the leadership's opposition 

that there is some international support for the existing regime, other 

than the former colonial power or perhaps a communist country. 

The military assistance program, Mr. Bell argued, should supply 

the type of military equipment necessary to maintain internal stability. 

^Ibid., p. 7^. 

^Ibid., pp. 162-3. 
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American military assistance should consist of jeeps, communications gear, 

and lighter armaments which are appropriate for handling internal subver

sion and political instability. The role of the military in underdeveloped 

countries, and especially Latin America, since it is faced with a direct 

threat from communist Cuba, should be to maintain internal security. The 

military should also undertake civic action programs, such as the building 

of roads, schools, and water facilities by army engineers. 

The Committee on Foreign Affairs 

Sxecutive perceptions contained in testimony before the Committee 

on Foreign Affairs varied depending upon whether the witness represented 

the Department of Defense, the Department of State, or AID. However, 

before the House Committee there was a greater tendency for executive 

witnesses to stress a common theme—the threat of communism. The Committee 

on Foreign Affairs was the only comraittee before which executive witnesses 

consistently emphasized this theme. 

As noted in Chapter Five, ideological perceptions were the most 

common among Committee members. Most members of the Committee were pre

occupied with the threat of communism. Further, the Committee on Foreign 

Affairs was the most sympathetic toward foreign aid. 

There are at least three possible explanations for the emphasis 

upon communism by executive witnesses. First, it is possible that the 

executive witnesses do in fact perceive the problem in this way. No 

doubt there is a considerable significance attached to the threat of 

communism. let, it is virtually impossible to determine precisely the 

administration's perceptions of the extent of the threat. 
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A second possibility is that executive witnesses say there is a 

serious communist threat because they know that members of the Committee 

perceive the problem in this way. By articulating a problem perception 

in these terms, executive witnesses probably- reinforce the perceptions 

of the Committee members. If so, this would be an effective strategy 

for the executive witnesses to employ. Some evidence which indicates 

that this alternative may be correct is that the witnesses do not place 

such heavy emphasis upon the threat of communism before the Committee on 

Foreign Relations. 

A third possible explanation is related to the second. It may 

be that executive witnesses are aware of the fear of members of the 

Committee on Foreign Affairs that the economic aid portion and the mili

tary aid portion of the foreign aid program will be separated. If they 

are separated, the Committee will have a smaller role to play in consi

deration of the aid program and a smaller role in the House. Committee 

members jealously guard their prerogatives with respect to the military 

aid parts of the program. Therefore, the executive witnesses may stress 

the need for this military aid before the Committee on Foreign Affairs 

in anticipation of it receiving more favorable treatment by this Committee. 

Department of Defense. The argument that foreign aid is necessary 

because of the communist threat sounds highly plausible and can be 

argued convincingly and logically with ease. The testimony of Admiral 

U. S. G. Sharp, Commander-in-Chief, Pacific, offers a good example of 

this line of reasoning. In describing the foreign aid problem area and 

specifically the military aspects of this problem in the Far East, Admiral 

Sharp presented the following argument: 
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First, in that area, the United States and our allies are in 
direct confrontation with the Chinese Communists—the most mili
tant ly aggressive of the Communist countries. Second, in the Far 
East, most of our allies are dependent upon U.S. military assis
tance for support of their armed forces. 

The confrontation with the Chinese Communists is very clear. 
They actively oppose us at every step. They assist North Vietnam 
in support of the Pathet Lao in Laos and the Vietcong in South 
Vietnam. . . . Their divisions stand back of North Korea and their 
military might is clearly evident across the Strait of Formosa. 

The attitude of the Chinese Communists can not be expected to 
change markedly in the near future. They will remain as militant 
as ever, despite any efforts that the Soviets might make to restrain 
them. 

The conventional military posture of the Chinese Communists 
will improve gradually as they become capable of manufacturing 
modern aircraft and other complicated armament. 

Our strategy in the Far East depends to a considerable extent 
upon the capability of our allies to defend themselves and to 
contribute forces in support of any common effort. We cannot and 
should not depend exclusively on U.S. forces to meet the Communist 
threat. 

The maintenance, training, and equipping of the forces of our 
allies depends in great part upon military assistance, since the 
countries themselves cannot afford all of the costs involved. ' 

Several administration witnesses argue that the military forces 

in underdeveloped countries are not only necessary to prevent the expan

sion of communism but in some cases help maintain stability and further 

progress. For example, in justifying American support for Latin 

American military forces, General Andrew P. O'Meara, Commander-in-Chief, 

Southern Command, argued that Latin American military forces play an 

important role in the development of that area. "Among the more impor

tant groups who will help to shape the future of this continent are the 

military forces of Latin itoisrica. Their most important role today is to 

provide the stability a!nd order during these times when the continent is 

in social ferment." Moreover, the military is a positive force for social 

17 
'Hearings, Committee on Foreign Affairs, p. 837. 
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reform, a bulwark against the expansion of communism, and opposes other 

forms of political organization which presumably are "undemocratic." 

. . VJe believe that professional military forces, well aware of the 

need for social reform and of the Communist capability to inflame the 

populace against a government which does not have the legitimacy of being 

freely elected will in the end become a bulwark against golpes, coups, 
1 Q 

and dictatorships." 

Specifically referring to Latin America, Secretary of Defense 

rlci'lamara argues that the problem is communist subversion emanating pri

marily from Cuba. The dangers presented by Cuban communist subversion 

constitute a risk which the United States cannot accept. Therefore, it 

is necessary to maintain a program like the military assistance program 

to contain Cuban subversion. According to Secretary McNamara, the need 

for a strong and effective military establishment in Latin America is 

19 made evident by recent developments in that area. 

The rising trend of nationalism in the underdeveloped countries 

is also a danger which can be exploited by the communists. General EaSSLe 

VJheeler suggests that while he has no objection to nationalism as such, 

there remains the danger of nationalism being exploited. Nationalism is 

strong in many of the underdeveloped countries. This, in itself, is all 

right. "However, in the less stable countries this strong nationalistic 

urge is sometimes captured and exploited by the Communist minority. This 

18Ibid., pp. 3^6-7. 

19Ibid.. p. 630. 
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type of mixture of nationalism and communism is a very virulent disease 

?n 
to cope with." 

Department of State. Phillips Talbot, Assistant Secretary of 

State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs, suggests that the problem 

of poverty in the underdeveloped countries and the political instability 

of these countries are the reasons why they are susceptible to communism. 

In order to capitalize on the poverty and instability of the underdeveloped 

countries, communist nations have sought to dominate these areas or to at 

least increase their influence there. Techniques used by communist coun

tries to influence underdeveloped countries are: shipments of arms, 

grants of credit, promises of assistance, and increased trade. Virtually 

all of the nations in the underdeveloped world seek to develop their own 

resources and to achieve a higher standard of living. However, with few 

exceptions the resources of these countries are inadequate for sustained 

economic development. External resources are necessary, and United States 

assistance is a vital part of these resources. If such American aid is 

not forthcoming, then the underdeveloped countries will, in all proba

bility, go shopping elsewhere, which means to the communist countries. 

And this will mean the communists will increase their influence in under-

21 developed countries. 

William P. Bundy, Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern 

Affairs, presents the alternatives facing the United States as even more 

20Ibid., p. 639. 

21Ibid., p. 26. 
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limited. According to Bundy, without American assistance, many under

developed countries are virtually assured of going communist. 

Economic progress is an up-hill struggle in the face of 
primitive social organization and rapid population growth. 
The modest sums in. the country programs before you provide 
for technical assistance and economic development just as 
vital as the military and defense-related economic programs. 
Unless the people of these countries can foresee some improve
ment in their welfare—which, of course, their own efforts are 
vital and are, in fact, improving—the certain result will be a 
political turning toward communism. Freedom can be^lost through 
the back door just as readily as through the front. 

And Again, the same theme was developed by G. Mennen Williams, 

Assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs. 

. . . Some African nations which normally seek aid and 
investment in the West are becoming dissatisfied because 
their expectations have not been fulfilled, and they are under 
increasing pressure to demonstrate progress for their people. 
Obviously, unless their needs are met, it can be anticipated 
that more and more so-called moderates may turn eastward to 
augment their aid. 

Dissatisfaction with the West increases African suscepti
bility to Communist access and gives the Communists opportunities 
in countries in which they normally would not have been expected 
to make any progress. 

A review of recent Communist activity in Africa shows that we 
have reasons to be concerned. During the past year, the Commu
nists continued to make overtures to African States. Although 
the Chinese Communists are more openly revolutionary than the 
Soviets, there is little to choose between them in their avowed 
animosity to the West. * 

Agency for International Development. AID Administrator David 

Bell's argument was only slightly different from that of Admiral Sharp. 

It is, in Bell's view, unlikely that there will be a direct confrontation 

between the Soviet Union and the United States. Nevertheless, there 

22Ibid., p. 3<&. 

2lb id., p. 99* 
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remains an increasing danger that the underdeveloped countries of the 

world will be threatened try communism by means other than direct Soviet 

aggression. This is a threat not only to the underdeveloped countries, 

but to American security as well. 

There is now, perhaps, somewhat less likelihood of a direct mili
tary confrontation of the two big powers; but there is an 
increasing, and no less dangerous, threat to the security and 
freedom of the new and less developed countries from the communist 
world. 

This is a challenge not just to the developing countries. 
It is a challenge to the United States as well—to our nerve, 
our constancy of purpose, and our commitment to our own national 
interest. The simple fact is that we could not live safely in a 
world where the area of freedom was shrinking. 

The fundamental interests of the United States are, there
fore, engaged and involved in what happens in Asia, Africa, and 
Latin America. Our own national security requires us to contri
bute to the strength and independence of the peoples of the less 
developed areas. It is important to our own economic progress to 
help expand economies of the developing countries, thus opening 
opportunities for larger trade and productive investment. Our 
own self-respect requires us, as the richest nation on earth, to 
devote some pgrtion of our wealth to the less fortunate elsewhere 
in the world. 

Finally, David Bell suggests that increased use should be made 

of international organizations for the dispensation of foreign assis

tance. However, he argues the United States should maintain substan

tial bilateral foreign aid programs. Bilateral programs are desirable 

because they allow for the use of foreign aid as an instrument of foreign 

policy. Through the use of bilateral aid programs, favorable relation

ships can be built up between the United States and recipient countries. 

The United States would be, as a result of these programs, in a favorable 

position to encourage development of recipient nations in the interests 

2h 
Ibid., p. 2. 
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of freedom and progress. International agencies nay not encourage free

dom and progress as defined by the United States.^ 

House Subcommittee on Foreign Operations 

Department of Defense* Secretary of Defense Robert KcNamara's 

testimony before the appropriations subcommittee resembled his testimony 

before the other committees. He considers the military assistance pro

gram as an inseparable part of the .American defense structure. Moreover, 

the advantage of the military assistance program is that it allows the 

United States to buy security at a cost below what would be necessaiy to 

provide the same security through our own forces, personnel, and equipment. 

On the subject of the priorities of military aid versus economic 

aid, Secretary McNamara carefully avoided emphasizing one at the expense 

of the other. On the one hand, American military assistance and a defense 

commitment on the part of the recipient are necessaiy to prevent the 

spread of communism. Yet, on the other hand, economic assistance and 

economic growth are necessary to keep the recipient country economically 

viable. Economic strength determines the overall strength of the country. 

2C5 
Ibid.. p. *K>. Robert Asher points out that multi-lateral aid 

has been looked on with favor in the public statements of political 
leaders. President Eisenhower in an address to the United Nations General 
Assembly in September, i960, argued in favor of increased multi-lateral 
aid through the agencies of the United Nations. President Kennedy's 
inaugural address called for the expansion of the writ of the United 
Nations in this area. Yet while there has been considerable dedication 
to the principle of multi-lateral assistance, there has been little 
practical effort to bring it into being. Robert E. Asher, "Multilateral 
Versus Bilateral AID; An Old Controversey Revisited," International 
Organization XVI (Autumn, 1962), pp. 697-719. 

2^ 
U.S., Congress, House, Subcommittee on Foreign Operations of 

the Committee on Appropriations, Hearings, Foreign Assistance and Related 
Agencies Appropriations for 1966, 59th Cong., 1st Sess., 1966. p. 221. 
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If the United States should cease giving military aid to many of the under

developed countries, they would probably in a matter of years reduce their 

own defense budgets to the point where they would become neutralists. 

Also, by cutting the defense commitment, the recipient countries would 

Z7 be exposed to potential aggression and ultimate domination by the communists. ' 

General Robert J. Wood, the Director of the Military Assistance 

Program, stated the advantages of a defense establishment in the under

developed countries more specifically. Such a defense establishment is 

particularly desirable for those countries on the periphery of the commu

nist bloc. Maintaining indigenous military forces costs the United States 

less than maintaining its own forces in these areas. Also, it is a dis

advantage to have American troops in various countries, because these 

troops tend te~i>e looked upon as occupation forces, thus building up 

animosity between the United States and the recipient country. It is 

desirable that the people of the various countries have their own forces, 

because they are more familiar with the terrain from a military point of 

view and would thus be in a better position to engage an enemy on this 

territory. Local forces serve an important trip-wire function which 

would sound a warning that an act of aggression was under way. With a 

defense establishment of some size in the various countries, the Chinese 

or Russians would have to mount such a large offensive in order to succeed, 
pO 

that the entire world would lcnow the true nature of the situation. 

Department of State. The burden of testimony before the Passman 

Subcommittee was carried by State Department and AID personnel. A large 

27Ibid.. p. 246. 

28Ibid.. p. 3^3ff. 
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portion of their testimony concerned the militaxy aid program. Executive 

witnesses were generally on the defensive during the hearings answering 

specific charges, usually made by Passman, that the aid program places 

a heavy financial burden on the United States. 

In his statement before the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations, 

Secretary of State Dean Rusk emphasized that the 1966 fiscal year requests 

xjere the minimum possible in order to meet the needs of the United States 

in this policy area. Secretary Rusk dwelled upon this one point much 

more than he or anyone else had done before any of the other committees. 

According to Rusk, the Subcommittee could not reduce the foreign aid pro

gram below the administration requests without seriously damaging American 

interests and American policy. "In accord with the guide lines established 

by the President, we have submitted for your consideration only the amounts 

29 required to serve vital U.S. foreign policy and security interests. 

Moreover, the Secretary of State emphasized that American national 

interests determine the nature of foreign aid policy. He did not try to 

sell the foreign aid program to the Subcommittee on any other grounds. 

"The fundamental reason why we conduct programs of economic and military 

assistance is to support our interests, in the broadest sense, around 

the world. 

Secretary Rusk's efforts before the Subcommittee were devoted 

primarily to convincing the Subcommittee that foreign aid serves American 

interests. Part of his time was devoted to describing past successes of 

29Ibid., p. 4-93. 

3°Ibid.. p. W. 
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the program. However, most of his time was spent in answering specific 

criticisms of the program by Congressman Passman and other members of 

the Subcommittee. Secretary Rusk selected examples from several geo

graphical areas where American foreign aid programs are under way and 

indicated how successful these programs have been in the past few years. 

For example, in the case of Brazil, Secretary Rusk said;. 

Prior to the advent of the new government in April, 196^, Brazil 
was seriously threatened try a steady economic and political 
deterioration which brought recurrent crises and growing popular 
unrest. Since then, the situation has changed dramatically for 
the better. Political stability has been restored. Environment 
which helped Communists and other extremists to infiltrate and 
exert a disproportionate influence has given way to an environ
ment which discourages violent or extreme action. 

Similar examples were selected from the other areas of the world. 

Secretary Rusk argues that the foreign aid program has been of 

steadily decreasing importance in the unfavorable balance of payments 

situation of the United States. As far as the problem of the outflow 

of the United States gold is concerned, the*' foreign aid program has hacl 

a rather small impact in this area. "There is no direct relation between 

aid and outflow of gold to aid recipients. The U.S. gold problem lies 

primarily with the industrial countries of Europe, not in our relations 

with the aid recipient nations.""*2 

Agency for International Development. AID Administrator David 

Bell stated the problem before the Subcommittee as he had before the other 

congressional committees. While a direct confrontation between the United 

-^Ibid., p. Jj-96. 

32Ibid., p. i+98. 
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States and the Soviet Union is unlikely, communism remains a direct 

threat to the United States. Even threats to the security of other 

countries is a threat to the United States and mast be dealt with accor

dingly. "Our own security requires the development of stable, indepen

dent and free societies. Our response to the forces that threaten that 

development must be creative and as varied as the threats themselves. 

Accordingly, foreign assistance is an essential tool of a strong and 

33 effective U.S. foreign policy."-^ 

In a discussion with Congressman Clarence Long, Mr. Bell described 

one of the fundamental problems facing the underdeveloped countries in 

their efforts to achieve sustained modernization. This problem is that 

many of these underdeveloped countries begin with such a small group of 

trained personnel and limited scientific and technological skills that 

it is very difficult to achieve any sizeable development without expanding 

the supply of competent people. "You have the people of these countries 

who have to learn to handle modern science and technology for themselves. 

You are limited by the number of people. You expand the training institu

tions and you increase and multiply the number of trained people as fast 

as you can, but you cannot create them out of nothing."-^ 

The AID Assistant Administrator for the Far East, Mr. Rutherford M. 

Poats, presented the problem, at least in the Far East, as one of two 

competing, and to some extent, conflicting revolutionary movements. On 

the one hand there is the revolutionary movement of the communists, 

•^Ibid.. pp. 526-7. 

•^Ibid.. p. 701. 
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consisting of many different strategies for gaining control of various 

countries ranging from overt aggression to more subtle means of internal 

subversion. Whatever the strategy of take-over, the objective is the 

same—export of the communist system of government. On the other hand, 

there is the revolution which is more benign in character and poses less 

of a direct threat to the United States. This is the revolution which 

attempts in a veiy short period of time to bring the underdeveloped 

countries into the twentieth century. The goal of the second revolution 

is to improve the economic, social political, and cultural way of life 

of the various underdeveloped countries. As stated by Mr. Poats, this 

competition between the two types of revolution constitutes a "deadly 

marathon race" in which American foreign assistance is a tool by which 

we hope to malce the second form of revolution successful over the commu-

nist form. 

Jack H. Vaughn, Assistant Secretary of State and United States 

Coordinator for the Alliance for Progress, suggests the military assis

tance program has definite benefits. The effect of American military 

assistance to Latin America is producing more democratic orientations 

by the Latin American military. Mr. Vaughn argues that the exposure of 

Latin American military personnel to American military people and to 

American society through training programs in the United States has pro

duced more "democratic" inclinations on the part of Latin American 

military.3̂  

35Ibid.. p. 1032. 

36Ibid., p. 1349. 
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Senate Committee cn. Appropriations 

The executive presentation before the Senate Committee on Appro

priations did not differ from presentations before the other three com

mittees. Witnesses placed fairly heavy stress upon the threat of communism 

as a justification for foreign aid. Two general issues—extending aid to 

Pakistan and the war in Vietnam—occupied the attention of the Committee 

members and the witnesses throughout most of the hearings. However, for 

both of these issues the discussion was limited. The nature of the dis

cussion did not differ from similar discussions before the Committee on 

Foreign Relations. 

As has already been indicated, the Senate Committee on Appropria

tions hearings in 19&5 were much briefer than hearings before the other 

committees. Moreover, many of the witnesses that appeared before the 

other committees did not appear before the Senate Committee on Appropria

tions. It is thus difficult to study the perceptions and attitudes of 

Committee members and witnesses because of the limited data afforded by 

the hearings. 

Non-Congressional Audiences 

Virtually every agency of the executive branch conducts a pro

gram of public relations involving a propaganda effort. This propaganda 

usually consists of a statement of problems as perceived by the agency 

and the efforts of the agency to solve these problems. The Agency for 

International Development publishes considerable material on the problems 

of foreign aid and the work of AID which is distributed to business, civic, 

and educational groups. The foreign aid problem as stated in this 
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literature differs considerably from the foreign aid problem as stated 

before congressional committees. In literature intended for non-congressional 

audiences, more emphasis is placed upon the realist dimensions of the 

problem and less upon the ideological or communist threat dimension. 

The realist perceptions contained in this literature may be divided into 

three categories: political, economic, and socio-cultural. 

The political dimension of the problem involves the inchoate 

political development of most of the foreign aid recipients. The under

developed countries are plagued by overzealous nationalism, archaic 

institutions and practices, and weak and ineffective leadership. On 

the subject of Africa, for example, AID says: 

The realities of independence have generally fallen short of 
expectations. In some countries the drive for nationhood was 
accompanied try exaggerated promises of post-independence wealth 
and freedom from responsibilities. 

Continued unrest in some African nations may be expected 
as old institutions and traditions disappear and new ones evolve, 
popular hopes for a better way of life create growing pressures, 
and the new nations work out relationships with their neighbors 
and with the broader international community. 

Many African nations are split internally. Their borders 
are drawn with little regard for ethnic homogeneity or an ade
quate resource and population base for nationhood. Centuries-
old tribal and ethnic hostilities strain unity in many states, 
and have flawed into violence in the Congo, the Sudan, Zanzibar, 
and Rwanda. 

The threat of communism is one dimension of the political prob

lems facing the underdeveloped countries, and the literature published 

by AID does not ignore communism. Nevertheless, the overt military 

threat of communism is less often mentioned. AID usually states the 

37 
U.S., Agency for International Development, U.S. Foreign Aid 

in Africa, p. 2. 



211 

communist problem as directly associated to the more general problem of 

political stability. A typical statement, for example, sayst "Difficult 

political problems consume energies and resources which could be used 

better for development purposes. The United States makes constant efforts 

to keep these problems from interfering with orderly growth.These 

difficult political problems, in addition- to communist subversion might 

be tribal rivalries, peasant uprising, labor unrest, and many others. 

Another frequently stated political problem is the lack of poli

tical and administrative skills in the developing nations. This lack of 

skill makes it very difficult for the developing nations to implement 

programs—especially welfare programs—which are commonplace in the 

advanced countries. "Institutional inadequacies, antiquated methods, 

lack of adequate data, and shortages of skilled administrators plague 

almost all governments of the region."^ The foreign aid program is an 

attempt to correct this situation. 

The underdeveloped countries are beset with serious economic 

difficulties. Many of the recipients of foreign aid exist in an economic 

milieu similar to that experienced by the West in the middle ages. One 

of the most acute economic problems is the available food supply. "One 

of the gravest weaknesses in Near East and South Asia countiy economies 

is that not enough food is produced to feed rapidly growing populations." 0̂ 

-^U.S., Agency for International Development, Foreign Aid to Near 
East and South Asia, p. 3* 

39Idera. 
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Another economic problem is the isolation of many regions within 

the same country. Some geographical areas and demographic groups are 

not integrated into the economic and cultural life of the country. This 

problem is especially acute in Latin America where there are isolated 

populations of peasants and Indians who do not participate in social 

activities beyond their immediate social units. These groups of people 

do not produce economically, nor do Ahey have economic intercourse with 

/il 
other elements of the society. 

Finally, serious cultural problems confront most underdeveloped 

countries. There are serious religious, ethnic, and economic group 

rivalries that impede the progress of social integration. For example, 

in India and Pakistan there is the Hindu-Muslim rivalry. In Southeast 

Asia there is the Buddhist-Catholic rivalry. In Latin America there is 

cultural division between Indians and whites. In almost every under

developed country there is a division between the urban labor population 

and the rural peasantry. All of these problems hamper the efforts of the 

underdeveloped countries to achieve modernity and constitute serious 

obstacles to the success of foreign aid. Yet, foreign aid is considered 

Llo 
as a necessary device in the efforts to bring about modernization. 

Summary 

There were definite differences in the problem perceptions con

tained in executive testimony before the four committees. There were 

in 
U.S., Agency for International Development, U.S. Foreign Aid 

to the Far East, p. k, 
h,o 
G. Mermen Williams, "Agricultural Development in Africa," The 

Department of State Bulletin HI (January 25, 1965;, pp. 10^-5. 
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also differences in problem perceptions among the Department of State, 

the Department of Defense, and the Agency for International Development, 

finally, there were differences in problem articulation before congressional 

and non-congressional audiences. 

The largest divergence in problem perception occurred in testi

mony before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs and the Senate Committee 

on Foreign Relations. Articulation of the problem before the Committee 

on Foreign Affairs was almost entirely in terms of the threat of commu

nism, Although executive witnesses articulated ideological perceptions 

before the Committee on Foreign Relations, there xjas also a tendency to 

articulate the problem in realist terms. Executive witnesses veiy rarely 

articulated realist perceptions before the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Executive perceptions articulated before the two Appropriations 

Committees are difficult to evaluate because of the limited data available 

for the Senate Committee and because executive witnesses were generally 

on the defensive before the House Committee. Since witnesses xjere con

stantly obliged to answer charges made against the program by members of 

the Passman Subcommittee, it was difficult for a clear statement of 

executive perceptions to be made. Testimony before the Senate Committee 

was primarily ideological, although occasional realist perceptions were 

articulated. Problem perceptions articulated before the Subcommittee on 

Foreign Operations were usually ideological. 

There was very little evidence of perceptions in the other-

oriented category in executive testimony before any of the committees. 

The only exception was the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations where 
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executive witnesses occasionally articulated perceptions in the policy 

subcategory. Probably in response to Passman's policy orientation, 

executive witnesses occasionally stated the foreign aid problem in terms 

of the effects of the program upon the American economy. Not once did 

an executive witness state the problem in legalist terms. 

Articulation of the problem by Department of Defense witnesses 

was almost invariably in ideological terms. There was only slight varia

tion in the testimony of these witnesses before the different committees. 

There was considerable variation in the testimony of Department of State 

witnesses. Before the Committee on Foreign Affairs these witnesses 

usually stated the problem in ideological terms. Before the Committee 

on Foreign Relations there was a tendency to state the problem in realist 

terms. There was also some variation evident in testimony before the 

Appropriations Committees. While all executive witnesses placed heavy 

stress upon the ideological nature of the foreign aid problem, AID wit

nesses, more frequently than other witnesses, stated the problem in 

realist or policy-oriented terms. 

These differences in problem perceptions articulated by executive 

witnesses, depending upon the committee, suggest that these witnesses 

consciously'attempted to state the problem in the way members of the 

committee perceive it. Witnesses before the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 

whose members perceive the problem as the threat of communism, articulate 

the problem as the communist threat. Many members of the Committee on 

Foreign Relations perceive the problem in realist terras^ and witnesses 

before that Committee occasionally state the problem in these terms. 
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Finally, there is substantial difference between executive per

ceptions when articulated to a congressional audience and executive 

perceptions when articulated to a non-congressional audience. The problem 

as articulated for congressmen is primarily the threat of communism, with 

some variation depending upon the committee. In literature published by 

AID for the public, the problem is stated in basically the terms of the 

realist category of perceptions. 

The significance of these- differences is that there is considerable 

evidence to support the contention that the administration manipulated 

information about the foreign problem in the strategic interests of 

policy-making. The administration seeks to develop perceptions and 

attitudes among congressional and non-congressional audiences which will 

further the poliqy goals of the administration. This is not to suggest, 

of course, that the administration is guilty of deliberate distortion, 

but that the supply and character of information made available ty the 

administration is intended, in part at least, to win approval of adminis

tration policies. 



CHAPTER NINE 

HOUSE AND SENATE FLOOR DEBATE 

The analysis in Chapters Five and Six describes the perceptions 

and attitudes of members of the four committees involved in the foreign 

aid policy process. A broader representation of congressional opinion 

may be obtained by studying floor debate. The purpose of this chapter 

is to determine the extent to which perceptions and attitudes in the 

Senate and the House correspond to perceptions and attitudes of members 

of certain committees in each chamber. 

Congressional floor action constitutes the final phase of the 

enactment stage of the policy process. After Congress has passed the 

legislation, the only step remaining is the President's signature. The 

most important developments during floor action are the votes on amend

ments and, of course, the final vote on the bill. Such votes can sig

nificantly influence the character of policy. Debate on the bill, 

amendments proposed, and votes afford a general picture of sentiment 

toward foreign aid in each house. 

Senate Authorization Debate 

The most extensive debate on the Foreign Assistance Act of I965 

took place in the Senate on the authorization bill. The Senate debate 

lasted for seven days, beginning June compared to the House debate 

which lasted for only two days. In the Senate there were very few sharp 

differences of opinion. Senate debate was characterized by relatively 

216 
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mild criticisms of the program and equally mild justifications for the 

program. The authorization debate was over the Fulbright bill, which 

contained several recommendations for major alterations in the program. 

The major critic of the aid program in the debate was Senator Morse. The 

principal defender of the program, although himself having criticisms to 

make, was Senator Fulbright. 

The Senate authorization debate consisted mainly of four cate

gories of statements; statements critical of military aid, statements 

on American policy in Southeast Asia, statements on Senator Fulbright1s 

recommendations to change foreign aid, and statements on proposals to 

restrict foreign aid. These statements have been given a saliency ranking 

according to the frequency with which each issue was discussed and the 

amount of time devoted to the discussion of each. Statements during the 

other three floor debates (House authorization, Senate appropriation, an 

House appropriation) have been given similar saliency rankings. 

The category of statements most frequently made in the authori

zation debate.concerned military assistance in general. Members of the 

Senate were very critical of the military assistance program, and several 

amendments were offered in an attempt to reduce the size of the military 

assistance program. Special emphasis was given by Senate speakers to the 

role of the military assistance to Latin American countries. Some con

sideration was also given to other underdeveloped countries, although 

not as much as to Latin America. 

Two major themes were developed on the subject of military assis

tance. The first theme emphasized the tendency of American military 
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assistance to produce military establishments with inordinate amounts of 

political influence in the recipient countries. As stated fcy Senator 

Horse, the problem is that 

. . .  t o o  m u c h  o f  o u r  m i l i t a r y  a i d  h a s  g o n e  t o  b u i l d i n g  u p  m i l i 
tary prestige and military status in various Latin American 
countries. Let us be frank about it. It has gone to build up 
military oligarchies in some of the countries, and it has gone 
to build up the strength of military juntas, or groups which 
from time to time became military juntas, to decide to overthrow 
constitutional government. 

"Viewing the consequences of the military assistance program some

what differently, Senator Clark suggested that one consequence of our 

military assistance is to give various countries the wherewithal to fight 

with one another. By reducing the amount of military assistance funds, 

there will be a corresponding reduction in the number of countries 

fighting one another with American military equipment. According to 

Senator Clark, the purpose of reducing the amount of military aid is 

"to arrange a situation in which we shall not give military aid to the 

Turks so that they can fight the Greeks, or give military aid to the 

Greeks so they can fight the Turks, or give military aid to Pakistan 

so it can fight India, or give military aid to India, so that it can 

fight Pakistan.1,2 

The second general theme developed on the subject of military 

assistance, and again applying primarily to Latin America, was that the 

military assistance program should be redefined in such a way as to 

"*TJ.S., Congressional Record, 89th Cong., 1st Sess., 1965> Vol. Ill, 
No. 103, p. 12312. 

2Ibid., No. 105, p. 12651. 
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reduce the unfortunate consequences of military intervention in political 

affairs. Discussion on this subject centered around an amendment pro

posed by Senator Fulbright which would have done two things. First, it 

would have authorized the use of up to $25,000,000 for assistance to an 

inter-American military force under the Organization of American States. 

A second provision of the amendment would have required that American 

military assistance to Latin .American countries be furnished as far as 

possible on the basis of joint plans approved by the OAS. This would 

supplant bilateral arrangements between the United States and recipient 

countries. Fulbright's amendment was favorably received by all speakers 

who addressed themselves to it. (The amendment was adopted 91-0.) The 

intention of the amendment was to broaden the base of participation in 

inter-American affairs to more of a multi-lateral operation. Senator 

Fulbright and a few other members of the Senate have been especially 

concerned over the tendency of the United States to rely too much on 

bilateral aid. This concern is reflected in a statement try Senator 

Javits where he remarked that there are problems in the Western hemi

sphere of a regional character. However, these regional problems have 

not produced regional responsibility or regional action. Rather, 

regional problems are dealt with by individual countries acting inde

pendently. The Fulbright amendment, in the view of Senator Javits, 

would offer an inducement to the existing regional machinery, i.e., the 

OAS, to accept more effective regional responsibility. One consequence 

of the Fulbright amendment would be to "rebut completely any idea that 
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we are trying to dictate to anybody or that we seek a reversion to gun

boat diplomacy. 

The second category of statements, one involving the most intense 

discussion, concerned American policy in Southeast Asia. The debate on 

this subject was generally veiy critical of the .American role in Vietnam 

and was principally led by Senators Morse and Gruening. Both senators 

made lengthy statements on the situation in Vietnam, and their remarks 

were specifically directed toward an amendment to the foreign assistance 

bill authorizing 89 million dollars to finance the war. 

In the debate on Vietnam, Senator Morse developed several themes 

condemning American action. One theme was that Congress is losing control 

over its constitutional prerogatives, especially in that we are involved 

in a war although Congress has not voted a declaration of war. Another 

theme was that the administration is managing the news to the extent that 

only favorable reports are presented to the American people. The unfavor

able news about the war in Vietnam is not mentioned in the press. A third 

theme developed by Senator Morse was the effectiveness of the military 

operation in Vietnam. He suggests that there are many casualties suffered 

by the South Vietnamese civilians as a result of aerial bombardment and 

artillery barrages directed against the Viet Cong.^ 

Another point debated concerned the strategy emplqyed by the 

executive in its request for an additional 89 million dollars for Vietnam. 

It was suggested by Senator Aiken and several other senators that presidential 

3Ibid., No. 103, p. 12318. 

^Ibid.. No. 102, p. 12268. 
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requests for funds to prosecute the Vietnam war are not intended primarily 

for procuring the necessaiy finances, but rather intended to make it 

appear" that there is virtually unanimous support in the Congress for 

administration policy. According to Senator Aiken, the administration 

request for the $9 million dollars in additional authorization is intended 

'to propagendize the world into believing that the Congress is unanimously 
c 

behind any move which the administration chooses to make.'M 

The third category of statements concerned the policy changes 

recommended by Senator Fulbright in the Committee version of the foreign 

assistance bill. There was a noticeable lack of serious disagreement 

with the major provisions of the Fulbright bill. After a fairly lengthy 

statement by Senator Fulbright justifying the bill, several other sena-

tors made statements which generally praised the Fulbright version. 

The first proposal in the bill was that the aid program be 

authorized for two years, rather than the present one-year procedure. 

A two-year authorization would alleviate the tedious and repetitious 

annual review where Congress cannot effectively study the program and 

recommend policy innovations. A second fundamental change was an 

increasing emphasis upon multi-lateral assistance, as opposed to bilateral 

assistance. The Fulbright bill proposed increasing the amount of funds 

available for international foreign assistance agencies to 20 percent 

of the total available for development loans. 

Fulbright contends that multi-lateralism is desirable because of 

growing nationalism in the developing countries. The issue for the 

^Ibid., p. 12274". 
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peoples of Asia, Africa, and Latin America is not capitalism versus com

munism. Rather, they are moving toward a more aggressive type of national

ism as a result of the quest for modernization. By emphasizing their own 

national identity, the underdeveloped countries are in effect rejecting 

both capitalism and communism, Fulbright argues. The American reliance 

upon bilateral assistance reflects an attempt to sell the capitalist 

alternative, as opposed to the communist alternative, to the developing 

nations. Such an attempt will only produce antagonism on the part of 

the foreign aid recipients. When a country receiving American foreign 

aid suggests that the American policies are not desirable, we should not 

interpret this as being ingratitude on their part, but rather as a mani

festation of their own nationalism. Ejy resorting to international 

lending agencies, Fulbright argues, the problem produced by the antagonism 

of the borrower towards the lender is removed to a very large extent. 

The disagreement expressed by senators over the Fulbright pro

posals was relatively mild. That disagreement registered centered on 

the desirability of multi-lateral assistance. Some senators argue that 

it should be evident to the recipient that the source of foreign aid is 

the United States. If American aid is funneled through international 

agencies, the recipient is not likely to know where the money came .'from 

originally. Senator Pastore, for example, raised the questions 

What is wrong with the borrower knowing that the money involved 
is American money coming from America? Why should it be fun
neled through an international agency,, with allegiance being, 
let us say, to an entity, as against a nation that is actually 
making the sacrifice to put up the money? 1-Jhat is wrong with 
that?' 

6Ibid., No. 101, p. 12156. 

7Ibid.. No. 105, p. 12648. 
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The final categoiy of statements during the Senate authorization 

debate consisted of the desirability or undesirability of including in 

the authorization bill a provision prohibiting foreign aid to countries 

acting contrary to American interests. Principally, this debate centered 

on Egypt and Indonesia. Some senators argue that if the actions of these 

countries continue to be hostile or contrary to American interests, then 

foreign aid should be denied to them. Such a position is reflected in a 

statement by Senator Douglas. 

I think we have taken enough insults from Sukarno and Nasser and 
have witnessed a eries of hostile actions. While I believe in 
foreign aid, when there are repeated acts of aggression, such as 
Nasser is committing in Yemen, and Sukarno is committing in Malay
sia, and when these are accompanied by damage to American buildings 
and igsults to the United States, there is a time when we should 
stop. 

On the other hand, there were those who opposed this position on 

the grounds that Congress should be extremely careful in making these 

narrow and short-run restrictions in the foreign aid program. The conse

quences of these restrictions may be more unfortunate than are the prob

lems to which the restrictions themselves are directed. According to 

Senator McGee, such restrictions should not be made, because they consti

tute a congressional "mad-on" against the leaders of specified countries. 

By such action, the United States places too much emphasis on leaders 

and loses sight of the more important concern for the people. Such 

restrictive actions also have a tendency to encourage people like Nasser 

and Sukarno to move closer into the eneiny camp. Finally, Congress ought 

8Ibid.. p. 12680. 
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to be concerned with legislating long-run policy and not in making short-

run policy based upon a "sense of pique.1,9 

House Authorization Debate 

House debate on the authorization bill was significantly different 

from the debate in the Senate. The Senate debate.had been over the 

Fulbright bill which contained significant changes in the aid program. 

The debate in the House was over a different bill, which did not contain 

the Fulbright proposals. Only infrequent reference was made to the 

changes recommended in the Senate version. Further, there were signi

ficant differences in the issues covered in the House debate. T/Jhile the 

Senate debate was veiy critical of American foreign policy and generally 

favorable toward the concept of foreign aid, the House debate was not 

critical of general foreign policy, yet veiy critical of specific aspects 

of the aid program. 

There were four main categories of statements made during the 

House authorization debate. The most frequent type of statement concerned 

the threat of communism. The second category consisted of criticisms of 

the aid program. The third category consisted of praise for the program. 

The final category consisted of statements or proposals to restrict the 

program. 

The first category of statements—those most frequently made in 

the House debate—consisted of the threat of communism in different areas 

of the world. The general attitude of most speakers during the House 

9Ibid.. p. 12681. 



225 

debates is indicated in a statement by Chairman Morgan of the Committee 

on Foreign Affairs. "Today we are actively engaged in defending ourselves 

against Communist aggression on several fronts. Our defense strategy is 

based on the availability of foreign aid. 

This general position taken by many members of the House is 

largely the same position presented by the administration in its justi

fication of the aid program during the hearings before the House Committee 

on Foreign Affairs. Further, it should be noted that no one during House 

debate took a position which could be construed as minimizing this pre

sumed threat of communist aggression. This is made more significant 

when the House debate is compared with the Senate debate, where there 

was definitely a minimization of the significance of the communist threat. 

The discussion on communist aggression largely consisted of the 

threat posed by communist Cuba to the Western hemisphere. Several of 

the amendments offered to the House bill were intended to restrict the 

aid program to those countries assisting Cuba. The nature of the House 

debate on this subject is well expressed in a statement by Representative 

William Cramer (R~Florida). Cramer sponsored an amendment designed, in 

his view, to help restrict the exportation of communism from Cuba. Cramer 

has a special interest in the Cuban problem because of the proximity of 

Cuba to his district in Florida. 

There should be no question in the mind of anyone sitting in this 
Legislative body that there is being exported from Cuba communism, 
particularly after the debacle we have seen and the problems we 
have seen, and the dying of American boys in the Dominican Republic 

10Ibid., No. 93, p. 10840. 
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to try to stave off, as the President himself saicL, the Communist 
take-over of that uprising that is Cuban inspired. 

Even those speakers who addressed themselves to other issues in 

the aid program placed considerable emphasis upon the significance of 

communism. When a speaker discussed some dimension of the aid program, 

it was invariably directed to communism. Representative William F. Ryan 

(D-New York) related the general issue of development to communism. 

. . . Governments preoccupied with internal development and eco
nomic growth—and assisted by us in this task—are less likely 
to engage in unsettling external adventures and more likely to 
evolve political institutions and social processes compatible 
with our own rather than with coercive systems on the Communist 
model. U.S. assistance for the purpose of economic development 
is an essential element of any U.S. effort to_influence sound 
political evolution of the emerging nations. 

The second category of statements during the House debate con

sisted of negative criticisms of the aid program. These criticisms took 

two forms, almost' equal in their frequency. Some speakers criticized 

the aid program in very general terms. Such a general criticism was 

offered by Representative H. R. Gross (R-Iowa). 

By this time tomorrow evening the leaders of assorted foreign 
governments will be able to lick their chops in anticipation of 
the gift packages they will receive throughout the next 12 months 
from that wonderful Uncle Santa in the White House in Washington 
and his helpers, who hold forth in Foggy Bottom, to make sure that 
all packages are neatly wrapped, properly tied with gay ribbon, 
and delivered promptly on a freshly polished silver platter. ̂  

(Statements like the above ty Representative Gross were more common in 

the House than in the Senate.) 

1LEbid., No. 9^» p. 11130, 

12Ibid., p. 11144. 

13Ibid., No. 93, p. 108^7. 
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The second type of negative criticisms leveled against the aid 

program were those which singled out specific exanqples where the aid 

program was a failure or was inadequate. Such criticisms were offered, 

for example, by Representative Paul Fino (R-New Torlc). 

I think of $250 million spent in Iran on building modern 
military camps for soldiers who do not understand the sophis
ticated electrical equipment, but who subsequently dismantled 
the plumbing and kitchen facilities and sold them in the black 
market. 

I think of the actions of some of our people in Peru where 
a former aid chief was discovered to be a chief stockholder in 
a cattle company which had received foreign aid funds. 

The third category of statements consisted of general praise or 

justification for the aid program. Almost without exception, such state

ments suggested that the foreign aid program is essential, given the 

threat of communist expansion. In citing the record of success in the 

past, there was usually a mention of how the recipients of foreign aid 

had escaped communist take-over. Also, there was Reference to the need 

for foreign aid in the American defense system, principally in the areas 

contiguous to the communist bloc. Such a statement as that of Represen

tative Dbnald Fraser (D-Minnesota) indicates this general line of argument. 

The foreign aid program is essential. It has had major suc
cesses in Western Europe and in many other countries including 
Israel, Greece, and Taiwan which were underdeveloped countries 
and which have now gone off the American aid list. 

Moreover, economic assistance has been essential in the 
forward-defense countries such as Laos, Viet Nam, Korea, and 
many other parts of the world which are in confrontation with 
the Sino-Soviet bloc. ̂  

^Ibid., p. 10862. 

15Ibid., p. IO863. 
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The final category of statements concerned whether or not American 

aid should be extended to those countries which pursue policies contrary 

to the American interest. The countries most frequently mentioned in 

this regard were Egypt and Indonesia. As in the Senate, members of the 

House thought American aid should not be extended to Egypt and Indonesia 

if these two countries persisted in pursuing policy unacceptable to the 

United States. Members of the House did not try to amend the aid legis

lation in order to prevent sending aid to these countries, as was charac

teristic of Senate action. Rather, House members were more concerned 

that the administration had not applied already existing congressional 

restrictions. Such an attitude is reflected in a statement by Represen

tative Ryan. 

• . . The existing prohibitions against aid to Nasser have 
never been implemented. I have time and time again asked the 
State Department for an explanation of the flouting of congres
sional intent. All I have received is avoidance of the question. 
It is time for Congress to unequivocally assert i-tgelf on this 
important issue. Appeasement of Nasser must end. 

House Appropriations Debate 

There was considerable difference between authorization and appro

priation debate in the House. During authorization debate, more state

ments were made on the need for foreign aid posed by the threat of cormminism. 

Also during authorization debate there were more statements criticizing 

specific aspects of the aid program. The prevailing concern over commu

nism was not so evident during appropriations debate, and criticisms of 

the aid program tended to be more general. 

l6Ibid., No. 9^» p. 11138. 
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In the House, debate on the appropriations bill took place on 

September 8, and the bill passed the same day. The debate may be divided 

into four categories of statements; general criticisms, specific criti

cism, general praise, specific praise. 

General criticism was the most frequent statement. The argument 

that foreign aid contributes to the outflow of American gold is an exam

ple of a general criticism. The same issue could be a specific criticism 

if specific referents are included; e.g., figures on the amount of gold 

leaving the country, figures on the amount of foreign aid given the 

various countries, and figures on the amount of gold purchased by reci

pients of foreign aid. Some of the general criticisms made during the 

House appropriations debate were: the conflict between India and Pakistan 

(the most frequently discussed issue), the gold drain problem, general 

administrative failures in the foreign aid program, and the suggestion 

that the foreign aid program consists of more elements than simply those 

included under the Foreign Assistance Act. 

Most of the speakers in the House made general criticisms of the 

foreign aid program. Usually they were critical of the concept of foreign 

aid and cited general weaknesses in the program. An example of this type 

of general criticism was made by Representative Odin Langen (R-Minnesota). 

The record in the past is only too clear. Foreign aid dollars 
have failed miserably in stopping the advance of communism in the 
world and have too often been used by the world's dictators as 
ammunition against the free world. There has been little guaran
tee that our money has ever reached the people for x^rhom it was 
intended. ' 

17Ibid., No. 165, p. 22330. 



230 

The second category of statements consisted of specific criticisms 

of the aid program. Speakers who made specific criticisms of the aid 

program singled out various aspects of the program and cited specific 

details. The great majority of the specific criticisms made of the aid 

program were offered by Otto Passman, who was the floor manager of the 

appropriations bill. An example of specific criticism was a statement 

bry Representative Vernon Thomson (R-Wisconsin). 

Among the forms of contracts executed by AID are those 
entitled, "Research and Analysis." This agency has spent a 
total of more than $25 million on,research projects. Among 
such research projects are the following: 

"Impact of Electric Power on Rural Development—Pilot Study 
in Columbia," $80,000, Fairbanks-Morse. . . . 

After 30.years of rural electrification in America, it would 
seem that a telephone call to the National Electric Cooperative 
Association or the TVA, or the investment of a 5-cent stamp could 
have produced an answer to the intact of electric power og rural 
development at a saving ... to the American taxpayers. 

The third category of statements in the House floor debate was 

general praise for the foreign aid program. Those speakers who offered 

general praise of the program suggested that foreign aid has been basically 

successful, is a necessity in American foreign and defense policy, or that 

foreign aid is a good idea for other reasons. These speakers cited the 

Marshall Plan and the Alliance for Progress as evidence of the success 

of the foreign aid program. Communism was most frequently cited as the 

governing necessity for foreign aid. The effects of foreign aid in 

expanding American trade and humanitarian concerns were the more impor

tant of the other types of general praise for the program. An example 

of general praise fbr the foreign aid program was made by Representative 

Jeffrey Gohelan (D-California). 
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The history of the last two decades shows rather conclusively 
that this program of economic and military assistance played an 
essential role in the rebuilding of Western Europe. It shows 
that it was a crucial element in enabling Turkey to withstand 
heavy Soviet pressures and in permitting Greece to put down Com
munist aggression. It shows that it allowed many nations on the 
border of the Sino-Soviet bloc to survive and grow and it shows 
that it has encouraged, and in some cases made possible, economic 
and social growth in many of the underdeveloped countries of the 
world. 

Finally, the most infrequent statements made during the House 

floor debate consisted of specific praise of the aid program. Such 

statements consisted of selection of specific facets of the aid program, 

description of the various components of this reference, and illustration 
I 

of how this information was favorable for foreign aid. An example of 

this type of specific praise was made by Representative Julia Butler 

Hansen (D-Washington). 

It is in this field of education that we undoubtedly could 
have done more, but where we have to date made credible progress. 

Ethiopian teachers trained in the AID assisted institutions 
. constituted JO percent of that Nation's total at a costpPf $838,000 
for 2,250 teachers and 232 teacher training classrooms. 

On September 8 the House passed an appropriations bill which was 

only 75 million dollars below the authorization bill and 175 million 

dollars below the administration request. This was the smallest reduction 

in the history of the foreign aid program. 

Senate Appropriations Debate 

The debate in the Senate on the appropriations bill, lasting from 

September 22 to September 23, differed in many respects from the debate 

19Ibid., p. 22324. 

20Ibid., p. 22312. 
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in the House. There was considerable difference in the types and number 

of issues discussed. Further, the debate in the House tended to be more 

acrimonious than the Senate debate. In the Senate, debate may be divided 

into three categories of statements: statements concerning the military 

assistance program, statements critical of foreign aid, and statements 

praising the program. 

The majority of speakers who addressed themselves to the military 

assistance program offered critical statements. The most active partici

pants on this issue and the other issues as well were Senators Morse and 

ELlender. Each presented several amendments to the bill. These amend

ments were intended to reduce the amount appropriated. An example of the 

general negative comments made on the issue of military assistance was 

offered by Senator ELlender. 

When we give military equipment to countries, particularly 
to countries such as those to the south of us, we can be sure 
that some day we shall come to rue the time when we made avail
able military equipment to those countries, in the same manner 
that we should now rue the day we gave military assistance to 
India and Pakistan«-,over and above what was necessary for their 
internal security. 

The second category of statements made during the Senate appro

priations debate consisted of general criticisms of the aid program. 

Specific issues were very infrequently raised either for or against 

foreign aid. Senator Ellender at one point inserted into the record 

considerable material referring to specific details of the program. 

However, very little discussion involved specific items in the aid 

program. Such general criticisms as the misrepresentation of the program 

21Ibid., No. 176, p. 23968. 
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by AID and the confusion among congressmen and the public over the nature 

and extent of the aid program were made. An example of this second type 

of statement was made try Senator Roman Hruska (R-Nebraska). 

. • . This claim that most foreign aid expenditures are ear
marked for U.S. procurement is less than fully candid. . . . 

Here is the catch in that arrangement. The foreign countries 
tend to buy with those aid dollars the products that they would 
have bought from this country anyway. In that way, other U.S. 
dollars they have are frged for use in paying for purchases from 
Europe or other sources. 

Finally, the third category of statements in the debate consisted 

of general praise for the aid program. and large, general praise of 

foreign aid was prompted by the general criticisms made especially try-

Senators Morse and Ellender. General praise was also frequently offered 

to defend the program when confronted fcy amendments designed to reduce 

it. The task of defending the foreign aid program was largely performed 

by the appropriations bills' manager, Senator Pastore. Most of the sena

tors who spoke on the appropriations debate were critical of the a.d pro

gram, and Senator Pastore defended it almost alone. An example of the 

type of general defense or general praise of the aid program was offered 

ty Senator Pastore in reply to criticisms of the military aid program. 

All I say is that if we create the impression in Peiping that 
we will allow Taiwan to have obsolete equipment, we mil see a 
move by Peiping toward Taiwan. We will begin to see pressures 
applied in the cunning,, subtle way that only the Communists know 
how to employ. Let the Communist world begin to think that we 
will lie down and relax with respect to modernizing some of the 
equipment our friends have to hold back an onslaught of communism, 
and we will begin to see the penetration and probing to which 
Communists are accustomed. J . 

22Ibid.. p. 23981. 

23Ibid.. p. 23977. 
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On September 23 the Senate passed and sent to conference an appro

priations bill which was 217 million dollars below the authorized level 

and 316 million dollars below the administration request. The Senate 

bill was also 142 million dollars below the House appropriations bill. 

Amendments 

The amendments proposed for both authorization and appropriations 

bills in each house reflected the sentiment expressed during debate. There 

was substantial difference between the character of amendments proposed 

in the House and the Senate. There was less difference between authori

zation and appropriations amendments in each house. 

During the Senate authorization debate, several amendments were 

offered intended to reduce military aid. All of these amendments, most 

of which were proposed by Senator Morse, were defeated. An amendment 

sponsored by Senator Fulbright intended to divert military aid funds to 

help create an inter-American peace force was overwhelmingly approved by 

a vote of 91-0. Other amendments which would have reduced the size of 

the program or curtailed it in some other way were defeated. 

Few amendments were offered to the House authorization bill. 

These amendments again reflected the concern in that chamber for commu

nism, especially in Latin America. However, all of the amendments were 

rejected, which is a radical departure from previous House action. 

Usually there are several amendments accepted and many more proposed. 

The 1965 bill was the first time in history that the House did not amend 

the program on the floor. 
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All amendments offered during the Senate appropriations debate 

were intended to reduce the size of the program. All of these amendments 

were rejected. However, an amendment sponsored by Senator Morse which 

would have cut the military assistance program to Latin America was 

defeated by only two votes. 

Amendments to the House appropriations bill were insignificant 

in number. Only one important amendment was proposed, and it was accepted. 

This prohibited aid to countries whose ships carried strategic goods to 

North Vietnam ot Cuba. 

The amendments offered in 1965. although few in number, confirm 

the conclusions derived from analysis of floor debate. In the Senate 

there is a concern for general policy questions and considerable hostility 

toward the military aid program. Members of the House seem to be pre

occupied with communism and seek to use the aid program as a weapon to 

fight the communists. 

Conclusions 

At least five observations can be made from the foregoing analysis 

of the floor debate on the foreign aid bills. First, there was a notice

able tendency on the part of the Senate to discuss general policy questions. 

The Senate debated the general advisability of military assistance and the 

whole question of American policy in Southeast Asia. Similar policy dis

cussions did not occur in the House. 

The debate on foreign aid reflects a basic contrast between the 

Senate and the House. In the Senate, debate is unlimited, while in the 

House, debate is strictly limited. Members of the House are not free, 
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like their Senate colleagues, to comment at length on any subject. The 

limited time available to House speakers results in the more specific 

content of House debate. 

Second, the same people, especially in the Senate, were active 

in the debates on the authorization and appropriations bills. In the 

debate on both bills, members of the Committee on Foreign Relations par

ticipated in greater numbers than members of the Committee on Appropria

tions. In the House, more members of the Committee on Appropriations 

participated in the debate on the two bills than did members of the 

Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

Third, members of the House were more critical of the aid program 

than members of the Senate, especially during consideration of the appro

priations bill. One reason that the appropriations debate was more criti

cal of the aid program than the authorization debate was because Representative 

Passman, the leading critic in the House, did not participate in the authori

zation debate. The Senate, generally speaking, was more favorable toward 

the concept of foreign aid. 

Fourth, the significance of communism for foreign policy questions 

was particularly salient in the House. Virtually every speaker alluded 

to the threat posed by communism. A similar heavy emphasis upon commu

nism was missing from the Senate debates. 

Fifth, there was considerable similarity between the authoriz ac

tion and appropriations debates in each house. The same general types 

of issues were raised in the debates on each bill. For example, in the 

Senate there was discussion of American policy in Southeast Asia during 
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debate on both bills. However, there was considerable difference between 

the two houses in the character of debate. In the Senate there was dis

cussion of general policy issues, while in the House there was emphasis 

upon communism and criticism of the aid program. In the House there was 

more frequent reference than in the Senate to specific items in the foreign 

aid program. 

This analysis of the floor debates on foreign aid indicates that 

the findings of the four committees concerned with foreign aid also apply 

to the full House and Senate. Examination of debate shows that percep

tions and attitudes of the members of the two committees in each chamber 

concerned with foreign aid are representative of perceptions and attitudes 

of the members of the respective chambers. This is explained to a large 

extent by the fact that the participants in floor debate tend to be mem

bers of the committees that held hearings on the different foreign aid 

bills. 

Further, analysis of floor debate indicates basic differences 

between the House and the Senate corresponding to differences between 

the committees. Floor debates indicate the prevalence of ideological 

perceptions among House members and realist perceptions among senators. 

Also, the debates indicate the significance of primary attitudes among 

House members and the absence of primary attitudes among senators. These 

differences correspond to differences between the committees and the two 

houses—especS&ly the Committees on Foreign Affairs and Foreign Relations. 



CHAPTER TEN 

CONCLUSIONS 

Foreign aid is one of the most controversial areas of public 

policy. In addition to the debate over foreign aid itself, the annual 

consideration of foreign aid by Congress is a ready vehicle for general 

foreign policy discussions* In recent years, foreign aid debates in 

Congress have involved extensive discussions of major foreign policy 

issues—especially in the Senate. Foreign aid policy-making thus pro

vides an opportunity to analyze policy-makers' perceptions of an atti

tudes toward objects in the foreign policy areas. These perceptions and 

attitudes are important, because it is upon them that American foreign 

policy is based. 

This study of the foreign aid poliqy process has been guided by 

several hypotheses. The purpose of this final chapter is to determine 

the extent to -which these hypotheses are valid. Since human behavior 

does not lend itself to a high degree of analytical precision, the 

findings of social science research inevitably contain variations. 

Although the hypotheses of this study are generally valid, some varia

tions are evident. The general conclusions and variations from the 

stated hypotheses are discussed below. 

Hypothesis As Since the foreign aid problem is a part of American foreign 
policy, the perception of the foreign aid problem by most policy-makers is 
dependent upon their analysis of the goals of American foreign policy. 

238 
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a. If policy-makers analyze the goals of American foreign policy as the 
containment of communism, then they tend to perceive the foreign aid 
problem in these terms. This is especially true among congressmen. 

b. If policy-makers analyze the goals of American foreign policy as 
modernization of underdeveloped countries, then they tend to perceive 
the foreign aid problem in these terms. 

c. If policy-makers analyze the goals of American foreign policy in terms 
other than containment of communism or modernization of underdeveloped 
countries, then their perceptions of the foreign aid problem tend to 
vary. 

As indicated during hearings and floor debate, most congressmen 

analyzed the goals of American foreign policy as containing communism. 

The foreign aid problem was perceived as the threat of communism to 

American national security. The purpose of foreign aid for these congress

men is to prevent the spread of communism, and the success of foreign aid 

is measured by its success in achieving this purpose. Congressmen seldom 

suggested that foreign aid can be justified on grounds other than national 

security. 

The perception of the problem as the threat of communism has been 

defined as ideological. Ideological perceptions were most common among 

members of the House, although some senators also fit this category. 

Congressmen with ideological perceptions tended to favor the use of 

foreign aid as a weapon in the cold war. The primary foreign policy goal 

for congressmen -with ideological perceptions is the prevention of the 

spread of communism. Therefore, the only legitimate use of foreign aid 

is to help defeat communism. Further, the ideologue believes that the 

military is the most effective means for defeating communism and that 

the effectiveness of economic aid is rather limited. 
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Veiy few congressmen perceived the goals of American foreign 

policy as the modernization of underdeveloped countries—defined as the 

"realist perception" here. Realist perceptions were confined almost 

entirely to senators and primarily to members of the Committee on Foreign 

Relations. Congressmen with realist perceptions tend to favor the concept 

of foreign aid but are opposed to the use of foreign aid as a weapon in 

the cold war. For the realist, the underdevelopment of certain nations 

is the problem to be solved by foreign aid. The fact that communism 

threatens the underdeveloped countries is only one dimension of the prob

lem, whereas it is the whole problem for the ideologues. Consequently, 

if the purpose of foreign aid is only to fight communism, then the real 

problems of the underdeveloped nations may be overlooked. 

For some policy-makers there is no relationship between their 

analysis of the goals of American foreign policy and their perceptions 

of the foreign aid problem. The perceptions of such policy-makers has 

been defined as other-oriented. Congressmen with other-oriented percep

tions tended to be divided in their attitudes toward foreign aid. Some 

of these congressmen with legalist perceptions were favorable toward the 

concept of foreign aid either as defined by the ideologue or by the 

realist. Others in the legalist category were opposed to foreign aid in 

any form. Congressmen with policy-oriented perceptions tended to be 

opposed to the concept of foreign aid. Congressmen with such perceptions 

were critical of specific elements of the aid program and tried to show 

how these elements are a waste of money. The basic argument of most 

congressmen with policy-oriented perceptions was that foreign aid is 

ineffective. 
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Hypothesis B: The greater the intensity of primary attitudes among 
policy-makers which are relevant to foreign aid, the more problem per
ceptions are conditioned try these attitudes. 

Congressmen and executive personnel enter the foreign aid policy 

process with a system of attitudes that are not derived from the foreign 

aid situation but are relevant to it. These attitudes—primary attitudes— 

are a product of the socialization of the individual. Every individual 

possesses a value structure. The individual's commitment to these values 

varies—the commitment to some is stronger than to others. Attitudes are 

expressions of values toward certain objects. Like values, the indivi

dual's commitment to attitudes varies. Strong attitudes are determinant 

of behavior, while weak attitudes are not. This explains why individuals 

who agree on a particular matter do not necessarily behave the same. 

In the foreign aid policy process several primaiy attitudes deter

mine behavior. The most widely shared primary attitude among congressmen 

is an hostility toward communism. While there is no evidence that any 

member of Congress is favorable toward communism, the importance of 

hostile attitudes toward communism varies greatly. As the strength of 

hostility increases, the greater the probability that the problem will be 

perceived as the threat of communism. Congressmen who perceive the prob

lem in terms of communism and who are strongly hostile toward communism 

tend to perceive every instance of upheaval or crisis in the world as 

the handiwork of the communists. Those who perceive the problem as some

thing other than the threat of communism are less concerned about the 

activities of communists. Senator Fulbright even goes so far as to say 

that the communists may not be as dangerous as many people believe. 
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Another primaiy attitude that is evident among congressmen, 

although far less frequently than anti-communism, is a positive predis

position toward the constitutional provisions for policy-making. Some 

congressmen perceive the foreign aid problem as the process for making 

foreign aid policiy. Such perceptions have been defined as legalistic. 

Senator Morse, for example, strongly favors a more active role of Congress 

in making foreign aid policy. As a result, Morse perceives the foreign 

aid problem as the relationship between Congress and the executive in 

foreign aid policy-making. 

It should be pointed out that it was not possible to measure 

accurately the extent to which attitudes were shared among congressmen. 

Since analysis depended entirely upon the records of hearings and floor 

debate, the attitudes of congressmen who did not participate in either 

could not be determined. 

Hypothesis C: Given the role of the executive in the foreign aid policy 
process (see below), executive officials will articulate the foreign aid 
problem differently depending upon the problem perceptions of the audience. 

There were definite differences in the executive articulation of 

the problem before congressional and non-congressional audiences. Before 

committees of Congress, executive witnesses almost invariably stated the 

problem as the threat of communism to American security. Executive wit

nesses placed more stress upon the threat of communism before some com

mittees than before others (see below). 

Executive articulation of the problem before non-congressional 

audiences placed considerably more emphasis upon communism than upon the 

economic, social and political needs of the underdeveloped countries. 
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Further, in articulating the problem to non-congressional audiences, the 

executive stressed the success of the aid program in dealing with the 

problems of underdevelopment. To the extent measured, executive articu

lation of the foreign aid problem tended to be ideological before con

gressional audiences and realistic before non-congressional audiences. 

It is very difficult, if not impossible, to determine conclusively 

whether executive articulations consist of actual problem perceptions or 

whether the articulations are strategic efforts intended to harmonize 

with the views of the audience. The executive is faced with the diffi

culty that articulation of the problem may conflict with the way the 

problem is perceived by the audience. If the audience is Congress and 
i 

the discrepancy is sufficiently large between what the executive says 

the problem is and what congressmen think it is, then Congress may not 

act favorably upon the executive's policy requests. 

The executive surmounts this difficulty fcy justifying foreign 

aid in terms toward which congressmen are generally sympathetic. Congress

men are generally favorable toward security and defense proposals. This 

broad congressional approval for national security proposals leads the 

executive to argue that foreign aid isanecessaiy element of national 

security, and congressional failure to approve the foreign aid program 

would seriously damage American security. 

It is highly likely that executive witnesses do not perceive the 

problem exactly as they articulate it before congressional committees. 

On the other hand, it is unlikely that their articulation of the problem 

is wholly determined by strategic requirements with perceptions differing 
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completely from the statement of the problem. The discrepancy between 

problem perceptions and the way the problem is articulated is a dilemma 

for executive personnel. Problem perceptions of executive personnel are 

influenced by "the nature of their jobs. Executive personnel must arti

culate an "official" administration view. 

The articulation of the problem as dictated by strategic require

ments of the foreign aid policy process raises serious problems for foreign 

aid policy-making. Conditioning of problem perceptions by strategic 

requirements tends to be perpetual. The administration probably will 

not abandon a successful strategy even though the dimensions of the prob

lem for which certain policy is designed may have changed. As a result, 

the articulation of problems becomes more and more conditioned ty stra

tegic requirements. This has been the case with foreign aid. In 19^7» 

with the beginning of the aid program, the problem was perceived as a 

national security threat posed by communism, and foreign aid requests were 

justified on these grounds. Later, when the problem became the need for 

development and stability in the emerging nations, the problem was still 

articulated to Congress as a national security threat posed by communism. 

Actually, the threat of communism is only one aspect of the problem. 

Yet, because there is a generally shared hostility toward communism 

among congressmen and communism is considered a national security matter, 

there is a tendency to emphasize the significance of foreign aid in the 

fight against communism. 

Hypothesis Ds Since congressional committees differ as committees in the 
extent of agreement on problem perceptions, the executive must justify 
the foreign aid program differently before different committees. 
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There is general similarity in executive testimony before congres

sional committees. As was pointed out above, executive articulation of 

the problem before Congress tends to be ideological. However, during 

the hearings on foreign aid in 1965» differences were noted in the emphasis 

given to certain points by various executive witnesses. 

Before the House Committee on Foreign Affairs, witnesses stressed 

the threat of communism. The view was widely shared among members of the 

Committee that the problem to which foreign aid should be directed is 

communism. In justifying the aid program to the Committee, executive 

witnesses argued that foreign aid is an effective device in dealing with 

communism. 

Before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, executive wit

nesses did not place heavy emphasis upon the threat of communism. Rather, 

more consideration was given to the economic, social and political needs 

of the underdeveloped countries which foreign aid could help fulfill. 

Members of the Committee on Foreign Relations held realist perceptions 

more than any other perceptions* 
t ! 

Chairman Passman of the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations is 

especially concerned with the effectsof foreign aid upon the American econ

omy. In their testimony before the Subcommittee, executive witnesses 

stressed that foreign aid has a beneficial effect upon the American 

econougr. The witnesses took pains to point out that foreign aid does 

not contribute significantjly to the balance of payments problem, but 

rather produces markets for American goods. The articulation of the 

problem and the justification o£ the program before the Subcommittee took 

substantially the same form as the perceptions of the Subcommittee chairman. 
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Data on the Senate Appropriations Committee are inadequate, but 

there was a general context of American foreign policy. It is signifi

cant to note that executive witnesses did not place heavy emphasis upon 

communism before the Senate Committee. This reflects a general pattern 

in the Senate where executive witnesses placed less emphasis upon commu

nism than before the House Committees. 

Hypothesis E: Since the executive controls the supply of information 
about the foreign aid problem, the executive is able to manipulate the 
flow of information in" order to reinforce favorable attitudes toward 
foreign aid. 

The sources of information available to the congressional com

mittees involved in the foreign aid policy process indicate the depend

ence of Congress upon information supplied by the executive. Few 

committees conduct independent investigations, and even those that do 

do not rely extensively upon this information. Although all committees 

seemed to question the validity of some executive-supplied information, 

time and cost do not allow Congress to develop its own sources of 

information. 

While the immediate determinant of behavior is the value-attitude 

structure of the individual, information has a long-run influence. The 

value-attitude structure of the individual is a product of the sociali

zation process. A key factor in the socialization process is communicsu-

tion (i.e., exchange of information). Values and attitudes are produced 

by information*. However, as the value-attitude structure develops and 

the salience of certain values and attitudes emerges, the acceptance of 

information becomes selective. The individual tends to accept that 

information which is in harmony with his value-attitude structure and 
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rejects that information which is not. Receptivity to information 

depends upon the intensity of values and attitudes relevant to it."*" 

controlling the flow of information reaching congressmen 

about the foreign aid problem, the executive can influence congressional 

perceptions and attitudes. Information that is in harmony with congres

sional views reinforces perceptions and attitudes. Disharmony between 

executive information and congressional views may lead to disagreement 

over policy. In the interests of obtaining congressional approval for 

executive policy requests, therefore, the executive seeks to present 

information that harmonizes with congressional views. Evidence of this 

is the different executive testimony before congressional committees. 

Hottfever, the executive is confronted with a serious problem when members 

of the same committee hold different views. There is some difference of 

opinion on all committees. However, there tends to be a view which more 

members share than any other. It is to this view that witnesses address 

themselves, while at the same time trying to make statements toward 

which other members will be sympathetic. 

The history of the program indicates that foreign aid is most 

favorably received by Congress when the executive is able to convince 

congressmen that the communists constitute a serious menace. Information 

about communist activity harmonizes with the hostility generally shared 

among congressmen. The 1965 revolt in the Dominican Republic is a case 

in point. The executive argued that the revolt was communist-dominated. 

Based upon information supplied by the executive, some congressmen 

1 
Cf. Carl I. Hovland et al., "Assimilation and Contrast Effects 

in Reactions to Communication ana Attitude Change," The Journal of Abnormal 
and Social Psychology. 55 (September, 1957). pp. 244-52. 
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perceived the Dominican problem as a communist revolt. Congressmen like 

Senator Fulbright, who are not strongly anti-communist, did not agree 

that the communists dominated the Dominican revolt. 

Hypothesis F: Since there are differing perceptions of the foreign aid 
problem between congressional committees, there are differences in the 
functions of these committees in the foreign aid policy process (not 
corresponding to jurisdictional differences). 

a. The function of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations is policy 
innovation. 

b. The function of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs is policy 
defense. 

c. The function of the Subcommittee on Foreign Operations of the House 
Committee on Appropriations is policy innovation. 

d. The function of the Senate Committee on Appropriations is policy 
adjustment. 

The data indicate that it was not possible in 19&5 to detect a 

division between the authorization and appropriation committees which 

corresponds to the jurisdictional differences between the committees. 

The jurisdictional distinction between authorizing policy and appropriating 

funds for this policy was not maintained in practice. The appropriations 

committees, especially the House Committee, did not accept the policy 

contained in the authorization bill as given, but instead frequently 

concerned itself in the course of the hearings with the advisability of 

this policy. Further, the committees on appropriations attempted to 

determine policy by withholding funds for certain authorized programs 

and by including in the appropriations bill restrictions upon how certain 

funds were to be used. 
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There were discernible functional distinctions among the four 

committees involved in the foreign aid policy process. The function of 

the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations may be described as policy 

innovation. The function of the Committee seemed to be to criticize 

the general policy of the aid program and to suggest changes in it. 

The House Committee on Foreign Affairs, on the other hand, tended to 

defend the aid program and guard it against change. This committee 

function may be described as policy defense. 

Similar functions were performed by the appropriations committees.-

The Subcommittee on Foreign Operations of the House Committee on Appro

priations, and especially Chairman Passman, actively sought to reduce 

the size of the aid program. Further, in the course of the hearings, 

members of the Subcoramittee were active in their criticism of specific 

parts of the program. The Subcommittee's function may be described as 

innovation, but in a negative or reducing direction. The Subcommittee's 

function under the leadership of its chairman was to change the program 

but always be reducing or restricting it. The Senate Committee on Appro

priations performed the function of defending the program. The Senate 

Committee tends to view its function as a court of appeal to temper the 

policy innovation of the House Committee. This function may be described 

as policy adjustment, (in 196^ and 1965 the Subcommittee on Foreign 

Operations did not function as effectively in reducing the aid program 

as it had in previous years. As a result, the Senate Appropriations 

Committee did not perform the adjustment function as effectively.) 
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It might be assumed from the point of view of efficiency that 

the House and Senate committees would divide their labor in order to 

examine more thoroughly foreign aid policy requests. Under such a divi

sion of labor, each committee concerned with foreign aid would have only 

a portion of the total aid program which would be its policy domain. 

These domains, when added together, would constitute the entire aid 

program. Such a division of labor has been advocated by Senator Fulbright. 

Fulbright argues that for each committee to consider the entire aid pro

gram means that only a cursory examination can be given, and important 

parts of the program receive no analysis at all. Further, under the 

existing procedure, committees tend to cover the same ground twice. 

However, there was no evidence that Fulbright1s recommendations were 

favorably received in 19&5« In fact, even the Committee on Foreign 

Relations did not restrict itself to certain portions of the aid program. 

Both authorization committees undertook analysis of the entire aid pro

gram. The hearings of the two committees did not supplement each other, 

but rather involved extensive duplications. 

The^e was some difference evident between the House Appropriations 

and Senate Appropriations hearings. It is not likely that this can be 

ascribed to a division of labor, but rather probably results from the 

abbreviated hearings in the Senate. The hearings of the two appropria

tions committees in previous years have not reflected a division of labor. 

Hypothesis G: Since the authority of the House Committee on Foreign 
Affairs is limited to foreign aid (as distinct from the broader consti
tutional authority of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations), the 
Committee opposes major changes in the foreign aid policy process. 



251 

The preoccupation with the legal elements of policy-making by 

some members of the Committee on Foreign Affairs indicates that there is 

a prevailing concern among them for the Committee's authority in foreign 

aid policy-making. As the evidence in Chapter Five indicates, members 

of the House Committee were opposed to the Fulbright proposal for long-

term authorization on the grounds that such authorization would weaken 

the control of the Committee over the foreign aid program. Actually the 

Committee is concerned over long-term authorization, because if the program 

were established for more than one year, the Committee would have virtually 

nothing to do during the intervening period. 

Members of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations showed far 

less concern for the role of the Senate Committee should foreign aid be 

authorized on a long-term basis. The perception of the problem in legal 

terms was not as extensive among members of the Senate Committee as among 

members of the House Committee. Even in the case of Senator Horse, whose 

perceptions were largely legal in nature, there was no opposition to 

long-term authorization because of the effects such authorization would 

have upon the role of the Foreign Relations Committee. The view seemed 

to be fairly generally held among members of the Committee on Foreign 

Relations that long-term authorization of foreign aid would actually 

increase the importance of the Committee. Ey eliminating annual review 

of the aid program, the Committee would have more time for detailed 

analysis of specific portions of the aid program and for studying 
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other foreign policy matters which are presently neglected try the 

2 Committee. 

Hypothesis H: The problem perception of some congressmen who are foreign 
aid policy activists leads them to perform specialized roles in the 
foreign aid policy process. 

A few members of congressional committees performed specialized 

rQles in the foreign aid policy process. These specialized roles were 

directly associated with members' perceptions of the problem. The 

strength of primary and secondary attitudes among these congressmen occa

sioned them to be activists in the foreign aid policy process and produced 

the characteristics of role behavior. 

Representative Passman perceives the foreign aid problem in terms 

of the aid program upon the .American economy. Passman is extremely hos

tile toward foreign aid policy. As a result, he performs the role of 

guardian of the foreign aid purse. Passman's chairmanship of the Subcom

mittee on Foreign Operations increases the effectiveness of this role. 

He sees his purpose to reduce the aid program whenever possible. Other 

members of the Subcommittee and executive officials share the expectation 

that Passman will perform this role. 

2 In 1966 the President requested five-year foreign aid authori
zation. The House Committee on Foreign Affairs approved the request 
probably as a result of its promise to the Senate in the 1965 authori
zation conference to give consideration to long-term authorization (See 
Chapter Three). The Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, however, 
refused to approve the program for more than one year. The action of 
the Senate Committee was occasioned by the unwillingness of the Committee 
to authorize the program, as presently constituted, for more than one 
year. Also, Senator Fulbright informed the administration that he would 
oppose the program unless more aid funds were channeled through inter
national agencies. Hew York Times, April 2̂ , 1966, and June 12, 1966. 
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Senator Morse perceives the problem in legal terras—the process 

of making foreign aid policy. Ibrse has a strong predisposition to the 

constitutional provisions for malting this policy. As a result, Morse 

performs the role of guardian of the Constitution. In his view, Congress 

should play a more active role in the making of foreign aid policy; arid 

especially the Senate should be more critical of administration requests. 

Morse has not been as effective in the performance of this role as Passman 

has in cutting foreign aid. Morse does not have the means at his disposal 

that Passman has. Morse must confine himself to introducing amendments 

to Senate bills and by participating in conference action. In 1965, few 

of Morse's recommendations were adopted, as they seldom are. Passman 

has also been less effective in the last two years. 

Another quite different role performed by Senator Fulbright has 

consequences beyond foreign aid. Fulbright tends to perform the role of 

foreign policy critic. Fulbright perceives the problem of foreign aid 

and foreign policy in, general in realist terms; the administration presents 

the problem in ideological terms. Fulbright favors economic aid and is 

critical of military *aid; the aiJministration requests more military aid 

than economic. In his capacity as Chairman of the Committee on Foreign 

Relations, Fulbright is a leader of opinion in the Senate dissenting from 

administration foreign policy. Fulbright views his role as dissenter, 

while congressmen, executive officials, and the public expect him to 

perform this role. 

This study of the foreign aid policy process in 1965 suggests 

several possible developments for the future. First, for various reasons, 
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the administration will no doubt continue to request smaller foreign aid 

funds than had been requested in earlier years. The foreign aid program 

has become increasingly unpopular—Congress has repeatedly cut sizeable 

portions from the administration requests. Rather than have funds cut 

by Congress, the administration will probably continue to make "bare bones" 

requests. Farther, there is the problem of the unfavorable American 

balance-of-payments problem. Foreign aid contributes to this problem; 

at leas many congressmen think so. As long as this problem remains, 

foreign aid requests will probably be kept small. 

Foreign aid since the Marshall Plan has not been very successful, 

at least in terms of tangible results. Sizeable American foreign aid 

programs have not produced desired results, especially in India, Indo

nesia, and Egypt, to name only a few. This general lack of success may 

lead to a de-emphasis in foreign aid. In the future, American foreign 

aid may be confined to such humanitarian programs as famine relief such 

as that to India. 

An important factor in the development of foreign aid policy is 

the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. A majority of the Committee 

wants fundamental changes in the nature of the aid program, and the 

Committee has been upheld in this by the Senate. Long-term authoriza

tion, separation of economic from military aid, and de-emphasis of 

military aid are the principal changes sought by the Committee. If 

sufficient support can be maintained in the Senate, and especially if 

the administration supports the Committee's requests more so than it has 

in the past, then changes may result in foreign aid policy. 
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Probably the single most important influence upon the development 

of foreign aid policy is the war in Vietnam. The war gives considerable 

credence to the claim that there is a serious threat to the developing 

nations posed by communism. Foreign aid will no doubt continue to be 

presented as a weapon in the struggle against communism. Further, the 

commitment to anti-communist attitudes will be reinforced ty this war. 

The Vietnam war produces greater emphasis upon military assistance both 

financially in that more money is spent on military efforts to prosecute 

the war, and in terms of belief in the efficacy of military means to deal 

with communism. Victory in the war will mean that American military 

intervention can result in the defeat of communism. It is hard to visualize 

a defeat; rather the question is how far must the war be escalated before 

it can be won. 

Another possible consequence of the Vietnam war is that if the 

fighting goes on long enough and the cost is sufficiently high, there may 

be. a general public revulsion against Jtaierican commitments to foreign 

countries. This may be all the more likely, given the inability of the 

South Vietnamese to establish a viable political system, even with massive 

'American support. 

Given the fact that the success of American foreign aid has been 

limited and also the fact that influential people (e.g. the Committee on 

Foreign Relations) advocate such action, there may be increasing emphasis 

placed upon international organizations for the dispensation of aid. This 

will probably not be in very sizeable amount, but will at least be a shift 

in emphasis. 
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"Whatever the future of foreign aid policy holds, the nature of 

this policy will be determined to a large extent by the nature of the 

policy process itself. The formulation of policy to solve problems is 

never a simple matter. When the problem is in a foreign country, when 

there are many thousands of people involved in formulating policy, and 

when each has his own views and jealously guarded prerogatives, the 

process becomes extremely complex. 

Finally, this study indicates the significance of problem per

ception for the making of policy. Agreement on policy is only forth

coming if there is substantial agreement on the nature of the problem. 

Different problem perceptions lead to differences over the type of policy 

necessary to deal with the problem. It is in the interest of the executive 

in attempting to get congressional approval of policy requests to seek to 

produce some consensus in problem perceptions. Executive strategies in 

19^5 indicate the importance of congressional perceptions. Further, this 

study indicates the problem for democratic government of the close rela

tionship between perceptions and executive strategies. Initiative in 

policy recommendation and control of information ooMbJttS to give the 

executive the ability to perpetuate perceptions which may be divorced 

from reality. Under such conditions it is possible for the executive 

to control foreign policy without meaningful public or congressional 

sanction. 
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