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The credit side of the EPTA’s ledger was, of course, 
not quite blank. There were, indeed, some solid en- 
tries, especially on the World Health Organization’s 
account. Perhaps the doctors’ discipline gives them so 
little leeway for going astray that they have to deli.ver. 
Besides, the medical profession demands a relatively 
high level of competence and leaves little room for 
mediocrity. In addition, WHO faces no conflict of in- 
terest similar to the one between, say, “Food for 
Peace” and development of agriculture in the poor na- 
tions. On the contrary, control of diseases and im- 
provements in health were ardently desired-evcn de- 
manded- by all. concerned, including the govern- 
ments of the poor nations. Finally, there was the 
powerful pharmaceutical industry, which had a major 
stake in this area and so provided an unrelenting 
thrust in the same direction. 

In general, the record of the smaller agencies- In- 
ternational Civil Aviation Organization, International 
Telecommunication Union, World Meteorological 
Organization- were quite creditable. Again, the tech- 
nical nature of their services provided built-in guaran- 
tees for the quality of their performance. 

The worst performers were FAO, UNESCO, and 
IL0,so that progress was least noticeable in three cru- 
cial fields: food production, primary and secondary 
education, and job crcation. The overall conclusion 
reached in my 1969 study holds, if anything, with 
even greater force today: “The fact is that the UN 
family has hitherto been able to realize no more than a 
fraction of its great opportunities for sponsoring eco- 
nomic developmcnt. The performance of its pro- 
grammes, it would be no exaggeration to say, resem- 
bles that of primitive agriculture: unimproved seeds 
are sown on ill-prepared ground to raise indiffercnt 
crops. Evcn a poor crop is, of course, better than no 
crop. But it  would make poor sense, in both instanccs, 
if goals were set no higher.” 

This rcmark applies to all aid programs- to EPTA, 
to the U.N. Special Fund and UNDP, to thc U.S. AID 
program and its predeccssors, and, yes, to Robert 
McNamara’s assault on world poverty. 

SPECIAL FUND 
A new chapter began with the creation of the Special 
Fund in 1959. Its genesis, the reasons for setting it  up 
as a separate entity rather than further expanding the 
Expanded Program, the tension and confusion gener- 
ated by two programs functioning side by side to serve 
the same goal, a merger movement that dragged on for 
several years, the half-merger that followed, putting 
the two programs under the same roof but still as sep- 
arate entities rather than as a fully integrated en- 
terprise, the emergence of the now famous UNDP- 
all this need not be detailed hcre. The long dcbates and 
iniricate wrangling sealed its fate as readily as they 
did that of America’s foreign aid program, illustrating 
the truth of the proposition underscored in my discus- 
sion of that program: Political compromises made at 
the headquarters level can be fatal to the very objec- 
tives of an aid program in the field. 

The most fateful compromise was made at the very 
moment the Special Fund was conceived. Technical 
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assistance, even after its expansion in 1950, had left a 
lot of people rather disgruntled. However desirable 
such a program might be-so the argument went- 
surely it could not generate much in the way of de- 
velopment, which was, after all, preeminently a func- 
tion of capital formation. This led to the yearning for a 
capital fund under U.N. auspices. 

That soon crystallized into a demand to estab- 
lish such a fund, which was at first called “United Na- 
tions Fund for Economic Development,” or UNFED. 
One look at the unfortunate acronym and the prefix 
"Special" was hastily added. Thus was SUNFED 
born. But soon the proposal ran into formidable snags. 
The U.S. as the major U.N. donor took the line that 
there were not enough funds to go around; that first 
there had to be some progress in disarmament in 
order to release funds which then could be partly used 
to set up a capital fund. Year after year the champions 
of SUNFED brought up a resolution sponsoring the 
proposal of such a fund, but the U.S. stuck to its posi- 
tion. Of course there was no progress in disarmament 
and therefore no move toward SUNFED. 

By the late ‘50s things had changed. Decolonization 
had swcpt through the Third World, and this brought 
in a flood of new U.N. members. Reinforced by this 
new contingent, the SUNFED school now had a com- 
fortable majority; and at a TAC session in 1958 it 
seemed to carry the day. Rather than turn down the 
proposal outright and incur the opprobrium of being 
hostile to Third World development, the U.S. com- 
promised. The proposal, as finally agreed to, called for 
a Special Fund that would go some distance beyond 
technical assistance to deal with pieinvestment ac- 
riuiries but would stop short of actual capital invest- 
ment. The Special Fund projects therefore could be 
more substantial than those of EPTA, involve more 
experts and more equipment; they could also be 
authorized for a period of four years rather than on a 
year-to-year basis. 

PHENOMENON HOFFMAN 
The Special Fund was cstablished formally on January 
1, 1959. Secretary-General Dag Hammarskjold had 
already picked Paul G. Hoffman to serve as its manag- 
ing director. Under the dynamic leadership of this 
dedicated supersalesman, the Fund grew rapidly. 
Hoffman set his goal high and soon began to talk of 
launching a thousand Special Fund projects. Some 
seven hundred were authorized in its first ten years; 
and it took only a few more years for a thousand to 
bloom and for thc secondthousand to get under way. 

Hoffman campaigned vigorously to raise funds, to 
sell the program to the public, both in the U.S. and 
abroad, to engrave the acronym UNDP in the minds 
of millions of people; and in all this he was uniquely 
successful. I t  looked as though the spirit of the sales 
director of Studebaker cars remained undimmed. 

If dedication and zeal were all that was needed, the 
Third World could not have found a better friend. But 
Hoffman’s. approach suffered from two major flaws: 
He was obsessively concerned with quantity and, like 
the architects of the Special Fund, he failed to see that 
prcinucsrmcvri is 1101 developmenr. 



The link between preinvestment and development 
is remote, tenuous, and quite often nonexistent. For 
example, how much sense would it make for a con- 
tractor to lay the foundations of hundreds of 
multistoried buildings in the hope that when times 
were propitious and the flow of capital adequate the 
structures would be built? One can make a case for 
carrying out geological prospecling for mineral 
deposits or surveying forests to make feasibility 
studies about their utilization. But such studies should 
be a means to an end and not an end in themselves; 
and their actual implementation should be the rule, 
not the exception. 

Agriculture, however, falls in an entirely different 
categ~ry. By far the most urgent and obvious need 
here was to inject more science and modern inputs- 
improved seeds and fertilizers in particular- to boost 
per acre productivity here and now. Preinvestment had 
nothing to do with these pressing tasks. Yet FAO man- 
aged to grab 40 per cent of the UNDP’s allocation and 
devote it largely to land-and-water surveys, each ex- 
tending to about four years and ending with fat re- 
ports. (A senior FAO aide.who was specially adept at 
promoting these projects became a hero within the 
agency for successfully procuring so much business.) 
The UNDP authorities were pleased that they gave 
food and agriculture the high priority it deserved. That 
the bulk of their efforts was channeled in the wrong 
direction and did little to increase production nevcr 
seemed to trouble them. Thus there existed an illusion 
of progress on the agricultural front, while in reality 
the food situation grew from bad to worse. 

Meanwhile, Hoffman’s sights soared higher, con- 
stantly focusing on the size of the program, the num- 
ber of projects under way, and, above all, the number 
of dollars flowing into it. I vividly recall how, during 
some personal discussions, he stressed the case for 
merging the Special Fund and the EPTA. “You see, if 
we put the two together, they will add up to $200 
million. Then wcbecome imporranl!” To be important 
was a primary goal with Hoffman, and importance 
was .measured by a simple yardstick-money. 

The ’60s had already been declared as the First De- 
velopment Decade. It had barely passed the midpoint 
when Hoffman initiated some studies to examine the 
UNDP’s future potential. His contention was quite 
clear: The U.N. family, with its specialized agencies 
and vast array of experts, should be capable of han- 
dling a much bigger program. And he further pro- 
posed that the U.N. family was a better and more 
effective instrument for promoting Third World de- 
velopment than was the U.S. and its bilateral aid pro- 
gram. The latter, he argued, was subject to political 
pressures and frequently suspect in the eyes of the 
poor nations, who feared it  might be motivated, and 
tainted, by cold war calculations. Hoffman knew only 
too well that the U.N. programs, too, were exposed to 
political pressures-agencies seeking to expand their 
fiefdoms and high-powered bureaucrats fighting tooth 
and nail to protect their sacred turfs and build their 
own empires-but he chose to soft-pedal these issues, 
at least in public. 

He initiated the socalled “Capacity Study” and 
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entrustcd i t  to a vCtCrill1 U.N. administrator, Sir 
Robert Jackson. In doing so. lie took for granted that 
the study could arrive at only onc conclusion: that the 
UNDP, already well established. hild the ciipiicitp and, 
indeed, was ideally pliiced to play il bigger role in  
Third World dcvclopment. Thilt this would prepare 
the ground for a very substilntiill enliirgcnient of its 
operations in thc Sccond Devclopnicnt Decade. l-loff- 
man had no doubt. 

AFTER THE FALL 
The UNDP“Machine,” wrote Sir Robcri in his report. 
had ‘21 marked idcntity ol‘ its O W I ~ ’ ’  ancl h i d  ircquircd 
“great powcr.” I t  did not lack intelligent iind capilble 
officials, but i t  was organized in such il way tliat man- 
agerial dircction was “impossible.” 

The machinc iis a whole, he concludcd, had beconic 
“unmanageable in the strictest use of the word”; i t  
was becoming “slower and more unwieldy, like some 
prehistoric monster.“ f:or many yeilrs he had looked 
for the “brain” that guided its policies and operations. 
His search had been “in vain.” Mr. lloffman was stun- 
ned, his senior aides w m  furious. 

The recommendations Sir Robcrt made to remedy 
this deficiency were themselves open to serious ques- 
tioning. The degrcc of centralization he envisaged WBS 
neither practicablc nor desirable. After all, what he 
called the UNDP machine was anything but a 
machine. I t  consisted of a family of organizations, 
each founded as a separatc entity nnd with a charier of 
its own that bestowed clearcul responsibilities. Right- 
ly  or wrongly, this was the system the United Nations 
had established over the years. It was too late in the 
day to ignore it  or to whittle i t  down by administrative 
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fiat. Predictably enough, the specialized agencies 
found many of the Jackson proposals unacceptable 
and were successful in asserting their own rights. 

The greatest wcakness of the Capacity Study was 
that it looked at things too much from the organiza- 
tional anglc and too littlc from the substantive one. 
And so it failcd to see how the UNDP had hendicap- 
ped itself from the start by arbitrarily separating 
preinvcstment-which was at best only one facet- 
from the entire process of devclopment and how this 
mutilated approach had made it  impossible to meet 
the most pressing needs of the developing nations. 
The’“dinosaur” did not change its characteristics. The 
attempt at transplanting a brain into it, as prescribed 
by the study, created much commotion and confu- 
sion. In the end the beast acquired even mare body, 
without noticeably improving its cognitive faculties. 

THE DILEMMA 
For over three decades the industrial nations have 
peddled aid and fiddled with development. Thc U.N. 
family-and this is true of other leacling aid programs 
as well-has come to resemble a giant that has its 
heart rivetted on the treasury, its head steeped in 
politics,and its fcet planted firmly in the clouds. In the 
developing nations a small elite zealously protects its 
own privilcgcs, extols thc virtues of aid, thrives on it, 
and clamors for morc. It fattens itself by all available 
mcans and pcrpetuates thc poverty and misery of the 
masses. Together, the donors and the receivers havc 
made a mockery of the ideals of foreign aid. 

What, then, is thc outlook? Would it  be feasiblc to 
restore aid to the moral impulse that had giyen birth 
to it, to purify it  and temper it with a fresh infusion of 
idealism, and to turn it into the truly effective instru- 
ment of world development it  once was supposed to 
be? It  is hard to take an optimistic view, however 
much one might wish to do so. Thirty years’ default, 
misperceptions, and misdoings cannot be remedied 
easily. Consider three simple facts: 

First, corrup 1 regimes carinot, and will not, correct cor- 
ruprion; nor can they function as the agent for develop- 
ment when they do  not care for the poor. The aid 
and support they receive from outside help to con- 
solidate their position and to check and checkmate 
whatevcr reform movements may grow spon- 
taneously among their own people. 

Second, how should one go about the task of im- 
proving the quality of the international bureaucracies, 
brake their built-in growth momentum, and raise the 
level of their performance? Gunnar Myrdal, the 

Swedish expert in development, made some harsh but 
pertinent comments on this point: 

Our aid workers are of two types. They either are of the 
thoughtless species that enjoy having had an exotic ex- 
perience at a high salary. which some of them were able 
to increase by exchanging their money on the black 
market. Furthermore, they often had the possibility of 
getting at tax free spirits and tobacco and of having a lot 
of servants, that are easily to be had in these countries. I 
am not interested in their opinions. Or the workers have 
become deeply troubled about what they experienced 
and havc started to think on similar lines as those I have 
been trying to outline. I have met a lot of people of that 
kind. 

I t  is no exaggeration to say that the vast majority of 
aid workers, in the U.N. programs for example, are of 
the first type. The “deeply troubled” minority find 
themselves helpless. Their views are not only un- 
welcome, they are almost always frowned upon and 
may easily get thcm into trouble. There is no Gunnar 
Myrdal at hand to give them moral succor. 

And third, the two principal bodies within the U.N. 
family that are supposed to be in charge of the aid pro- 
grams are the Administrative Committee on Co-ordi- 
nation (ACC) and the Economic and Social Council. 
The former is an interagcncy body. What I said about 
it  thirteen years ago still holds: 

The Committee meets twice a year and exchanges 
views, but changes little. It harmonizes interests, but 
mostly by mechanically accommodating them. It coordi- 
nates with due ceremony and care, and leaves things 
very much as they are. 

As for ECOSOC, which is an intergovernmental 
body, it consists of representatives of the donor and 
the recipient countries and therefore faithfully reflects 
all the weaknesses that aid programs are heir to. Its 
voluminous discussions blur the issues and generate 
little light. I t  is congenitally incapable of leading the 
U.N. aid program out of its blind alley. It and the ACC 
are ideally suited to maintaining the status quo. 

In drawing my conclusions, I am reminded of a 
well-known Indian proverb: “The mustard seeds that 
are to drive away the ghosts are themselves pos- 
sessed.” The tools of reform, in short, are vitiated. 
Little has changed in the last two decades, except that 
the agcncies have grown in number, the bureaucracies 
have become more bloated, the procedural thickets 
have further thickened. The challenges remain, grow 
even more overpowering,. and so does the dilemma. 
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