
JIr. rr .. ldent, 

\ ~. unprinted amendment -- in wbicb I am joined by my 

~.t~hed eolleacue ~ ~ -- is quite simple , 
(la p.arpoae. It seeks to re.tore $9.9 millon to the authorization 

.'toi- \be Un1ted Stat •• contrlbutic:m to the UN Development Prograa. 

All or U8 bave been concerned about the very real problema 

,. 10 torelp a1d. Tbere 18 certainly waste, and ineffic1ency, and 

diatorted prioritl... There 1 • . certainly a need for retorm. And 

I .. bopetul tbat by our action 00 thla b1l1 -- plua hard, 

tbOU&bttul work 1ft the . Mfttba ahead -- we canppDevlde the American 

peo,le wltb a •• n.ible strategy ~ torel&n a •• 1at&nce that aervea 

the national intere.t. 

In \bat proc •••• bowever, we w1ll only make matters worae if 

.. eIaortc.,..e currentprograu which repre.ent the most product1ve 

and tONaM-look1q approache. to ald • 

. TIM thlited wationa Development Progr&1I is unquestionably one 

et tboee pro.lA1ns and worthy ettorta. 

The record of' tbe UllDP atanda up 80 well against the major 

critic1 ... le~.led &&ainat fore1gn aid. 
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-- It b&a been said, tor exa~le, that too much ~~ our 

aid prosraa never reaches the poor and hungry people for 

.bOla It 1. intended ••• that our dollars are too often lavished 

on expenslve projects that bavel11ttle benefit for the common 

people. But If that 18 true tor ct her programs, 1 t i 8 ~s t 

not the case tor UlDP. Its tund8 and energies are concentrated 

in are •• whicb ery ou.t tor help. 

• Since 1959 the UlDP and its Special Fund i>redece88or 

bave tinanced .ore than 75 &&tlcultural surveys and 

t .. aabll1ty .tud1es tor land 0.. It has financed IIOre 

than 40 development planning and technical train1ng proJects 

in agriculture. 

• Its fund. bave alao been concentrated in the development 

of pub11c utlllties, in houslng, 1n educat t on and SCience, 

and in applied research. 

• This 18 not SOIl8 vast boondoggle. These are the bard, 

es.ential bulletins blocks ot deve l opment. These are 

the prosrams that will allow the developir~ countries 

.000ay to 8md on their 0l0I, which ougttt to be the 

ultimate purpose of all our foreign aSSistance. 
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.. !be cutback ot $9.9 a1l11on troa the $100 mill10n 

r.qu.ated by the Ada1nistration does not punish the veeted 

intereats or the inefficient bureaucrats. It will exact 

its toll troa those who can least afford it -- children 

1n Atrica and Asia and Latin America who will not be 

taught because teachers cannot be trained.' .. farmers wbo 

will not be able to revive the exhausted 8011 on whIch -
tbelr l1ve8 depend, and who will not be able to get the1r 

crops , to market to escape the grinding poverty ot their 

tathers ••• and of course the untold nUillbers of sick who II1ght 
i 

bave been spared it UNDP and its agencIes had been there I 
I 

to estab11sh, as it haa in 80 many countries, a publ1c healt~ 

procram• I 

• These are the more dra_tic examples, but there are 

1 ••• v1sible benefits that seem to me equally important. 

To take on17 one instance, there 1s the UNDP forestry 

pl"ocraa that provide wood for homes and paper for books. 

.. In more than 120 countries around the world, UNDP 1s 

.. rkins to help other people make the best poss1ble use 

ot the1r own natural resources, their own talents, their 

own energies. when we cut that program, we .ound not 

.imply the dignity of men, but also the growth of the 

whole world's economy. 

-- B"t the cue tor UNDP 1s more than what 1 t does. Ita 

atrengtb 18 also how it does it. Cr1tics of faeign aid have 



"t. 

charged -- and right l y 80 -- that too o~t.n otber countrl •• 

do not s houlder their fair ahare o~ the burden ot ald. Yet 

UNDP 1s a heartening exceptIon to that prOble •• 

• 119 eountries have already pledaed almoet $111 ~ll1OR ( 

tor the 1972 progra.. This repreaents an increaae ot 

17.3$ over their pledges tor 1911. The lncrea .. ~or 

1971 over pledges tor tbe prev10u year ... a. only 5._. 
For exaDIPle .. the United Kin&doa has 1mnued 1ta ple,,_ 

by 33~ and other countries with ..are .odest re.oureM laYe 

pledged even larger .u.s. 

• What does tbis procraa "-117 coat the &.ericanpeoplef 

-What do they "'~tor their aane7t 

• !.&st year' s UNDP contn button C&IIIIt to 43 cent. pel" 

A~erican ••• or ane hundredth o~ one percent ot ow GR. 

On that basis we were 24th in the world tn terM of 

percentage ot 11"088 national product 8ontrlbuted. 

As tor the return on our investment. ever,y .1 
contributed by the U. 8. to the UNDP generated .... u.A 

$6 worth at developMnt work. The coURtr1 •• Neel •• 
e 

UNDI aasist&fice pay tor over balt the coat o~ preJao' - -

activities. 



• All this means that since 1959, at a cost of leas than 

• penny a week from each of us, the UNDP has given new 

productive skills and new hope to tens of millions of 

people. I think the Senate would be hardpressed to find 

any development prograt1. at home or abroad, with a better 

return on investment. 

-- Finally, there i8 the charge that foreign aid does not 

dlr dIrectly benefit our own economy. Here too UNDP stands 

re .. rkably tree o~ cr1ticism. 

Pro. 1959 to 1971, UNDP contract orders from American 

tlr.a totalled nearly $60 million. In that same period, 

over 90 A .. rlean firms and organizatioaa were awarded 

aome 140 contracts for cona~ting serVices, totalling nearly 

$40 a111ion. 

And tbla Is not one of those programs which can be 

faulted on the grounds that the recipiOJit countries 

are forced to purchase goods and services from favored 

concerns in the United states. The role of private 

"investment 1n the UN Development Program is exactly what 

we should be striVing for in every area of aid -- free 

coapetltlon in which American firms are successful because 

of their merit rather than artificial government contraints. 
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I~ view, all this adds up to eaactly the kind of productive, 

equitable, and mutually beneficial approach to development that 

will be the standard to tollow as we reshape our f ore ign aid 

prograM. 

Aa it Is, the $100 million originally requested by the 

Adminlstration tor UlDP 1s a meager investment for al l the benefits 

"rica and the world receive from the program. And i t must be "orne 

ln _ind that even lt we in the Senate authorize the full $100 

.lllion, tbe conference procesa with the Housemmay well yield 

no IIlOre in tinal app~pr1a tlona than the $86 rlli llion the U. s. 
contributed to URDP laat year • 

. In sua, senator ~ and I are asking only that we 

hold even with thls esaential program while the Congress and the 

Adll1nlatration recbart national policy on foreIgn aid. 

Por we are confident that this rechartlng will lead us 

precisely in tbe dlrMtion of the UNDP approach. 

And in the meantime, it would be tragic a.nd senseless to 

cr1pple the best in foreign aid simply bt:!caus€ we are trying at 

the sa .. time to clean out the .orst. 

I urge the Senate to pass this amendment t o res to re t he full 

requested authorization for UNDP. 
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