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national- agencies in larger programs of -

their regular type and as part of the ex-

panded. programs of the Second: Develop-
“ment Decade throughout Southeast - Asia.

" We_ ‘would hope ‘that the United
States would: support the latter approach
through increased contributions to appro-
priate existing agencies and through

-willingness to finance generously an au-

tonomous war-damage fund that would
also be supported by other governments.

This multi-institutional and incre-
mental approach appears more likely
than a crash program to attract the nec-
essary support of other contributors, to
fit the capacities of the multilateral agen-
cies and to suit better the limits and
needs of the countries themselves, for the
following reasons: .

(1) Crash program proposals appear
to envisage the problem in terms that
parallel the post-Second World War situa-
tion in Europe and Japan. The economic
recovery of post-hostilities Indochina,
however, will not be a question of recon-
structing the shattered cities and the
industrial infrastructure of previously
developed economies but rather one of
helping underdeveloped countries to re-
store economies that have been seriously
distorted, where not destroyed, by years
of warfare, and to promote the process of
modernization that (except in North Viet-
nam) had hardly begun before the war.

(2) This multiple approach, which
we see as requiring that smaller doses of
multilateral aid be channelled through co-
ordinated country-development programs
and projects within a Southeast Asian
regional framework, would leave each gov-
ernment free to select the combination of
bilateral and multilateral projects best
fitted to its national needs and its form of
economic and political organization. The
Lower Mekong Basin project provides one
useful model for this type of rather loose,
multilateral co-ordination of bilateral aid.

(3) The massive program approach
on the other hand — whether intended to
be carried out by existing agencies or
through the creation of a new institution
for an independent program — could only
be implemented by directly or indirectly
distorting the broader programs of the
regular agencies (because of limited total
human and material resources) in order
especially to favour the Indochina area.
This would arouse the antagonism of
other developing peoples, particularly in
the same region, who have equally legit-
imate claim to the aid resources of the
international community.

(4) The more gradual approach
would better adapt to the area’s limited

“to carry out the numerous individual

~ sideration, the dispersed, incremental

jects: that would make up -any mag
recovery and development program
cause of the lack, by definition, of im
mentation skills in developing countr
Such an influx under a crash prog
would give it a “neo-colonial’f’: appear
locally.

(5) The mult1-mst1tut10nal appr
would also facilitate the co-operat
both Communist and non-Comm
governments, as both donor and recip
participants — after the pattern of the
Development Program (UNDP) — in
trast to the overwhelmingly ‘“West
pattern of large-scale programs hereto
It would, in addition, assist in develg
co-operative relations among Indod
recipients that have been opponents in
current war and have considerable hist
enmity to overcome if the area is to
any hope of a more peaceful future.

(6) Finally, as a purely practical

proach would reduce the scale of
short-run effort necessary to mobilize
equate international resources — whidls
of some importance in a world comm
not noted for broad generosity toward
developing countries, and in partic
among industrialized states generally
luctant to commit a larger proportio
their national incomes eve,n to the e

multilateral aid for a few small coun
in Southeast Asia. . =

. There are tw_o purely Ame
factors that, especially in view of
prominent role Umted States cont
tions normally play in multilateral
grams, must have negative effects. O
our propensity for the large-scale, cr
program approach. This seems tc
natural appeal to many Americans:
in line with such experiences as 1
the Marshall Plan in Europe; it is
yond the capacity of the United Stafs
finance, on its own if it so desires; it
the American penchant for grand
neering projects and for getting t
done in a hurry. And, in the case of
nam, it would, in addition, in some I\
salve the consciences of those who
that the United States must do somall
to restore the war damage that Am
actions have caused. But if the pre
analysis of this report is correct, the c
program approach is the least likel
especially m terms of the partmulcr



