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sometimes thouBht that military am economic aid programs are 
~ 

nd in cunflict with, o 
., 
another. To acme 

extent they are . 

obvious sense , th 

iate go~,ate different. In an 

h on nnoth r with reeord to 

budcet levels. In a leas 

att ntion of top deci ion-make 

vitnin recipient governments. 

they compete r or the time am 

in the United States govenuncnt and 

e also a number ot characteristic• 

c~e110Atar1t1ee between them. ~'here there are d fferencea or conflicts 

betue n economic nnd irl.litaey aid, they are often more complex than vas, 

for i rn:;t nee , succ sted by a question recently asked in a Congressional 

Hcnr inG on fore Gil a id, as to vhether cuns or jobs are a surer route to 

st b111 ty in the w crdevelopcd nrens. 

i-went- to exp~y ihree connections betveen econcmic and 

m111 ary aid ns illustrat ive of this general point. The first connection 

ar1s s from the ch r octer of U.S .. objectives in undertaking aid programs 

in un crdcvcloped count ries . The second is concerned with the role ot 

no ilitnry objectives nnd criteria in military aid decision-making; and 

the third connection conce rns the problem of incentives for recruiting 

t op-quo.l ity per sonnel to serve in both economic and military aid programs. 

The firat an second are closely relat d points; the third,· clearly, 11 

quite i n c cnt . 

* Pr pured for delivery as on invited n r ess to the Military Psychology 
Divis i on of the /unerican Psychologico.1 Asoociat1on meeting in Nev York on 
<" c-.. - !'~ 0 r 5, 1961. 
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I. U. S. OBJECTIVES IN THE LESS-DEVELOPED COONI'RIF.S 

Much baa been written on the subject of U.S. objectives !n lees-

4neloped countries, to vbich I have contributed more than my fair ■bare. 

I vill therefore confine myself to a few brief connenta on the related 

question of what status of the less~eveloped countries, individually and 

collectively, would be congenial to us, and reasonably stable, over the 

long-nmT 

In trying to B11Sver this question, let me begin by paraphrasing tvo 

an.avers which are often given to it. One answer, which ia associated 

vith the late John Foster Dul.lea but alao baa adherents in Congre11, the 

Tille-Lite publicbtions and eloewhere, views the desirable and ■table atate 

of the le■a-developed countrie1, as one in which they are firmly allied 

vith and eoadtted to the free wo~ld, prefer bly by mutual defense treatlea 

or other military alliances. A primitive version of thi 'J view contends 

•illply tbat those countries vbicb are not for ua are against us ( usually 

adding, i.lQ,licitly, that those countries which are against our enemiea IILl8t 

be tor us). A more sophisticated version of this view takes th · position 

that noncCllll'llitment and nonalignment are wxlerstandable from the point ot 

Yiev ot the leas-developed countries, and also that they do not imply 

boetillty to the United States am the free world. However., this view 

contend•, nonalignment ia neither irable nor stable, and a posture 

of nonalignment in the short-run will inevitably be eroded in the long-nm, 

liYiDI way to alignment with or absorption by the Communist bloc. More­

cwer, ao tbie viev rune, in the conduct of its programs in underdeveloped 

oOIIDtriea, the United States should show ite desire and preference tor 

am alliance. If we do not., we simply will cat er to and en­

~ the national.iatic hypersensitivities end aqueemiahnesa that 
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characterizes most of t he underdeveloped countries 8nd complicate their 

own decision-making . 

In effect, this answer to the origi.nal question concerning U.S. 

objectives, snys t hat, with appropriate modifications end adjustment,, a 

NATO-type formula am an accompanying mtlitary colll'llitment mnke■ aenae 

aa a reflection of U.S. objectives in the underdeveloped world, u in the 

developed areas of the world. CEtlrO end SEATO are offspring or thi1 view, 

and, until their &nendment in the new Foreign Aosiatance Act, the legi1lative 

comitions governing eligibility for r.nilit ary assistance in the under­

developed as well ns the developed areas, r presented another renection 

ot this viev of U.S. objectives. 

There is a second answer to this question which is much more actively 

eepous d now nd can generally be identified vi.th ~alter Lippman, Sen~tor 

Fulbright and others. This view cont nda that such a structure of 

alliances and commitments in the wxle rdeveloped countries is neither 

des1ro.ble nor stable; t hat it misconstrues the nature of the threat to 

the less-developed countries; t hat it diverts attention am resources 

from the mnJor issues confronting them; end that it unnecessarily arou1e1 

nationalistic sensitivities, on, by so doing, interferes with progre■1 

toward mceti118 the major soc ial nd economic problems facing the less­

developed countries. This answer to t he original quest ion of U .8. 

objectives says t hat what we should aim for in t he l ss-developeJ countr1ee 

are socially, poli t icA.lly, nd conomicnlly pro r ss1ve societies, and that 

the means w should con en r t on to r ali ze t hi s a im should be social am 

economic dev lo m nt , cl ativ l y u.n n ~ina ed by milit ry m asurea ani 

alliancea . Cons quently, should be wil l in t o accept, o.nd perhnps 

even to encourage, n.onn • rmment an "n utrali sm" in t hese countries. 
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Although I have 1ane sympathy ror the aecom viev, I think it 

ern in one very important respect. The neutralism-and-development 

Yin of the umerdeveloped count .--1.ea, and of U .s. objectives 1n them, 

ten41 to conceive of the threat to these coW1triea as entirely, or OY'e~• 

vbeJ •1 ng1 y, a nonmilitary am an internal threat. In tact, the threat, 

facing the leas-developed countries are both military and socio-econadc, -
both lnternal and e:riemal. Af'ter all, vhatever the administrative 

inldequaciea or the civiliM government in Laos, the main successes of 

tbe Patbet-Ltlo have come about because of the haphazard and lackadaisical 

1111.lltarz capabilities of the Royal Lao Army. And, i .n considerable part, 

theee deficient military capabilities were due to inappropriate military 

equiiaent,. training and leadership of the Royal Lao Army. 

Moreover, aa the continuing Chinese military pressure in Ladakh one:! 

tbe northeast frontier have demonstrated in India, domestic economic 

4nelopaent cannot itself compensate for an 1nv1t1na).y weak military 

p,at.ure. I would even be inclined to say that the military threat, both 

latenal and external, to msny of t h less-developed countries may veey 

wll intensify u em if they have more success thnn they hnve had so tar 

1D JINtlQS the vnat problems of economic end social impro~,ement which 

face tbea. Effective economic e.nd. social development under non-Camnuniat 

»aJ.itlcal •1steu ma1 constitute a greot er thr eat to t h Communist bloc, 

and a aore disturbing anomaly from t he standpoint of Communist doctrines 

ocmcerning neceeeaey and desirable directions of historical change. 

Al, ..Sit 1are ot the lesa-d veloped co t r ies show more procres s in 

'leM 41rect1ona than they so f ar hnve shown, a commit nt of further 

ft80IU'Cel bJ the Commmiat powers to disrupt this progress may well be 
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torthccaing. In fact, a strong argument can be made tor the propoeitioa 

that the recent intenaiticatiou ot armed guerrilla activitiea 1n South 

Viet lam has resulted from additional. reacurce coaaitments by Korth Viet 

Nam am China to support such activities 1n the hope or disrupting the 

marked, it modest, econcaic and political impr0Yement1 acccmpli1hed in 

recent ,ear• b7 the Diem regime. 

rraa the 1tampoint ot analyzing obJective1 in a way that ¥111 be 

uaetul tor guiding dec111on• relatins to econcaic an4 11111t&r7 uei■tanc• 

prograu, I think ~be preceding di1cua11on has certain implicationa. It 

•uggest1 that our aill in the leaa-developed countrie1 1houl4 be to help 

them provide, or otherviae to obtain, a Judicioua balance between tbe 

capabilitie• and ccnpetencea needed to 11eet both the internal. an4 external, 

an4 both the m111taey and nomilitaey, threat, which they face. Tbeae 

threat, involve both anaed guerrilla• and poasible invuiona ot varioua 

level• ot violence. They also involve the riau of internal atagnation, 

frustration, am hopeleaaneaa proceeding rraa entirely nonmilitary 

aourcee. And they, or course, involve various mixtures of military and 

nonmilitaey contingencies. 

There 1• no eaay or tormulary way ot timing thi s Judic1oua balance. 

Moreover, it 11 at best a dynamic balance. What may be adequate 1ocio­

economic or military performance levela at one time, may become aerioualy 

inadequate at another time. This doesn't give us an answer to the initial 

question in any precise way. But it suggests where to look for answer, 

am where not to look for them. It suggests that we keep ·our aighta and 

our aims on t he b nee between milit ary arx1 economic capabilitiea avail• 

able or becoming vailnble in these count rien am, in the case ot military 

capabilities, availabl e for depl oyment fran the outside~ these 



countri••. It auggeat1 al.10 that a formal declaration that a country 11 

•neutra11at," "alU.ed, .. "canitted," or "unc<llllitted," or that it vill 

or vill not receive aid from the Soviet bloc, may not be a fundamental 

u.a. obJective 1n the le11-cteveloped countrie1. 

II. Ckl't!RIA FOR PLANNING ASSIST J\NCE POOGR/\MS 

The foregoing remarka conceming the importance ot both llilitary 

ud norw1Jttary ccaponents of U.S. obJective1 in underdeveloped countrie1 

ban, I think, 11gn1t1cant 111pl1cat1one vith respect to planning econmio 

ud llilituJ a14 programs to carry out these ob.1ective1. It U.S. objec• 

t1N• 1n l•••-cleveloped countrie1 involve sane sort ot moving balance 

betwen llilitary and norailitary capabilities, then the p1N>n1ng 8Dl 

allocation of 1111.litaey aid should be informed by nonmilitary conaidera­

tlau aa4 -payoff••· and, I vould add, the planning and allocation ot 

econCllic a14 ahould take into account military consideration.a and psyott1. 

J VIIDt to concentrate on the tirat or these points, namely that which 

owel"DI tbe relevance ot nonmilitary objectives for the planning of 

ldlitaq a14 progrmu. The point applies aynaetrically with respect to 

.--,-10 a14 progrmu, though I vill not develop this aspect or the 

i,robl• here. 

It 1• a veil known fact that one of the distinguishing cbaracter11tics 

ot aDT ot the underdeveloped countries is the large size and important 

role ot tbe defense establishments which they maintain. If one looks at 

NND ot tbe principal. Asian countries on the Sino-Soviet periphery,1 the 

11141an proportim between defense outlays and gross investment for the 

1a.u-, India, Indonesia, Korea, Pokiotan, the Philippines and Viet .... 



)'N.l"a 1958 and 1959 1• 110re than 30 per cent, between 4etenM outlq• 

an4 pemment expenditure,, mre than 50 per cent, and betveen 4etenH 

outla7• and pernment tnve1tment, mre than 8o per cent. lot allot tbeN 

countrie1., ot course, receive u.s. lld.l.1tary grant &14, but milt ot them 

cto. In research that bu been under vay at RAND tor the past tev year1, 

ve have tried to apply the approaeh I have been de1cribing, conceming 

U .s. obJective1 am their 1nterrelat1onahipa, to the problem ot p.1ann1ng 

11111taey u1i1tance prograt 1n le11-develc,ped cauntri••• Duically, 

th11 research vaa concemed vith trying to develop a methodology, an! 

attnpting to apply it, to answer the following que■tionr Bow can 

llilitary ua1atance an:! the 1tnicture of defen,e force• and budgets 1n 

the underdeveloped countries be modified 10 •• to yield about equivalent 

ailitaey ettect1venea1., and yet generate aubetantially iJa3,roved econamic 

and political aide-ettectsf Let me describe th11 research an4 ita 

principal findings very briefly. 

The method which we used to answer this que111tion consisted, tiret, 

ot drawing up alternative programs tor ■pending a hypothetical militaey 

aid dollar budget, the amount ot the budget being roughly baaed on recent _ 

experience in the particular underdeveloped c0W1tric. f or which ve under­

took case studies., namely Viet Nam ard Iran. The programs were of equal 

coet, but they intentionally embodied certain basic differences 1n content. 

One proarom, which we might call the "A" program, genero.lly atreaaed fairly 

large, conventionn.lly-onncd and trnincd forces, followinB pretty closely 

the lines or pres nt, or at lenst recent, military aid programs and torce 

structures in the major underdeveloped recipi nt coW1triea. The other 

program, which we may call the "B" procrom, consisted or smaller., more 

lightly armed forces, with the dollar savings resulting from these 



rec!uct1ona hypothetically used to expard intemal security forces, 

increase ground an! air mobility, provide additional growld and airfield 

1nat&l.latiOl'lll 1n order to facilitate intervention by free world forces 

it this ehoul.d be necessary and, finally, to expand the technical train­

ing of lllilitary manpower. 

We then used separate methods and measures to test and compare the 

11111tary performance, tne economic performance, and in a sti!l rougher 

VQ the political performance of the two equal coating program altema­

tivea, "A" and "B." For the military comparison we used a var gaming 

'-clmique vbich involved playing through a range of hypothetical milit&17 

contingencies. The ~ of contingencies was played through twice, using 

tvo different ua\llJ)tiona concerning the U.S. military assistance program 

that bad been followed in the intervening prewar period, with the results 

trc:a the tvo sets ot games compared aa a rough teat of the relative mili• 

t&l"J pertol'IIIIDCe ot the "A" am "B" progrema. 

ror ccaparing the economic perfonnance of the altemative programs, 

w ue4 -,re or leas standard econanic analysis, concentrating upon 

41ftenacea 1n operating costs ( and hence in the internal. budgetary 

lllpl.lcatlona ot the alternative programs), differenc r in their relative 

ecmtr1butlona to Joint military-civilian capital facilities, and, finally, 

41ttereace1 1n the numbers of skilled technicians trained umer the two 

ror the comparison or political effectiveness, we relied on the 

1-et .Jg!penta we could find or make concerning the probable attitudes 

ot 41fterent elites in the societies of the recipient coW1tries, and to 

probable 4itferences in the "public imaee" of U .s. militar aid , and or 



the indigenous military eatabliehmenta, that vould result trca the 

alternative aid programs. Thia la&t step vaa plainly the most conJectural. 

of all. 

Without going into ,iny further detail, let me aay veey br1efiy a 

few words about our principal findingl. Our most significant concluaion 

vaa that, by taking 11omnU i tary cona1derat10111 into account, a llilitary 

aid program could be designed which would yield improved econanic and 

political aide-effect• without diecemibly 1-pairing probable military 

performance. Despite the many uncertaintie• which were involved 1n the 

analytical methods we used, I think this 11 an hlportant conclueicm which 

baa aignif'ict111t implicationa vith re■pect to the planning and conduct of 

U.S. military aid programs 1n leas-developed countr1e1. It 1• al.lo a 

conclueion which 11 suggestive of t111 important claa■ of 1nterrelat1onab1pa 

between military and economic aaaiatence programa. In each kind ot 

program, ef':tecta am rea,11. ta which spill over into the ac>re obvioua 

danai.n ot the other program may be appreciable. These "spill-over" 

effects ahould be accorded explicit consideration in thinking about and 

planning both military and economic programs, if their effectiveneaa 1• 

to be enhanced. 

III. PERSONNEL RECRUITME'Nl' FOR ECONOMIC AND MILIT/,Jff ASSISTANCE POOOTW4S 

There 1s one f'innl problem I would like to camnent briefiy on, namely 

the problem of recruiting top quality personnel for both ecananic and 

military assistance programs. It is a problem irxlepooo.ent of the two 

problems I've been discussing up to no"', but it is one or considerable 

importance for both types of pro ro.ms . 

It is certainly true that there are all too many facet a of econanic 
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and military plo.nn1ng in underd velo d c un ri thn w Just know too 

little about, bota from a theor ticnl am an mpir1cal point of viev, to 

do u good a job in the conduct of these programs as ve woultl like. 

llovever, I think there are r w a rlou s ud nts of h s ma ere vho 

vow.d not agree that, even on the baGio of our limit an 

experience, ve could do a substantially bette r Job if r ally t opflight 

peraonnel could be attracted to work in arxl on thee pro r a . (Incidentally, 

th11 1• not a t o.utologice.l stat11 · nt. There are fields , like nuclear 

pbyaica and mathematics, to which this stat ·ment would not apply, or at 

lea1t vould not apply vith n arly th force that it does in connection 

vith economic and military assistance pro rams .) 

There baa already b en a good deal of work arxl study d voted to 

problems of personnel rec.ruitment for foreign aid pr grams . But most or 

thi1 vork baa concentrated on the demnnd side of the problem: on the 

t:in1!1 of people vbo are likely to perfonn effec ively, and should be 

IOUgbt for theae activities. Harlen Clevelo.rxl and his ssoci ates have 

1n tact written a book on the subj ct which atte ts to identify the 

cbaracterietica or effective participants in thee pro rams in t erms of 

fiye categories: technical compet nee; cultural mput-hy; as ns of 

lldaaion; a sense of or niz tion; and a sense of pol l 1 s . Th ae are 

u.et\al and 1ugge1tive categories. But I t hink they miss th crux of the 

problea, vhicb dee.le instead vith the di fficulty of mo i vatin and 

attracttns topflight people t o participo.t in t bes pro re.ma . Tb y over­

look, 1n other vorda, the supply sid of the pro 1 m. To make the point 

tenely, if overeimply: topflight peop , who re nee for tbeoe 

~, tend to have an ebunde.nce of alternativ employm nt opportunities 
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which remain more attractive to them than the prospect of devoting part 

or all of their career& to working on foreign aid programs. 

I would emphasize that the same problem ar1aea in the military field, 

as well. Incentives are so structured in the military that service 1n the 

U.S. Military AJJp -~ance Mviaory Groups, which are responsible for 

foreign military aid overseas, 11 genei-ally far leas attractive rrca the 

standpoint of prestige and promotion prospects ., than 1• aae1gnment to 

maJor canmand or 1tafr positions. 

Thia is obviously a large Aubject and one that I can't deal vi.th 

fully here. I rniae it both becaua I think it is highly important, and 

also because it my be a aubJect of some direct interest to thi1 audience. 

Essentially, the problem is one of restructuring incentives eutficiently 

to attract first-rate people. These incentives involve, of courae, both 

pecuniary am nonpecuniary factors. The nonpecuniary factor■ involve 

considerations like public aJXl professio.nal prestige., am the effect, on 

seniority am tenure in domestic employment of participation in foreign 

aid pro roms -- matt rs on which sociologists and psychologists eh uld 

have some useful things to say. 

Concerning the pecuniary i nc ntiv s, I think rson.ally ve teoo to 

be urprisingly sq eo.mish about ci he al itiee or thia problem --

the realities b ing s1mp y thnt i f w are o g t b t r people to work 

1n these programs, v need to pay th m more. Thia is not to deny that 

the problem is more caupl x than l 'v indic . For on thing, there 

are already large and invidious gn a b v n th pay and living etandarde 

among the hn rican pereoM 1 e.bro and e opl t hey are 'Working vith. 

But it may n vcrth l so b s bl o vis ,., y of provid in additional 
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pecuniary incentives that do not occ ntuate , am conceivably might even 

llitigate, these invidious comparisons. For example, a largr. share of 

the payment for overseas service miGht only becane available after some 

llinimum term of service ha been compl ted . 

In any event, quite apart from the wisdom of such a deferred payment 

echeme, my own feeling 11 that at the moment under present salary and 

other pecuniary arrang ments ve may really be g tting th vorst of tvo 

vorlda: ve may be paying too much for tal nt am skills that ve' re getting, 

but not paying enough to attract really first-rate people. (By "too much" 

and "not enough," what I have in mind is i n relation to the alternative or 

opportunity coat& ot the people and skills con erned .) The real problem 

here 1• to devise an incentive scheme that really vorks, in the s nee of 

attracting the aorta of people and talents that ere ne ded , rath r thon 

Just resulting in a surplus or "rent" being paid to some of the people 

vbo are already serving but vho may not be n d d . Thoueh we e.re often 

accused or being a materialistic people, I susp ct that in this connec-

tion our lack of a reason.ably materialistic approach is an obstacle to 

aore effective operations in this fi ld . 
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