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MR SECRETARY: I CALL YOUR ATTENTION TO AN ISSUE WHICH IS IMPOR­
"TANT TO U.S INTERNATIONLA ECONOMIC INTERESRS NAMELY, MEETING 
:A PRIOR U. S COMMITMENT FOR FY 1984 OF DLRS 90 .. Ml.LL.ION FOR 
"THE :INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR ~GR I CULTURAL . DEVELOPMENT ( IFAD>. 
THIS WOULD COMPLETE U.S. FUN~ING UNDER IFADS FIRSR REPLENISH­
MENT. FAILURE TO MEET THIS COMMITMENT WOULD HAVE DISPORPOR­
TIONATELY ADVERSE . REPERCUSSIONS FOR U.S. INTERESTS, IN THAT: 
1) rr : wouLD APPEAR TO SIGNAL U.S. WITHDRAWAL FROM SUPPORT OF 
SENSIBLE SMALL FARMER PORJECT ASSISTANCE IN LOW-INCOME 
COUNTR IES 
2) OTHER DO~ORS WOULD SHIELD BEHIND THE U.S. NOT MEETING ITS 
COMMITMENT AS AN EXCUSE . TO WITHOLD THE I R .FINANCIAL SUPPORT 
3) THE: FLJTURE OF IFAD - I ITIALLY SUPPORTED BY THE U.S. IN 
PRESIDENT FORDS. ADM! ISTRA ION - WOULD BE PLACED IN SERIOUS 
JEOPARDY ~ITH ITS OPERATIONS LARGELY CRIPPLED: 
4) IFAD IN ITS SHORT LIF HAS PROVEN TO BE ONE OF THE MORE 
EFFECTIVE PROGRAMS OF THE U !TED NATIONS IN AN AREA OF 
TRADITIONAL ~MERICANINTEREST - NAMELY HELPING POOR COUNTRIES 
TO HELP THEMSELVES WITH . HEIR FOOD PROBLEMS 
5) 1q84 IS THE TENTH A IVERSARY OF THE WORLD FOOD CONFERENCE 
WH' WILL ~OCUS MAZI I ERNATI ONAL ATTENTION ON PROGRESS 
OV HE DECADE I MEAS RES FOR RESOLVING FOOD AND HUNGER 
PROBLEMS. THE U.S. RECD DO THE WHOLE HAS BEEN OUTSTA NDING 
IN THIS AREA OF SHA RED I TERNATI ONAL CONCERN 
6) A BUDGETARY REQUEST OF DLRS 90 MILLION FOR FY. 1984 
FROM THE U.S. ADMINISTRA ION-TO COMPLETE ITS COMMITMENT FOR 
IFAD WOULD PRESERVE THIS RECORD AND ALMOST CERTAINLY WIN 
UNIVERSAL APPROVSL IN THE AMERICAN cm~GRESS AND WITH 
COUNTRIES ASSOCIA TED WITH THE U.S FOR A MORE STABLE,.-. AND 
PEACEFUL WORLD. ' . . 
I MAKE THIS APPELA BOTH AS AN AMERICAN AND AS AN INTERNATIONAL 
OFFICIAL WITH RESPONSIBI ITY FOR MONITORING WORLD FOOD ISSUES. 
I WOULD BE GLAD TO CAL O YOU OR ANYONE YOU MAY DESIGNATE 
'TO DISCUSS THI MATTER FURTHER. 
HIGHEST CONSIDERAT IONS . 

.JJ!iAURJ£E_J • __ WILL IAM~_EXEC~_TIVE DI_RE~IOR, UNITED _ NATIONS ______ _ _ 
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BIO DATA FOR 

MAURICE WILLIAMS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, WORLD FOOD COUNCIL 

Mr. Willaims was appointed to the post of Executive Director of the Council 
by the UN Secretary General on September 1, 1978. His appointment has been 
renewed through the period of the 1984 Ministerial. Before a~suming this 
post, Mr. Williams had been Chairman of the DevelopmP.nt Assistance 
Committee of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 
since March 1974. 

Prior to that assignment, he had a long and nistinguished career with the 
U.S. Government in the field of International DeveloFfflent Assistance and 
rose to the position of Deputy Administrator of the U.S. Agency for 
International Development. _ Mr. Williams acted as the U.S. Coordinator for 
international food relief and rehabilitation during the 1970-71 emergency 
in India and Bangladesh and in the 1970-74 drought in Africa. 

I 

Williams is a founder of the Club du Sahel which is a loose organization of 
multilateral aid agencies assisting the Sahel countries in Africa. He 
assisted in securing contributions for the International Fund for 
Agricultural Develo:EXTtent (IFAD) ; he par1ticipated in a high level environ­
ment program panel to consider financing for the UN desertification 
program. 

Mr. Williams was born in Canadfa in 1920. He specialized in International 
Economics at the University of Chicago after having studied at the 
University of Manchester, U.K., and Northwestern University. 

He is married and has three .sons. 

J 



WORLD FOOD COUNCIL 

Background 

The World Food Council (WFC) was created by the UN General Assembly 
pursuant to a resolution of the 1974 World Food Conference.* The Council 
is taske4 with (a) reviewing periodically, at the ministerial level, 
major problems and policy issues affecting the world food situation, and 
(b) making recommendations to the UN system, regional organizations, and 
governments on appropriate steps that might be taken toward the solution 
of world food problems. 

The WFC, the highest political body i;n the UN system charged specifically 
with world food and ag·ricul tural matters, has no operational functions. 
It is primarily an advisory, coordinating, and recommending body. A 
ministerial session of the WFC is held each year, which is preceded by a 
preparatory meeting. 

The WFC has 36 member countries elected by the UN General Assembly for 
3-year terms--8 Asian,- 9 African, . 7 Latin American, 8 Western European 
and other States, and 4 Eastern European. Twelve members of the World 
Food Counci l (i.e . one-third of the total) retire every year, to be 
replaced through elec ions by· the General Assembly, on the basis of 
nominations by the Econo ic and Social Council. Retiring members are 
eligible for reelectio he Unit ed State?_and the USSR have been on the 
Council since is egi ing. 

The small professiona s a£f of \\'FC has been directed by U.S. nationals 
since its beginnings. Ha · g neither operational nor financial functions, 
the WFC has a smal budget , primarily for salaries of the staff, and it 
is funded direct y fro the s operating budget.** 

U.S. Benefits fro t e WFC 

Benefits that the Uni ed States has from membership in WFC are derived 
from its use of the ~ual Ministerial meeting as a forum for expounding 
U.S. agricultural policies in. terms of world food and agriculture needs. 

The Secretary of Agriculture has the opportunity to explain U.S. 
food and agriculture policies to other Ministers and win acceptance 
for them among member States. 

The conclusions reached by the WFC Ministerial have often served as 
the basic U. S. position for other . international organizations where 
the United States has debated with other countries about international 
agricultural policies, and assistance for developing countries to 
improve their food and agriculture sector . 

. *The World Food Conference originated with a proposal that Secretary 
Kissinger made to the UN; he and Secretary Butz participated in the 
historic 1974 meeting. 

**Funding for WFC is included in the overall UN budget; U.S. contributions 
to the UN and its agencies are carried in the bud_izet of the State 
Department. 
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The WFC has· helped mobilize efforts by national governments and 
international organizations in such areas as: food aid; food 
security; national food strategies; food consumption and nutrition; 
the flow of resources to improve agriculture in food priority 
countries. 

U.S . . influence in the WFC has been better than in other UN bodies 
and it .has served U.S. interests in the continuing debate with 
developing countries in other international forums. 

U.S. Problems with the WFC 

The principal problem .that the United States has had is the organization's 
uncertain role in the international community, During the World Food 
Conference, developing countries sought a "World Food Authority" which 
would have some legal basis for directing national governments and 
international agencies in dealing with world food problems. Most industrialized 
countries, inc~uding the United States, saw little need for another UN 
agency, but were willing to accept a forum for high-level discussions of 
food and agriculture problems. Hence from its beginnings, there were 
deep divisions among the member countries on how much authority the WRC 
should have and, in general, what it should do. 

Each Ministerial meeting has had to ~estle with the problem of how 
the Counci l should conduct itself an-d what kind of "product" or 
"paper" should emerge from its deliberations. 

Some of the papers prepared by the Council Secretariat as a basis 
for structuring the Ministerial discussions have proposed actions 
by the developed countries (including the United States) and other 
international organizations such as FAQ or IMF. These papers are 
often seen as unnecessary involvement in the affairs of other 
bodies and ha.ve not been welcomed. At the same time, the United 

.States and other member countries say that the WFC should take 
initiatives and .coordinate efforts in the food arid agriculture 
sector by national governments and international bodi es. 

Because the FAO's Director General sees the WFC as an infringement 
on the perceived primacy of the FAO, U.S. support for the WFC may 
have some adverse affect on relations with PAO. 

U.S •. Policy Toward WFC 

At the first two Ministerial meetings of the Council, developing countries 
sought to recreate a world food "authority," and almost destroyed WFC. 
·Since then, leadership by the United States and moderates among developing 
countries have given the Council a semblance of concerted purpose. 
During this ·period, U.S. policy has been generally supportive· of the 
Councilthough it has not always agreed with WFC policies or tactics in 
the world arena. U.S. policy is currently one of continued support. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 17, 1983 

FOR: THE CABINET COUNCIL ON FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 
WORKING GROUP ON IFAD 

FROM: BURLEIGH LEONARD: icTING EXECUTIVE SECRETARY OF 
THE CABINET COUNCIL ON FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 

SUBJECT: IFAD Issue Paper 

The attached document is a draft issue paper on IFAD. I prepared 
it from materials provided by AID and USDA. Please note that the 
paper is only a first draft and therefore may not be the best 
presentation of the matters at issue. It is my intent to refine 
the issue paper after the initial working group meeting on 
November 21. Please be prepared to comment on the paper's 
substance and format at the November 21 meeting. 

The meeting will begin at 3:00 p.m. in Ro-0m 208 OEOB. 

-



ISSUES 

International Fund for Agricultural Development 
Issue Paper 

(11/17/83 Draft) 

DRAFT 

o What is the appropriate level of the U.S. FY 1985 
contribution to IFAD? 

o Should the U.S. participate in the negotiation of a 
second replenishment of IFAD? 

o If so, what negotiating position should the U.S. adopt? 

BACKGROUND 

The International Fund for Agricultural Development (IFAD) is an 
outgrowth of the 1974 World Food Conference. It was established 
in December 1977 to mobilize additional resources to be made 
available on concessional terms for agricultural development. 
Under the agreement establishing IFAD, industrialized countries 
(Category I) and petroleum-exporting countries (Cateogry II) 
contribute resources for projects in developing countries 
(Category III) that address the needs of small farmers and the 
landless farm worker. 

IFAD's initial funding for 1978-1980 amounted to $1 billion, $200 
million of which was contributed by the U.S. IFAD has a staff of 
164, half professional and half support. Most of IFAD's projects 
are co-financed by existing multilateral institutions, such as 
the World Bank and the regional development banks. However, IFAD 
also cooperates with national organizations, including develop­
ment-oriented agencies like AID. 

DISCUSSION 

I. Level of U.S. FY 85 Contribution to IFAD 

The first replenishment of IFAD was negotiated to provide funds 
for three calendar years, 1981-1983. The U.S. share (17 percent 
of the total pledges) was to be $180,000,000. The replenishment 
was not finally agreed to until January 1982. As a result of the 
late agreement and Congressional concern over IFAD's staff size, 
the U.S. did not appropriate funds for IFAD in FY 1982. The FY 
1983 Continuing Resolution (CR) appropriated $24,000,000 for 
IFAD; the FY 1983 Supplemental added $16,000,000; and the FY 1984 
CR has appropriated $50,000,000. Thus, by December 31, 1983, the 
end of the period covered by the first replenishment, the U.S. 
will have contributed $90,000,000, or one-half of its pledge. 



2 DRAFT 
Except for Iran, Iraq and Libya, other donors had already 
contributed two-thirds of their pledges as of September 30, 1983, 
(compared to two-ninths by the U.S) and are prepared to complete 
their contributions in late 1983 or early 1984. The consolidated 
budget request pending with 0MB seeks $50,000,000 for !FAD in FY 
1985. 

As a matter of policy, the Administration has attempted to meet 
its obligations to all multilateral development banks (MDBs). 
The !FAD pledge is an obligation incurred by the Reagan 
Administration (the first replenishment was signed in January 
1982; the U.S. formal instrument of contribution was filed in 
February 1983). President Reagan has indicated that the U.S. 
would provide the balance of the U.S. contribution to !FAD before 
the end of CY 1983 (see attached letter to President Zia). 

The other Category I donors have expressed concern about the U.S. 
record to date. Arguments have been advanced with some force 
that the U.S. Administration would not be acting in good faith if 
it failed to seek a full $90,000,000 appropriation in FY 1985. 
Four major Category I donors (United Kingdom, Germany, France and 
Canada) indicated that they would exercise their rights under the 
first replenishment agreement to withhold their final 
contribution under the principle of "parallelism", if the U.S. 
did not make its contribution in a timely manner. 

Options 

1. Request $90,000,000 for FY 85. 

Advantages: 

o Comes as close as presently possible to complying with 
U.S. pledge and President Reagan's commitment. 

o Probably would pass Congress. 

Disadvantages: 

o Has negative budget impact. 

o Could prematurely signal U.S. support for a second 
replenishment of IFAD (unless accompanied by appropriate 
caveats). 

2. Request $50,000,000 for FY 85. 

Advantages: 

o No budget increase over FY 84. 

Disadvantages: 

o Does not honor U.S. commitments. 
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o Could prematurely signal U.S. opposition to a second 

replenishment of IFAD (unless accompanied by appropriate 
caveats). 

o Would seriously damage IFAD if OECD nations withhold ­
final contribution. 

o Leaves U.S. paired with Iran, Iraq and Libya. 

Various intermediate options. 

a. Request $70,000,000 in FY 85. 

b. Request $20,000,000 in an FY 84 Supplemental and 
$50,000,000 in FY 85. 

Advantages: 

o A combination reaching at least $70,000,000 might be 
enough to demonstrate U.S. good faith efforts. It would 
be seen as an effort to increase the funding, and the 
amount carried forward would be relatively small. 

o Option 3(b) would not interfere with the pending 
State/IDCA budget request for FY 85. 

o Options 3(b) may have an advantageous effect on the 
economic/military assistance ratio in the FY 84 
Supplemental request. 

o OECD nations probably would not withhold funding with 
this increased show of U.S. support. 

Disadvantages: 

o Combines the disadvantages of Options 1 and 2. 

II. U.S. Participation in Negotiation of a Second Replenishment 
of !FAD 

Consultations on a second replenishment of IFAD commenced in July 
198 3 . A s econ d mee tin g was h e ld i n Oct ob e r. A third meeting, 
scheduled for December, has been postponed to at least February 
1984, with the expectation that the U.S. will then know what its 
FY 1985 budget request will be and whether it will participate in 
a second replenishment. 

Arguments For Participation in Second Replenishment 

1. IFAD places emphasis on rural poor. IFAD is the only 
multilateral institution which is focused entirely on the small 
farmers and landless poor. There is no question that this sector 
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is a critical sector for development. Successful projects can 
make a major impact in raising nations to agricultural self­
reliance. As a specialized agency, IFAD can develop the depth of 
experience needed to design effective targeted projects and 
innovations. U.S. support of IFAD is a clear international 
illustration of our support for the agricultural sector. 

2. IFAD provides for a partnership between OECD and OPEC 
countries. The governance of IFAD emphasizes partnership between 
OECD and OPEC. This serves an important diplomatic purpose by 
creating a forum for cooperation among the Arab and industrial­
ized states. 

3. IFAD leverages U.S. dollars. Generally, in MDBs, the U.S. 
contribution share is 25 percent. In IFAD the current sbare of 
the U.S. is 17 percent. As a result, the U.S. contribution gets 
more project dollars into the field than any other use. IFAD 
mobilizes more petrodollars for development per U.S. dollar 
invested than any other development institution. It is unlikely 
that OPEC states would divert their IFAD contributions to other 
international assistance programs, should IFAD's funding be 
reduced or eliminated. 

4. IFAD is an efficient, low-overhead operation. IFAD operates 
with a limited number of staff. By design, it is a "fund", not a 
"bank", and is structurally prohibited fro~ being involved in 
project implementation. Thus, administratio~ of projects are 
undertaken by other institutions which co-finance IFAD projects. 
Staffing requirements were the subject of a study by Elmer 
Staats, former Comptroller of the U.S. The study concluded that 
IFAD's staff was actually too · small. 

Arguments Against Participation in Second Replenishment 

1. AID is already heavily oriented toward agriculture. 
Approximately half of U.S. development assistance goes into the 
agricultural sector ($750,000,000 out of $1,500,000,000). In 
addition, some ESF funds are spent on agricultural projects. 
While most of these funds are spent on research rather than on 
projects with direct application to rural poor, the results of 
research may be more beneficial in the long run than specific 
rural development projects. 

2. IFAD has accomplished its mission. To the e x tent that IFAD 
was formed because of a lack of donor attention to the problems 
of the rural poor, it has accomplished its mission. Various 
industrialized countries and multilateral institutions are now 
placing increased emphasis on assisting the rural poor. 

3. The U.S. lacks control over IFAD. IFAD loans are being made 
to countries that are ineligible for U.S. assistance. The U.S. 
does not have a blocking vote over country loans nor has it been 
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successful in influencing IFAD's lending policy (though, in 
fairness, the U.S. may not have tried that hard to influence 
lending policy over the years). 

4. IFAD is simply one more drain on the Treasury. The U.S. 
could save a significant amount of money by dropping out of IFAD. 
In the alternative, the U.S. could supplement its bilateral 
assistance programs with funds that heretofore have gone to IFAD. 

Options 

1. Proceed to negotiate a second replenishment of IFAD. 

2. Proceed to negotiate a second replenishment of IFAD on strict 
predetermined conditions (see discussion of issue III). 

3. Defer a decision until further information is obtained (such 
as a clarification of OPEC's position, soundings on potential 
preconditions for a new replenishment, Congressional views, 
etc). 

4. Refuse to negotiate a second replenishment of IFAD. 

The arguments for and against Options 1, 2, and 4 are set forth 
above. 

The option of deferment requires further dlscussion of tactical 
considerations. The U.S. is looked to for leadership in IFAD. 
Several nations, perhaps including OPEC, will not decide whether 
to negotiate a second replenishment until the U.S. makes its 
decision. This may suggest a low priority for IFAD, or possibly 
the recognition that without U.S. participation IFAD would be 
crippled. On the other hand, if there is interest on the part of 
other countries that IFAD be discontinued, there may be some 
advantage for the U.S. to wait on others to make the first move 
to withdraw from IFAD. It should be noted, however, that it is 
improbable that the other donors will proceed with substantive 
negotiations on a second replenishment without the U.S. 

Implications of U.S. Decision on Second Replenishment for FY 85 
IFAD Budget Request 

Should the U.S. decide to participate in the negotiation of a 
second replenishment, the U. S. probably wou l d want to avo i d any 
interim actions which would damage IFAD. 

A FY 1985 budget request of $50,000,000 (without a FY 1984 
Supplemental request) would send a signal of U.S. disinterest in 
IFAD. It probably would result in several OECD countries 
withholding their payments, thereby limiting resources for IFAD's 
1984 program. Moreover, it would have a negative effect on a 
second replenishment. Thus, some parties believe that a decision 
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to participate in the negotiation of a second replenishment is a 
compelling reason for requesting an increased appropriation 
request for FY 1985 or a FY 1984 supplemental request or both. 

Other parties claim that a deci _sion to negotiate a second 
replenishment will overshadow whatever unhappiness there may be 
with respect to the U.S. delay in meeting its first replenishment 
commitments. 

A decision not to participate in the negotiation of a second 
replenishment would be received negatively by many U.S. allies. 
If the decision is accompanied by a FY 1985 budget request for 
$50,000,000 (which is viewed as a breach of U.S. commitments), 
the U.S. will suffer two "black eyes" -- one for pulling out of 
IFAD and the other for not living up to its first replenishment 
pledge. 

Therefore, it is argued that a decision not to negotiate a second 
replenishment makes a full FY 1985 budget request even more 
necessary. Getting out of IFAD is an acceptable decision; the 
honorable way out is to make good on the existing U.S. pledge 
promptly. If the U.S. announces a budget request of $90,000,000 
at or before the time it announces its decision to withdraw from 
IFAD, the U.S. can withdraw in dignity and minimize the political 
fallout which can be anticipated as a result of withdrawal. It 
should be noted that 1984 is the 10th anniversary of the World 
Food Conference. The U.S. role in the colI~p~e of IFAD could 
generate disproportionate attention because of this ti.ming 
factor. 

III. U.S. Negotiating Position on Second Replenishment of 
IFAD 

If the decision is made to participate in the negotiation of a 
second replenishment of IFAD (even if a decision to participate 
in the replenishment is deferred), the U.S. should consider what 
its negotiating posture should be. 

The following are conditions the U.S. might seek to incorporate 
into a second replenishment agreement: 

1. Equal OECD-OPEC Participation. One of the unique aspects of 
IFAD is the participation of OPEC and OECD as equal partners in 
the governance of IFAD (each has one - third of the votes; the 
recipient developing countries have the final ~bird of the 
votes). Originally, the U.S. expected OPEC to share equally in 
the funding of IFAD. In the first replenishment of IFAD, OPEC 
pledges were 43 percent of the total pledges. OPEC instruments 
of contribution constituted 38 percent of the total (Iran and 
Libya have not deposited their instruments of contributions). 
The dollar value of the contributions from OPEC is 48 percent 
because of changes in currency value. 
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If the OPEC partnership is a significant reason to continue IFAD, 
either for diplomatic reasons or because of its leveraging effect 
on the U.S. contribution, a focus on the OPEC contribution is 
appropriate. Kt the last consultations, two OPEC nations 
(Venezuela and Nigeria) stated that the OPEC share would have to 
be reduced from 38 percent. 

U.S. insistance on equal OECD-OPEC participation in IFAD would be 
principled and would be in accord with the initial intentions of 
OPEC. However, it could undermine prospects for successful 
negotiation of a second replenishment and create tensions with 
OPEC countries, since OPEC nations maintain that they never 
agreed to a 50 percent share of contributions to IFAD. 

2. Level of Replenishment. The level of replenishment should be 
large enough to assure a continuing effective IFAD program, and 
small enough to minimize U.S. budget problems. 

3. Eligible Recipients. IFAD carries out projects in countries 
that are ineligible for U.S. assistance (Cuba, Nicaragua, Guyana, 
etc.). The U.S. does not have veto power to avoid this 
situation. The U.S. could seek to restrict the list of 
recipients, either directly or by requiring an 85 percent vote of 
approval. This proposal would be controversial. 

4. Private Sector Requirement. The U.S. could approach the 
aforementioned problem through the back door by defining the type 
of qualified projects as those benefitting the small private 
farmer. Certainly in Cuba, if not elsewhere, there are likely to 
be few private farmers eligible, and the host government is not 
likely to wish to encourage aid to the private sector. Since one 
of the "selling points" for IFAD is its emphasis on the "small 
farmer", such a position would not be totally inconsistent with 
IFAD's purpose, though it would still remain a controversial 
proposal. 
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• Unitc<l States D epart men t of State· 

ik Washingt""un, D.C. 

JAN - 9 1984 

Dear Mr. Kreisky: 

:!0520 /993/J 
3/~/ 
_:z-T!tJf 

This is in e.x;:ence t letter o 
Clark · ember 20 r nee ning 

Odob 25 Lo Judg (! /J/?/{) 
the Lnt.e:r:nat.ional _ 

~tlo't-Jz m:.a D e.v.. eLopm.e.n t ( IF AD ) • 

The United States, as you pointed out, played a leading 
role in the establishment of IFAD. We have also been IFAD's 
largest donor and have consistently supported IFAD~s objectives 
in agricultural development, especially its emphasis on s mall 
farmers and the rural poor. 

We share your concerns about IFAD's financial problems, 
caused by the delay in payments from a number of cou'1tries in 
both the OPEC and OECD group, including the U.S. The United 
States takes its commitments seriously and intends to meet its 
commitment to IFAD in full. In this regard, I am pleased to 
note that the U.S. Coniress recently approved the Administra­
tion's request for $50 million for IFAD in Fiscal Year 1984. 
The Administration will be submitting its Fiscal Year 1985 
budget request to the Congress in February 1984. , 

The United States intends to participate in the upcoming 
consultation on the second replenishment on February 29 in 
order to assess the problems of IFAD and prospects for the 
second replenishment. We we lcome your agreeing to a s sist 
IFAD'sJ reBLdent ...,....-.....,_,~dear.._y with the second repleni s hment 
discussions, in w ich we are sure you will draw on your many 
years of experience as a world leader. We look forward to 
working with you in this endeavor. I would welcome an 
opportunity to discuss t h ese issues with you during your 
intended visit to the United States in early 1984. 

x 
Mr. Bruno Kreisky 

Vienna, Austria 

~\ cer~, 

~ •) 

Denis·L~ 

Acting Assistant Secretary 
Economic and Business Affairs 
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THE SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR 

WASHIN GTON 

December 20, 1983 

Dear Dr. Kreisky: 

Thank you for our letter of October 25, 1983, 
which Ambassador Klestil delivered to me just 
prior to my departure from the White House. 
I appreciate your interest and concern regarding 
the International Fund for Agricultural Develop­
ment (!FAD ) . I have forwarded your letter to 
the National Security ~ouncil staff and to the 
Department of State who I understand will re­
spond in greater detail . 

I also wish o thank you for your kind words 
regardi ng m nomination as Secretary of the 
Interior. It as my good fortune to grow up 
in the hills, alleys and forests of California 
where I learned to appreciate the rich natural 
heritage blessing America . President Reagan 
has given me an opportunity to conserve this 
heritage . 

My best regards. 

Dr. Bruno Kreisky 
Ex-Chancellor 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
William Clark 

Socialist Party of Austria 
Loewelstrasse A 1010 

1993·15 



BRUNO KREISJKY 

Vienna, October 25, 

May I congratulate you on your nomination 

as Secretary of the Interior. I am confident that the 

nomination will soon be confirmed by the Senate and you 

will discharge your new responsibilities with even 

greater distinction. 

You are already aware of my life-long 

commitment to assist the poor and the underprivileged of 

this world. I have, therefore, followed with particular 

interest international efforts to solve the problem of 

world hunger. One of the major outcomes of the 1974 World 

Food Conference was IFAD - The International Fund for 

Agricultural Development. ~he Initiative for creating 

IFAD came from OPEC countri es which provided 43 percent of 

its initial resou rces of$ looo million but the leadership 

role in responding to this initiative was played by USA 

which offered, in 1977, a contribution of 2o percent or 

$ 200 million to IFAD's initial resources. 

Having observed the work of this young institution, 

I can say with confidence, that IFAD is one of the most 

innovative and effective development institutions. It is unique 

because it is the only international financial institution 

focusing exclusively on increasing food production and within 

that sector, it is dedicated primarily to the needs of the 

rural poor. It is also cost effective because with a professional 

staff of only about 75, tt has developed an operational 

capacity to commit$ 400 - 500 million a year for good and 

Mr.William CLARK 

National Security Advisor 

The White House 

W a shington D. C . 

. I . 
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innovativ e p r oj ects in its member countries. Its 

administra tive costs are thus one of the lowest in 

the UN s ystem . At t h e Cancun Summit held in October 1981, 

IFAD's rol e in d ea ling with the world food problem and 

the need for the time ly replenishment of its resources 

were wi dely emphas iz e d . 

Despite these accomplishments, IFAD is facin9 

a seriou s fin a ncia l crisis mainly because of delays in 

the payment of the US contribution to the first 

replen i s hment of IFAD 's resources. As you are no doubt 

aware, the United St a t es, which actively participated in 

the n egotiations f or the f irst replenishment, had pledged 

a contribution of$ 180 mil lion for the period 1981 -83 

(out of a tota l of$ lloo mil l ion) but so far only 

$ 4o mil l ion ha v e b e en ap?ropria ted for FY 83 and$ So 

millio n have been r e que s ted f or FY 84. If this amount is 

approp r iate d in full , the United States would have paid, 

by t h e e nd of Cal e ndar 1983 , only$ 9o million or half the 

amoun t pl edge d . 

/JI 
The US Adminis t ration will be soon making a 

decision on seek ing appropriation for IFAD for FY 85. 

I understand one option under consideration is to budget 

the rema in ing a mount of $ 9o million over two years i.e. 

FY 85 and FY 86. This option, if followed, would lead to 

a serious disruption in IFAD's operations, since it does 

not have the margin of resources to withstand a two year 

stretch out in the payment of these contributions. If the 

Administration would at least seek an appropriation of 

$ 9o million for FY 85, then other member governments, who 

are currently withholding the last one third of their 

payments, will also pay these amounts, thus enabling IfAD 

. I. 
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to continue i ts o perations through the first half of 

1984. Thi s ac tion by t h e US will also prepare the ground 

for serious n e gotiation s on the Second Replenishment. 

I ha v e recently a ccepted the responsibility to 

assist I FAD in s uccessful l y completing its Second 

Replenishme nt . During a forthcoming visit to Saudi-Arabia 

to meet Kind Fahd , I a l s o i ntend to seek a reaffirmation 

of their s uppor t f o r the Second Replenishment. However, 

my effor t s in Saudi-Arabia and other countries could be 

seriously undermined if t h e prospects of completing the 

first repleni s hment b y t he end 1984, do not appear 

reasonably secure. 

Ev e n tho ugh in your new assignment you will not 

be direc tly dealing with t h is s ub j ect, ma y I seek your 

advice in pursuing thi s ma t ter. I also intend to visit 

the United St a t es early in 1984, but in the meanwhile, in 

view of t h e u rgency involv ed, I would particularly appreciate 

your assistance in convey i ng these views to President Reagan 

and Secretary of State Shultz and in seeking their personal 

support for this promising and dynamic institution. 

With my warm rega rds and best wishes, 

yours sincerely, 
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