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SUMMARY OF THE SECOND REPORT OF THE TASK FORCE
ON RELATIONS WITH DEVELOPING COUNTRIES:

OPEC, THE TRILATERAL WORLD,
AND THE DEVELOPING COUNTRIES:

New Arrangements for Cooperation, 1976-1980

An extra $6 billion a year in Official Development Assistance (ODA)
will be needed in the period 1976-80 to assure a 2% growth rate in per
capita income in the approximately 30 low-income developing countries
containing one billion of the world’s people. Although there will be
pressures to “write off” these countries if economic and political crises
deepen in the Trilateral region, such a policy would be politically
unrealistic as well as morally unacceptable. Moreover, a joint Trilateral-
OPEC initiative that brings forth more capital for development would
serve some very immediate Trilateral country interests. In a time of
stagnant growth and rising unemployment, it is obviously advantageous
to move funds from OPEC countries which cannot spend them on
Trilateral country exports to developing countries who will.

Knowledgeable officials estimate that ODA from OPEC countries
will reach approximately $3 billion a year in the 1976-80 period. In
these same years, the Trilateral countries should, at a minimum, increase
the size of their own ODA (about $9.4 billion in 1973 dollars) to keep
pace with inflation. This will still leave $3 billion a year of ODA to be
found.

To meet this need, it is proposed that a “Third Window” be opened
in the World Bank to borrow $3 billion a year of OPEC country funds
at 8% and lend it to low-income countries at 3%, in loans with 20-year
maturities and 4-year grace periods, in each of the years 1976-80. This
would require an annual interest subsidy of $900 million, of which $100
million could be raised from World Bank earnings, $500 million from
Trilateral countries, and $300 million from OPEC countries.

The “Third Window” fund should be managed by a tripartite
governing body, with representation and voting power equally shared
between Trilateral countries, OPEC countries, and other developing
countries. Moreover, to encourage the participation of the OPEC
countries in the regular activities of the Bank and Fund, OPEC quotas

and voting rights should be raised from the present 5% to between 15
and 20%.
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OPEC, THE TRILATERAL WORLD,
AND THE DEVELOPING COUNTRIES:

New Arrangements for Cooperation, 1976-1980

I. INTRODUCTION

In its report entitled “A Turning Point in North-South Economic Rela-
tions” the Trilateral Commission Task Force on Relations with Develop-
ing Countries proposed a special effort of cooperation between the
Trilateral world and the OPEC countries to meet the emergency needs
in 1974-75 of some thirty low-income countries of the “Fourth World”
who have been particularly hard hit by skyrocketing costs of oil, food,
fertilizer and industrial goods. It also outlined some basic concepts that
might provide a framework for cooperation between developed and
developing countries in the period beyond the short-term emergency.
The task force promised to present a specific program to strengthen the
multilateral development system in a second report to be issued in the

spring of 1975.

To meet the emergency needs of the “Fourth World” in 1974-75,
our first report envisaged an emergency program of $3 billion in extra
concessional aid, one-half from the Trilateral world, one-half from the
OPEC countries. In the months since our report was issued, the proposed
Trilateral-OPEC negotiation to produce this shared effort of collabora-
tion has not occurred. Nevertheless, the United Nations has made some
progress with its emergency program, launched by the General Assembly
at the special session of March-April 1974, to help the most severely
affected developing countries. OPEC and Trilateral countries have
separately promised substantial increases in their bilateral financial aid
programs in response to the UN’s appeal, and the United States has
announced a significant increase in its food aid. Moreover, medium-term
loans from the new “oil facility” of the International Monetary Fund are
being made available to some of the most severely affected countries to
tide them over their immediate difficultiecs. One way or another, it



appears that the “Fourth World” will manage to get through the 1974-75
period without an economic disaster.

Attention must now be directed to the problem of North-South
cooperation in development beyond the emergency period. This problem
is much more formidable than that of devising short-term solutions. In
his address to the annual meeting of the Board of Governors of the
World Bank group on September 30, 1974, Robert S. McNamara
estimated that unless ways are found to increase the present level of
Official Development Assistance (ODA)' in terms of real purchasing
power rather than just in money terms the' billion people in countries
with average incomes under $200 per capita are likely to face a decline
in their standard of living amounting to 0.4% per capita per year
between now and 1980. To make possible a 2.1% annual growth in their
per capita GNP — a modest rate of growth by any standard — would
require an increase in ODA, in terms of 1973 dollars, from $9.4 billion
in 1973 to $13.5 billion in 1980, an increase of about $4 billion. Taking
account of anticipated inflation and the further deterioration in the
world economy since McNamara’s address which has aggravated even
more the problems of the low-income countries, an increase in ODA by
$6 billion a year for the years 1976-80 at then-existing prices is the
very minimum that seems to be required. (McNamara’s detailed estimates
on ODA requirements are set out in Annex 1.)

The case for supplying that additional $6 billion per year of ODA
for the one billion people in the low-income countries is based on the
considerations set forth in the first report of our task force. As we noted
there, the Trilateral countries need the developing countries as sources
of raw materials, as export markets and, most important of all, as
constructive partners in the building of a satisfactory world economic
and political order. The world’s interrelated crises of population growth,
environmental deterioration, mass poverty, mounting unemployment,
growing social and political instability, proliferating nuclear and con-
ventional weapons, and escalating terrorism and international conflict
cannot be solved without attention to the needs and priorities of the
developing as well as the developed world.

There will be increasing pressures to “write off” some of the
low-income developing countries in the Indian subcontinent and Africa
if the economic and political crises deepen in the Trilateral world. But
it is doubtful if the people of the Trilateral countries would find such a

10fficial Development Assistance is defined as government aid with at least a
25% grant element.
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policy to be either morally acceptable or politically realistic if the
moment ever came to carry it out. In terms of the long-term interest of
the Trilateral world, it would prove ultimately self-destructive.

To these considerations there can now be added another very
practical argument. In a time of stagnant growth and rising unemploy-
ment, it is clearly in the interest of the Trilateral countries to move funds
from OPEC countries which cannot spend them on Trilateral country
exports to other developing countries who will. To the extent that aid
contributions from the Trilateral world bring forth additional aid con-
tributions from the OPEC countries, they have a multiplier effect on
exports, employment and income, also helping the balance of payments.
Indeed, we need to think in terms of a second type of “Trilateralism” —
by which OPEC countries transfer a portion of their liquid balances in
the Trilateral world into long-term loans to the LDCs, who in turn
spend the proceeds on Trilateral country exports.

Assuming this case for increasing ODA is sound, two central
questions remain to be addressed: First, where is the extra $6 billion a
year to come from? Second, what changes in the structure of multi-
lateral development institutions seem to be required?

II. The FiINANCING PROBLEM

A solution to the question of long-term financing is clearly going to
require a major act of cooperation between the Trilateral countries and
the OPEC countries. To be sure, the OPEC countries have already taken
a number of initiatives to increase the flow of concessional aid. Kuwait
and Venezuela have substantially increased their existing aid programs.
Iran and Iraq are selling a certain amount of oil to India on concessional
terms. Saudi Arabia has set up its own Development Fund and has
made large commitments of aid to Egypt and other Arab countries.
Libya, Abu Dhabi, and the Emirates are increasing their bilateral efforts.
In addition, some major multilateral ventures among OPEC nations
have been announced — a $200 million Special Arab Fund for Africa,
an Arab Bank for Industrial and Agricultural Development in Africa
with an initial capital of $200 million, an Islamic Bank with an
authorized capital of $2 billion, and an OPEC Fund. The capital of the
already-operating Arab Fund for Economic and Soctal Development is
expected to be increased substantially. Taken all together, commitments
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of concessional aid by OPEC countries in 1974 reached $7.6 billion,
although it should be noted that two-thirds of this sum was concentrated
on three Arab countries — Egypt, Syria, and Jordan. While it is difficult
to make precise estimates of what all this is likely to mean in actual
aid disbursements, conversations with knowledgeable officials suggest
that total OPEC disbursements of ODA are likely to reach some $3
billion a year in the 1976-80 period. This will still leave a shortfall of
$3 billion from the $6 billion of additional ODA each year that is
estimated to be required to achieve minimum development goals.

It is highly unlikely that this additional $3 billion a year can be
raised between Trilateral and OPEC countries by any of the traditional
aid-giving methods. ODA is already in deep trouble in the Trilateral
world. During the ten-year period 1963-73, while the real income of
citizens of the countries who are members of the OECD’s Development
Assistance Committee was growing by 60%, the real value of ODA
supplied by these countries was actually declining by 7% . During the
past year, a number of Trilateral countries have further reduced their
ODA in real terms. If the Trilateral countries are to have any credibility
in aid discussions with the OPEC countries and the rest of the developing
world, they should agree at a minimum to maintain the real value of
their ODA for the remainder of this decade, applying an automatic
upward adjustment of bilateral and multilateral financial flows to keep
pace with inflation. Just to do this will require a formidable effort of
political leadership. It is hard to envisage the Trilateral countries increas-
ing their existing programs to cover any substantial portion of the $3
billion a year ODA shortfall that will still remain.

The prospect of securing the $3 billion shortfall in ODA from
the OPEC countries is not much better. This shortfall is already estimated
on the basis of a $3 billion annual ODA effort of the OPEC countries
through their own bilateral and regional programs. A $3 billion annual
aid program would represent close to 2% of the combined GNP of the
OPEC countries (a good deal more for individual OPEC donors like
Iran and the Persian Gulf states) compared to average existing aid
levels of .30% of GNP for Trilateral countries. To put it differently,
the combined GNP of the OPEC countries (exclusive of Nigeria and
Indonesia, whose income of around $100 per capita even with increased
oil revenues will exempt them from any substantial aid-giving) is forecast
by the World Bank at only 6% of the combined GNP of the Trilateral
countries as late as 1980. If the OPEC countries give $3 billion a year
of ODA in the years 1976-80 and the Trilateral countries maintain the
real value of their existing aid levels, the ODA of OPEC countries will
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be about 20% of Trilateral levels during this period. If they are
challenged to increase their ODA substantially to take up all or even
half of the $3 billion shortfall, they are likely to reply that they are
already doing much more than their share in terms of conventional
burden-sharing formulae. Indeed, they will probably make the further
- argument that additional ODA burdens for them are particularly in-
appropriate, since they involve financial transfers from a resource base
of oil that is being depleted, whereas the Trilateral countries can finance
ODA from an industrial base whose output renews itself and even
grows with each passing year.

The conclusion seems inescapable that an agreed sharing of the
$3 billion in extra ODA per year is unlikely to be found except through
a wholly new approach. Such an approach would start with the recogni-
tion that the relevant characteristics of the OPEC countries differ so
fundamentally from those of the traditional aid donors that an attempt
to share ODA on the basis of percentages of GNP will neither produce
a sense of rough justice as between the Trilateral and OPEC groups or
the necessary volume of financial flows. The Trilateral countries repre-
sent an annual GNP of nearly $3 trillion, but as a group cannot
generate large amounts of foreign exchange. The OPEC countries repre-
sent $150-200 billion of GNP but are running current account surpluses
of over $50 billion a year (although some estimates suggest these sur-
pluses will decline substantially and even disappear by the end of the
decade). A new approach would proceed on the basis that the OPEC
countries, being highly liquid but not yet rich, should provide a dispro-
portionately large amount of the extra financial flows with a dispropor-
tionately small concessional aid element, while the Trilateral countries,
being still very rich but not very liquid, should supply a disproportion-
ately small amount of the extra financial flows with a disproportionately
large concessional aid element.

One of the most politically attractive ways of combining OPEC
and Trilateral resources along these lines would be through an interest
subsidy, subscribed by the Trilateral and OPEC countries, to transform
large amounts of lending from OPEC countries on commercial terms
into ODA on terms suitable to low-income countries. To be specific: a
new “Third Window” could be opened in the World Bank alongside its
regular lending operations and those of the International Development
Association. The managers of the “Third Window” would borrow the
$3 billion estimated to be required each year at an interest rate of 8%
and lend the money to low-income countries at 3% (very easy terms at
present rates of inflation). The $3 billion would be raised by issuing
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bonds directly to OPEC governments or in the capital markets of
Trilateral countries where substantial OPEC funds are available.

According to studies by the World Bank staff, it requires a subsidy
fund of 23.45% of the face value of a loan to subsidize a 5% interest
differential for project lending (slow disbursement) and a subsidy fund
of 34.61% of the face value of a loan for program lending (more rapid
disbursement), assuming loans to low-income countries with 20-year
maturities and 4-year grace periods. The required subsidy fund increases,
of course, if easier repayment schedules are permitted. But lending on
the basis described above could meet the needs of many of the low-
income countries in view of the fact that the present rate of inflation
reduces the burden of repayment and of the fact that the IDA would
continue its own more concessional lending program of 50-year loans
with 10-year grace periods and only a %4 of 1% service charge. It should
also be noted that very poor countries like Bangladesh could get addi-
tional IDA money if the relatively better-off IDA recipients were given
access to “Third Window” loans instead. “Third Window” money could
finance both general development programs and specific projects, with
special emphasis on projects in agriculture and energy, where there is
now a very considerable scope for productive investment. Given a
blend of project and program lending, the subsidy needed would be
about 30% of the annual lending or about $900 million a year. (For
calculations of the subsidy required under different assumptions of
interest-rate differentials, maturities and grace periods, see Annex 2.)

Some $100 million of this amount could be provided each year
from the profits of the World Bank’s regular loan operations. Of the
remaining $800 million a year, $500 million might be provided by the
Trilateral countries, and $300 million by the OPEC countries. The
precise division of the burden would, of course, be a matter for
negotiation.

The most obvious political advantage of 'this proposal is that com-
paratively small amounts of additional resources would be required
from any one country. For example, based on the burden-sharing formula
used in the fourth IDA replenishment, the yearly share of the subsidy
fund for the nine members of the European Community would be about
$190 million; for Japan, about $55 million; for the United States, about
$170 million; for Canada, about $30 million; with other IDA contri-
butors making up the rest (about $55 million). An American President
could point out to Congress that the relatively small sum of $170
million, supplemented by contributions from other Trilateral countries,
was moving $3 billion of extra OPEC funds to the low-income countries.
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Further in support of the proposal it could be argued that moving $3
billion from OPEC countries unable to spend it to low-income countries
who were able to do so would stimulate employment and income in the
Trilateral world. Based on the fact that from one-quarter to one-third
of procurement from World Bank group lending has been in the U.S,,
the $170 million U.S. contribution could mean $750 million to $1
billion in additional U.S. exports. Other Trilateral countries could enjoy
a similar “multiplier-effect” on their exports from their contributions to
the interest subsidy.

In return for these advantages, of course, it should be clearly under-
stood that under the “Third Window” plan the Trilateral countries, who
account at present for about 75% of the World Bank’s capital sub-
scriptions, would be carrying the main burden as guarantors for the
repayment of moneys borrowed from OPEC countries and re-lent to
low-income developing countries. Why, it may be asked, should the
Trilateral countries assume such an obligation? Should not OPEC
countries be asked to assume the risk of lending themselves? The
answer to this question is, first, that the OPEC countries are not likely
to assume such a risk for an additional $3 billion of lending beyond
their estimated $3 billion in concessional aid and, second, that the “Third
Window” proposal involves a “package deal” that serves the interests
of all the countries involved.

The industrialized countries, the non-oil-producing developing
countries, and the OPEC countries have a shared interest in the latter’s
participation in multilateral development institutions. The first two
groups benefit because the multilateral institutions secure the increased
resources they need to function effectively and to avoid being gradually
eclipsed by OPEC-country institutions with aid programs that are not
only geographically limited but often politically linked. The OPEC
countries benefit by being able to invest in the obligations of multi-
lateral institutions backed by the guarantees of the rest of the world’s
economic powers; they also get a “buffer” between themselves and low-
income developing countries who might prove difficult when it comes
to repaying loans or using aid effectively. All sides also get a chance to
develop a working partnership in the financial field that may eventually
lead to more satisfactory negotiations in other areas, including energy
questions and oil prices.

Another question that may arise in connection with the “Third
Window” proposal is how such a comparatively modest subsidy .fund
can finance such large amounts of capital flows. The answer is that if
the subsidy fund is made available each year in the specified amounts
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only a small portion will actually be needed to cover the interest pay-
ments and the remainder of the subsidy fund can be invested at com-
mercial rates (8% is assumed in the estimates given above). Moreover,
and this point should be faced frankly, the estimates assume, in accord-
ance with normal World Bank group lending experience, that there is
some lag each year between the new money being made available by the
OPEC countries and the actual disbursements from the “Third Window.”
Thus there is an 8% interest cost only on that portion of the $3 billion
annual borrowing that is actually disbursed to the low-income countries.
In short, the normal disbursement schedule of multilateral lending
agencies means that something less than the full $3 billion a year will
be coming to the low-income countries in the first years of the plan.

To take care of this problem, some increased medium-term lending
will be needed from the IMF “oil facility” in the early years of the
plan. To facilitate IMF lending to the low-income countries at rates
well below the 7% IMF rate, another much smaller “subsidy fund”
may have to be contemplated. The Fund’s Interim Committee has recom-
mended the establishment of a “special account” to reduce the burden
of interest payments on “oil facility” loans to the most severely affected
developing countries, but it is not clear where the funds for the “special
account” will come from. One possibility to be considered is the use of
profits from the sale of small amounts of the Fund’s gold holdings on
the private market. The amounts needed for the “special account”
would be a good deal less than the $900 million annual subsidy fund
required for the “Third Window” because the loans would be shorter-
term and the volume of lending less. The gold sales required for this
purpose would not unduly depress the free market gold price. Fears
on this score have caused some Fund members to oppose sales of Fund
gold in the past. While gold sales would probably be opposed as a means
of raising the $900 million interest subsidy for the “Third Window,”
agreement might be possible on selling the more modest amounts needed
to subsidize “oil facility” lending to low-income countries in a transi-
tional period while the “Third Window” was getting underway.

Influenced in part by an earlier version of this paper, the new
IMF/IBRD Development Committee, consisting of Finance Ministers
from 20 countries, has called for a study of the “Third Window” plan.
It is hoped that sufficient support can be obtained in the months ahead
from Trilateral, OPEC and other countries so that the “Third Window”
with its urgently needed development funds will be ready to begin
operations at the outset of the 1976-80 period.
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III. TuaE RESTRUCTURING PROBLEM

The problem of institutional restructuring is directly related to the financ-
ing problem. The OPEC countries are unlikely to participate in the
kind of multilateral venture described above unless they come in as
full partners with the Trilateral countries, with voting and other arrange-
ments reflecting the financial contributions they are being asked to
make. In the Fund and Bank as they are presently organized, the OPEC
countries have quotas and voting rights equal to 5% of the total. The
Arab members of OPEC have quotas and voting rights equal to 2% of
the total — roughly the share of Belgium. The OPEC countries are
not likely to regard these arrangements as a satisfactory basis for their
expanded participation in multilateral financial arrangements under Fund
or Bank auspices. (The existing distribution of quotas and voting rights
in the Fund and of subscriptions and voting rights in the Bank are shown
in Annex 3.)

One approach to this structural problem would be to increase the
quotas and voting rights of the OPEC countries in the Fund and Bank
to reflect their new economic power. In the quinquennial review of
Fund quotas that is now underway, a decision has been reached to in-
crease the total OPEC percentage to about 10% of the total. This would
still be less than half of the voting power presently enjoyed by the
United States alone or by the countries of the European Community as a
group.

A larger increase in the OPEC share seems to face opposition
for several reasons. First, the traditional indicators relied on in these
quota reviews (GNP and trade statistics with foreign exchange reserves
only one of several factors) do not justify a larger increase. Second, and
clearly more important, there is resistance on the part of most Fund
members (developing as well as developed) to accept reductions in their
percentages to make possible more than modest OPEC increases. The
United States, in particular, which now has 21% of the votes in the
Fund, is reluctant to lose its present veto power on amendments to the
Fund Articles, which require the approval of three-fifths of the members
with 80% of the voting power. Third, there appears to be some fear
that a more substantial increase in the OPEC share — to 15% or more,
for example — would give the OPEC countries a veto over the issuance
or cancellation of SDRs (which require an 85% vote) and even over

amendments, given the financial leverage of OPEC countries over other
Fund members.
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The general interest of the membership of the Fund and Bank,
including that of the Trilateral countries, would seem to indicate a more
forthcoming attitude toward increases in the quotas and voting rights
of OPEC countries. Traditional indicators used in previous quota reviews
are not sufficient guides in the radically new situation in which the
world now finds itself, where the OPEC countries may soon dispose of
half the world’s monetary reserves and where they are being asked to
make major financial contributions to IMF recycling plans and to the
purchase of World Bank bonds. In the light of these considerations, an
increase in the OPEC share to between 15 and 20% in the Fund and
Bank would seem more appropriate than the 10% now envisaged. The
larger quota increases would mean more OPEC funds available for the
Fund and Bank’s regular operations. The increased voting power of
OPEC would pose no real threat of an “OPEC veto” since the OPEC
countries have not voted as a block on financial and development
matters (except, of course, to the extent that they vote in solidarity as
members of the group of developing countries, which already have
sufficient votes to block SDR allocations or amendments).

In the World Bank, it should be noted, the voting majority required
for the approval of loans is 50% (actual votes are very rare). As major
contributors, OPEC countries are likely to be prudent in their judgment
of loan proposals. In any event, a 15-20% OPEC voting share would
not fundamentally alter the balance of power in the Bank’s Executive
Board; the Trilateral countries would still have over half the votes on a
weighted-voting basis.

In reaching its decision to increase the OPEC share to 10% in
Fund quotas and voting rights, the Fund’s Interim Committee has wisely
agreed that the next review of quotas and voting rights should take
place within three rather than the usual five years. For the reasons sug-
gested above, it would be useful if the Trilateral countries could indicate
now their sympathetic interest in seeing the OPEC countries’ share
raised to 15-20% at that time, assuming, of course, that the OPEC
countries are willing to assume increased responsibilities in the Fund,
e.g., by continuing their contributions to recycling efforts through the
Fund’s “oil facility” and permitting their currencies to be used for
regular Fund lending (several OPEC members do not yet do so).

The World Bank has traditionally adjusted shares of subscriptions
and voting rights in accordance with decisions reached in the quota
reviews of the Fund. In the special circumstances of the present time,
however, there are good reasons for increasing the OPEC countries’
share in the Bank beyond the 10% agreed to in the Fund to the 15-20%
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figure suggested earlier, without waiting for the next review of Fund
quotas in three years. Given the differences in the character of the two
institutions, there is no reason why the distribution of contributions and
voting rights must be identical. As a practical matter, it would be
advantageous to have a larger OPEC country share in World Bank
subscriptions as soon as possible. This would add to the Bank’s paid-in
capital and increase the share of OPEC countries in the guaranteeing of
Bank obligations.

Yet even an immediate 15-20% share for OPEC countries in the
Bank’s regular operations would not solve the problem of providing
them with an adequate voice in the management of the $3 billion-a-year
“Third Window” program for the low-income countries that has been
proposed above. Under the Bank’s Articles of Agreement, all Bank
loans must remain the responsibility of the Bank’s Executive Board,
where the regular distribution of voting shares applies. But there is no
reason why special arrangements could not be devised for the manage-
ment of the subsidy fund, where the managers of the fund could make
decisions on the types of loans to be subsidized or even on subsidies to
particular loans on a case-by-case basis. In effect, there would be a
bicameral arrangement, with the Bank’s Executive Board approving
loan proposals and the “Third Window” management deciding on the
disposition of the subsidy fund.

These special arangements for the “Third Window” could be
modeled after those suggested by the Shah of Iran at the beginning of
1974. The Shah proposed a special fund associated with the World
Bank which would have a governing body composed equally of repre-
sentatives from developed countries, from OPEC countries, and from
other developing countries. This tripartite approach would seem to be a
reasonable one, considering the large OPEC contribution to the special
concessional aid operation here proposed (all of the $3 billion each year
plus $300 million of the $900 million annual subsidy), and considering
also the legitimate interest of other developing countries in the manage-
ment of the “Third Window” program. The day-to-day administration
of the subsidy fund and of lending operations facilitated by it would be
carried out by the officers and staff of the World Bank group, which
represents a concentration of experience and technical skill that would
not be easy to duplicate.

More than changes in voting arrangements and formal managerial
structures may be required, however, to provide the OPEC countries,
and particularly the Arab members of OPEC, with confidence in the
World Bank group and its new “Third Window.” To begin with, there
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should be greater attention to Arab sensibilities in the scheduling of
meetings (the 1974 Annual Meetings of the Bank and Fund were
scheduled on Ramadan). Special courses, some of them in Arabic, should
be organized by the Bank’s Economic Development Institute in a major
effort to train bright young leaders from OPEC countries for service
with the World Bank group or for comparable responsibilities in their
own governments. Gradually, the top management of the Bank and Fund
ought to include a larger number of OPEC country nationals, including
nationals from Arab countries.

Such a restructuring of the world’s major international financial
institutions will not be easy — no major adjustment of established
organizations ever is. But it will provide a major test of the willingness
of the Trilateral world to come to terms with new economic realities and
to share power with those whose cooperation is now essential to preserve
a working world economy. For the reasons suggested earlier, the
Trilateral world, the OPEC countries, and the developing countries
seeking development aid all have an interest in a successful solution to
the restructuring problem.

IV. OTHER QUESTIONS

Even with a major new effort of multilateral cooperation along the
lines proposed above, the bulk of industrialized and OPEC country
aid efforts will continue to be through bilateral and regional channels.
It would be useful to have a forum in which the industrialized and
OPEC countries could exchange information and discuss aid policy
questions, including aid levels and terms, types of projects to be sup-
ported, and distribution among recipient countries. Possible forums
to be considered for this purpose are the new IMF/IBRD Development
Committee, which includes recipient developing countries; the Develop-
ment Assistance Committee (DAC) of the OECD, which includes only
industrialized countries, but which could be broadened to include OPEC
donors; or some new forum to be specially created. Pending the decision
on a forum, OPEC countries could be invited to participate on an ad hoc
basis in DAC meetings and in OECD and World Bank consortia and
consultative groups. Moreover, if the mandate of OPEC could be
broadened to include aid questions, useful cooperation could be de-
veloped between the OECD and World Bank staffs, on the one hand,
and the OPEC secretariat on the other.
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There is a real danger that in concentrating on the approximately
30 low-income countries of the “Fourth World” there will be a tendency
to neglect the very real problems of the new “middle class” — countries
like Mexico, Brazil, Turkey, Malaysia and the Republic of Korea. These
nations have made rapid progress in the past, but they are likely to face
serious financial problems in the future due to the higher cost of food
and fuel, particularly if slow growth in the Trilateral world dims pros-
pects for their exports. Substantial amounts of financing between com-
mercial lending and ODA may be needed if the recent gains of these
countries are not to be jeopardized. This could take the form of conven-
tional World Bank lending and also loans from the IMF “oil facility,”
which may need to be continued beyond 1975 for this purpose as well
as for aid to Trilateral countries.

Before concluding, special emphasis should be placed on the
desirability of including the Soviet Union in multilateral development
efforts, not only in the interest of detente and global solidarity, but
because the Soviet Union has substantial economic capabilities and has
benefited from the increase in raw material prices. Full Soviet member-
ship in the Fund and Bank system seems unlikely in the near future,
but the U.S.S.R. should certainly be invited to participate in the interest
subsidy for the $3 billion fund in the World Bank’s “Third Window,” or
in some parallel UN effort whose activities could be coordinated with
those of the World Bank group. During the cold war era, the Soviet
Union remained outside of multilateral development efforts. In a new
era concerned with global survival, every effort should be made to
include it.
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ANNEX 2

Subsidy Fund Required (% of face value of loan)

Loan Type Maturity Grace Interest Differential Paid by Subsidy Fund
(years) (years) 3% 4% 5%

Project 20 4 14.07% 18.76% 23.45%

Program 20 4 20.77% 27.69% 34.61%
{more rapid disbursement)

Project 20 7 15.33% 20.44% 25.55%
(extended grace period)

Project 35 4 21.40% 28.54% 35.67%
(extended maturity)

Project 35 10 22.36% 29.81% 37.26%

(extended grace and maturity)

Source: World Bank staff calculations
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ANNEX 3
Existing Distribution of Voting Power in the IMF and IBRD

internationat

international Bank tor

Monetary Fund Reconstruction and Development
Quota Voting Power Subscription Voting Power
Member (% of total) (% of total) (% of total) (% of total)
Afghanistan 13 19 a2 19
Algeria .45 .48 .43 .47
Argentina 1.51 1.44 1.46 1.39
Australia 2.28 213 2.22 2.06
Austria 92 9 .90 .89
Bahamas .07 .14 .07 15
Bahrain .03 11 .03 12
Bangladesh A3 .46 .42 .46
Barbados .04 12 .04 13
Belgium 2.23 2.09 217 2.02
Bolivia 13 .19 .08 16
Botswana .02 .09 .02 10
Brazil 1.51 1.44 1.46 1.39
Burma .21 .26 .20 .26
Burundi .07 14 .06 14
Cameroon A2 19 .08 16
Canada 3.77 3.48 3.69 3.37
Central African Republic .04 12 .04 A2
Chad .04 12 .04 12
Chile .54 .57 .37 .42
China 1.88 1.78 2.94 2.70
Colombia .54 .56 .37 41
Congo, People’s Republic of .04 A2 .04 12
Costa Rica A1 18 .04 12
Cyprus .09 16 .09 .16
Dahomey .04 12 .04 12
Denmark .89 .88 .87 .86
Dominican Republic 15 21 .06 14
Ecuador A1 18 .Q7 A5
Egypt, Arab Republic of .64 .66 .56 .58
El Salvador A2 19 .05 .13
Equatorial Guinea .03 10 .03 11
Ethiopia .09 16 .04 13
Fiji .04 12 .04 13
Finland .65 .66 .63 .65
France 5.14 4.72 5.01 4.55
Gabon .05 A2 .05 A3
Gambia, The .02 10 .02 1
Germany, Federal Republic of 5.48 5.02 5.34 4.85
Ghana .30 .35 .29 .34
Greece 47 .50 .29 .34
Guatemala 12 .19 .05 A3
Guinea .08 15 .08 .16
Guyana .07 A4 .07 15
Haiti .07 .14 .06 14
Honduras .09 15 .03 A2
lceland .08 15 .07 15
India 3.22 2.98 3.52 3.23
Indonesia .89 .88 .86 .85
iran .66 67 .62 .64
Iraq .37 M .27 .33
ireland .41 .45 .40 .45
Israel .45 .48 .43 .47
Italy 3.43 3.17 3.34 3.06
lvory Coast 18 .24 14 .21
Jamaica 18 .24 A7 .24
Japan 4.1 3.79 4.00 3.65
Jordan .08 15 .07 A5
Kenya .16 .23 16 .23
Khmer Republic .09 15 .08 .16
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International international Bank for

ANNEX 3 (Continued) Monetary Fund Reconstruction and Development
Quota Voting Power Subscription Voting Power

Member (% of total) (% of total {% of total) (% of total)
Korea 27 .32 27 .33
Kuwait .22 .28 27 .33
Laos .04 12 .04 A2
Lebanon .03 1 .04 12
Lesotho .02 .09 .02 10
Liberia . 10 A7 .08 16
Libyan Arab Republic .08 15 .08 .16
Luxembourg .07 14 .08 16
Malagasy Republic .09 16 .09 .16
Malawi .05 12 .06 14
Malaysia .64 .65 .62 .64
Mali .08 A5 .07 15
Malta .05 13 —_ -
Mauritania .04 12 .04 12
Mauritius .08 .15 .07 15
Mexico 1.27 1.22 .89 .88
Morocco .39 .43 .38 .42
Nepal .04 12 .04 13
Netherlands 2.40 2.24 2.32 2.15
New Zealand .69 .70 .67 .69
Nicaragua .09 .16 .04 12
Niger .04 A2 .04 A2
Nigeria .46 .49 .45 .49
Norway .82 .82 .80 .80
Oman .02 .10 .02 1
Pakistan .81 .80 .78 .78
Panama 12 .19 .07 15
Paraguay 07 14 .02 A1
Peru .42 .46 .29 .34
Philippines .53 .56 .52 .55
Portugal .40 .44 .31 .37
Qatar .07 14 .07 15
Romania .65 .66 .63 .65
Rwanda .07 14 .06 14
Saudi Arabia .46 .49 .45 .49
Senegal 12 .18 13 .20
Sierra Leone .09 15 .06 14
Singapore A3 19 13 .20
Somalia 07 14 .06 .14
South Africa 1.10 1.07 1.07 1.04
Spain 1.35 1.30 1.32 1.26
Sri Lanka .34 .38 .32 .38
Sudan .25 .30 .23 .30
Swaziland .03 10 .03 11
Sweden 1.1 1.08 1.09 1.05
Syrian Arab Republic A7 .23 16 .23
Tanzania 14 .21 14 .21
Thailand .46 .49 .45 .49
Togo .05 A2 .06 .14
Trinidad and Tobago .22 .27 21 .27
Tunisia 16 .23 15 .22
Turkey .52 .54 .50 .54
Uganda 14 .20 13 .20
United Arab Emirates .05 A2 .05 13
United Kingdom 9.59 8.74 10.18 9.15
United States 22.95 20.80 25.34 22.66
Upper Volta .04 A2 .04 12
Uruguay .24 .29 .16 .23
Venezuela 1.13 1.10 77 77
Viet-Nam 21 .27 .21 .28
Western Samoa .01 .08 0 .09
Yemen Arab Republic . .03 1 .03 A2
Yemen, People’s Democratic

Republic of 10 A7 10 A7
Yugoslavia .n .72 .46 .50
Zaire .39 .43 .38 .42
Zambia .26 .31 2 .27

Totals* 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

“May differ from the sum of the individual percentages shown because of rounding.
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Lane Kirkland, Secretary-Treasurer, AFL-CIO
Bruce K. MacLaury, President, Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis
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European Members
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*Kurt Birrenbach, Member of the Bundestag; President, Thyssen
Vermdogensverwaltung
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Politiques, Paris
Umberto Colombo, Director of the Committee for Scientific Policy, OECD
Guido Colonna di Paliano, President, La Rinascente; former member of the
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Michel Gaudet, Président de la Fédération Francaise des Assurances
Sir Reay Geddes, Chairman, Dunlop Holdings, Ltd.
Giuseppe Glisenti, Director of General Affairs, La Rinascente
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Federal Republic of Germany
Roger Seydoux, 4 mbassador of France
Andrew Shonfield, Director, The Royal Institute of International Affairs
Hans-Giinther Sohl, President, Federal Union of German Industry; President of the
Board of Directors of August Thyssen Hiitte A.G.
Theo Sommer, Editor-in-Chief, Die Zeit
Myles Staunton, Member of the Lower House of the Irish Republic
Thorvald Stoltenberg, International Affairs Secretary, Norwegian Trade Union
Council
G. R. Storry, St. Antony’s College, Oxford (Far East Centre)
J. A. Swire, Chairman, John Swire and Sons, Ltd.
*Otto Grieg Tidemand, Shipowner; former Norwegian Minister of Defense and
Minister of Economic Affairs
A. F. Tuke, Chairman, Barclays Bank International
Heinz-Oskar Vetter, Chairman, German Federation of Trade Unions
Luc Wauters, President, Kredietbank, Brussels
Otto Wolff von Amerongen, President, Otto Wolff A.G.; President, German
Chamber of Commerce
*Sir Kenneth Younger, Former Director of the Royal Institute of International
Affairs; former Minister of State for Foreign Affairs
*Sir Philip de Zulueta, Chief Executive, Antony Gibbs Holdings, Ltd.; former
Chief Assistant to the British Prime Minister

* Executive Committee
1 Currently in Government Service
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Japanese Members

Isao Amagi, Director, Japan Scholarship Foundation; former Vice Minister
of Education
Yoshiya Ariyoshi, Chairman, Nippon Yusen Kaisha
Yoshishige Ashihara, Chairman, Kansai Electric Power Company, Inc.
Toshio Doko, President, Japan Federation of Economic Organizations (Keidanren)
Jun Eto, Professor, Tokyo Institute of Technology
Shinkichi Eto, Professor of International Relations, Tokyo University
*Chujiro Fujino, President, Mitsubishi Corporation
Shintaro Fukushima, President, Kyodo News Service
Noboru Gotoh, President, TOKY U Corporation
Toru Hagiwara, Advisor to the Minister of Foreign Affairs; former Ambassador
to France
Sumio Hara, Chairman, Bank of Tokyo, Ltd.
*Yukitaka Haraguchi, Chairman, All Japan Federation of Metal and Mining
Industries Labor Unions
Norishige Hasegawa, President, Sumitomo Chemical Company, Ltd.
*Yoshio Hayashi, Member of the Diet
Teru Hidaka, Chairman, Yamaichi Securities Company, Ltd.
*Kazushige Hirasawa, Radio-TV news commentator, Japan Broadcasting Inc.
Hideo Hori, President, Employment Promotion Project Corporation
Shozo Hotta, Chairman, Sumitomo Bank, Ltd.
Shinichi Ichimura, Professor of Economics, Kyoto University
Hiroki Imazato, President, Nippon Seiko K.K.
Yoshihiro Inayama, Chairman, Nippon Steel Corporation
Kaoru Inoue, Chairman, Dai-Ichi Kangyo Bank, Ltd.
Rokuro Ishikawa, Executive Vice President, Kajima Corporation
Tadao Ishikawa, Professor, Department of Political Science, Keio University
Yoshizane Iwasa, Chairman of the Advisory Committee, Fuji Bank, Ltd.
Motoo Kaji, Professor of American Studies, Tokyo University
Fuji Kamiya, Professor, Keio University
*Yusuke Kashiwagi, Deputy President, Bank of Tokyo, Ltd.; former Special Advisor
to the Minister of Finance
Ryoichi Kawai, President; Komatsu Seisakusho, Ltd.
Katsuji Kawamata, Chairman, Nissan Motor Company, Ltd.
Kazutaka Kikawada, Chairman, Tokyo Electric Power Company, Inc.
Kiichiro Kitaura, President, Nomura Securities Company, Lid.
Koji Kobayashi, President, Nippon Electric Company, Ltd.
Kenichiro Komai, Chairman, Hitachi, Ltd.
Fumihiko Kono, Counselor, Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, Ltd.
Masataka Kosaka, Professor, Faculty of Law, Kyoto University
Fumihiko Maki, Principal Partner, Maki and Associates, Design, Planning and
Development
Shigeharu Matsumoto, Chairman, International House of Japan, Inc.
Masaharu Matsushita, President, Matsushita Electric Company, Ltd.
tKiichi Miyazawa, Minister of Foreign Affairs
Akio Morita, President, SONY Corporation
Takashi Mukaibo, Professor, Faculty of Engineering, Tokyo University
*Kinhide Mushakoji, Director, Institute of International Relations, Sophia University
Yonosuke Nagai, Professor of Political Science, Tokyo Institute of Technology
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Shigeo Nagano, Counselor, Japan Development Bank
Eiichi Nagasue, Member of the Diet
Toshio Nakamura, President, Mitsubishi Bank, Ltd.
Ichiro Nakayama, President, Japan Institute of Labor
Sohei Nakayama, President, Overseas Technical Cooperation Agency
Yoshihisa Ohjimi, Advisor, Arabian Oil Company, Ltd.; former Administrative
Vice Minister of International Trade and Industry
*Saburo Okita, President, Overseas Economic Cooperation Fund
Kiichi Saeki, Director, Nomura Research Institute of Technology and Economics
Kunihiko Sasaki, Chairman, Fuji Bank, Ltd.
*Ryuji Takeuchi, Advisor to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; former Ambassador
to the United States
Eiji Toyoda, President, Toyota Motor Company, Ltd.
Seiji Tsutsumi, President, Seibu Department Store, Inc.
Kogoro Uemura, Honorary President, Japan Federation of Economic
Organizations (Keidanren)
Tadao Umezao, Professor of Ethnology, Kyoto University
*Nobuhiko Ushiba, Former Ambassador of Japan to the United States
Jiro Ushio, President, Ushio Electric Inc.
Shogo Watanabe, President, Nikko Securities Company, Ltd.
*Takeshi Watanabe, Chairman, Trident International Finance, Ltd., Hong Kong;
former President, the Asian Development Bank
Kizo Yasui, Chairman, Toray Industries, Inc.

* Executive Committee
1 Currently in Government Service
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A THE TRIANGLE PAPERS

Reports of Task Forces of

The Trilateral Commission

Towards a Renovated World Monetary System (1973)
Trilateral Monetary Task Force
Rapporteurs: Richard N, Cooper, Motoo Kaji, Claudio Segré

The Crisis of International Cooperation (1973)
Trilateral Political Task Force
Rapporteurs: Francois Duchéne, Kinhide Mushakoji, Henry
D. Owen

A Turning Point in North-South Economic Relations (1974)
Trilateral Task Force on Relations with Developing Countries
Rapporteurs: Richard N. Gardner, Saburo Okita, B. J. Udink

Directions for World Trade in the Nineteen-Seventies (1974)
Trilateral Task Force on Trade
Rapporteurs: Guido Colonna di Paliano, Philip H. Trezise,
Nobuhiko Ushiba

Energy: The Imperative for a Trilateral Approach (1974)
Trilateral Task Force on the Political and International Impli-
cations of the Energy Crisis
Rapporteurs: John C. Campbell, Guy de Carmoy, Shinichi
Kondo

Energy: A Strategy for International Action (1974)
Trilateral Task Force on the Political and International Impli-
cations of the Energy Crisis
Rapporteurs: John C. Campbell, Guy de Carmoy, Shinichi
Kondo



