
FOREIGN AID                                                                                                from Guillermo 11-09-2023 

 An Op Ed by Nini and some data I found here and there below it  

Strings Attached: Foreign Aid Isn’t Charity, It’s Used for Political and Economic Influence 

Jennifer Nini is a writer, activist and the founding editor of Eco Warrior Princess. 

In December 2020, prior to his departure from the US presidency, Donald Trump offered the Philippines 

a gift: US$29 million worth of military equipment. In response, Philippine Defense Secretary Delfin 

Lorenzana, called the gift “a symbol of the Philippines and the United States’ continued warm alliance”. 

This gift is by no means unusual. According to Reuters, the Philippine’s biggest source of arms is the 

United States, which has donated almost $1 billion worth of defense equipment to the Philippines since 

2000. The weaponry ranges from surveillance drones to small arms. These gifts have continued despite 

the Philippine government’s track record of human rights violations, the innocent lives taken in its “war 

on drugs” and its mistreatment of the poor and the displaced. 

 

Some view these donations as clever political maneuvering by the United States– maintaining a strong 

alliance with its former colony is a hedge against a rising China. 

US Defense Secretary Jim Mattis dismissed these claims, telling reporters in 2017, “I don’t attach very 

much significance to it, some trucks or guns being dropped off to a country that’s fighting terrorists right 

now.” The ‘terrorists’ eluded to here are the communist New People’s Army and armed groups such as 

the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF) and its breakaway faction the Bangsamoro Islamic Freedom 

Fighters (BIFF). 

But does anyone really believe that these ‘gifts’ are just charitable contributions by the United States to 

help stop the ‘threat’ of communism and Islamic forces in the Philippines? A closer look at the US-

Philippine alliance reveals a different story. 

 

In 1898, after 333 years of Spanish colonial rule, the Philippines declared its independence. However 

unbeknownst to them, the US had plans for economic expansion into Asia and purchased the Philippines 

from Spain for $20 million in what was known as The Treaty of Paris. America’s treachery led to the two-

year Philippine-American War, ending with the defeat of the Filipinos and marking the beginning of 

American Imperialism in Asia. In a nutshell, the Americans ignored the people’s demands for self-

governance and instead bought the country illegitimately so that it could expand its white supremacy 

and capitalist interests in the lucrative markets of Asia. United Senator Albert J. Beveridge said as much 

in his speech to congress in 1900: 

“The Philippines are ours forever. And just beyond the Philippines are China’s illimitable markets. We 

will not retreat from either. We will not repudiate our duty in the archipelago. We will not abandon our 

opportunity in the Orient. We will not renounce our part in the mission of our race, trustee, under God, 

of the civilization of the world. 



Our largest trade henceforth must be with Asia. The Pacific is our ocean. . . . And the Pacific is the ocean 

of the commerce of the future. . . . The power that rules the Pacific, therefore, is the power that rules 

the world. And, with the Philippines, that power is and will forever be the American Republic.” 

Foreign policy under the guise of aid 

Even under the guise of foreign aid, the United States is its number one priority. On the USAid website, 

prior to its removal in 2006, it read: “The principal beneficiary of America’s foreign assistance programs 

has always been the United States. Close to 80% of the US Agency for International Development’s 

contracts and grants go directly to American firms” creating “new markets for American industrial 

exports and… hundreds of thousands of jobs for Americans”. 

The US isn’t alone in its “me first” attitude when it comes to foreign aid. In 2017, former UK Prime 

Minister Theresa May announced that the country’s foreign aid budget would serve broader political 

purposes and promote British trade. “I am unashamed about the need to ensure that our aid program 

works for the UK,” she said. 

“I am committing that our development spending will not only combat extreme poverty, but at the 

same time tackle global challenges and support our own national interest. This will ensure that our 

investment in aid benefits us all, and is fully aligned with our wider national security priorities.” 

Even when foreign aid is offered, there is little guarantee that it reaches the people who need it most. 

The largest donor of development aid in the world, the EU, contributes €50 billion a year but a study 

found that less than 10% of this aid reaches the world’s poorest nations. It found that some countries 

were recording domestic spend on students, refugees and security in the aid budget (known as inflated 

aid) – even though these funds never actually left the EU. In addition, over 50% of all reported contracts 

were still awarded to organizations in the donor country. 

Another research paper titled “Why Donors Give Aid and to Whom?” concluded that the provision of aid 

is still largely motivated more by the donors’ own objectives rather than development needs of aid 

recipients. It states: “Most donors have continued to use aid as a tool for achieving different self-

interest. The bulk of the available evidence indicates that by and large there is a weak correlation 

between what the majority of donors say and what they practice in terms of aid allocation. It is evident 

from their aid allocation policies, especially of the larger OECD donors, that humanitarian and 

developmental needs of recipients are secondary and donors’ own interests are primary drivers.” 

 

Then there’s the fact that foreign aid is often given to developing nations in the form of loans; causing 

crippling debt and resulting in worsening inequality between the wealthiest and poorest countries. In 

2017, the Guardian reported that developing countries had paid $4.2 trillion in interest payments since 

1980 – an amount significantly higher than the aid that they received in that timeframe. 

 

With COVID-19 devastating economies around the world but undoubtedly hitting the poorest and most 

vulnerable nations the hardest, what these countries need more than foreign aid is a complete overhaul 

of the entire system. 



FOREIGN AID. The Definition is vague and what is giving to other countries may vary. Some countries 

include the cost of caring for migrants etc. An intended moral, ethical and humanitarian goals which 

may create conflict, waste and benefit the “wrong” people. Does it need Fixing? Accountability?  

Provides services and money to countries in need in the form of : 

-LOANS,  

-FOOD,  

-TRAINING,  

-MILITARY AID (buy from donor),  

-MEDICAL AID,  

-FIGHT POVERTY,  

-ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, EDUCATION 

How much and who gives 153 B world wide or 0.18 % of Global economic Output way below the  

Agreed TARGET of 0.7% of GNI met by  

Sweden 1%,  

Luxembourg .98,  

Norway .97%, 

 Denmark .94%,     

 UK.7%. 

Actual amounts :  

USA 34.6B (?),  

Germany 25B,  

UK 19B,  

Japan 14B,  

France 12B 

Who got what from USA in 2019:  

Afghanistan over 4B, 

 Israel over 3B, 

 Jordan and Egypt about 1.5B/ea ,  

Close a Billion each Iraq, Ethiopia, Yemen, Colombia, Nigeria, and Lebanon……… 



SURPRISE =some of our US$ went to Russia!, Canada, Saudi Arabia, Emirates, Brazil, North Korea!, 

……and believe it or not even  Iran!!!!!! 

FOREIGN AID PROS: 

1.Eases poverty and facilitates development, growth and military security 

2.Beneficial for both donor and recipient  

3.Help countries become more independent  (examples?) 

4.Help control Drug trade and Infectious Diseases 

5. Donor country profits from Loans, Military equipment sales etc.  (could be a Con for some) 

CONS: 

1.Does not reach target eg people because of corruption (NIH study) 

2.Favoritism one country over others 

3.LOANS may increase debt and poverty 

4. Strings attached. Influence 

5.Wasteful, underutilized or not even used 

6.No guarantied Benefit 

7.No  consistent relation to growth or investment 

8.May create dependency 

9.May increase price of goods 

10 May benefit other than the intended target ……….  

 

So, the system seems “muddy” to me, like our Health Care Administrative System, where lots of money 

may end up not helping the intended target e.g. poverty, disease prevention or treatment, economic 

development, military security, etc  but also may have  benefits for both sides when  properly 

administered by both sides.  Also, F.A.  seems to be a way the rich countries “feel” humanitarian as well 

as able to  exert geopolitical influence and keep us “rich, well fed and secure”.  Who is tracking the FA 

waste? Is anyone working on resolving the above cons ?  

 

Bernard Shaw said in relation to critics. “The optimists and the pessimists both contribute to society. The 

Optimist invents the airplane, the pessimist invents the parachute.” 


