
XIX . All¡ance for Progress

TH€ ALL¡ANCE FOR PROGRESS AND
LATIN AMERICAN DEVELOPMENT

fhár th€ Alliañce for Progr$s fájted is the near
unanimous cooclus¡on in works oñ the topic,l excepr
io publications sponrorcd by rhe Altiance.2 L€t us resr,
indepe¡deñtly, rhe succes or fa¡¡ure of the Alt¡a.c€ by
alking four impo.tañ¡ questions. (1) Did the A iañce
receive the level of funding promked st the outséi?
12) Did the Alliance achieve ¡ts siñgte mo.t irnpoñánt
qúant;tar¡ve goal of assuriñs a 2.5 per ¿eñt yearty per
cápit¿ economic arowth rare in each 6untry? (3) Whar
ertecr did rhe Altiánce h¿ve on the sora ed ,.widening
gap" b€tweeñ the devetoped economy of the Unitect
States and.the developing Láiin American r€g¡on? Añd,
perhaps mor impofantly, (4) iñ analy:ing the roté of
the Alliance, cáñ a d¡rect correlatjon berween it3 9oat3
ánd natioral economic p€rformance be drawn at a , t€t
alone after oñly one decade? The lar quefion invotves
not only thé exp¿ctatioft of high-tevet poticy maker3
and techniciañs bur th€i. percept¡oos of ¡atjoñat

DID THE ALLIANCE RECEIVE THE FUNDS
PROMISED?

¡¡any obr€rue.s ctaim rh.t the Atiance for
Progcss d¡ed mainly becáuse the Unated Statej d¡d not
live up to its commitrnent of providing pro;¡sed funds.
To examiñe rhk ctáim tet us examine the backg.ound
and context of All¡anc€ promis€s. Unked Státes alskt-
ánce to Lat¡n A¡neiicá begañ in eárñert during the
t950s, following gradu.l expansioñ there aft€r the
close of World War tt. Eitted as €conom¡c á¡d. th€ U.S.
Cong.$s accept€d ¿n rncreá5iñg rote in L¡t¡n American
developmenr. éé suggeréd in the tntroducr¡on to th¡s
book, events of the l96G €ncourag€d r¿p¡d growth ol
lJ.g assist¿nc€ ¡n orderro combat Cuban-styted revotu-
tions, emphai¡s being placéd on the rote of caréfut
planning by highl€vel techniciáns.

The Alliance for Progress, announced by presi
dent Johñ F. Kennedy ¡n March 1961, was sotd to the

U.s. Consress and jusrif¡€d in propasañda on rhe
g.ounds that rhe united st¿tes could eff€ct sociat
ch¿nge lor th€ commoo peopt€ of Latin Ameríca, thus
preventing the need for sociat revotutions ¡bat would
thrc.ten hemkpherjc stabitity. Kennedy,! stogañs
c¡lled fo. "liomes, work ánd tand, heatth and !chook,,
with the motto: .,Progress, yes; tyránñy, no..3 tñ
€ontrar with Kennedyt original dectáratioñ, the
Cha.t€r ol the Attiance for Proqrcss, signed in August,
1961, at Punta det Esr€, made as its f¡rst po¡nt the
economic g6al of ach¡eving growth of at t€ast 2.S p€r
cent Per caPi¡a per yeat

Under the Chaner externát lund¡ng wás s¿hed-
ul€d to r€ach 20 bill¡on dott..s over a teñ-y€ár period.
fh€ Uñited Stare. pl€dg€d ro ,,provide a m.jor
part, . . . principálly iñ pubtic tun&,,' on the coñdit¡on
that ás their "contribution ro ths Alliance, each of the
countr¡es of Larin Americá . .. formu¡ate a compreheñ,
siv€ a¡d \a€ll.conceived narionat program tor the
dev€lopment of iti own economy.',4

The ¡evel of external fund¡ng provid€d. to Lat¡n
Americ¿ du.¡ng the period 1961-1970 is pr€semed iñ
T6blel. ln this tabte devetoped from compos¡te
sources, I hav€ d¡vided fundr iñto three ca&go.ie3:
{A Loans and gránts lor devetopment.t assjstancé;
(8)funds tuppli¿d to Latin America for rab¡¡¡ziñg
bál¿nce of payments; ánd {C) u.S. priv6te cap¡tat, tong
considered by.the U.S. governñ€nr to bé one of the
b€st forms of foreigñ ¿ssisiance ¡n that fieoret¡c6 v ¡t
provjdes á sound basis fo. econom¡c grovlrh (¡nctud¡ng
job6) ¿nd for rGnsf€r ol knowtedge. Gross external
tundiñq averaged ov€r the 2 b¡¡tion dottars prom¡sed

P€r year, with ámounts above that minimum figur€
be¡ng rea€hed ¡lrer rhe mid-1960s. {Becausé dátó a.e
only available on ¿ m¡xed fiscal- and calendar.year bas¡s
6nd yearly tota¡s cán oñly bé approximare, áverage
figures ¿r€ more m6¿niñgtutthán any y€aty amouñts.)
lñ th¡s v¡ew, the All¡ance did rece¡ve moré than the
minimum promk¿d.

lFor ¿¡ .xdrrent @ie ol th. rir.duÉ oñ th. túiru- or ih. Al¡.nc., *e Abráh.m F. LoÉnlha¡, .,uñit¿d s€r6 po¡icy To@.dL.ti¡ A*iei ,Lib.Ét" 'Fádi6l,' .nd .guróucr€t¡c, pasp@tiv6,, ¿r¡¡a a@¡¡aa B¿*.rch ad¡.*8t3 t1g73t,Dp,!2a,Ba.ic
work ón the A ll¡¿@ ¡.dude H.N.f s, P.¡iofi , att¡@ tot prqñr.; a soc¡.t tn eti@,t aá. rvrt,t , (8.¡r¡ñoÉ: Johc Hopk¡n,Pr6, 19@); J.¡ome La¡@ñ ¿nó Jn¿ d. OñIa fh. A ¡.De :.h¿. Lost t¿, rti/.y; A Ctic¡at B.poR @ th. a ¡@ ¡ot p¡os,6
(ChiÉgor Ou.dEqte, 197oli .nd Siñon c, Háñsn¡ Dol/rr O¡p¡o@cf Modd, Sryl.: Ch.pt.E ¡n th. F.itw ot rhe A ¡ . tot
Proges lwahirEton, O.C.: tntor-An¿ri6n Ait iR pr*, t97O). Sé .t$ Jlt¡o Cod6r .nd Richárd R. F.s.ñ t.d..), ¿¿rr, Áñe,bt.d th. Uóí.el Sa.t6 l9t nlold: Srlnford Univ*j1y pr6, 1974).

2fh. b6ic d.fen* ol th. A i.ñe eÉvid6. tuior 3t5t¡5¡¡€t euÉe for d¿¡u.riñg ch¿ñsc duri¡g the deéde 196t-1970: *e oas,
rnt..-Añeriéñ Eco.@ic.ndSciár CtuÉi¡,¿¿'rAara t Dtutop@t.nd th. Aai¿ac¿ f¿,p,¿9@ {wáshinEtó.. D,C.,19?3}_

3K€nn.dv'. lddEs 6r.bl¡srr¡¡9 rhé a¡¡.ñÉ Msrcn 13, 1961, is .ep.inr.d ¡ñ !*i@n áid onts, ¡/irre Th¿. Lo.t tt t1ht,
pp.33439,

4B¡.ic d@tlbt of ih6 ArisEe, irc¡uding the Ch.n.¡ of pu¡i. der Er.si!¡ed AuEUr 17, 1961,;n Urusuáv, €E i. ierud.d in th€
.ppéñd¡xÉ to ,bl¿, pp, 331371 ,
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TABLE 1

TOTAL OFFICIAL ANO PRIVATE EXTERNAL FUNDS ACTUALLY
RECEIVED BY LATIN AMERICA UNDER THE ALLIANCE FOR PROGRESS. 1961-1970

(M¡ll¡ons ol Dollars)

i hr'rrdr&út.qd

S¿veral arg¡rmeñts, how€!€r, have g.ow¡ oú ol conti¡ued to b€. Bul lveñ ¡f such fúnds aré cleduct€d
the imprócise natur€ of the Chaner'i language.S Some froh the 21,553 ñ¡llion dollar g¡oss flow ot funds, the
critic: of th€ Alliance argue th.r funds suppl¡€d to total would still come to ñearlv 20 bil¡¡on, or
st¿b¡l¡¿e balance of paymeot! should ñot b€ iñcluded ¡n 19,566 billioñ doll¿6.
the ámou b€c¿us€ such funds do not iñvolve develop. A s€co¡d ljr¡. ol ffir¡c¡srn or th¿ Allia||ce
menr per 3e. To be sure, the chanér ofPunr¿ delEsre concerñi rhe argum€nt rha! the shal€ ol u.s. private

hád specified thal one of th€ Alliance go¿ls w¡s "to capitál involved i¡ external funding k too high. Or, put
ma¡nt¿in moñetary and fiscal polici€s which. wh¡le ¿nothér w¡y, do€s a 75-25 p€. cent rpl¡t betw!én
avoid¡ng lh€ dhastrous eftucts of inflation or detlátion, public and privat€ fu.ds, reipectiv.ly, me€t the Chánér
will protéct the purchaaing power ol the many, criteria thar the grea¡er pan of the sum 6hould b€ in
guárañtée the greátesr possible price stability, and forrñ public funds?6 wherea3 this question clearly can be

añ adeq!¡ate bash for economic development." Loans añsvwred in the alfirm.¡ive, a variation of the argu_

ro 3übi¡¡r€ nat¡on¿l b6lanc€ ol p¿yments cl.arly mer meñ concems the p¿nicipat¡oñ rate ot the United
thát goal; and if fund! hád nor b.€ñ máde availsble Státés. Doee á 66-34 per cent spl¡t between U S ánd

inflation rnighl have b€en even hore terious than it ¡nternstional funding, rerpectively, meet thé criter¡a

FFiÁ¡;lliiiñ" ¡o, pac6. ch.pter 4, to. . v.ru.bre d,scusion or conro*rsy Mr 4linition or .xr.'nár tundiñsi .re h€

prent3 .lterMriv. lieur6 basd úpon rhe pre¡iñiBry OAS vollhe cne¡ .bv. in n. 2 Prol6or Pérorf, dÓn ol ih. School or

Architlqrere .nd Urt¡ñ Pl.¡óiñg.t UCLA, E ! men6.r ol rh. Al¡¡.¡c.t Coñnirr.. ot Nirc Exp.d,30 h¡s @tk oll.G 5ñ

inrd./rvia{,
foh.n r ot Púnb d.r Ere, firr.ll. ch¿ptd 4, in L*¡con .td oñL, ¡rrb,e 7ñ,¡ !.Bt ,lJ ti¿, p 356. Soú cril¡6.oú. ttd
pr¡vÍ. iN6rñ.¡r ¡ .ot -5itt ñc.; shholgñ . 9@d €* c.n b. ñld.lor thf poi.¡¡ Ól v¡*, ¡l É @t gÉtoñ. hete b..¿Ús *.É
rÉting ihe Afián6'3 3t t.d g€ls,

4t0



statéd in the introduclaon to the Chan6r that thé U.S.

would prov¡de a "hajor" iharc ot ¡he rotat amouñt.7
Again, th€re would seem to b€ linte doubt ár to a.
affirñative áñswer. Peñeps oñly $e argument that
40 per ceñt ofrhe U.S. contriburion c¿me from private
iunds is w€ñh coftidering, it being arg!¡able rh¿t
60 pe. céñt in public funds do not meet the criteri¿
that such ¡ figu.e coñ.r¡tuter the "principal" type ol
fundr promis¿d- ln anv case. as*3tmenr of the
Alliancet p€rformaoce do€s nor hiñge on a lew
p¿.c¿ntage poiñts.

Lel ur t¿ke up a more dillicult quesrion. Wefe
the 2billjon doll.rs per year to be in gross or ner
rerms? C.¡tics argu€ that given ihe he.vy r€paymeñt of
loans lmsny añtedáting the Alliañce, ¿long w¡th
inre¡6t (how€v¿r ¡ight), the Alliance ceda¡nly fa¡ted ¡n

nÉt terms. Although net €xternál fund¡ng under the
All¡ance tend€d io bé léss than h¿lf of the grost
amooñr lTable l, column E), th€ languagé of the
Chá.t€r d¡d not deal ¡n n€t termsj hence it mus¡ b€

ár.umed th.t Iross te.mr w€re impl¡ed a! ¡s usually rh€
c.se in fináncial tan¡áct¡ons. And one can only
speculat. a! to whát might have happ€.ed to Lat¡n
Amer¡ca if sro.s fundinq h¿d not allowsd repavmenr ol
deb$, with ¿ ñet 9.6 billion doll¿6|eft over.

What of the rerña¡n¡ñg and rel¿ted argumeñt thar
U.S ár,¡rance to Lát¡n America há5 b..ñ spéña l¿rgeiy
to p6y lor fávorablé U.S. tr.d€ b6l¿nce3 w¡th Larin
Am€r¡c.? lndeed Abr¿h¡m F. Loweñthrl notés that
amid all the controversy over the Alliañce, agr€€ment
hás om€rged "wh¡ch w€ ñay ac.ept as stipulat€d lor
ü€ purpose of discuss¡on: f1l rhat dur¡ng the l96os a

$br¡antial gap aror€ tetwe€ñ whá¡ Wash¡nqton!
early rheror¡c promised añd what the united starea
gove.ñmeñt actually d¡d. united stat€s €cónomic
a3sistañce [2] fá¡¡ed to r.¿ch the proiedad leleh and

[3] debt s¿rv¡cé requiremeñtr .nd other c¿pit¿l trÍ$
lel¡ m¿y ev€n h.ve produced a net outllow ot f¡nancial
re¡ourc€s from Lát¡n Arncrica to thé United St.te¡."8
H¿v¡ng ¿¡reády disposéd of th€ s€cond po¡¡t of
"ag..!ñenl" in Lowenthal's cr¡tique hhé Alli6nce d¡d
r€ach ¡ts proied€d exp€ndjturc level), lét us analvz€
the lh¡rd by *.miñ¡ñg T¡bles 2 ¿ñd 3, ¿ñer wh¡ch re
shall retu.n to th€ f¡r3t po¡nt.

Alihough L¿t¡n Amer¡ca spent 14.'l b¡tl¡on
doll¡rr mo.é than it took in for gooú, 3€rvice3, and
private translérs during th€ p€riod frcm 1961 to 1970
(see T6bl€ 2), ¡n r€.¡¡ty it gained ñon€y becáuse ñer
capitalllows {¡ncluding éxte.ñalfunds tor rhe Alliance)
cañ€ to l7.6bill¡on doll¡r¡, p€rh¡n¡ng air accumut¿.
¡ion ot 3.6 bill¡on dollar3 ¡n inrernat¡oñ6| resed*.

¡lX . Alliance for Progre6s

Offici¿l United Stat€s capi¡al (gants and loáns) con-
tr¡buted to Latin Americá3 surplus by providiñs á nét
ámount of 5.5 bi¡l¡on do¡rars.

S¡nce this fiEUrc does not show the U.S. b¿lance
ol p3yhénts lv¡th regard ¡o L¡t¡n Am€rica, how€ver.
¡et us look ¡l Table3. lf lhe Uñhed Statss gained

6bou! 15b¡llion dollars iñ net sále! of goods and
seruices durinq the périod 1961-1970, thh positive

bal¿nce wat offret by nel epiral flows of -17.4 billion,
leaving a net delicit of over 2 billion dollals. lñ only
three ye¡u did the United St.tes have a.urplus ¡n its
dealinqs whh L.tin America, period earn¡ngs on goods

and serv,c$ b€,ng chaññeled oack to L¿t¡n Amer:c¿
th.ough official loan! {4.5 b¡llion), gránts and p.¡v¡re
tranlers such a! p€nsions 13.8b¡ll¡on), ¿nd priv e
¡nv€.tmen$ (5.4 billioñ). Privat. capit¿l inveín€nts
from Latin America (1 billion) r€duced rhe U.S. delicit
som€whát. but the d¡ta clsaly show why u.S. pol¡cy
during the 1950t b€gan to make ¿ñ imponañt 3h¡ft. lt
is imponant io note, however, lhat rhis shift ia not ü¡e
one cl€sc.ibed by Low€nthal. The sh ¡ft d/d not r6ult ¡ñ

accumulated res.w€. for rhe United States by 1970.
Rather, as sugge*d ¡n Chapter V. ihe shift

involved the placiñg of émphaiis on economi€ dev€lop-
ment, pfop¿gEnda on soc¡al eñph¿sis to the contrary.
lf in Bolivi6 the reverse qas true, we áré remind.d that
wheñ ditc$sing th€ overall rh.u3t of lJ.S. asrilsnce iñ
rélat¡on to the Alliañce, generalizat¡oñs may overide
¡ndividual cá!$, the uniquene$ ofwh¡ch rema¡ns to b€
inv€it¡qated by other scholars.

Although Pres¡deñt Kennedy was full of good
w¡ll and no doubt ¡nténdéd tho! /rver unrealist¡c¿lly) to
eliminare illr such as ¡lli¡er.cy in Larin Amcr¡ca by
1970, ih€ ct.epéning balánce of páyments probleñ of
the United Stat$ {Table XIV:s) meáñt lhat bv 1962
and 1963 the Uniiéd St¡tes coúld no longer s¡mply give

áMy much money and ¡t the s.m€ tirne nr€s! ii3
wo dw¡dé m¡lita.y comm¡tmeñ$ {how€ver qu¡xot¡c).
Thus muhilác.t.d sfánt assirtancé program. {lood
being coordin.led by AID) begañ to be rhift¿d from
achi¿ving soc¡al goalt wi¡h litrle économic payoff to
stre6s dev€loping the econom¡c infrastructure ¡n which
3ocia¡ cháng! ¡s 3€€ñ to take place, Physical output of
these lanér proj€c$ not only could be mea3u.ed more
.as¡ty but alio would prov¡de rhé baris for repayment
to a harass€d Lr.S. Treasury.

Thos¿ who doubted rh¿r ¿ U.S. monetary cniis
ex¡sted beca$e of the coniiñued d¡6in on bál¿nce of
payments subEequently saw themselves proven wrong
with dév.lua¡ions of the dollar ¡n 1971 ¿nd 1973,
¡nllátioñ b.comi¡g . wáy ol life in a Un¡red States

7ch.r!.r ot Puñr¡ del Er., q@r.d ln LaiEo...d O¡fr A t¡.ad fhú Lott td w.y. p.3a1.
ALos h.¡, "t ñ¡r.d sr'i..Pólicy to@rd L.t¡n A@¡ca," p.4.
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TABLE 2

TLATIN AMERICA'S TOTAL BALAI{CE OF PAYMENTS, 1961-1970
+lMillions of oollars)

A¡.16......tY.'d.l!úrú

okc¡alnNlkúi€qG,J

(g''6'H.n+hkdd

(e97) lr 0s) lr oae¡ 0 15¡)
o)5)

l-5e) {-¡2)
l-$, l-¡rt (-5e)

r-¡) (e)

rr rr) (l a) (e 5re)

l-33) l-rn)
t_71t

o g¡3) - (r !el)
G) 1?r) I-r rztl r,¡.53) ( r lrl (1a'r¡' t-z 431)

ÍABLE 3

UNITED STATES BALANCE OF PAYMENTS WITH LATIN AMERICA. 196f.1970
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where capitalhas become scarce.g lñ contrast, accumu-
lation of reserue! (for individual counÍies, see

fableXlV:1) helpéd to srur ir¡flation throughout
La¡iñ America Gee Táble Xll:1), esoeciallv in Brazil.l0
Perháps the irony of ¡he 1970s will b€ thar (¿) as the
United States finds foreign sáles of raw materiak such

as grain and lumb€r contributi.g to domestic inflation;
añd (ó) ás it Jees its markets dwindle in its domertic a3

well as foreign spheres bec.use inflation makes U.S.
qoods noncompet¡tive, the U.S. governmen¡ will come
¡o understañd the position that Lat¡n Arnerica has long

held in relárion tothe un¡l€d States.

lf rhe shift in Alliance pol¡cy can bé €xp¡ained, it
cannot nec€isárily be condoned. Protesting that this
shift me¿nt Latin Americans h€lped to pay lor t,.S.

. 
XIX ' Al¡¡ance for Progress

ñilit ry adventur* ¡n th€ Domiñicán Republic and

, Viétnam, some critica have argued that the Alliance
was saffificed to wár. Others ársue that thé lJ¡¡ted
Stater did not really fritter áway its positivé balance on
sales of goods añd s€rvices to Lat¡n America, because

the negative balance on cápital flow! ¡i on¡y t€mpo-
rary; Loans are repay.b¡e and priv¿te capitáleventuálly
will b€ repatriated iñ protits .i well ás principal. True
as úp5¿ statem€nts may b€, the fact is that during the
"Alliance D€cade" Látin Americá accumuláted cap¡tál
át the expeñse of the United Statés, Not vice versa as

argued by Lowenth6land others,
Granted the liñanc¡al succe$ of the Alliánce,

how coold the Alliance hav€ died dur¡ng th€ 196G?
Even if we only accept the net figures on ext¿rnál

gThereri€rry ¿ narion r i.flrio¡ lor rterláio¡) eñ be @nrolled by .ch¡dinq equilibriuñ in (á) b¡r.nc. ot p.vrun$ .nd 
'ñ(b) qo..tiiy ol mo..y circll.ring in @Laior ¡o goods, lhe l¿n r b.¡nE dépéñd6t úpon hdiñg enoqlh imemEtid.l Étu6 to

@i.i.in the v.¡qe of cu@ncy aid to &pdy í€d¡r. Accordi¡g|y, tn a.5dm¡tt€dly @Bimpl¡f¡ed .e exañple lo. c@ntryt.
rdo6bl.5¿lanc¿ on.xpons ol Eood!, *rvic6, and p.iv.re tr.nstur! eult! ¡n a. iñltw of gotd (or érv6)rnár (¡16¡rÉ doñ*¡¡.
p.ic {producl¡oñ lagqing b.h¡nd do@ric pur.h6ins poEr) a.d (¡i) r¿b6loÉ¡gn.:pon pric6, rh.nby reduci.g X3 expoG.nd
¡!.Ea¡no impor!3-th€ :djurred pÉh.F beins ell.d 6 r€.*¡oñ o. dep6ioñ, Obv.Bry, á 3¡tu.i¡oñ sñqeiñ impons excÉd
elporc g¿n.rai6 ¿n oultl@ ol !@toÉ, .ltqi¡g Elát¡ve doGiic pr¡ce l4b to elimiúre the iñbal.ñé by (i) driv¡.g up irltér6r
r€16 which.tv.ct for€ign @piút.ñd by l¡ @kiñsX'r.xpoñs d6nóbl. to cou¡ri6 .nioy¡ng á l.rsp surpr6 ot r*¿tuÉ,

l. ordú to .void rhú "b.oñ ¡nd busf' cycl. (anvolv¡ng, e,9., eriou3 probleG for pe6oc livinq on f¡¡.d iñcom* i¡ rh.lom.r
cde ¡ñd high !ñeñployñ¿m ir rh.l.rt.r @1, gov€r.mñtB ñ€y und.ñ¡ke .ñélioEriw rem€diá: They ruy exp€ñd or cóntrlci
lh. supply ól money iñciÉ¡d¡oñ lfore¡ample, by cli¿ngjñg ¡h. mo¡ebry r@M Équ¡Ements r€qlked ol comñfti5|b.nk ih6
.Íéqt¡ng the credit !vpply); cháng. ¡.xal¡on r.t6; or ít.r govlrnm.nt¡l .rp€.¡ditup pol¡cy, Mo.e d.Et¡c cm€d¡F i.clud.
r*óluinodmñcy ¡n ÉLl¡oñ to th.wodd h.rk!t, 6t.b¡¡¡h¡ng loro¡gñ.rch.nge @¡trck, imposinq sr¡ft r.riff iched!¡* oñ ¡npo.ts,
or forbiddiñs exporrs of c¿.rain @mtudirid. H.ñc¿, ñ6r noñ.coñhunir counrri6 prefe. ro l¡qht ¡nfhr¡on,á5 in th. .l8ñpr. oa

c¡lntry x, by obt!¡ni.o lo.c rrcm rh. no..Coññu nir ñrld'. c¿nr6r b.ñk, th. I niérnational MoRÉry Foñd-l MF l@6 spply
r*tu6 rhe¡.tiélly ro $freñ rh..fi€.t3 ol ¡d¡urñé a th€ b€la¡e ól pryñeñ¡r É broosht lo.qliliblúm, Gover.ftnt po¡¡cy,
howd, ñur de @rrerd w¡rh s@rled oñFr¡ñ. élg ot intr.rioñ $.h ó crop fá¡ru6, ller !t!ona96, d "pr¡c.snrrel"
p¡obl.É ¡n wh¡ch ge.rñm.nt¡lly egúl.red low p.¡c l¡d driv€ some prcdueG @t ot b€¡l6 añd rlt.n, 0¡6 l¡ñ.ó, @lt ¡n
r6p¡d inll.tion ó3 FriG crch up with th¿ reál¡ty of dñánd, ln rh. ldt.r tind ol c4, ¡.€pp.opr¡.t. or inll.xibly apol¡ed
goEr¡ment ¡ polis.y th.i k ¡.teñded ro rh ¡ñllation @y contriblie to "s¡agtl.¡io.." the eonomy .¡mult¡ñ@osly Éki.g on th.
@Bt Ép*r. of boih í.grÉtioñ kÉ*¡oñ or depre$oñl .íd iñll.tioñ.

Th! eqs ol iñtl.rioñ are .rwY3 .hber;bb, blt erye¡¡ .Élyn5 h.ve ollsed ¡ñrer6¡¡nq ssg.r¡oG. I ñ rh. U.S. ee, co.ffi¿tiÉ
smmir Mirtoñ Fri.dñ.n h5 p€suÉiÉly popllai¿.d rh. .rgúne¡t ¡h.t rhe ¡ntlat¡on.ry la¡t of i.cffii.g lh. ñomy
{pply (prinr¡ns na ñoñey) hs béñ obc.lred by ¡ 1.9 ¡n {hich rh. 9ov.r¡h.nt l¿¡rs ro árrd tor rhe d.láy b.tÉ6 lt ¿cl¡qs
.nd rh.ir .ffécE on rhó 6noñy le. h¡t "Cu.rent Moner.ry Policy," /rbü@*, ¡nu¿.y 9, 1967, p.59,.,ü "PeGpdiiw oñ
knhftioñ," ¡b¡d,. Ju.. 24, 197 4, p. 73). L¡bmr 6n.on¡r L€oñ H. Key*l¡ns 5G iñll.tion 6 éu*d by f¡) rhe ¡r.rÉler ol ep¡t l

to bánkd ihEugh h¡gh @Émer inter*t Etea, the ep¡t l then b.¡ng él@n.d ro f¿¿d coññpt¡on Eth.r ttuñ 1o t@tú
produdio¡ d low ¡ñeer 6ts; 8nd (i¡lrh. ird6* ¡ñ pbs6ñ. t¿Ét¡on 6té ás jñóñ6 ár. innn.d irito h¡sh.. t¡x
€tegor¡e, gdernm6t3 rheñ sp.ñd¡ñg ¡r. @¡l.c¡¡oft iñ noñprodldiv. s¡d *icÉ-pricd b.i,E driv€n up in cltr¡on lo dF
m¡. srce @cuF o@d. (* Rob.n J. Oo.@r'3 dceription ol K¿v*rrinE'3 v¡.* ¡n "Econoñi6t U¡Eés F.<tirribltion ol
l^coñ.," Lot AaQt6 ii@, wr 23. 19?4r, Co@tu ivé Fri.dñ¿n .9r.6 wit¡r libdl K.y€rli.g on th¡s !s¿.ñd, r¡lc dhér
snoñist1 nú Foinr.d ro th. gE¡¡¡.n exp.riñ.nt of ''lnlleiion.Prúli€ thé lncoruf.¡," ¡/óE@t, May 13,1974 fG¡,10, .

ln shori, .ll rhe f.cto6, spÉ¡ally s él.ted ro th. 16 ol l4iñ!É6t cedit fo. iry6trcni epit l *.m cruc¡á|. f¡.i¡@¿l
hoñei¡ry 3yr¿G .xisr only * p..r of on. @rrd ñonebrv ry$eñ, €@noñ¡c srrucrlre iñfl!.nc¡ng .nd bejng añflúenc.d by thé
trow ol iñtrn¿tio..l r6.to6,

1oB;il h¡e s.i@d at.ntioñ lor "i.d.xing" ¡ñfl¿tion. rh.r ¡..op¡ng warh r ¡ñ3€.d or rrying ro cue ir (* /v.e@& M.rch 12,
1973, pp.8'85, and M.y 20, 19t4, p.841. lnd*i¡rq iwolv6 ñonér¡rv drdion in which ¡nc¡é* ¡ñth.@em.¡ prié irdd
aúromt¡érly Í¡sqú ¿ *ri6 of @mp€ñet¡ns .djurtunÉ, p@idins @rl.E wnh iñct!* ¡n eLry ú EII * p.oponioÉrely
6b¡ns iñr.r6r .nd/or reñt Er6, .nd €djurino r.x sresor¡€, Sles in ¡lch pol¡cv is ddn.d wirh ¡i¡nolr¡¡trs 88.¡l's high
yowth rd€ ol CNP (s fáb¡. xvlll:l ¡d Table 4, b€ldl. Nddh.¡6, BEz¡l hs rct loú.d ¡nde¡ing to b. ú id6l $ld¡on,
wit.B gd.r¡runl ñ..ipulátio. oi p¡ie indsrÉ to downpley intlátio., á cbsic .nmpl€ being d*ribed by L.onard Granñod:
l¡ t973 the 6Ez¡l¡a. 9@mm6r inlluenced the Bio d. Jañe¡ó p.i.e inde¡ ({h¡.h erv6 ú the Étion'. guid. lor id€ri¡g) by
duñping food on the n.r¡(et; thur tñe ofi¡c¡.|ligqc of 13.4 púe ¡r i¡tl.t¡oñ p@b.bly Cr@¡dnrebeen b.twñ 20 and 30 p.r
e l* t-o. Aas.l6 fi@t, Máy 21, 19141.
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fundins suppliéd to Lai¡n America, thé 916 milt¡oñ
dollar averag€ providéd betú€én 1961 and 1970 ñearly
m€ets the billion dollar yealy amount that rhe U.N.
Economic Commkrion fo. Latiñ Ame.i€¿ had calcu-

bted in the ñid-lgsos ar being necessary to st¡muláte
écoñom¡c development.ll Could the rhift lrom social
and economb developmeñtal emphasis to ecoñomic

and rocial ¡nveltmónt háve prompted death not¡cés for
the Alliáñce? Probably not. Therefore we must look
ekewhere to f¡nd the ortens¡ble cause of the Atti.ncét
l¡¡lure,12

DID THE ALLIANCE ACHIEVE ITS
PRIMARY ECONOMIC GOAL FOA

PER CAPITA GROWTH?

Givén the Alliáncet real priority of econom¡c
go¡k, reinforcéd by ov€n rh¡it from gr¡nts to loans ¡ñ
1962-1963, one primary tert of the Alliañce role
involv6 exám¡nrt¡on of jts attempt to stihulate a p€r

cspit¿ yesrly 2.5 per cénr economic g¡owth raie.

Alrhoogh th! Alliance conriñued to lo.t6r soc¡¿l

development that k nor nec$3a.ily méasured in data

oñ economic change, for th€ sake of árgumeñt let us

áccept the several theoretic¡l stslemeñts thrt proclá¡m

¡ hiqh lev€l of coBelarion betweeñ G.o$ Nat¡oñal

Product and levek of iocial indic¡tors.l3
A 2.5 psr c€nt p¿r c¿pita groMh rate \¡¿s

cons¡dered to be ¡mponant, according lo Harvey S,

Pcrloff (one of the Comminee of N¡ne Exp¿rts who
guicl€d ¡hé All¡¡nce between 1962 and 1965), bec¿use

¡t th€ t¡me of the mocting in Puñl. del

Ere, most ot the Lat¡n Americ¿n economies had

been depresrad for several véarr, During the late
19501, the r¿te of growth iñ most o, thé
coun¡r¡es was lower than it h.t b€en ¡ñ th€ earlier
pan of rh€ decad€. . .. some ol the couñtries-

Argeñ¡in., Colombia, Ecuador, Uruguay, añd

Cost. Ric¿-had exp€rienced quite substá¡tial
decliñes; othe.s, like P¿raguay ánd Boliviá, were

stagñatin9. With th€ €conomic décline cám€ high

uñemployment, low agricuhural prices, and a

¡¡hited governmeñt e¡pend¡turc for soc¡¿l

Tbe fkr object¡ve ol rhe Cha(er of Punt¡
del Erte was, therelore, to rev€rs€ the downward
trend in the grovr'lh rst€. An ¿rñu¿l increaee iñ
per c¿p'rá producr 'n every L¡tiñ Añerien
coum.y of not less thañ 2.5 per ceol, roughly the

average lor Lati¡ Añerica dur¡ñg th. relatively
good yea6 ot the early 1950's, w€s 3!t as a soá|.
lr dd ñot seem possible thal sela3ustarñing

developmenl, th€ major ob¡ective, could b€

¿ch¡eved wiih a lowEr ¡áte of añnual growth. Th!
increas¿s ¡n iñcome, th€. Cháner suggefed,
should b€ employed to rais€ the rel¿tive level! of
lav¡ng of the needier sectors ol the populatioñ,
ónd 'l the sm€ t¡mc to ¡ñcr€ase the p.opon¡on
of rhe na¡¡onal producl devoted to ¡nv6tñeñt,
ln this way, th€ maior goali ol incorñe equal¡2a.

t¡on ,ñd sell-s{13tain¡ng €conomic growth mighr

It is no! essy to a3e$5 economic ch¡nge iñ Lat¡n

Amer¡ca, á¡r..sment b.ing a rnore comPlex probl€m

thañ w¿s sslumd by rhoi. who fr¿m.d th€ chaner.
Because census p.oblems.nd the validity ot populáiion

etimates seeñ to vary lrom country ¡o country, let ut
tirr cons¡d.r to whst extenr rot3lGNP ha3 chang€d ¡ñ

¡ermi ol conrtani doll¿6 of t970.15 This h¡s ¡he

adv6ntágé ol reduciñg lrror tomewh¿r .t the s¿me tiñe
elim¡nat¡ng the factor of inllation ánd show¡ng ¡l3 the

relarive iñportance ol é¡ch of the Larin Am€rican

rcpubl¡cs (with the exc¿ption of Cüb¡ and Hait¡ for
wh¡ch no comparáblé dára.rist).

11R¿poñ or Olir!ñdiñh. (191), qooted ¡n Ldi$on 5nd o nl, At¡bnce Ther Lott bt wav,9.40.
l2Rob.n A P.ck.nh.ñ, lL¡b@¡ Añ.ia ...t ¡hc fhitd lrtb.td; Poth¡ol D.t.lopm.Dt ld.a i. FoG¡9h a¡d .ñ.1 Soc¡.t S¿i.tt

lPri@to., N,J.: PriEdon Un,v.Éiry Pr6, 1973) ) dc ñot 3iñ io tE et. or thk 3hiñ A3. po¡¡iél $¡.ñrt! h. s Jó.¡9n

s¡s¡.nc? isÉ ú i¡@ñ¡t{ de.iopmeñt ol d.m.ócY lot ruppoñ ot u.d666!ic gov.mm.ntsl; i6 cordl, P.rloft,l¡l¡d
lor tuogtsL * lssb¡c. iñ r.ms or .h..9ing soci.r .nd .conoñic nrldúG ol ci.ly, A@.d¡ng !o P*k€.h¿ñ, U-S.

¡$il'ñce .!n b. div¡d€d i.ró $É. p.rio&: li)snomi. d.v€lopcni to. purpcs ot polhi@¡ dt€lopñe.t, 194?_1950;

i¡i) eoñoñi. dr.topñenr lor porhier r.bi¡irv, 1951-1960 lnd 1964¡96aj .nd li¡i)econoñic d€v€lopñ.ñt ro iú€¡íh.. lib€El

óÉnocEcy. 1962-1963.nd ¡966-dodr¡n6 ol rhÉe periods ñor b.ir4 ñlrúlly .rclúr¡ve blt tur. órls i.fu.ntia¡ ar dilrer.nl

l3SÉ, for ex.hpla, lrma Adel n .nd Cyni h¡. f.lt Mor6. f.i.tf, Pot¡t¡d, ta.t E.onoñ¡c D.v.toptunt: A Oúdrib¿ú App@dt
la.himr.: Johc Hopkiro P..r¡, 196?l; .ñd J.ck S.wvt, 'Oiñ.G¡ons ol N.tioB: Si¿e,vtát1h..^dPoli1i6" Añ..i6n Joumtl
o¡ So.¡olosy 7g \19671, pp.1¡15¡72. ¡n conr6r, *e @rk3 ¡1r*in9 rh. ió.. ihli. diriñction ñust b€ ñ.d. b.t@n grcúh.nd
deelopm.nl, th. foñÉ ¡dolv¡no €coñoñic r.rc ..d th. birer s¡.| t.ñ; lor .xañple. DqdleY 5é6, '.lhe Mdñin! ol
D*c¡opdñr," in uthoat.ñd lrchDñ {e&-), 7h. Pol¡,'o/ g¿úoñv or D.v.toptun¡' FF 12l1U Mv.w^ vi* l* 7he Uttia'
F.rol!;ror) b rh.t .hhouch cbl d*l.pm..r eñ¡ot bG .qus¡d wilh ...noñic ,¡dh, ih. lo@r i'@'c ñor tspidlv .l
r¡mÉ wlEn rli. ¡¿nd i..ruÉ; contBriwit, .ooh¡c atowiñ 

't¡hllatÉ 
*¡¡l d4lop.n.ñt. ue ol GNP d.r¿ is tin' lor

|@Gldd.cltlisburdocno¡gbjhul.lo'rcsréo'¡oc¡.lch.t€.¡..d.dloU.d..sbnd€riou3lptrlolth€9c¡.1
cond¡t¡o¡,

'l.aatlott. An¡t a to. Prcg6. pp.22-23,
1 5For th. Er¡6.1. ol uing G ñP ¡r6rc.d ot Grc Ooó6ric P¡oducl. G ñv dicusio. ol Ch¿or.. xv¡ I I in Pri I I',A. 

'bo€-
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Comp¡Étive rank¡n9 of countrier according'to
h¡ghes¡ and ¡owef GNP changed signif¡c¡ntly betwsen
1950 and 1970 (see Table XVlll:1). ln 1950 (th€ fi.st
yeár for which complete d¿ta lor all couñtries are

¡vailable), Aryentina outianked Brazil añd ft,lex¡co
which immedi.tely followed in importa¡ce. Bv the late
1950s Elazil hád moved inro first pláce and lvlex¡co

$€s chállenging Arcentina for the second spot, w¡th
Mex¡co wiññing out w¡thin a dec¿de. For fourlh place

eveñ b€for€ the Vene2ueláñ Democratic R€volution of
1959, Veñeruela h¿d exchansed place! with Chi¡e. At
the bottom of the ecoñomic laddér, Nicar¿gua moved
up to about Paráguayt old pos¡t¡on on the sc¿le, with
Paraguay fall¡ng to l¿st pl¿ce.

One of the f¡rst quel¡o¡s that comes to mind
about Table Xvlll:t ¡n relation to national planning

may be stared ai follo'ns: ln light of the lact thát every
year govérnménts revis€ their datá to take ¡.to áccount
new inform.tion (frequently going back jnto time
several yeals), how consist€oi are such datá for the
purposes ol plañn¡ng and/or ol drannelins ¡nt€F
¡at¡onal funds ¡nto needed delelopmeñt? To t€st.
consist€ncv, I ofle. iñ TableXVlll:2 comp¿rative
figure! on three different y€árs of estimate {1969,
1970, 19721 tor l9 c¡ses (including l8 Latin Amer¡cán
républici and totrl Latin Americ¿) over an eight.year
period (1961-¡968). Oñly a few extreme variat¡oñi
st.nd our-if planneE wer€ to think, for example, that
P¿nams's grot{th in 1966 w¡s quite $tisfádory, in
light of later .evhions downward from 9.9 to 7.7 per

cent they might hav€ ácted differently. Although the
total number of m¿¡or revh¡ons amounted to about 5
percenl of the cares, it is ¡ñt€r€ling to no& $.t only
two coun¡ries had at leást four majo. revisions-
Hoñdüras ¿nd Veñeruelá. S¡rrpri.¡ngly, ¡n the lader
cases lhe dáta for the .arl¡er yéars of Accióñ
Democrática's power {1961-1964) were r€vis€d

upward dramatically by Calderat Chrht¡an D€ñocrats.
Th€ Hondrr¿s revisioñs were up ¡n three yeal! and
drait¡cálly down in one. Two other cases merit
ñent¡on. ln Costá R¡cá thé José F¡suer¿s sovernment
by 1972 revissd d¡t€ up má¡kedly for rhe ántiFiguerés

. XlX. A¡liance for Progress

group which preceded ¡t ¡n the pr$idencv. Costa 8ic¡n
growth w€s est¡msted to be ¿bout 2 per ceñt higher
than seeñ by the anti.Figueres gro¡rp hsell when it was
in power. lñ the case of Nicaragua one can only marvel
at ihe Somoza dyná.tyt 1970 revhjoñ of data down-
y/ard by more thán 2 per cent for the vear ¡965-five
years apparently being considercd a safe period for
admitiing past problems.

Data for several máior cases ako need to be
dhc!$ed. araz¡lt cont¡nued growth rate (the highest
¡n ktin America, ranging lrom 9 10 1l pe. cent
b€tw€en 1959 a¡d 1971) does not appear to b€

suspicious in ligi'r of 1972 upward rev¡sions by the
miljta.y government for ¡ts noñm¡lit¿ry predec€ssor
years ¡n power, pred€cessors that theore¡ic¡llv should
hav€ b€en dilcredhed rather thsn credited {unless the
civil¡an government had rigged tigure! to prevent its
falll-16

ConveB€ly, the Peruvian m¡litary goverñmeñt't
1972 revhed d¡ta portray ¡ts predecessor governme¡t
iñ a very bad 

'iqht 
indeed for 1967 and 1968. Peruvian

1972 and 1973 estimates for 1969-1971 (post-1968

daia áre not g¡ven in TableXvlll:z) show upward
révisions, however, so that it cannot be argued that
Péru only now c¿n admit problems dur¡ng the fkst
years in which ¡t héld power-iñ fact quite the reverse
is true.lT

With regard to upw6.d revis¡ons, wheréas we
n¡ght aho hsve supposed that otfic¡ah tend to rev¡s€

data in order to justify the rol€ of th€i. part¡cular
government, this generally does not appéár to be th€
case. Regarding Mexico's one.party system, lor
ex.mpl€, we !€e 3 down!€rdlv rév¡réd year3 a. aga¡nst
6 upw¡rdly revised years, all bu¡ 2 of which wsre less

than 1.5per ceñ¡. Thus, w€ can see a keyñote of
unsuspected cons¡stency. Such a concluSion msy show
v¡lué in d€velop¡ng hisloricál time series; however, one
ghould note that this does ñot mean that the dátá ár¿
necésrar¡ly accur¿te to b€gin w¡th.

Ch¡lean data under Allende appe¿rto b€ part¡cu-

lar¡y problémat¡c, p¿rhápt beca$é of 6 généralstat€ of
confus¡on creat€d by popular seizur€ of lands and

l6Ac@.d¡ng!o¿r¡t,Arért@IJuú2t,i9?4),how!€r,86. ¡.ñcNpdaómybÉ3ubj.ctro.ek¡oñ:-ThemétlyOpt¿tj¿wh¡c¡
h¡r don¿ ñoc th.n .ny oth6 r¡nql. páp.r io open *r¡ou. di*u$ion ot ro.omacis6r pointed oú airheb.g¡.ning ot ¡his modh
lhát lhe fi¡lr6 ior rne ¡rcree of the !rcs doñ4t¡. pródlct drri.g rhe Madic¡ ydB, rs pubt¡sh.d by rh€*ñi.ottici.¡ Fundó.¡o
G.t'llio Vart6, r€tuin 'prel¡ñ¡n.ry €¡¡m¿r6. fh6¿ .É rh€ ligu¡6 o¡ wn¡ch att t tk ot mi6d6 uh¡tuiety esrs,6 the g¡.nr
strjdes ot ñoré th.n9 pér6nr.yórb€grn only i.1968. The'preljñ¡E y 6ritus3'beg5. in 1969,"

And ns @rhod3 or €lculat¡n€ GNP or methodology in obt¡¡nins .nd/or Ériñrins (bÉ ñ.y 6nÚibu¡. ro od viN. It irded
aÉ2¡lián cNP d.r. droúld be toond to h4 b.eñ infhted, rh¿ pÉ¿ñt *riÉ will h.ve v.lué for com!€r¡5on with.ny nsly
di*ov.red r..lhy. NdeñhelÉ., Lat¡. Añciq is co.r¿ct iñ it! conc¡usion .bout av.ilable iñfor@t¡oñ on Brazil's GNP: "No o¡e
rclld rtteñtr ro dsy t¡i. dvnañisñ ol thR BE2il¡.ñ ..oñmy du.ing ¡hÉe y€c, and ir ñav b. rtH árreór di*us¡oñ .nd
crit¡ckm w¡ll l.y the foúnétion tor moE yÉE of tuoi..d g¡oúh. Thepbbtñ kro doñoe rh¡ñ 9!6 d th. diñ€ñ.¡oG ol.he
.chi*ñ¿.ts or th¿ probletr,"

17ln 1972 erir€relor 1969¡971 lrowth of GNP were 1.4, 7.6,5,6, re.per¡vety; in 1973 €st¡dt6 tor the eñe y66 @re 2,5,9,1,
t.3. &. 3ou¡c. lor Tab¡¿ XVtll:1.
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¡ndusiry a! well as sorne extrehe poliiiz.tion;f the
government bu.éaucrácy b€tore All€ñde! fall iñ
S€ptemb€., 1973. Tbus, 1972 esrimares for groúh ol
GNP durins 1969-1971 we.q: 3.2, 4:5, 9.5 per cenr.
ln 1973, theie est¡mares w€re.évked:3.2,9.1.5.6 p€r

cent. Aevision of 1970 dara dfamátic¿lly upward by
th€ Allende oovernmeñ¡ calls ¡nto queltion the nalional
s€lf-imagE of the economi€ 3iiuár¡on in which he came
to power-if th€ populace had been aware ol a I per

cent increase in GNP, would Alleñde have won the
eléction thár y€ar? For the f¡lst year ol Allendét
governhenr (1971), clata w€re sub6€quenly revised
downw:rd by Allende econoftic off¡c¡ah, but not until
1972 and 1973 do rhe data show much dowdown in
grol,vth (1.6 snd -2.3, respectively).l8 Gaven .epons
on rhe chaor¡c probl€m ¡ñ the Ch¡leán lionomy-all
the figuret since 1971 seem unreal¡lric--?ither these
d¡t¿ or the ch6os was exaggerated by both lefr añd
right. Or one could argue th6l since.ocial6nd politicál
cons¡derations ¡re not ¡ncluded {at ¡east d¡rectly) in
GNP f¡gures. luch cl¡ta are not relev¡nt to uñdertand
rhé Chil€añ case. Since Allend€ woñ with oñly 36.5 p€r

c€nt of the vote {bear¡ng hk conr€rvative oppon€nt ¡n
1970 by 1.3 pél ceñt), however, it cañ hsrdly be
argued that Allend€ had a mand¿te to complelely
ch6n9e the l¡le ol the couñry. Therefore, the ¡mage of
d€velopme .een iñ GNP doés not s¿€m i.r€levait. {lt
should be noted that generally ev€n a 61 per cent
lándslide m¿iorilv is coñ!idered to bé a diff¡cult
situat¡on in which to init¡¡re r€forms, let alone to
create "g.eat sociéries" for the U.S. ,rd South
Vietnañ, as Lyndon B. Johnson found our.)t9

Turning ro per c¿pits growth, T¿ble Xvlll:3
r€veah that after 1961 Ar$ntina \,¡s the le€d€r ¡n ¡r as

well as in lot¡l GNP. Dur¡ng the period 1951-1960,
uruguay took first plac¿ in ps capit¿ GNP,€iter which
¡t went ¡nto ¿ d€cl¡ne. Th¿ h¡gh GNP po.¡iioñ ol Erazil

8nd Mex¡co has been severely reduced by the large
population in those counrries, ch¡let th¡rd place

posirioñ of 1950 and 1971 w¡s challenged only during

U.ugu.y'. décline. The rema¡n¡ng counri€s which
coñsi'tefily had mor€ than the Latiñ Arneric¿n av€Gge
were rhr€e: Venezuela, Mexico, and Panama. Costá

R¡can p€r c¡pha GNP w6s above lhe averag€ lor 18

Latin Am€r¡c¿n republica ¡ñ 13 of the 22 ye3rs undér
co.b¡derat¡onj and ¡n ¡bout thr€e-qu¡ñers of the
22 yeart h wls Costa R¡c¡ ¡hat r¡as the clo.€st to the
total av€r€g€. ln this sense k might b€ cons¡d€red the
"typical" Lat¡n Amer¡can country, with thé qualificá.
tion thai thé.e ¡! no "€verage" or typ¡c¿l country p€r

se becaus€ all countries do no¡ share the same probl€ms

{although as discussed iñ Chópter Vl. Coí¡ Ricá ir ñow
3€€n to hav€ á need for lánd reform wheré oñe wrr not
r€cogniz€d ¡n the Fst). h ihould áko be noted that the
averáge amount of lundr p€¡ capit¡ in such a co¡rñtry
¡s Veñezuel. k exagE€róléd ow¡no to o¡¡ reveou6.

{ln any crs€, per cap¡ú GNP doés not mean thá¡
every person has x amount of money; r¿th€r p€r capit¿
GNP repr€leñ¡s the roral ¡mount ol goods ano services
c¡rculáting ¡n relat'on to the popul.tion of ¿ giveñ

couñtry. Thus, we may hypothBiu € th¡t 8ol¡v¡a olfe6
lels oppon¡rniiy to th€ common m¿n than do any of
the 18 countries ponrayed-¡t hós had the lear ámount
of activhy rhat m¡ght provide the e¡nployment and/or
poss¡b¡¡iries contribut¡ñg to. h€althy rociety.)

W€ may nore w¡th ¡nr€regr rh.ee 3p€cial cfi$ of
per capit¡ GNP g.owth. F¡Gt, in spité ol the tact thrt
Bolivia (¡lons w¡th Mex¡co, Cuba. .nd Urusuay) h3s

undergone one ol ihe major swe€ping strudural
changer ¡n twent¡eth-century Lat¡n Amer¡c¡ñ history,
p€r c¡p¡t¿ GNP did ñoi récover ¡G pre.evolurionary
1952 lev.l uniil about 1970. S€cond, ¡n the Urug¡.rayan

cáse (touch€d upon in Ch.pter Vl), the numb€r of
dollau per capita remaiñed h¡gh, but during the 1968
its p€rlormañce could only b€ comp¡réd with that of
Bol;v¡a. Althoush the Urusuayan r¿t€ of ¡ncre¿s¿ ¡n
yearly populátion wEs the low€.t for the lg co¡rnt¡ie3
(añ averáge of L3 pe. ceñt b€tween 1960 añd 1971), a3

popolation ¡ncreased ¡ñ relation to product¡on ol beéf

{expon of lrñ¡ch ded¡ned), the counry b€gañ ro "¿¡t
¡tsell our ol house áñd home." Third, ¿lrhough ¡l may

be argu€d that Arg€ntinat ¡ost¡turion ol meát1e33

m.rket days (and its low average annual populat¡on

srowth .ate of 1.4 pél cent) appeared to help prov¡dé a

ñet gain ¡ñ toreign trsde balañc€,2o cliversif¡ed

econom¡c growth may have hád mor€ to do with that
country e r.cov€ry in grovvth oJ per c¿Pit¿ GNP than

any other single fador. ln the thrée cases here

t8¡s¡mte tor 19t2 sñd l9?3.r. fón aro/w-h¡nroñ, Ofic. ot Sút¡di6.rd R@d'6¡6r /vrt¡oñt P.o.tuct l1g72t.rd
11973), Gpfrr¡v.ry; GNP dár.lor 19t2.¡d 19É.e tioñ r¿.ñ, 119741.

lgEkciion r¡ririB ¡r. trcm K.núrh Fuddr..ñd Phirip Gill¿n .ú.1, ttt¡n Añ..¡caa P¿rttc./ 5rr¿!r'6 (1972). p.75;.nd U.S,
Bure! ol rhe C.ls. $¿.,i'rtel /4ór¡d.¡ lr97ol. lt en be .Bu.d rhal 5su.. Rrdoñi@ lomic. who @n 35.2 pF @ñr ot !h.
vore, É dnpct¡ng ai¡h All.nde for leftir b.¡oB, rh.¡¿ @rib¡ñ.d ror¡¡ ot 7l .7 pr 61 q.4 . ñañd.l. lo. ch.nge. Sirc¿ th.n
gels ¡n gúnñ.d¡¡ orFn¡¿rioñ @És dll.cnt, ho@.r, ihi iñdp.ebr¡oñ ñydiroñ Chilnn hirory. Wh.r6 rEd¡tio..lly
M.dis sppo.liñg Allende r@d tor. eñr¿lir.d.yneó of geñmem. Cñriri¿ñ O4oc[tl $ppon¡r€ Tonic rood to. ¡
de¡rEliz.d ryr.ñ, .4 Ernsr lLtpúi^. ¡lat¡o..t¡tñ úd Conñua¡sñ ¡ñ Ch¡t. lo.ñhti@., Mrs.: M lf, 1965).

2OSe A¡O¡/vÉh¡.gúon, ÁrD E@.oñ¡c b.b aook: Lt.¡ñ Añ.,¡@, Júly, 1971i.ñd Uni@tid¿d de utusu.y, Utug@y: Ett dlsti@s
A¡rE s lMónrd¡dF: iÉituto d. E@noñ¡., l9@l, ep,7+75,
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d¡scusled, only Aryent¡na showed much s¡gn of néw
dw€lopment, but as rnay b€ ie€n iñ Table XVlll:4 this
growth wa! below the Latin Américán av€r¿ge.

lf w€ t¡k€ iñto account Latin American popula-

t¡on g.owth, which has averaged almost 3 per cent per
year since 1950 {and hjgher than 3 p€r cent for at least
12 of the 18 republics),2] per cap¡t¿ ¡at¡onalproduct
can be a.alyzed in several different ways.
Table XVlll:4 offers compa€tive i¡dexes of GNP and
GNP per capit¿ based lpoñ changes since 1950.22 As
cañ re¿dily be seen, i¡creasing population has cut
deeply into the growth of total GNP. By the 1970s

countries with lastjrow¡ng total GNP Guch ¿s

Vene2u€lá, Nle,(¡co, and Co.tá R¡c¿l saw thát grolvth
halved by population facto.s. El Salvador, Ecuador,
and the Oominicán Repoblic sutfered n€árly the sám€
fáte. Oñly U.uguay, with th€ lower populat¡on growth
and the lowest GNP growth, h3d a narow gap betwe¿n
GNP-and per c¿phá GNP-hardly a pos¡i¡ve ind¡cator in
thk cáse. The Latin Añerican rcpubl¡cs a! a whole !áw
GNP reducéd due to population growth by an áverag€

of over 40 per cent compard to the 26 p€r cent
reduct¡on id ahe unhed sráies.

How do€s per cap¡ta GNP in Lat¡n America
compar€ w¡th other regions? Table XVlll:6 portrays 7

reg¡ons lor 66 non-Commun¡st countr¡es which h¿ve

r€latively compar€bl€ data. Eetween 1965 and 1970,
years for wt'ich data ar€ complete, Latin Anericát
pos¡tion with over 4 per cent of the 66-country totál
¿verage c,¡d ñot ch¿nge appreciably. As¡a (excluding

Japanl and Afr¡ca ranked 1 ¿nd 2 perc€ntag€ poínts,

respectively, below Lat¡n America. lf the Látin
American region was not at the bottom, its shár€ w¿s

far from that ol J.pan, which ¡ñcreased its porl¡on of
the to¡al from 1l to nearly 16 p€r cént. (Japan's big
groMh came mostly at the expsnse of C¡nada and the
U.S.) Al!o, in ábsolute t€rms Latin Amer¡ca wa6 not
only rnuch below th€ European average but far from
the 7-req¡on áveraqe of 1 4001 714 dollars per cap¡t¡.

Wh¡l€ the ¿bové iñlérprei.tions are nol very
heánening whh regard to Lát¡n America, Table4
shows that in spit€ of th€ popul¿t¡on e)(plos¡on iñ
Lat¡n An'er¡ca, per capita GNP for the r€aon averaged
an iñcre3i¿ of almost 2.8 per cent each y€ar b€ginning
in 1961, compared with a 1.7 per cent ¿veBge during
th€ per¡od 1950-1960. Thh q.in may b€ seen ¡n the
tuc1 thát, whereás dur¡ng th€ former pÉr¡od no more
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than about 40 per cent of 190 c¿s€s {18 countrie3 and
tor.l Lat¡n Americá in a lo-ye.r p€riod) exceeded rhe
2.5 pe. cent préscr¡b€d growth ráte, b€twEen 1961 and
1971 neárly half of 209 c¿ses atta¡ned or bedered ttut
soá1.

Alihough Latin Americá as a whole met the
Allisñc€ go.l of ách¡ev¡ñg añ economic grollth r¡te of
at leár 2.5 p€r cent pér cáp¡tá, ¡t is clearthat gáins for
ind¡vidual countri€s did not rneet th€ m6rk. Crit¡cs can

aEue pefsuasively that a ga¡n of only about 10 per cent
in countries meetinq the target rate during the 1960t
(compared with the 195Os) is hardly ¡nd¡cativ€ of
much success. And they coold very well be right. Yet,
p€rhaps this k not the appropr¡áte wlry to pore the
problern of gaug¡ng econom ic grovvth.

By setting a targer of 2.5 per cent pér c¡p¡tá
ápplicable to all countri6 e¿ch y¿ar, reqardless of
widely vary¡ng bases for chanqé, the authors of th€
Alli¡ncet Chaner fix€d a goal that would be imporsi-
bl€ to achieve. lf only one or tlvo cas€5 rerc to táll
below thai tárgei (let aloñe halfl, then p€rtománcé
could be con.¡dered as want¡ng. fúor€over, thé lpecific
tárget ignoréd the fador of world economy: l5 not
n.t¡onal performañce much more meáningtul in rela-

t¡on to cycl¡cal internát¡onal economic affáirs, fávor-
able during some year! 6nd unfavorábl€ during others?
Here the question subEequently posed by the Pearcon

Comm¡ss¡on on lñterná¡¡onal D€velopñent app€ars lo
offer a more rophht¡cat.d approach to thé problem,23
a quest¡on rephrased here in rp€cif¡c terhs of'the

WHAT EFFECT DID THE ALLIANCE HAVE ON
THE SO.CA LLED "W DENI NG GAP' BETWEEN
THE DEVELOPED ECONOMY OF THE UNITED
STAÍES AND fHE DEVELOPING ECONOMIES

OF THE LATIN AMERICAN REGION?

l¡any scholá.s {includ¡ng rnys€lf) have tended to
.ccspt the tollowing hypothes¡s {sst forth coñveñieñtly
by rh€ Pe¿rson group thát und€rtook in 1968 to study
iñ€mational developrnent): Bec¡us¿ of economic
g.owth.rate chang$ fostered by t€ch¡olos¡@¡ ¿evol!-

t¡oo a.d cap¡tal.iñteñsive developrneñt ¡n economic
systems such as th€ Unit€d Statos, the leis.d€veloPed
areas such as Látin Am€rica have l¡itl€ d1¡¡nce to clos€
the q6p b€rweén rélat¡ve weákh and poverty, esp€c¡:lly

21se ta¡¡e vtlt;¡,
221ñ ól.tion to 1950, by 1960 rh. lódins p.r epiÉ 96ú^ñ 6t6 rer. ¡etd by Vá¿zu.¡¿. BEzit, Corb Rie,..d Mqi@, By tgTO

the En¡¡n$ 6E V€e¿uerr, Pañ.m, Mexico, ¿ñd 8r.2i¡, wirh c6t, B¡e roÍo;i¡E cro*¡y,
23Lere. 8, percn * ¿¡. L&1, P¿tú.R ¡n Oe!¿toptunt; Éepón or th. Coññis¡on o¡ tn en¿t¡oñt Davaropñ¿,. tNa yo.k:

Pra.seL 1969). S.e .l9 a..baE ltárd €i .t, (e&1. 7t¿ ,/¿er¡rs Gap: O.t.top@a. ¡n rh. tgzqr tñ¿w york: Corumbi¡ UniveBity
Pr6, l97r ), . {orl th.t 3umm.ri¡É and *duátd rhe Pecoñ F epon, 6p€É y 9p, 5 sñd 1 1 . Ti6. @rks s..k ro E ¡né
d*d.prunr.6i!ü¡6 in order ro @k€ it ñoE €tf*iivq
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i¡ poorer countries wh¡ch hav€ to eñcourag€ labor'
intensive proiects in order to prov¡de emploYment

n€eded to creáte márkeis. Let us add a corollary ro this
hypoth€sis: Eecause U.S. techoologicá¡ 9a¡ñs have

increased r¡uch lastér than U.S. áslktáñce, the All¡ance

for Progrers could not help the Látin Arnericsñ

cou.t.ies iñcrease th€ir om capacity to close the gáp,

let ¿loñe even hold the tiñe ag¿iñr expandiñg levels of

According to somftry data of Pe.rsoñ's Panne.s
¡ñ Developñen¡. rhe gFp betwe€ñ Latin Ame.¡e and

21 indusrializ€d (or developed) €ouñr¡es c¡n be seén

in the lollowing per capila differences ¡ñ yearly rale ol
economic growth: l95O-1960, _.7 Per cent;
1960-1967, _2.0 per c¿nt; l950-1967, _ 1.3 per cent

with lhes€ negative differences, Latin Americá coñ'

tinues lo fall b€hind, having achieved only a 1.6

average per cent growth rate during the l8_Ye¿r period

compáred to a 3.1 per cent rat€ lor the industrialized

couñtries.24
Thus, st llrtt glance the widening gap hvpoth€sis

might appear to be conf¡rñed. A closer exam¡nal¡on,

iñvolving three fsctors, suggert othe.wise. Fkst, lrom
analys¡s abov€ (p¿tt¡cllarly with rétérence to
TableXvlll:2), il 't 4¡deñt thar ciátá oñ economic

orowth m!Ét be uséd w¡th caurion, testrñg for meánin9

án 
" "orntu.¡"*oun,." 

o.s,s.25 T¡at appro¡c¡ is not

take¡ ¡n the Pearton vollm€, no. is absolule d¡ta
pr€3entéd. S¿cond, data Presenaed in Ch¡prer Xvlll do

nol appear to show anY w¡dening gaP ¡n rélarion to the

United Stat€s, the d€v¿lop€d worldt wealth¡est.nd
most techñolog¡cally advanced couñtrv-the countrv
th¡t most L¡t¡n Americans s€e á! the standárd lmale'
riel ¡l not morall bv whjch d€vélopm€nt is me.sured.

And, third, ¡t cán b€ arguéd that a "develop€d"
2l.country sector of rhe world does not éxist any'
where, the concept be¡ng mis¡eading for purpos¿r of

snálysis. S¡nce all countries ar€ continuouslv ¡nvolved

iñ th¿ delelopmental proce6s, the real quettion is

whelher o. not the follow€rs a.e cloiing th€ gap

r.p¡¡¿tiñg úem lrom the l€ader. such countriet ¡s
It¿ly, Japtñ, añd W€6t Germ¿ñv ¡ncludéd ¡n the
P¿¿rson develop€d-cou¡try l¡tt are therrEélvé. attlmpt-
ing to clos¿ rhe gep w¡th th€ united Sta¡es, thé¡r per
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capit. GNP totáling 1,736, 1,9(X, añd 3,027.constant
do¡lárs of 1970, respect¡vely, in contral with tho U,S.

iotál of 4,756 dollars per person.26 These couñtrie,,
working with new indurrial plants rh¡ng our of the
rubble of World Warll, are áble to ihow greater

p€rcentage economic arowth in corñparkoñ with the
Uñ¡ted Stat¿s where p€rcentage g6ins tend to be

deflated by a much larcer ábsolute GNP base. The i¿me
upward bi¿r of economic aroMh holds true for áll
deleloped counrries in the Peacon pool, regórdless of
whether or not industrial plants are rel¿tively new.27
To examine the size of developmeñt gaps, then, all ol
thé counrries lirted in Table xvlll:6 should be com-

osred with.d¿ta lor ihe United StaEs in the sáme

m.nñéf rhar I here compare data in Table 5.
By preseñt¡ñg per capirá Lal¡n Amer¡cañ GNP

figur$ as a share of U.S. per cápita GNP in conrañt
dollarr ol 1970 {Táble 5}, we ar€ reádv at thi. iuncture
to arsess Latin America'! standing in thé d€v€lopmental
process. ln ftis manner we ñay specific¿lly test for the
susp€cted widenir€ developmeñ1 9ap.

Acrord¡ng to d¡ta in Table 5, it k evidenl that
the p€r capita share fo. the 18 countries in Latin
Americá h.s h¿ld at an aveEg€ ol about l0lo 11 per

cenr of u.s. dollars per cáp¡rá. lf ¡he glp betw¿en the
U.S. añd Lat¡o Añer¡cá vJére to h¡véclo.¿d, th¡s share
woúld have had to incrcas for thé r.g¡on as a whol€.

Though some countriei gained lnol'bly Panama,

Vene¿uel¿, añd irexico io that order), mo3t countries
held €ven, with sevéral decl¡ning lnotábly uruguay
whi¿h 3áw ¡ts shár€ in r.lation to p€r cápita U.S. GNP

hll from 24 to 17 dur¡¡g the 22-ye5r period).8o|¡via
rérnáinéd the poorer country of thos¿ uñder d¡sdJs.

s¡on. its sharc la¡ling from 6 per cent to 4 p€r c€nt of
goods and s€Nic$ pioducéd p€r person in th3 Unhéd

Steies. From anoth€r po¡nt of view, Tabl€ Xvlll:4
reveak that slthough the index for groúrth of Latin
Am€rican GNP Én well áheád of U.S. GNP afiér 1954
(with rrong gain3 especially aiter'1961 and ags¡n ¡fter
1970), th! populárion lác¡or brought the Lat¡n

American ps c€pitr inde¡ back to 6bout th¿ lcvel of
ihár of rhe uñiréd SiátB-

W¡thout req¿.d to popul¿tion tacto6,
Table Xvlll:5 ¡s ñotabl€ for retealing that ¡ñ 1950 the

21?6tt6¡, P.d'.6 i, D¿.topmér., T.ble I 1&r. expré.d in t.ñ ol G OP .t coñ¿nt pric6¡ . lr ¡h@ld b. ñot.d rhf ld PoÉoñ
GOt i3 oñry one i.di6to. ol rh€ wideninq 9p {.umb.6ot phys¡.¡.G, €.!.,.1& b.¡ng ol iñporr¿nc¿lr ho@.r rLü Ó¡ GDP.f.lh.
mr coñpl.r..ñd pram.bly forñ¡h. bask lor ih.9p.n.ft.ó i^ W.rd, ¡h. W¡déai.g C¿p, F. \ii.

25tr i. ñoDbt. rh.r .tthoush tor.¡ d.t. to. d.vélopino dunrry p.rdnt.g6 iñ PdEoñ. T.ble 1 do ne.ly ¿gré wnh alD/w.d¡i ñgton

dtÉ \s. G.os N.t¡út Padua [1973] ), the L.tin Am.rieñ.ó! lit!ru. áG d srio6 v..ióñce ror th€ 19603; dát. ¡n lh. P4..oñ
volun. b.iñs unduly aff.ct€d by 3hon-¡erm qówih probl.n. ol rh. ñid-196&.

26AtO /Wlrh¡noro n, Orti.e of Starií6 ánd R.po.rs, Gtott .1¡. t¡oótt Ptodu.t 11973t,
27Nor. rh.t ltrholqh teaEoñ ip.23' do6.ck¡owrdre rh.t cooñrri.3 3uch .s ltáry $ould ñot b. includ.d in rh.d*elo9.d lir, h.

goá on ro iñclud. rh.ñ, rh6bi.s¡nq d¡r¿ in his fabl.1,
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TABLE 5

?ER CAPITA LATIN AMERICAN GNP AS A SHARE OF U.S. PER CAPITA GNP, 1950.1972
(Rounded Per Cent ¡n Constañr Terms of l97O)
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total for 18 Lat¡n Amer¡can r¿publics w¡s only about
11 per cent of the totál GNP ofthe United Srates. By
1958 ihis amount had increas€d to 12 p€r ceñt,
reaching 13 and 14 pe¡ cent in '1960 áñd 1970. Within
thé reqion, only Mexico, Sr¡z¡1. and Arqeñtina can b€

s¿id to h¿ve any econo¡nic muscle iñ relatioñ to lhe
U.S., if 3 to 4 per cent of the U.S. lotal GNP can be

consider€d muscle. Between 1950 añd 1971, 8 to I
counties have remained with an anrounr equál to ooly
.1 per cent ot the U.S. GNP.

lf. surprisingly, w€ do no¡ f¡nd 3 wideñiñg gap

b€tweeñ the United States añd Latin America. clealy
the hypothesis with which we started ii challenged.
Appareñtly the téchnologicál revo¡ution has not yet

takeñ i$ toll. or ¡s it that á l.g in effect of
cáoiral.inrlmive development has no¡ yet b€en felt,
labor-inteñsive €conom¡€s ol L¿t¡n Amer¡ca osi€nsibly
máinta¡ning the¡r pos¡tion in relation lo th¿ Un¡téd

St¿tes.
How do these finding! álfect our corollary thát

the All¡.nce for Progre$ could ñot hold the l¡¡e aga¡nst

expa.ding levels of €conom¡c inequ¿lity? Had the
orig¡ñ.| hypothes¡s be€n confirhed, then there would
have b€en no need to cr€dit the Allianc€ w¡th succers
in proveñring Látin Amer¡c¡ from falling b€h¡nd in
grovrth terms. ln short, we have tound that th€
All¡ancé met it! turd¡ng goal, and thf the dweloP
ment qáp does not ¿pplv lo Latiñ America. ls there a

di¡ect co.relát¡on h€re? Or p€rhápt the co.ollary
should b€ revked ¿s follows: ln spite or ¡nc¡€¿!iñE
pressure for a gap to devélop between techñolog¡cal

adv¿ncé, rhe All¡ánce $sisted L¿tin A.ri€.icó in ñrá¡n-

tá¡ning iti posit¡oñ ¡n relatioñ to the Un¡ted States.

Thk ¡i no.3m¡tl accompl¡.hment, if true; ¿ñd th¡s leáds

to an imponánt qu6tion.

CAN A DIBECT CORRELATION 8E
DRAWN AEÍWEEN ÍHE ALLIANCE'S ROLE
AND LAÍIN AMERICAS I97O STANDING

IN RELATION TO U.S GNP?

Th¡s quefion ¡s complicat€d by i€verál factorr.
Let us consider {l} th€ Alli¿nce'r role, then 12) Látin
Aher¡c¿! n¿nd¡ng at th€ end ol ten ylals.

1. Bole of the All¡ance

Whá¡e¿s almost from ¡ts ¡nc€ption 3o¡n€ Édical
{and som€ not so rad¡cal) cr¡tics pronouncéd the
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Alli.nce "dead on arrival," ¡t5 suppofers wEre c¡ught
up in a eupho.ia that "good ol' Yankee know.hovr'"
would finally 3olve Lat¡n Añeric¿1 €ge-old problerns
by emphasitiñg thé p.inciple thar a lree élec¡or¿t€
(working through rhe inct¡¡utioo of .epres¿nrative
democracv) could bener s¿t¡sfv man'i asp¡rat¡ons than
could Cuban¡tyled revolutions.

That the aspira¡ioñs of the Alliance's hiends and

e.eflli€s were rooted in ideology meáni not only that
the Alliañce would b€ m¡3¡rnde6tood but ¿lso thál
sooner or later both would p.éfer to s€e ¡t "f¿¡l," thus
pav¡ng the way for change of different kinds. And ár
Gover¡or Nellon A. Rockefeller found out in 1969

{when he und€nook his mits¡on to assess the státe of
L¿t¡n Americán .eeds ar the out!ét of N¡xo¡'s assumF

t¡on ol power), th€ Alliance v!6r unable to explain
¡tself bec¿use it ü,ás nol a singl. organ¡zat¡on or éntitv
wirh buildinos o¡ off¡c* d¿voted to the wo.k of
caryiñs our ;h€ Chaner of Punta del Ere.28 R¿ther it
wá! án umbrella idea covering mány sepárale añd

uncoordiñated loans añd grsn¡s made bY th€ Un¡t€d

States throuqh ¡r off¡c¡al €gencié3 ánd programs or
through th€ lñte¡Amer¡c.n Oevelopment B¿nk (iñ
which the U.S. as key contributor hacl de f.cto veto

Und.r thé All¡ance, ¡he gov€rnmen¡s of L¿t¡n

Am€rica €adl drew up the¡. own plátu to be €valuatéd

by the Coñmhree of N¡ne (grádu¿lly replaced belw¿en

1964 ¿nd 1966 by the lnteFAmer¡can Coñmitte€ fo.
the All¡ance for P.ogress-known by ¡ts Sp3nhh

ac.oñym "ClAP"-with allocations left in th€ hands of
"inter-Am.r¡can crcd¡t innitutions, other im.rnat¡onal
credit agenc¡6, ¿nd other 

'rieñdly 
governmentt wh'ch

mav be porenri¡l tourcB ol cap¡61."29 Thé arange'
ment was mu¡ually ádvantágeous to the un¡ted states

and to ahe Lat¡n Amer¡€n couñtr¡es, bilatorsl negotia'

tion b€ino Dr6f€rred to á multilaterálsvltem that could
avidgé t;e rov.reign¡y of ¡ny country.S The United
Stat$ w¡sh€d to rer¡iñ ¡ts polit¡c¡l ánd sed¡r¡tv options

{often he.tedly ftbáred withi. ánd betw.en govern'

mént agencies and priv¿te i;terel groups a5 well as

Congress. which in any c:!¿ would not giv. up it5

.urhority o. láihl31 and vúhil. Lát¡¡ Am.r¡c!ñ3 w!r.
w¡lling to d¡i.!$ nationál pl¡nn¡ñg, they could brook
no obv¡ou! outs¡de int¿rf.rence without sufiering
political rep€rcuss¡ons. fñé resul'! w¡s tliat in bilater¡l
negotiátions, L¿tin Americ6ñ countries wrfe ameñable
to "levéráge" applied by lhe United States in o.de. to

28L-i@^ ¡ñd OnL, ¡/¡r., fh.t Lotr ltt w.f, p, 1Og,
29ch.n.r ol Puñt delEr.. ch.ter lt,firt.8.
¡oP¿¡t 11, Alt.@ lot Ptol,e, pp- ú-31.
31fhÉ rEdit¡óÉt nrugste; Éu poaóyd in Fob€ñ F. 5ñi1^, nt. u.ir..t sr¡tq tr.t cuba: a6iae.ñd Diptotucr, ,gtz-rg@

It¡.wYdk: B@*run, 1961t,
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ga¡n fuñding also subjed to c¿rtain restrictions oñ
purct¡as¡Dg noñ.U.S. goods ¿nd leryices.32

With reg.rd to U.S. poticy in rhe vacuum cre.ted
by the Alliáñcet informat orcan¡z6iion, Rockelelter
has noted that decision making and action seem ro b€
compl€tely decentralized iñto narrow añd comp€titive

Contr.ry to popular misconceplions, rhe
State Dep¡nment does not have etfectiv¿ overall
r€sponsjbilitv for toreiqn policy where ¡he inrer-
€st! of oth€r dep.rtmenh of the governrneñt are
coñcerñéd. ln actual l.ct, the státe Department
coñtrols l€ss than h¡lf the policy decisions
d¡rectly.elat¡ng to th€ Western Hemisphere.
R6ponsibilhy for policy and operations is s.€t.
lered among many depanm¿nts and ageñcier-for
€xample, Trearury, Commerce, Aqr¡cuhuré, and
Defense.

fo cop€ w¡th the d¡ffurion of authoritv,
rhere h¿s grown up a coñplex and cumberiom€
,y'lem ol jnterdeparthental committeés within
which there ar€ inrerm¡ñáble negot,arioñ3
b€cause no one member has the auihority to
máke á fin¿l dechioñ. Th€ rerolt k th¿t there ¿re

endless delays in dec¡sion-makiñs. Too oft€n,
agre€meñt is re3ched on majo. subjects ooly by
comprom¡se in the lowsr echelons ol
government-ofren at the lowEsr commoñ
denom¡ñator ol ag¡Émént.

Th¿ .BUlt k rhát we heve ño clear forrñulá-
tion of United States policy obiectives roward
rhe Wesrerñ l{emispher€, Nor are there clear
policy gujdelines relat¡ng to substant¡ve and
reg¡onal problemr which are essentiál ro €ff€ctive
d¿y.to-day decisioñ-making in our coñtacts with
the other Amer¡c¿n .epublic. This iñ itsell léads
ro coñllictt wiihin the governmeni which aré

detrimental ro the best interests of our country.
ln this maze ol bu.eaucracy and pro.

cr¿stination, th€ reprérentatives of th¿ w€itérn
Hemisphere governmeDts become frurlated ¿ñd
humiliated because ¡bey are r€lered lroñ one
departmeñt to añother w¡thout fiñd¡ng anyone
who c¿n make á finál decis¡on. Del¡y! in Waeh-

ington of moñihs and even year! on decisions of
major imponance to the¡r counlr¡es wére
reponed to the miss¡on in álmosr every nation

The lack of cle¡r policy dkecrio4, the
iñdecisioñ, añd the res'rlting lrustr¿tioñ Bre maio.
facio.s in preventing the k¡ñd of undelstandiñg

and cloee working rclátionrh¡p¡ wh¡ch are
€53ential in lighr of our growiñ9
interdependenc€.33

Slch complicarioñs and liránge twists of realirv
suggest rhat p€.haps our question conc€rning corréta-
tion should be reph.as€d ¿nd broke¡ dowñ into two
pans: F¡.st, why would Latin Ameri€a becoñe
involved in a problemat¡c Atliance? lndeed jouhatis¡
John Ger¿ssi has reponed:

I ralk€d ro at t€ast one delegaré from eve.y
coüntry present ai Punta del Esre, to s.o.es of
Lat¡n Am€ric¿ñ corr.spondenti, lo sco.es horc
lrom the Unired States. Not oñe honéstty
beli€ved thát the All¡ance would help posh Látiñ
Aheric¿ i¡to the twenrieth century-or üal it
was me¿nt to. No delegate s.id so publicly, few
coffespondents wrote so for their papert but att
ag.e€d w¡th one high offic¡al lrom the OAS who
told ñe: "The Uñ¡ted Sratet ir iry¡nE ro srop
Ca'tro, ñothing more. Thar at may doj rnoñey
ánd guns can rtop a rián. But ¡t w¡ll never ltop
Castroism. frue r€formr réqune pbññiñg, íáté
pl¿nnin9 at alr lev€ls, nor to meñtioñ expropria.
¡ions and ñatioñalizations, which is éxactlv what
thÉ Unitd Stá¡er hopes ro avo¡d. fhatt why
nothiñg will stop Cafro¡lm-excépt occup€tioo
armi6, of course. C¡stroism means gptring r¡d ol
all thar iunk thar léads our couñtr¡es. lt me¿ns
wholesalÉ r€forms. More tháñ th¿t, it means a
new lile, al least fo. those who have never seen a

doctor, eaten a chicken, or béen ¡mide a

AlthoughGerassi hasnot answ€r€d our questions,
his ratem€nt points to a s€cond rél.ted quesrion: ll
L¡t¡n Americ¡n govehoeni! ar P¡inta del Este reall¿ed
that U.S. goab could not be'€chieved, why did they
vore with the United St.tés iñ favor of ihe Ch¿ner by
20 to l, Cuba stañding alone? Forher Cosia Ric¡n
Pr6'de José Figue.et hái subs.quently oftered a view
that in a large both qu€st¡ons.
Accordiñg to Figue¡e! the dollars injected iñio hi3
counlry bv the All¡añce almos¡ como€nratéd for losses

iocured in falling expon pricer:
lf ¡t hadn't b€én fo. these loans I don,t

know wh€r€ we would b€. tlow€ver, ¡t m¡ker a

world of difference between b€ing able to
borow or e.rñ money. ThrouEh f6¡r pric6 wÉ
would be eahing our own money:by bolrowrng
w€ ar€ incre¿si¡g lhe bu.d€ñ ¡n jnterest and
¿honi2ation. I ha.dly sle how in th! n€xr
dec¿de, to !¿y the leárt. Latiñ Aherica h goiñg

3254 T.rÉ H.yrer, Átd r¡ /ñp.r;rr¡D (H¿rmoñd!ú.rh, ¡¡iddlesx: P.ngu in, 19?1 1, tor á rery d¡llr. vi€w ot '1.v6.9.."
33N.kon A. Roc*.terr* .t ar . \.él, lh. aoa.¡.nq R¿pon on ¡h. a@bs lcáiasó: oú.d6ñ9t., 19@1. pp. .3-a4.
34John Gersi. Ihe G/r.¡ FE | ¡A Lét¡ñ Añe.¡c. lzd .d,, N.;v York; Corr¡.r, 19651, p. 254.
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to stárt to pay such loáns back. we áre 9oin9 to
continue to borrow to pay inter*t and to grow
in ¡ndebtedñets unless theret a change in ¡he
b¿lañce ol páym€nts, unless our producrs 90 up
or unlesr indürtrializ¿tion comes as a good
subfitute for unp.ofitabre agr¡culrure. I coñtinue
to rep€at that rhe grealest achaevements of the
Alli¿nce for Progress have b€en pol¡tical in
stre9ring repret€ntáiive government, social
progress, agrariañ reform, and tax reform.35

lñ notiñg the n€€d for cash to keep the Costá

Ricán system from 5utfering gr¿ve ecoñomÉ crisis,
Figuerer {who supponed.Carro with ¿ir drops of arms

used to topple Bstista)36 h4 poinred out rhe problem

of all Latiñ Am€rica, including C.strot Cubá. Funds

are desperctely needed to g€nerat€ economic acl¡vity
rhat can lead ¡o social chánqe. lt veás because of a

shon¿ge oi dohestic c¿pital in a period of falliñ9
expon pr¡ces that Castro, too, b€came indebt€d to the
fore¡gner-in h¡s cás€ the Sov¡et Union. Yet ¡ñ spite ol
its problems, somehow $e All¡ánce rnánaged to d¡s.
buls€ about 20 b¡llion dollars during the Allisnce
d€cade, the dec€ñtral¡zed syst€m workinq to the
adv¿ntage of Lat¡n Amer¡c€n coontries larue and small

al¡ke, who could play off different sectors of the
All¡ance agBinst one another or s¡mult¡neously apply
for the sam€ fund! {with slightly revir.d word¡ng} frcm

lñ this r€g€rd it ¡s iniereling to note two
oppos¡ng views wh¡dr see the Alliance á5 a fa¡lure:

Accord¡ñg to a w ter on tlc left, Teresa Hayter,37 aid
has serued to exploit the Látin Am€ricans; in contralt.
an obseruer on rhe r¡ght, Simon G. Hanson, has cl¿imed
rhat it has exploited the U.S. taxpayer.3S Because

Hayter k hard pressed to come up with signs of
imper¡alism, úe resd€r is treareo to luch '!cáñdáls" as

Som€ Latin Americañs say they "alwáys
look lor the trap" in A¡D off€l9 of aid. The

'trap" can b€ ttut the Un¡¡ed St¡tes wishes to
supply some part¡cular form of rÍach¡nery for
wh¡ch it hopes to establGh a nárket. ¡¡or€

XIX . A¡l¡ance for Progress

generally, some of ihe cond¡tions attached to
AID program loans crn be amb¡guous; for
example, the AlDt panicular e¡thusiasm for
import liberalization program can be explained.
a! it ususllv is, in terms of the ádvántages forthe
country concerned; but it can ako be expla¡ñed,
¡s mañy Latin Americans believe it should be, by
the d$ire of the lJnjted stares ro promot€ ¡ts

evports. l\¡ore crudely, coñd¡tions are sometimes

insen€d in AID programs which clearly have

nothing to do with the promotion of the
country'i development and which iñvolve the
treatmént of U.S. p.ivate investors and concer
rions ior U.S. trading interests.€

Nevenheless, she do€s suggest that all too oft€n
m¡nor U.S. officials imposr coñditions upon ¿ssistance

which are totally unw¿rrant€d.
From my own experience I know üa.t such cases

árc frequent-car¡€d out in th€ ñame of uphotding_rhé
wishes of the U.S. Congress. p€tually, ¡t is obvious that
generally Congress has s€t policy so ambiguous that
any interpret¿t¡on of it may b¿ r¿ndered; and ñ¡nor
functionaries ieek¡ns to justify their iob. fincl r¡ake.
work by revising Lat¡n Americán proposalsforrhe sole
sake of revision. ln thir v¡ew, many cond¡tions and
obst¿cles rh€l develop ,n the process oi developing a

loan or grant have littlé to do wjih imperialGm á¡d ¿

Ereat deal to do w¡th the s¿lfjmponance .¡d/or
¡nsedrity of the U.g officials iñvolved.4o túoreover, in
too msnv cases a bitter nruggle devéloF whére¡n the
U.S. lield office and recipient couñry ¡re jo¡n€d
against U.S. review¡ng off¡cec ¡n Washington who must
also find make.work. After all, what reviewing off¡c€r
does not h¡li plans or op€r¿tioni unril problems that
he har worked so d¡ligéntly to find are solved. Here oñe
can onlv ¡ot€ that J.K. Galbra¡ú¡s caric¿rure of
Wáshington ofticiak ¡n hia nov€l The Tr¡unph it
paiñfully áccurate, such arrogánr officiák feeliñ9 corn.
pelled io recond.gu€ss thek field off¡cers who/ they
ass€n, do nor have the "big p¡cture" ánd who in any
case suffer from "blind spots" cáured by b€¡ng too
clole to the scene of act¡on.4l Th¿ peckins order of

35lam w. wilk¡é, Alben L M¡ch€e|., áñd Ed.é Monzóñ de W¡lkie, O.al Hisrory ln!.Eis wirh J6é Éisus$. Col!ñbur Oh¡o,

35Fi9ue6 brok€ with Fidsl, howr,.t rhe t¡m€ Cárrc took porcr in l-láv5n.-Figueres (in Ha€n. É F¡del s 9u6¡ ) ms concernÉd
rh.t polir¡él democr.cy ú.b¿¡nqthMn.d by ñ r.lli*wh.r.in privd. opiñión ms Éplacéd by ñob Fychol.gy.

31se¿ nq Nd I tnDer¡at¡tñ.

*.. t1i. Dótta. Diptótucy Mod¿tñ Sty¡..
@H.yte.. Aid a lnpeñ.titn, p.96.
aoAlb.¡r th6. otl¡céE do rénd ro r.lld ú.coEcióusly rhe HoEtio A¡g.¡ dhic i. th€n oudóok on life.
41iát]ñith s fh¿ tuiur'ph 119581 is r€qoied e.ding for rud.nrs of L¡ti¡ a@ri.¿ The p¡ot i5 *i ¡n Pueño S.ñt6 du ring .nd afté.

: rdolutio¡, poñEyins the rrussle @er d¡plo@ric é@snhion bet@n the U,S. úles.dor (who ¡s 4ai.Ér ehañse s bei.s a
"Commie plol ) and oth€. U,S, field oftiéÉ {who .c in farcr of rhé evolur¡on ú beiñg mod€d.ly r.foñbt,. The f.re of ¡he
.oontry ¡c.lf is 16r .m¡d siñil.r rruEgle ¡n ú¡-hinqioÉall b¿rtl6 *eñingly idolvsd wirh the €r..r .dv.nc.mént of U-S.
otlici.ls.t 3ll leel3 (A . torhe. ABb.sdor to lñdia.¡d co¡lidánt of John F, Keññ€dy. G.lbE¡rh loo$ ol wh5t h.3pek5.nd
hÉ @d mur 6á sk.n *riouly.)
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governmen¡ bur€aucracy dictatet rhat Wash¡ngton
"thinkerr" impos€ their rrange views on "grubb€rs"
who work ¡n ihe t¡eld. How elre c¡ñ one explain
AID/Wash¡ngton's lumping tog€ther ol €ducat¡on and
.gricul¡rre under one d¡vision of act¡vi¡y in thei táble
of orgbn¡2¿tion? Sorne AIO oflic¡als actu¡tly believe
that they en solve the €ducátionál problémr of any
country w¡th inpuaoutpul model! $at have been
developed with tome success io agriarhuré. Thus,
protests lrom field officers in Latin Am€rica have been
of little áv¿il, lhe protests quite reasonably noting that
rudénts ár€ not like chick€m rhat can bé lurd into
"coñtrolled.env¡ronm€ni coups" ¡n order to y¡eld the
laying of a predeiermined number of;g9s.a2

Hánso¡! v¡ew that U.S. foreign assistance has

resulted ;n eJ(ploitat¡on of the common U.S. taxp¡yer
¡s persuásive because siñce rhe incaption of the Alliánce
he has carefully scrut¡n¡¿¿d ¡r dev€lopment, ás iñ the
lollowing cás€: Writins in Hrrsont L¿ain Ameicañ
¿ette,' (M6y 15, 1971), he pointed our that
¡mmediátely béfo.e ihe Solivian qovernmentl l97l
n¡tional¡:ation of the U.S..m¿náged Matilde Z¡nc Miñ€,
the Státe D€partrnenl had donared 5.3 rñ¡llion dollars
to th€ Bolivian govehment. According to Hanron, this
donation wss made bec¡use the Stát€ Deportment
knew of ¡he coming expropr¡a¡ioñ añd desi.ed to
coni¡nue aid tor Bol¡via wjthoui mak¡ng abrurd th€
thr€at by Prerident Nixoñ .ight day! earl¡er io w¡th-
hold as.htance lrom any country rákir€ "uniust .ctl'
againl a u,s, firm. ¡acording ro H.nsoñ, the u.s.
donation assured successful ñát¡onalizai¡on becaure it
provided 8ol¡viá with the funds n€ce.sá.y to com.
pensate ¡he U.S owñeri ln any c¡se, H¿nson no'red
that the lúatilde l\¡ine consonium quickly ¡nformed irs
stockholdeG that ¡hey ñéed not worry about comp€n-
sation b€cáure, ¡f Bolivia d¡d not pay for the natioñal-
ization, compeñs¡t¡on would b€ fo.rhcoming from thé
U.S government fore¡gn investment ¡nsurance ág€ncy,
Hanson summed up ¡he mattér with no sñall degree ol

Note well the full cncle w¡th¡n which the
U.S. taxp.yer k stráñgled:The m¡n¡ng compóñies
do ñot perm¡¡ r€r€ase of zinc and le¡d from
rtockpil. eve¡ ihough it ¡. ava¡lable in incredible
amounis beyond rtipulared securhy .equirement5
becáuse it rn'ght reduce the profit! on fore¡go
op¿ráiiont ¡nd might reduce the ¡nceniive to
exp.opr¡ate wh¡ch ¡h6e h¡qh pr¡cér h¡vé be€¡
prov¡ding. Then th€ t¿xpayer ¡s mád€ to linance
donatioft roek¡ng ro st¿v€ off imñ€d¡aie €xpro
pr¡ation, anC ¡n the event of expropr¡at¡oñ to

42ThÉ d¡cu.doñ dc not m..n th.t At O f¡.r.t of'¡c6 thd io b. rh. 'goo<t gúyr;" .rh.¡, ir ñ4É in¡ rnc cc¡pi.ñr @únirY ol U S

.:Ési.@ i¡ .ll roo oñd oughr ¡n .ñ ¡úñ.AlO rtugle ¡n wh¡ch boih w..ñ¡ñgron ¡.d rh. coú.¡tY ñksioñ .L¡ñ ro h'v"¡'
;l!c3 $ prcbl.c, ldiñ! rh. !¡t¡n atuión h6ts out ot.nv ¡ñpoñañt tol. ¡. debioñ mk¡ñ!. and iñ ligñr ot ch'ñf vl,
ú¡. doá ñor ñÉñ thr rh¿ L¡rin añerién trt¿r¿or do not 3how lh. sm.¡mplir¡.1.¡n in th.ú oú pr.¡n¡ng

fnak€ ¡t teá3ible for sor¡€ paymeni ro b¿ rbde.
And wher€ inrurance h6 be€n isru€d, the tax.
páyer B lhen required to páy lor th€ Dropert'es.

lf we cáñ be certain of only one th¡ng from this
Bol¡vian c.re, it is rh¡t the résulls of U.S. foreigñ

a.siráñce ¡re comptic¿ted indeed. As polil¡ciaft "mud-
dle through," nor only may 6conom¡c ef¡c¡€ncy suffer
bur ¡h€ "policy-making power" ol several ñal¡ons
whose interéstr ar€ entw¡nod m¿y b¿ sacr¡ficed to
pol¡t¡c¿l expedieñcy, with .peci.l b€nef¡ts often accru-
¡n9 ¡o vested in&r6t group6 o¡rts¡d€ of governm€ñt,

ln the tac€ ol w¡th¿r¡ng cr¡tichm t¡om all sides,
U,S and internarional agency ofiiciak be$ñ to con-
tend thót the realprobl€ms in for€¡gn sgsistance l¡e not
so much in exp€nditure of tunds as in the fact rhat,
tirs! the U.s, Congre$ has m¿de ád¿qu¿te assGt¿nc!

tun* ava¡lable but has ¡nadequ¿tely funded ¡he admin-
istrat¡on ol aid. (ll rh¡r has báen bad for efliciency and
for morale on the donor s¡de, it has teen good for
recipient countr¡€s iñ that they háve had tew€r foreign
otf¡c¡als ár€mpting to ¡mpo.e the¡r owñ ¡nd¡vidusl
development b¡a.¿s ro project ar h¿ndJ S€cond, U.S.

and interñat¡onal .g€ñc"y offic¡als notéd that more than

€nough funds had be€n áutho.i¡ed for exp€ndhure, büt
Latiñ Americáñ nation! generálly t'ave lacked the
absorpt¡v! cápac¡ty to ui¿ the tunds in ány ñerningful
ü,ay-¡hus ñot áll ol rhe ¡noney au¡horized could be

exp€nded; o. ¡t cluld be 3pent only yeár! after
authoriz¿t¡on. Not oñly h¡s plánning beeñ rudi.
mentary, but the hjghlevel mañpower nece$ary to
channel the tunds.imply h¡s not b€en 8va¡l3ble;and i¡
rnos¡ co!ñtr¡es h¡ghlevel mañpower h.s not been

¡ncrs¿sing at a ráte thar would warrañr much opiimism
¿bout th€ ability of the st¿te to lormulate policy lá
alone "man¡ge" ñai¡onal economtes. ll Lárin America
could ñot read¡lv abEorb ñ¿sriv€ tundi, U.S. and
internat¡onal-¿gency otiic¡als ü€re in no positioñ to
off€r much cririckh b€c¿use of their own problemr

with pl¿ñning lnot ¡he lesst of which involeed U.S.

attempt! ro apply agr¡culturál input.or.ltput models to
education¡l techniqued.

ln light ol thet€ and other cr¡tic¡sms, two
im.sin¡tive U.S. scnolaG uñdenook an iñdependeñl

aud¡ ol 'luccersful loreigñ assis¡¡nce proj¿ct3," allow-
ing us 10 asres!, tor ¿xample, AIO's claim that it há5

bu¡lt up ¿ storéhouse of unwitte¡ knowledEe
(explic¡tly iñvolvinq lore ánd iotuitive know'how)
3imply B€i¡'ng to b€ t¡pped. After aaluarrng €ppro-\¡'

rmtely 50 govemmental and private found¿t¡on
developm€ntal pro,ects ió México and Ce.ral Am€ric¿,
projecr. select€d for thdir succels bv the age¡cv
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dkectort involved, William ánd Elizabeth Paddock

wro¡e in 1973:
Artounding surges forward have been made

¡n the econom¡c well-b€ing of sorñe of the areas

we stud¡ed such a! f\/orte.rey, 56ñ Pedro Sula,
ánd C¡u&d Obr€gón . . . . But these changes were

due to the natural contiñuation of previous

hisrorical development, to the mod€rn centraliza.

tion of rhe reg¡oñ's economy into a few major
cities, and to rhe couñtries' own norrnal growth
under the influence of the post-World War ll
boom-grovlth ácce¡erated by bigger populatioñs
ánd huge debts- fhe ch¿ngét ár¿ not,.o far as we

can see, the re.uh ol any catálytic atimulus

b.ought about by external for€¡gñ a$istañce.
ln our research w€ l€arned two thingt:
First, development profe$ionáls do not

know how to carry out añ €ff€clive economic

developúent program, eilher a big one or ¿ sm¿ll
oné. No oñe know! how-not ¡n the U.S.
goverñment, not th€ Rockefeller Foundation,
not the iñtérn¡t¡onal banks and agencier, rot lhe
m¡ssionar¡B. We don't know how. . , .

S€cond, we don.t .know that t{€ cton t
know how. Tho.e who s¡ve the rñoney 8re

tho$ands of m¡les removed from where ¡t k
'sp€nt. No channel ¡s provid¿d wher€by they can
g€t uñbiased opinions ¿bout their proiects in the
field in pl¿c¿ of the usuál fukome reporB of
"great success" one borrier to th¡s ¡s that those

who exercise the¡r profetsion in the f¡eld, who
"work ámong the nat¡ve.," soon ¿cquke a

tú$s¡€h complex. fo wit: á corn bredér in lowa
do€s nor t¿lk ¿bout h¡s program SAVING lowa.
8ut a corn breeder from lowa who goes to
Guat€mála do€s ¡¿lk of his program as s¿v¡ng not
only Guatemala but all Centlal Americá and

maybe even all the trop¡cs. Such men are biased

sources of infolm¿tion abour how well they áre

spending rhe money g¡v€n them. Yet they are the
only usua¡sourc6 of inforrnatioñ avá¡l6ble tolhe
journálin, thecongressmañ. or their own offic¡als
b6ck home. Add to th¡s the láct that our a¡d

progrEms maintain no m€mory b6nks. Both the
f¡les ánd the peBonnel are iqnorant ol pr6/ious
programs, igflorant a5 to the reasoñs why'they
we.e sbned, ignorant as to what the prevailiry
condirions w€r€ then, ignor¡nt as to why they
lá¡led ánd we.e abdndoned.

XIX . Alt¡ance for Proqress

Th€ rcsuh: We do not know that w€ do not
know how' We hav€ no knowledse of our own
i9norance.43

ln developing at some leñgth this dhcussion
portráying the A¡l¡.nce in án inefl€clual l¡ght, ¡t ¡s my
purpose to show th¿ humañ elemeñt ¡n.dministering a

vast prog€m that ¡s not necessarily rerpons¡ble to
eaaher the donor or re€¡pient cosntry. lf one

bureaucracy ir normally in€ffic¡ent, ¡t follor{s that the
workingr ol bureaucrats from the country ássisted ánd
fioh the agency ais¡sting máy well ds/elop in a

nev€Fnever land where nat¡onal interests ex¡st only as

f¡gment! ol the imag¡ñátion, yet in th€ name of which
action t¿k€ñ in the name of natioñ¿l s¿cur[y k
¡unified. Th¡s ¡s not to sáy that most U.S.6nd t tin
Amer¡c¿n officiáls .re 6nything but lincere, haró
work¡ng individuáls, ¡/ho in mány cas¿s have enjoyed
srcc€ss op€ning schools, ho6p¡táls. roads, and thé l¡ke
and wño hav€ inroduc€d n¿w id€as, methods, and
€qu¡pment for productive use.

Le3t mv comm€nts in th¡s volum¿ be considercd

an atack oñ techniciáns in gEneraland on AID ofticials
in pan¡culár, ¡t should be noted that I hav€ often
def€nded rep.Gentativei of these grouF. And ¡n one
oral hktory interu¡ew I hav€ €ven advañced the
hypothe.¡s th6t had AIO been more asseniv€ during
the 1950s, 8ol¡v¡a m¡ght havs b€en forced out of ¡ts

over€mphas¡! on social revolution. B€cause the MNR
\,as permitt¿d to us€ U.gfun& fairly lr€ely, it ignored
ne€ded ¡nve6tment in economic developmeni-but th¡s
m¡y háve been 6 problem in percept¡on until the
1960r the MNR being conv¡nced that it could handle

the 3ocial sphere, AID propag¡ñdá claiming U.S.

rcspons¡b¡lity for economic ¡nvestm€nt.{ ln th¡s c¡3é

',re 
have á good exámplé of supranátional policy. each

countr¡os' "mtionál ¡n¡érésE" lost ín the confusion of
bu.éaucrat¡c politics.

A perhápa somewhat extlnd€d discuss¡on ha3

been ñec63ary in order to show some complex¡ty in

understand¡ng proHems of foE¡gn ass¡rance, com.
plex¡¡y not¡bly lack¡ng in the influ€nt¡al mov¡e ancl

book Súrte of S,€9¿ The problem w¡th so pow.rtul a

mov¡e is that many otherwir¿ inrell¡g€nt stud€nts ol
Lát¡n Americá become so ¡ncem€d at seeing the
Uruguayan police tonure "cleaFcut" Tupamaro
gueÍillas that they not only 3ee as just¡f¡ed ¡he 1970
exeürtion of Oan A- fv¡trioni, AlDt techñical á$¡st-
ancé officér in chárgÉ ol police liaison {"public s¡fety
affa¡r."), bui al.o m¡33 the point that the work is

43t¡\rilli.ñ Paddock .nd E¡i¿b^t1 Pai¡tnt, w. Do'. Kao|| How: an trd.pcadet aud¡t ot wh,t ifhey @l su¿6s ¡n FoGi!,
AÉ¡¿r,@ (AG: rom St re U¡¡vc¡y Prs, 1971, pp,299¡OO; th!¡r ediror¡al ,,1,. hs been chán9.d here io eftet $.n
@urhorship. Cf Alb€n O HiMhmn, Joat w lo@td Ptogfts;'tud¡.. of Ecoaoñ¡¿ Poticv¡nakiñc ¡n L.¡ii Añj@ tc..d.r
C¡tY, N.Y,: Ooubl.day, 19a5); end ¡.1ñ, O*.lopñ.ñ Pto¡t n ODrelaa iwéhinstoñ, D,C.: Broo*insE,1967).

4.m6 W Wn¡¡é a¡d Ed@ Mon¿ón d. wfkie, E Éi5Es de Hirori. Oór co. Catos S€Ée R éich¡ L6 Anqele, Jánu.ry 1, r97.t,
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¡nrended to d¡scredir AID through guilt by assoc¡alion.
As Costa-Gávras.nd Franco Solinas, director and
writer, respectively, admit, the work ir r¡ot about a

irultifaceted ass¡srancé program becaGe rhar woutd
r€quire ioo ñañy detail!, rather 'th€ r€a.on for the
film'r €xistence is imperialisrñ with its mechañism of
repreasion, it5 fnurder, at! rortures, The occasion for
the l¡lm B?s the captu.e añd [€xecut¡on] of a p€rso¡

who symbolized th¡s mechanism."4s lroñ¡c¡lly, by
attr¡buting all evil to AID oltici¿k who iñpon ionure
(along with iñplerñents ol tonüre), the work rripi
from Látin Amer¡c6ni evén ihe ab¡lity to inveñt
électric p.od!. let 610ñ€ ¡o discover cruehy by
thsms€lv$. lf AlDt Dan A. Mitrioni (Phirip M. Sanrore
in th€ mov¡e) was h€ad¡n9 cov€rt opérations ¿gainst th€
Tup¡maros, thii work does not prove ¡t, Yet Sirie ol
S€,¡¡. ha ad'¡eved its purpoee, alr fore¡gn a$¡ltánce
b¿ing s¿en by Co6i¿ Gavras and Sol¡nás ro be á3

¡efarious as th€ work by ¡iitrioni who i3 alleged in
1962 to have itut¡tutional¡zed torture iñ Brazil by the
l¿cr of hk assigñment to rhe City of Eelo Horizonte,
and who ¡s associared with hem¡lpher¡c-w¡de ronuré by
vktue of having lectured ¿t ihe lnr€.ñatio¡al Pol¡ce

Ac.demv in warhinston, 0.c.46 clearlv AID should
not b€ in the business ol conducting "public safety"
prográms lovenly raiñing pol¡ce ¡ñ operations s¡ich as

r¡ot añd rraff¡c c.ntrol as well as in organizal¡on of
police r€cordt, nor rhould ir allow hsélf to be us€d by
U.S. ¡ntelligence agencie!. Those act¡vities hav€ cast

susplcion on ¿// foreign asli*ance ¿ctivitier, 90 p€r cent
of which seem to b€ unknown lo the geñ€.¿l populac€

¡n th€ United Stares, college stud€nrs ¡ncluded.
ln lighr of attacks from both left and r¡ght o¡ the

Alliance for Progress as well ¿s the U.S. b¡lance of
paym€nt5 def¡c¡8, ir ¡s no wondef that in ocrob€r,
197'1, rhe U.S. S€ñ6ie thre.Gned ro eñd foreign
asshtáncé áltogeth?r.47 For€ign $sktance 3u.vived túo
months l¡t€r, however, replete with the ñilitary aid
component tut with assurances that AID would ñot b€

urili:éd.. a covlr for the k¡nd ot CIA cov€rt operatioñs
üar had beeñ uncovercd iñ Ear A5¡a as well a ¡ñ L¡t¡n
Arnericajt¿t¿ otse,g€ being panly rede€med by hav¡ng

h€lped to ach ieve thh promhed r.form.

45tr.. os 9¡g.: S.64pt y. R.ltÉt¡oB by vrq Moa.tr¿, ln¡úvbv wth Fñ@ s¿|¡as ...1 C666.tat,."d Deufura l$.w
York: 8.1r..ti... 19731, p, 156. For óñ in.¡iv. íniqle, s i¡rk F.l6tf3 "fh. UruEúy !hú Ndd w¡t;A¡ Hidor¡.ñ L@k..t
C6. G.vr.! Sbr. or S€ig.,' J.umt ol L.t¡n A@¿@ L.. I : r 11 9751, ronhoniñs.

6tn condmn¡ñs rttpe6oBecirrd wiilr sp.c¡.| U.S,.mit€ro¡ir úaini¡o, th. d. o6 ol Srra. otSé,9. woúld pr6!m6ly h.v. to
coñó.mn tm t nou. Gu.t.rulrñ quÉrrilló ldrt.É: Yoñ S@, who l¿d rh. Mnl3 pro.P.ling guerill. md.ñ.nl iroñ ¡962 until
h¡5 dedh ¡ñ 1970, gódufed trcñ ¡he US- Arhy G..Íi¡|. W.l.É Sch@l .r Fort Gol¡ck iñ llt. P.n.m C.El Zoñ¿;.ñd L!¡s
Auguro Turcio. Liñ, who l.d lh€ FAa pto.Mcú gu.¡r¡ltB froñ 1962 uñlil his d€áth ¡n 1966. lé.ñ.d h¡t t6d€ r :hc Fon

86ñine, Gsrei.. 8ó¡c t nr.nry ottiéc couu. . nd F.ntt schoot lcotuñbut D¡tq¿t ,, F.bru.rv 10, 19€6).

For a cr¡tiol v¡tu of th. Polic. Aciñv (6t¡blkh€d 1963), s C.l Cl¡liotd, '?olici ac*.nv ondcr F¡E lo. A¡di'q

'Fore¡sn Oict.toÉh¡ps,'" Lot añsetet Tiñ.t, Jun€t, 1974. ln rhe sñ. ¡6u., L¿on.rd Gr*nmod'¡ .rricre .mnbd "9r.2¡l
Poli6 A@.d of 'Std. An¡.dy"'tré3 b&¡ inro rh. 195Oi rh. o'¡gint ot Pol¡6 O.!ih Scu.dr or9ñized io .xéut.
cr¡ñin¡k wirh6úr ir¡.1.

47Fo. .ñ.tv!¡., s John H. AÉr¡ll, 'Fo.eis. A¡d F.6 Fu.rtt.. F¡lhat on H¡11," ¿or .4rg./.r f¡dt, ll@ñút 26, 19f1

The ñ¡litáry salés component (Table 6) of
assiránce ro Latin Añeric¿ {cl. Táble XVll:5} has

been criticiz€d for conr¡buring to repression ot the
populace ¡n lhh new €ra of L¿t¡n Amer¡can m¡l¡tary
gove.nm€ntt. u.s. military s¿les állo have b€€ñ

criticis€d lor dumping ob6olete military equipment in
Lat¡n Ame.ic¿, but one of the réal pu.posés ot such

áiri3tánce ¡s to .ender th€ m¡litary in r€clpieñt
couñt¡ies (hpénd€nr upon U.S. rurplus goods, forcing
them to buv .p¿re pans from the Uniled Siátes. Over

time thir approach is calculated to give the United
States politic¿l lev€r69e, the th€ory being that Látiñ
Amer¡c¡n golernmen$ will think twice before al¡enat'
¡ñg i$ süpply source lor milit.y porer. So fár iuch
leverag€ seéms to remain theoreticá|, except B€rhaps in

the caie of Ecuador'3 seizure ol U,S. tuña boats. The
po¡¡cy c€rtaiñly has no¡ béen €ffedively uied to
prevent the ris€ of ñil¡tary dic,t¡to6h¡p. ¡ñ Láiin

Coñtinuou, bad public¡ty lor U.S. assistánce to
L¿tin Arner¡ca, and rite ol m¡litáry rcgim€s iñ Látin
Am€r¡c¿ duriñg the early and mid.¡950s (Arcentina,

1966; Eoliv¡a. lÉ164; Bra2¡1, 1964; Dominic¿n
Republic, 1965j Ecuador, 1963; ElSalvado., 1961;
Guatemala, 1963; Honduras, 1963; Panama, 1968;
Peru, 1962), meanr th.t the All¡ance faced a ser¡é! of
def€ction! among it! supportert. Even though ¡ñ 1965
Pr6idenr Johnson el¡minated the Alliañce'r 1971

terminát¡on daté. ¡t war felt that w¡th the ¡nauouration

ol R¡chard M. Nixon in 1968 rhé la.t spark ol ihe
Alliáñcé w€nr our, év¿n though the Alliance continued
to ex¡st at leait in name,

G¡ven th€ ev€nt¡ ábove outl¡ñed, ho¡,!evér, it ¡s

perháps uñderstañdáble that Presideni Nixon w¿3 ñot
anx¡ous to continue 3o conf!'sed s program, Pol¡tica

h¿d a h¡nd ¡ñ bring¡ng án end to the Alliance tor
Pro9r63-a R€publ¡cañ ádministration beiñg l.3s than
enthusi¿f¡c about c¡Íying out a policy génerated by
tbe panv th.t it had clef€ated-but lhe qráduál di.con'
tiñuat¡on of the Alliañce (a term dropped from most
gdernméntal usagel vf¿s mor€ thán pol¡tical.

To rhose in¡€rested ¡n policy outcom€s (and

President Nixon b€c¡me noted tor i.tensify¡ñg
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throughout gover¡ment the budgetary cost-áccounting
prográms introduced to the Pentágon by hi5 D€mo-

cratic predecessors), the entire a¡nouot of U.S. aid
might be questjoned bpcause no one in the United
States, Iet alone ¡D Larin Americ¿. knew for what
purposes total funds had be€n distributed. h is on€
th¡ng to know how much has beeñ authorized by
var¡ous ágeñci€s, but it is quite another to know
wheth€r expénditures were social, economic, or
adñin¡srrative ¡ñ n.ture, data in fáble xvll:A clearly

Since there hád been no "¿ccountabilhy" under

the Alliance, renéwEd discussion ol channeling U.S.

funds into a multilster¡l lendinq ao€ncy such ás th€
United Nat¡ons drew much outright oppos¡t¡on from
both the executive and l€gisl¿tive b.anch€s of govern.

ment. Althouqh by pportins mult¡lárerál á¡d the
Unit€d States could és.ápé lrom charge ol €xeñing
¡nfluence on Latin American coooúies for pol¡tical
€nds, it soon became obv¡ous that whhoüt U.S.

controls to assure mutual benefit to the united states
as wellas to recip¡ent countr¡es. continued U.S. foreigñ
6s3¡st¡nce would completely dry up. ln addition,
observers pointed out rhat in rhe decentrsl¡zed orgáni-

z6tionál syrtem operáted by the Un¡ted Nations I thé
only ag€ncy deehed not to be ov€.ly influenced by
U.S pol¡cy),43 cents ol ev€ry asiistañce dollar iispent
on admin¡sirarive cost.48 ln contrast, AID g€nerally

do€s not even include adm¡o¡rr¿tive costs iñ dat. on
a$is6nce (see Táble XVll:2). As L¡te Mag*ine
€ditor¡ali¿ed May 8, 1970:

The U.N. d€velopment system, through
rap¡d qrowth ánd ádminirrarive n€glect, has

become a tar4led, montrous nonry.tem. ll
g¡oups 30 politically comp€titive governing

boards wh¡ch lack any eflective coordination,
agreed prior¡t¡es or sound €valu¡tion procedures,

añd 90 client states sctañbling io comrn.ndeer
e.ry cred¡t for ofren ¡mprudent prestig€ pfojectr.
The U.s. and other donor natio¡n sirnply w¡llnot
b€ willing to ct'ann.l more funds lhrough th€
u.N. until thk sn¿kepit ofa developm€nt system

Thi3 left U.S. a$ktance in úe hands of the

Alliance, weakened further ¡n Mardr of 1971 when

U.S. Ass¡srañt S€cr€tary of Sta¡e for L¡tiñ Am.rica,
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Charles A, l¡eyer, is reponed to hav€ "otf¡cially buried
the Alliánce by aññouncing a new €conom¡c and

l¡ñancisl policy tow?rd ktin Am¿r¡c¿.'{9 Neven¡e-
lesi, the year of the All¡áncei "death" would conrinue
to b€ a matter of interpretárioñ bec¡use ¡t was still
off¡c¡ally doins busin€ss in 1973, even ¡f only in
publ¡sh¡ng th€ impo(ant data soorce en¡itled ¿aa,h
Ameica's D^'elopñent and the Aliance fo. Prcgress,
A little und€rstood fact, howeve;, is thát U.S. foreig.
ássistance existed b€fore rhe Alliance w¿s cr€ated in
1961. And even thoügh ihe Atlániá OAS meetiñg in
l¡ay 1974 abolished the All¡6nc€! guid¡ñg CIAP €oñ-
minee, ¡t does not m¿an thar assistance to L¿tiñ
Aherica has ended, as interpret€d by nad¡o c¡rac¿s in
June.S Actually CIAP begañ tunctioning only in
1964, haviñE béen cr€atd as an organ o{ the lnter-
Americao Economic añd Sociál Counc¡l (lA-ECOSOC),
a council $tábl¡shed as p6n of the OAS in 1948, rhe
yeár that thé Pañ Arnericán Un¡on was reorgañ¡zed to
b€come the OAS. The Alliance was theoreticallv
nrengthened by OAS actions iñ Atlanta wñen lA.
ECOSOC! eight-mán Permanenl Exedtive Commitee
ICIAP) w€s expanded ¡nto a lnore representat¡ve group
with one memb€r trom €ach ofth€ 24 mémber nát¡ons
{¡ncluding the non-Lat¡n Amsric¡ñ countr¡es of
Earbádos, Jamaica, and Trinidad and Tobaso). Th¡s
expanded Permanent Execur¡ve Counc¡l of the lnter-
Americ¡ñ Ecoñomic €ñd Social Counc¡l is known by i¡s
Spánish ácronym: CEPCIES. lf readers draw th¿
inference that the Alliancé has been turied ál¡ve in a
sh'rffl€ ol English and Spanish acronyñs, they may
w¿ll have captured the ersence of "deáth" w¡thin a

bureaucratic orgÉnization. To rnak3 thh poiñt, ¡et us

note th€ off¡c¡alview ofrhe U.S, Pemanent Mh5¡on to
the OAS:

lr ¡s our position that [in Atlantá the
OAS¡ dealt only with th€ lelim¡mt¡onl of CIAP.
and that th€ morB eubotantive ¡lsué of the
Alnance a. a whole w6s not even d¡scu$ed. We

are in a period of trans¡t¡oñ ¡n vvh¡ch wÉ are
try¡ñg to str€ngthen thé syfem of mutu.l co-
operar¡on for delelopment which ihe Alliance
énvis¡oned. The tJnited S¡ates cont¡nues to
suppon the gen€ral obiectiv6 and basic princ¡'
pler which inspkéd the All¡ance, and $€ 6re

working with our colle.gues ¡n the OAS to
adr¡eve ¡hose objectives ;n a chañging world.sl

4AL6 a.cetÚ ri@, O.eñb¿t 14,1973.
4gN.fh.n A. Haversrock ¿nd F ió¿rd C. S.hro.dd, 'All¡ánce Dead at Last but lñp¿ct N @ F.tt," Tiñs of th¿ Añ..¡as, M.¡.11 24,

1971.
5O'.w€ oo Nor Exi!i,- r¡er ¿l th. Añ.ri@, Julv 24,1914.
5i l.. .r ro rhé .qrhor, Augúr 1 2, 1974. s.. árs, oAs , c.i..¿l A*ñól\, P.@d¡"ss, A.¡@.a, G.ory¡a. Ap.¡t t g.Mty 

1 , t974
119741.
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2. Latin Añct¡cs at the End of Ten Yearc

Undet the Aliance fo. Progress

lf th€ Alliánce for Progress is viewed only a3 añ

organiz¡ng id€a lor the 196G {within rhe larger hhrory
of U,S, ¿ssistáñce to Latin Amer¡c¡ s¡nce World War

ll). ¡t c¿n be s¿id tha¡ the goal of the All¡ance involved
rnodérñi2ing Lai¡n Am€r¡c¿ w¡thin a ten.year period.

Since such . t¡lk wós impors¡bl€ ¡o accompl¡sh in only
ten y€ars, b€ ¡¡ undenaken by a Keñnedy or a caslro,
th€ go¿ls ol¡h€ All¡ance were doomed from the outlet,
fh€ ipir¡r wenr out of the All¡anc€ a! sooñ as reasoñ

replac€d the psssionale rh€to¡¡c or Keñnedy and hk
"N€w Frontierrmen,"

How coúld U.S. officiah and supponers of the
Alli.nce beliove that th.ir goals were realistic? The
question has been snlwered coqentlv by Robert A.

Packenhsm, 6 tormer "consume/' of such rhaor¡c.
Prof6sor P¡ckenharn traces the outlook of the U.S.

liber¿l trad¡tion rhrt s€.s all problehs as ¡mmed¡.t€ly
solvable, ñeediñg oñly th€ applic¿tion of socialsci€nce

land mon€y) to dev€lopmsñt objectiv6.52
Thar iuch .ñ oútlook was not qu€stionéd until

the lare 1960s stter U.S. fa¡lure to est¿bl¡sh á "greal
soc¡ety" (l€t 6lone conquer the "€nemy" in vietnam)
shows u! why U.S. policy ¡n¡kers could have faith in
6tablishing .n All¡añce for Progr$s to be compleled ¡ñ

only ten ye¿c. The Alliañce ¿ñd the Vietnam policié3

w€fe pan ánd p.rcel of ¡he same ourlook on th€ wo.ld,
an outlook ihát abo re¿ched ils cllmination ¡n the

"Wa. on Poveny" in the Un¡¡ed Stat$. For
front¡ersmen-old ánd new-probleñs ex¡st to be

solv€d, the solving beiñg nol too dilf¡cuh if one ñix€s
ing¿nuity with 3weat.

That the U.S. governñent did not succ€ed in añy

of thes¿ uñden kings h now well ac.epred Oñe

wonders, howwer, whic+r leisons w¡ll lal: My ludent3
ot tod¿y !.ern to have the s¿ñ€ U¡nd f.nh in th€
pow€r ofsocial techn¡ciánr to quickly relolve problems

as d¡d my rudents ol yesteryear. Thir faith cont¡ñue!
to ex¡sr p¿rh.F b€cause U.S. banl6 to mak€ a b€tter
l¡le for the peoplés of Laiin AÍ!e.¡cá, Vietnám, ¿nd the
United $ates r6ulted neilher in clearcut v¡ctorv nor

in defeat. With r€g¡rd to the All¡añce, lor examPl€,

*eñ ¡t! de.th ha! been ¡nconclusive.
Añd if dur¡ng th€ 1950s and 19ms we reached

th¿ point of at least m.int¡in¡ng a '3teady gap"

betw€en L¡tin Arñ€ric¿n and (J.S. econom¡c ftnd¡rdt,
should the All¡anc€ not b€ cr€dited w¡th pr€vent¡ng the

96p from w¡clening as exp€.t€d? After all, what else

€xcept outside lund¡ng could have kept L¡tin Americ¡
from falling fanher behind ¿ technologicálly supe'ior
Uniied States? Yet áfter examioing the djffuse role ol
the All¡ance, it h clear that enablhhing a dir€ct
corelat¡oo betvi,een Lati¡ Aher¡ca! economic stand-

ing and the All¡a¡ce k not poss¡ble bcc¿use of the
rnany interveñinq variables thát 90 beyond nat¡on.l
bound¿nes ¿nd iñclude t¿cro6 ol polit¡c;ociar
.conomy ás w€ll a3 diff€reñt¡¿l bá.es for developmenr.
Alrhough ruphnational policy máy bG ¡mponant to
undeBt¿ñd relations w¡th rhe Uñh.d Sr¿res. ¡n l€w
c¿ses does luc¡ pol¡cy iñvolve thé áll p€rvasiv€ ¡nllü'
enc€ exercis€d by nationalpolicy on any country.53

Direct co.rel.tioñ réeñs ailthe more improbable
because, as shown in fable 5, data rev€sl a r€markably
stable relátioñship in L¿tin Ameri$t ecoñoñic posi

t¡on vis-a.v¡s the Uñited States, regardless of ch6ñ9es in
timinq or amouñt ot U.S. funds (reé Chapter XVll).
Thr6s exceplio¡s ¿re apparent and all are expl¡ináble:
P.namá rec€¡ved . great dealof per c.pitá U.S. fundiñg
añd ¡hproved it! posit¡oni lvlexico d¡d not receive .s
mucl¡ proport¡onately as did Pan¿ma, yei improvéd ¡G

posh¡on. llt may b€ árgued in both cá3!! proximity to
U.S. tradinE zones ie ¿ .Íonser determ¡nánt ¡n

€c$nomic posit¡on than ex¡erñ¿t fund¡ng). ln the c¡se

ol Venezuela, the thnd exc€pr¡on, is ad(hd rhe special
factor of ojl export,

lf we c¡n m¿rvel at the ofticisl n¿iveté in the

l96G thar could see the possibility ol rolv¡ng Latin
Amer¡ca's problems ¡n only l0 yeals, I is appropriat€,
then. to marvel at th€ not¡on th¿t the All¡¡nc€ could be

s€en iñ the 1970s to háve fá¡led. Not only does the
persistence of the latrer concept sulgelt that obcervelt

iiilt móintain th€fa¡th that initiáted the all¡ance, but it
.involvet a serious misre.diñg of hirrory. lf the Alliance
were !o follo$, rhe Marshall Plañ m$ningfully, not
onty rhould external funding for L¡liñ Americ¿ have

been doubl¿ what i¡ has b€en since 1946 but Í would
háve had ro be concentrátéd iñ oñe{irrh of the tiñ€
span to dat€. Moreov€r, rhe Mal3háll Plan had ha¡nly
¡o rebuild facto.ies dest¡oyed by wár, ñot b'Jild them
in the fir5t instance, let alone €duc¿le the mánpowEr
necessary to run th€m. ln shon, whereas the Nla'shall
Plán w?s based upon tradition, üe All¡ancet job was

to br€ak o¡d traditio¡s in order to forge (or at lean
r€inforce) new ones.

S2Pak nltñ. Lib.t.t A@ e üd ú. fh¡rd wotttt
53S!Dr...r¡oDl 9o¡¡cy @¡t¡d.r.tioc 6rv grstlv ¡n L¡t¡¡ Añr¡o, ó.t!iño 

'rom 
th. ca ot M.¡i@ lwhich h!3 é.tr.d lill€ U.S,

dituE .¡60r ¡n th. to.m of Expoñ.1ñ9oa a.ñk lo¡m tud. l¿rg.lY óñ MExi@1 brm.) ¡o üc oc ol 8ol¡ú. {which h¿¡

...a¡vrd llsh¿ ú.r9.¡.Y spgon).
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TABLE 6

UNITED STAÍES MILITARY SALES TO LATIN AMERICA, 195G192
(Mill¡ons of Oollars)

CONCLUSION

It i3 €vidÉnt that dur¡ng the pr€-A¡l¡ance period

l¡tin Americ¡'s p.r capita aver.ge g.owth ol 1.7 pcr

cent w¿s about the same a5 the avera€E u.s. growth
ráre of 1.5pér cen¡. ln the por'1961 p€ñod, rhe

compariron wü ¿bo eihilar; L¡tin Amér¡cá'! average

b€¡ng 2.8 to thé U.S.t 3.1 p€. ccnt, ln this l¡ght ¡t
would.ppesr that Latin Amer¡c:'r fortu.€s were

related ro broadlr s¿o,/lar trend! thán rome scholárs
adÍiit. Thus, Rayhond Vernon'! ¡nl€.nal D¡hñña of
Metico's Ddtabpment *ms to hav. b€€n a lictit¡ous
d¡lemm¿. V.rñon's own d.t¡ rhow üat, ahho¡¡gh
Mexico'r per c.pital GNP fell d¡ghdy in the 1950s

comFred w¡th the 1940s, mo3r countries he lbled
showEd lo$4-ánd th€ average lo!6es were greáterthan

Con3¡dering the ¡mportañce ol ¡ñtémationally
p€rva3ile econom¡c tfen&, whY would the framers of
the All¡ancé tol Progre.s hav. b.l¡ded thár out3ide

turd3 could diectly ¡nflu€nc¿ ch¡nge in tát¡n
Aher¡can GNP? On úe one h¿nd. it can be argu€d

persuasively ¡hat increáed lundirE rabes the amount
ol goods ¿nd s€rvic$ €¡rculating in any giv€n society,
€nd th¡s ¡ncr.ase would be reflected ¡n GNP figuGs. On
rhe other hánd, it cán be argued ahar cven if funds ¿re

spent "approp.i¿tely" li.e., lor ¡he r¡ght ptlrpc€s w¡th
appropriste t¡m¡ng, ¿nd in adr¿ntag€oG locá¡ionsl, ¡he
¡mpact mav not be rafected ¡mmed¡atély, añd could
thén be d¡ffused iñ ¡ime lags andlor blunied by .uch
factors a5 migntion patterns, price chang€s, debt
repaytnent, and 30 forth. L€fer B. Pea6on h¿5 p¡¿ced

the problem ¡ñ thé light ol rhe following polar¡záiion
orerthe ksue. ol¿id and developñent:

On or iidé of rh¡s deepéñing divis¡oñ
(shall I cail it another kind of developmént
"gaC'?) are those who ar¿ ¡ñclined to dktrust the
inte¡vention! of govérñment in the ecoñohic
procels ¿nd b€liéve that, oñ the whole, the
evid€¡ce suggérs thát officiál econom¡c a$¡st-
ance haa, ¡t b.t, msde l¡t¡lé coñtribution to the
rec¡p¡en! nationr' growth and, at wort, has

seriously distoned it. They cite th€ difficulty-a
very r€al one, of cours€-of establi3hiñg a dir€ct

ge.yño d vat^o¡, Th. D¡t ññ. ol M.t¡có t D.6tópñ.ñt: fha Rol.s ol rh¿ P.ir.t .ad Publt 5á.r.6 (C¡mbr¡d9., M.s.: H.d5rd
U¡ivü¡¡w Pr!.!,19531.
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c¡usal relat¡onship betvieen h¡gh áid and rapid
growth, and trom th¡s they 6rgue rhe re¡ar¡ve
uñimponance of ¿id. To prove d¡.ect barm, the¡r
prize w¡tnes! tends ro b€ food á¡d ro tñdjá wh¡c$,,
in ¡heir v¡ew, has encouEged rhe tndi¿o goverñ.
ñenl to under¡nver¡ in the ¿gricultural s€c¡o¡,
theraby hindaring sound groMh.55

As a r$ult of these iudgme¡ts, they ar€ nor
unduly worr¡ed about any alleged tris¡' ¡ñ aid or
dévelopment, o. abour rhe downw€rd trend in
€¡d contriburion, or about dis¡l[,sion over rerults.
Oñ thé coñtrary, they argue th6t an end to
cumbersome, bádly managed, 6nd usuallv
politically iñspired policies of a¡d would ¡ctually
ap€cd up the proc$ser of normal growth,
Countries which enjoy ¡he st¡b'liry, ecoñomic
ofiponúnit¡es, and good adminiltrótion needed
to atlract Private investment are, for these very
reasons, the ones wtose d€velopmeot is on the
point of becoming a proc€ss ol he¡lthy, sustain€d
qrowth. fh€re L no ne€d lor spec¡al assistañce.
Profitable op€ñings are pre.€nt. And ¡f they ar€
not profitable, they won'r coñrribure ro g€nuine

It is not as though, the argument con.
t¡ñu6, priváté corpora¡¡onr are not will¡ng to
venture overseás, On the co¡trary, one ot th€
pheñomena of our day is the labulous groB,th in
the loreign activi¡ies ol great Amer¡c?n,
Europ€án, and Japsnese corpor6tions, often
oe¡ñ¡zed-indeed, ¡ncreasjng¡y so--oñ a¡ ¡ñterna.
t¡onal bas¡3, w¡th the rr¿ngth,8b¡l¡¡y, and
widé.r¡ng¡ng v¡sion ñeeded for iruly planetary
op.ratiom, wh¡ch w¡¡l resllt ¡n ¿ fantaf¡c
¡nc.€€!e in ihé world', ability to má¡im¡ze the
return on its resolró.s. fhis k the b.r hope for a

sane, workable, effic¡ently org.n¡red, añd
3oundly profitab¡e dlvelopmÉnt efort, w¡th a

m¡¡imum ol free ede.p.ire ¿ñd w¡thoui ¡nter-
govÉmfDental trannd¡ont ol d,oubttul value and
wlidom in which áñy &velopmeñt8l v¡lue is

buri€d undér an iñde¡erminate and dubious mass

of political, emorion.l, social, ideolog¡cal, ¿nd

other extraneous cotuiderations,
It ¡s diff¡dl¡ ¡o picrurc a viewpo¡d more

clmpletely uñácc.ptebl€ to crit¡6 .i the other
énd of the sp€ctrum, who áre increasing in
numbers áñd noile. Th€y attáck €conomic ass¡st.

añce lor developm€ñt pr€cisely b€c¿use it wrl/
f¿c¡l¡t¡¡e ¡h€ érténsion of pr¡vate fore¡gn ope€.
tions añd ¡ntergovernmenral lerd¡ng of a more

ráditional kiñd, as w€ll as the pre5ervát¡on of
soc¡al systems and econom¡c structures which
th€y feel must be destroyed and replaced betore
lhere can b€ any consÚuciive and support¿bte
intérnat¡onal cobp€rat¡on for devétopmént. The
present bssis lor current coooerrtion,lh€y say, i!
preci.ely the nerwork of At¡ant¡c.Europérn
dominátioñ .nd imperiálism lloñ which it k the
prihe polirical ¿iñ of the dev€lopir€ n¡tions to

We háve b€en h€re before, the developiñg
peoples sayi.or if they donl they should. ln any
event, lhis c¿tegory of crjrics s¿y it tor theñ,
From rhe rev€n¡€enth ro the twentieth century,
our local economies have b€€n bttered by
fore¡gn €conom¡c intere'ts coming ¡n to "open ut
up"-to "develop" us-whether we waded it or
not, ánd w¡thout consulting us. onc€ init6ll€d,
they g¡ve us modeh¡zed er(port secto6, big
pon!, and new trádé. But the prof¡ts !\€nt b¿ck

to thé d€velopers. not to os. "Oual ecoñomiel'
gréw up: thé rich part ruñ lo. fore¡gñer3 and 3

few pr¡v¡leged locál followers; the poor pan tor
everyoñe €lse. We did not go through the whole
proce.s ol potiticál l¡b€rat¡on-so the argument
runs- ¡n order to find ourselver hÉck wirh the
Ear lñd¡. Compáñy ligh¡y disguised as th.la¡6t
thing in. mult¡n¿tional, dec€ntral¡zéd, now
soc¡allv rerpoñrible but still €fticienc.t.or¡ent€d,
'bil¡ion.dollar coñglomerate. lnrola' as roreign

aid-t¡.d io Atlánt¡c pur.hases and eñcourag¡ng
Atlantic laries ánd téchniqu6, wñ¡ch are becom.
ing ¡ncrear¡ryly quBtioned ¡n the¡r own
countries-rñ¡k€s the €ntry of the ours¡de g¡ant!

mor€ difficuk tor us to re.ist-or coñtrol-thon
let us have none of it. lt would be even b€¡ter to
seal oul'elvei off as the Japanesé did tor
centuries, lMoreover, dlr own lructures are 3till
¡oo experimenral and we¿k to ca.ry rucc€irfully
rhe unholy w€ight of modern lórge-scale multi-
ñational entérpr¡se. Our valu6.re too vulner¡bl€
lo conlront the whole great, bralsy adventure of
high ha3s consúmption. We need t¡m€. Fo.¿iqn

a¡d. lar f¡om buyiñg it for ui, plunges u! too
qu¡ckly iñlo thé modern maelstrom ot corn
puters, sky!.raper., and miracl. drugF,S

My own v¡ew, P€.Gon'e €xtr€mely pérceptive

sketch notwith.¡añding, k to pl¿ce the hsue of btin
Amer¡can devologfi€nr and ¿id into a toñ.what
difie.ent p€.3p!ct¡v€ by look¡ng fo. ñean¡ng iñ pa5t

exp€r¡ence. Rather rhañ .ndoB¿ Peársont plrhaPs

55Er¡n ñor. s¡o6, p.ih!p3, i, theposib¡lhv rhlr róré¡Oñ.$il.ñc. ñak* n¡r¡oñ!||..ó.r.hip in r€cipi€nr .@.v¡e3 r.2y, !.¡¡mne
obvi.i¡ng th€ ¡€id to n.k. h.rd dei.¡oñ¡.bour s.h probt.ñ3.. birth conú6t.

56Ldr.. 6. P.etun, in hir Addas to rh. Coluñbi. Univ.rjty Cont...nc¿ o¡ ¡¡r..n.iio..t E@Eñic D.6topñ61, F.btu.ry 20,
1g7O.wúd, fhe Wd.o¡ns G.p, ep.337-339, euot.d h€.. úy p.mis¡oñ or Córuñbo U¡iv.Éir' PrB
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ov¿rly simple solut¡oñ to bridge th€ aid polar¡zation
gFp by cnanneliñg ass¡stance throug¡ muh¡lat€ral
ag;¡ciei, I pr€fer to raise thre€ i!ru6 thar ch¿lleñge
some ol Pearsont ass0mption!; W¡thout quantitat¡ve
añalys¡s of the Alliance for Progr€ss exp€ri€nce, for
€xample, ¡t is dilticult to know where on€ rt¡nds, let
alone in which d¡rectioñ to go.

F¡r!t, on the basis of the GNP dara presenred

here, it appe.rs that the econom¡c gap betwe€n rhe
United St¿tet ánd L¡tin Amer¡ca há! neith€r widéñed
nor clos€d-it has remáined without mLrch change over
a rwenty-ye¿r oeflod. Thus, eve.lhough L¿rin Añen6
does not have the weálth ro llb5t¡tute m.chiñes for
men (who, thén. as ¡ñ the Un¡ted Srat$, go on
un€mployhen¡), to clate the r€g¡on appa.€ñrlv has
been áble to hold i$ own by b.lancing it5 develop-
mental needr betweén cap¡lal and labor.intensive
growth.

S€cond, the data oñ GNP appear to be more
reliable thao expected, g¡v¡ñg.éasoñ to bel¡€ve that the
hypothEis aboot á widening gap wa. ro a largé d€gree

€rroneous-3t least to d¿te. lt ít signif¡c¿nt in th¡s
.egard th¿t the Pea6oo d¿ra for the per¡od tn¿y havé
b€€. inlluenced (like my statisiicsl by the period

coverect i¡ the averages-Peársoñt data eñd in 1967.57
Añd third, I th¡nk that w€ mur ask {6s hrs José

Figúer¿s) what m¡ght have happ€ñ€d if tunds from rhé
Alliance to. Progress had not been ¿va¡labl€? Although
it is easy to condemn the Alliance for inc.ealing rhe
Latin Ame.ic¡n chbt sÚuctu¡e (á popular cond€m-
n¿¡¡on by the 1970!,, as I have d¡scu33ed iñ
Chapter Vl, loans {€sp€ciálly at low in¡eresr rates) are
valuable lo rep up the añouñt of econom¡c activity.
And ¡f the pat is any exp€rience, some of those loans
in t¡e tu¡ure rnay w?ll b€ cancéled by thé lé;dels. lf
',l€ 

cannot 3¿y that the Allianced,?ectt helped to hold
the gáp at the.ame level, we can argue that enough
stimulus was indite¡lV gene¡a\ed ro spur chañge in
.reas such as láñd reform as wll .s g.owth ¡n GNP. lt
rcrn¿¡ñs to & determ¡ned wherher or not lh€ Alli6nce's
perhaps crucial pu3h of L¿tin Americ6 toward the
creárion ol h¡ghly centGlized governments with
n.t¡on3l pl¿ns will result ¡n bureaucratic paralysis,
paralysis caused by the l¿cr that ñost L¿t¡n Ame.ican
nat¡ons do ñot yet h¿ve the quant¡ty and/or quality of
informátioñ necessary for all-encompássiñ9 óational

lñ 3um, the Alliáñce crearcd ¡ climate ol opinion
that helped io overcome long-st¡nding réshrance to a

pos€rlul executile; añd regardless of anv direct paF

57P@te . P.rtúrs ¡ñ D.Étoeñént, D. La.
6aPérbn. Addr6 ro Columb¡ó u.i6r¡iw C.ñ1.¡.rc., 9. 31¡4
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ticular b€nefit5 or lack of specificállv promired

bénefits, the Alliañce may b€ só¡d to have h.q maior
rupranational influenc€3 oñ L¿tiñ America. ln th€
long.ierm view, each áttempt at interñát¡oñálcoopera-
tion h8s begun with the prernis€ that ¡ew cl¡ta need to
be gathered: Beginñing with the Leágue of Nations,
syíemátic and compá.at¡ve coverage w¡s calld lor on
a nl]rnber ol topics going beyoñd the trade d¿tá ol
special iñterest to the Pañ American Unioñ. Commenc.
ing w¡th th€ Alliance'i eñph¿s¡s on rocial m¿tters, the
coveráEe añd corñp¿rabilitv of data increased many-
iold, taking advantag€ of s¡andards d€v€lop€d by the
Unhed Natioñs. ln spite of the fact that iñ the end th€
All¡añcé b€c¿me essential¡y an ecoñom¡c program, ¡ts
legacy resultiñg iñ th€ generar¡on of sociál srát¡stics
cannot be denied. This emphaiis on the value of
rccord¡ñg data, ólong with the thrust lor governrñenrai

recent.alization. ¡heñ, gives the Alliance ¿n ¡mponance
that will last bevond anv cont.ovérsy as to the extent
that it fail€d to create econom¡c growth or help€d to
prevent a wideñ¡ng g¿p betweeñ rich añd poo. ñations.

The P€álsoñ R€pon tends to overlook thé abov€
rhre€ perspec¡ivés on the Alliánce for Progre$; áñd h
deemphasize! a cruc¡ál point: Th€ maior difl¡culty in
developing effective aslistance may not be in findiñg
develoo€d countries'that w¡ll donáre fundr bur in
persuad¡ng undercleveloped couñtries to accept aid tjed
io "r€levant c.¡te.ia of performánce." True, Pearlon
does note th¿t condit¡ons of a¡d which "m.y be
¡ntol€rable from a singlé r¡ch government máy bé mor¿
áccept ble from á r6pons¡ble ¡ñte.nat¡onal body oñ
which both doñore ¿ñd rccip¡ena are rep.esented, "S
yet ihi! staterñent ignores rhe fáct rhar such a body
u/ould be even mo.e.pt to follow hoool¡¡hic fads than
would iñdividuól countri¿s that compete with one
anoiher in the re¿lm of polit¡c¿lecoñomy.

A final-ánd vital-comment on th€ Pearson
ápproach to the gap betreén ícb añd poor nat¡ont is
ihát iñdexe. pr6ented are no¡ w€ll develop€d. No
doubt GNP (Pearson'. ma¡n time.seri€s indic¡torl
includ€s th€ cost of social functions lthere ar¿ few
socialgo.ls th¡r ar€ not affeded by allocat¡on ol scarce
funds) añd many otaErvers equate growth of GNP wÍh
polit¡c¿l rtabil¡ry {erpec¡ally social dernocr¿cy);
nevenhel€ss, I beli€ve that we mus¡ move beyond ihe
emph¡si3 on $ch econom¡c factors as agr¡culrur€,
¡rEñuf¿ctu.ing, and Expons th.t are induded in GNP.
We need in the fu¡ure to develop expl¡cit meásure! to
gáuge rocial as wellá3 polit¡cal chanse.
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