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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

On March 13, 1961, at a White House reception for
Latin American diplomats and members of Congress, President:
Kennedy "called on all the people of the hemi=phere to joim
in a new Alliance for Progress--Alianza para Progrese--a
vast cooperative effort, unparalleled in magnitude and
nobility of purpose, to satisfy the basic needs of American
people for homes, work and land,; health and schools--techo,
trabajo y tierra, salud y escuela,"1 Several months later,
at the meetings of the Inter-American Economic and Social
Council at the Ministerial Level, held in Punta del Este,
Uruguay from August 5 to 17, 1961, the Alliance for Progress
was officially established by the signing of the Charter of
Punta del Este by representatives of twenty American nations.
The much debated and often misunderstood Alliance for Prog=
ress, which is the subject of this paper, was thus proposed
and established.

This paper is concerned primarily with the Alliance

for Progress and will not attempt to analyze the circum-

lRichard F. Stebbins, ed., Documents on American Foredlgn
Relations-1961 (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1962}, p. 397.




stances leading to its introduetion. RBut a brief discussion
of conditions in the United States and in Tatin America in
the early 1960fs is necessary for an uanderstanding of the
Alliance and its relation to previous inter-imerican agree-
mentse.

* #* %

Throughout the twentieth century conditions in Latin
America had deteriorated as a rapidly expanding population
compounded the problems of underdevelopment. Social,
economic, and political problems plagued all of Latin America.
The concentration of money, power, and gevernment iu the
hands of a small upper class led to discontent among the
masses. #idespread illiteracy, poor conditions of housing
and health, low incomeg, unfulfilled rising expectations,
stagnation in rural areas and overburdened wurban centers
kept the people dissatisfied. ccnomic structures based
on a few agricultural and mineral products for ezport and
a low per capita product wsre breaking down and the problems
of balance of payments and inflation threatened. Governments
were often unstable and unable to deal with the problems
within their countrieés. The military generally controlled
and terrorized the people and their leaders. The entire
Latin American continent was uneasy and revolutions seemed
imminent.

The 1950!'s had been a period of anxiety for the

United States with the increasing tensions of the Cold War.
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When Fidel Castro seized power in Cuba in January, 1959,
the United States felt threatened by the forces of Communism
within £ts own hemisphere. A%t this time the leaders and
people of the United States became aware of their obligations
to the people of the underdeveloped nations. Conditions
were ripe for a new departure in inter-American relations
and the Alliance for Progress was proposed and established
as a method of inter-American relations for the 1960's.

The relation of the Alliance for Progress to previous
United States diplomacy in Latin America is an often debated
question. Relations between the United States and Latin
Anmerica had been gradually improving since the introduction
of the Good Neighbor policy in the 1930's. In 1948 the
Organization of American States was created, and it gave an
organizational structure to the principles and policies of
inter-American cooperation that had developed over the
years. During the 1950's United States assistance to Latin:
America had increased steadily. In response to the explosive
pressures created by aspirations for social and economic
justice and progress, President Kubitschek of Brazil in
1958 proposed Operation Pan America as a broadscale attzck
on social and economic difficulties. On September 5, 1960,
the Act of Bogsté was signed by the United States and the
Latin American mations. Social progress, the creation of
a fund for developmen’ and economic growth, and mmltilateral

cooperation were its objectives. In 1960 the Inter-
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American Development Bank was established to provide funds
t0 implement the Act of Bogoté,

Although the Acgt of Bogoté proposed regional respon-
sibility and collaboration for promotion of social develop-
ment and was called by President Kennedy "“our charter of
economic and social advance," it lacked the proper wvehicle

to put it into motion.o

In 1961 President Kennedy intro-
duced the Alliance for Progress as the vehicle to bring
about this social development,

President Kennedy understood the problems in the.
Latin American countries and referred to them in his
inaugural address when he said, “"To our gister republics
south of our border, we offer a special pledge--to convert
our good words into good deeds--in a new alliance for
progress——to assist free men and free governments in
casting off the chains of poverty,"3 Kennedy was the first
President since Franklin D. Roosevelt to refer directly to
Latin America in his inaugurale4 This bespcke his personal
conviction on behalf of a sensitivity to the emerging issues.

The Alliance for Progress offered a creative and

experimental approach to foreign aid. In it the United

2 . . .
Pan American Union, The Inter-American System

(Washington, D.C.: Pan American Union, L863js; De o
3Stebbins, Documents, P. lbo.

4Arturo Morales—Carrién, "The Genesis of the Alliance
for Progress," Speech before the Middle Atlantic Regional
Conference of the Association of International Relations
Clubs, Washington, D.C.; Oct. 29, 1965, p. 7.



States assumed that it could make funds available for a
variety of purposes—-and not simply for economic matters.
The Alliance as proposed by President Kennedy recognized
the aoceptance of the idea that Latin American economic
and social development was one problem requiring an
integral solution. A social revolution backed by United
States foreign aid was proposed through developmental
diplomacy and the Alliance for Progress.

Under the Alliance the United States expected results
from the foreign aid funds that were distributed. The
Latin American nations pledged to take their share of the
responsibility and to work for reforms within their countries,
The governments also agreed to-work together under the
Alliance==a thing almost unheard of in Latin America.

The Alliance for Progress, thus, seems to represent
a change bf'§olicy for both the United States and the Latin:
American countries., Never before had the United States
attempted to underwrite a social revolution with its foreign
aid and never before had the Latin American countries had a
responsibility to work for reform in their countries in
return for foreign aid. The United States realized that
foreign aid funds could be used for more than economic
development and in ways that would affect the personal liwves
of millions of people. A new period of inter-American
relations began with the introduction of the Alliance for

Progress.
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Many possible reasons can be cited for this change in
United States foreign policy attitudes and goals. One that
cannot be ignored is the threat of Communism in the Western
Hemisphere. Since the Cuban model is attractive to under-
developed countries seeking to improve their way of life,
the United States with its Alliance for Progress attempted
to introduce an alternate method of development and modern-
ization, But the Alliance also seems to represent more
than simply an anti-Castro weapon. The United States
recognized the importance of the Latin American nations and
was willing to be experimental in methods of aid for their
development. With the introduction of the Alliance for
Progress the inter-American system was strengthened and an
attempt was made to improve the lives of all the peoples in
the Americas.

This paper will attempt to discuss the Alliange for
Progress in terms of its unique characteristics and as an
experimental method of foreign aid. Only under suc¢h terms
can the Alliance be understood. An overall analysis of the
Alliance will be given including: the concept behind the
Alliance, the methods used in applying ths @ogaépt, the
achievements of the Alliance, and its future.

The second chapter will include a discussion of the
concept behind the Alliance for Progress. An analysis of
the Charter of Punta del Este will be presented. Ain attempt

will be made to determine the goals and aims of both the
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United States and the Latin American countries under the
Alliance.. A discussion of how the concept and aims of the
Alliance have been modified since 1961 will conclude the
chapter.

In Chapbter three the methods wsed in applying the
Allisnce will be discussed. Financing will be amnalyzed as
will the type and sel#ction of projects.

Chapter four will include a presentation of +the
zuccesses and failures of the Alliance for Progress. A
rezlistic attempt to discuss what can and should be expected
and what has resulted in relation to both North and South
America will be included.

Chapter five will deal briefly with the future of the
Alliance for Progress. The value of the Alliance for the
United States and the Latin American nations will be

presented and discussed.



CHAPTER 2
A NEW CONCEPT OF INTER=AMERICAN RELATIONS

When President Kennedy proposed the Alliance for
Progress on March 13, 1961, he stated his reasons for
introducing such a program when he said:

Our hemisphere's mission is not yet completed,

For our unfulfilled task is to demonstrate to

the entire world that man's unsatisfied aspi-

ration for economic progress and social justice

can best be achieved by free men working within

a framework of democratic institutions.
Douglas Dillon, Secretary of the Treasury and Chairman of
the United States delegation at the Inter-American Eco-
nomic and Social Council at Pun®a del Este, on August 7,
1961 again stated the United States' reason for proposing
the Alliance for Progress:

That is what the Alliance for Progress is about.

It is a bold and massive effort to bring meaning

and dignity into the lives of all our people to

demonstrate to the6world that freedom and progress

walk hand in hand,. '
Thus were stated and presented the United States® reasons
fbf'pfépééing fhe Alliance for Progress.

Adlai Stevenson, on .a trip through Latin America

during the summer of 1961 at the reguest of President

5Stebbins, Documents, pP. 396,

Ipid., p. 409,
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Kennedy, noted the effect of the proposed Alliance for
Frogress on the Latins.

President Kemnedyfs proposal of an Alliance for

Progress has created a profound impression

throughout Latin America. « « « I have.sensed

great sympathy and understanding for our coun-

try's objectives as expressed by our President,

and a keen desire to work out our problenms

cooperatively.

On March 13, when President Kennedy proposed the

Alliance for Progress, he said he would "shortly request
a ministerial meeting of the Inter-American Economic and
Social Council, a meeting at which we can begin the
massive planning effort which will be at the heart of
the Alliance for Progresse”8 From August 5 to 17, 1961
such a meeting was held at Punta del Este, Uruguay where
the leaders of the American nations met and attempted to
put these aspiratioms into writing and provide a framework
for their realization. The task, that of choosing targets
and instruments, was not an easy one. But in the short
period of thirteen days the Declaration to the Peoples of
America, the Charter ef Punta del Este and several appended
resolutions were prepared. These documents deserve careful
attention at the beginning of any discussion of the Alli-

ance for Progress since they constitute the basis of the

Alliance and are the only reliable basis on which to begin

Thdlai E. Stevenson, The Alliance for Frogress, &
Road Map to New Achievements (WASRINgGon, Dele: Dooe
Government Printing Office, 1961), p. 12, 14,

8

Stebbins, Dogumentz, p. 398.
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an analysis of the Alliance for Progress.

The Declaration to the Peoples of &merica is the less
technical of the two major documents and will be discussed
later since it is the Charter of Punta del Este which
actually established the Alliance for Progress within the
Framework of Operation Pan America. The Charter of Punta
del Este includes a detailed expression of the objectives
of the Alliance for Progress as well as the methods to be
used for social and economic development,

The Preamble of the Charter of Punta del Este statbes
that the American Republics are uniiing "in a common effort
to bring our people accelerated economic progress and
broader social justice within the framework ¢f personal
dignity and political liberty."” The Charter states as its
purpose "to enlist the full energies of the peoples and
governments of the American republics in a great coopera=-
tive effort to accelerate the economic and social develop-
ment of the participating countries of Liatin Ameriea, so
that they may achieve maximum levels of well-being, with
equal opportunities for all, in democratie societies adapted
to their own needs and desires."lo

The objectives of the Alliance for Progress as

stated in the Charter of Punta del Este are of two types:

'9Inter-ﬂmerican Economic and Soeial Council, The
Alliance for Progress (Washington, D.C.: Pan American
Uniong 1967}3 DPe 9o

10

Ibid., p. 10,
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those that directly affect the daily lives of the Tiatin
American people and long term goals of socio-economic
reform and development designed to raise the standard of
living in each country.

The fundamental goals of the Alliance are: a rate
of economic growth of not less than 2.5 per cent per
capita per year; a more equitable distribution of the
national income, raising more rapidly the income and
standard of living of the needier sections of the popula-
tion; diversification of the national economic structures,
to reduce dependence on a limited number of primary
produects; acceleration of industrialization; improvement
¢f agricultural productivity; comprehensive agrarian
reforms, with equitable systems of land tenure; elimination
of illiteracy and a sixth-grade education for all school-
age children; expanded housing and public services for
both urban and rural areas; stable price levels with an
adequate rate of economic growth; increased economic
integration; and cooperative programs to prevent the
harmful effects of fluctuations in fereign exchange
earnings from primary products.ll

National development programs were the principle
method of organizing and implementing these objectives,
Comprehensive development plans were required in order

for money to be granted. However, emergency finauncial

tl1pid., pp. 10-11.
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aspistance was alse available, The principle of self-

help was an important part of the program as was the
inclusion of both the piblic and private sectors in the
development program. External assistance would be supplied
by the United States to help implement these programs. In
his address to the Imnter-American Economic and Social
Council on August 7, Douglas Dillon said that Latin America
could "reasonably expect its own efforts to be matched by
an inflow of capital during the next decade amounting to

at least $20 billion."12 Most of these funds were expected
to come from United States private and public sources.
United States support of these programs was conditioned by
whether social reforms were carried out along with economic
developments. The major responsibility for the entire
program was that of the Latin Americans, the United States
had a minority role in the entire program.

The Organization of American States, the Economic
Genmmission for Latin America, and the Inter-American
Development Bank were given responsibility for administer-
ing the Alliance. A panel of nine high-level experts,
appointed "on the basis of their experience, technical
ability, and competence in the various aspects of economie
and social development," and the Inter-American Economic

and Social Council had responsibilities in the Alliance.13

letebbins, Documents, pe 412,

131pia., p. 424.
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Ad hoc committees would be appointed at the request of
interested governments by the Secretary General of the
Organization of American States for the review of programs
of economic and social development. The recommendations
of these ad hoc committees would help to determine the
distribution of public funds under the Alliance, The
Inter-American Economic and Social Council was to review
annually the' progress achieved by the various countries
under the Alliance.

Other sections of the Charter of Punta del Este
discuss the necessity of economic integration in Latin
Americe and the problem of the expansion of basic export
commodities. Both of these areas were given high priority
in the Alliance for Progress. The Montevideo Treaty and
the Central American Treaty on Economic Integration were
praised as appropriate instruments for economic integration,
Both national and international measures t0 help solve the
problem of primary export commodities are suggested in the
Charter.

Representatives from twenty nations of the inter-
American community (excluding Cuba) signed the Charter of
Punta del Este. Although Cuba sent Ernesto "Che" Guevara,
Cuba's Minister of Industries, to the meetings at Punta
del Este, he did not sign the Charter. The Charter was
not an intermational treaty and was not approved by the
Congresses of the signing states. For this reason it had

no real binding effect on any nation and countries were



14

free to apply the ideas of the Charter as they desired.
A country could also drop out.of the Alliance at any time,

Additional resolutions on economic and social develop-
ment, economic integration, basic export commodities, an
annmual review of economic and social progress, and public
opinion and the Alliance for Progress were also prepared
by the Council. These resolutions presented in greater
detail certain aspegcts of the Alliance.

The Declaration to the Peoples of America was the
final document produced by the Inter-American Economic and
Social Council in 1961. This was written, as the title
suggests, as a declaration to the peoples of America telling
them of the establishment of the Alliance for Progress.
The Declaration is a much less technical document than the
Charter., The basis of the Alliance is presented in terms
that have ‘meaning to the people throughout the hemisphere,

The Declaration to the Peoples of America briefly
sumnarizes the goals of the Alliance and refers to it as
"a vast effort to bring a better life to all the peoples
of the Continent."14 The Declaration states:

The Alliance is established on the basie principle
that free men working through the institution of
representative democracy can best satisfy man's
aspirations, including those for work, home and
land, health and schools. No system can guarantee
true progress unless it affirms the dignity of the

individE§1 which is the foundation of our e¢ivili-
zation,.

14Inter-American Eccnomic and Social Council,
Alliance for Progresg, D. o

15

Ibid.
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The Declaration also describes the methods of implementing
these goals,

The Declaration to the Peoples of America, the
Charter of Pumta del Este and the appended resolutions
wrepared by the Inter-American Economic and Social Council
in August, 1961 establish the basis of the Alliance for
Progress.

#¥ * *

The magnitude of the Alliance for Progress is evident
in even a brief analysie of the documents surrounding its
establishment. The tasks of the Alliance were great:
construction of administrative machinery, changes in the
attitudes of the peoples of Latin America, and reform and
new organization in the administration of the governments
involved. A revolutionary change was called for in all of
Latin American society.

The Charter of Punta del Este however, seems to be
composed of glowing genéralities and leaves room for
considerable doubt of how effectively the pledges of
resolute action by Latin American countries will be
carried out., The Latin Americans: seem very receptive to
the commitments made by the United States but somewhat
vagwe about the commitments expected of them. One
important area of reform and development-~political-—-
is also eliminated in the Charter. Perhaps the leaders

at Punta del Este thought improvements in social and
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economic conditions would automatically lead to improvements
in political conditions, and that with better housing and
improved health, etc. better political conditions would
result. But improved living conditions do not lead
necessarily to political maturity. In reality, by ignoring
this area of reforms in the Charter of Punta del Este, both
the United States and the Latin American countries were
avoiding mention of a dangerous and controversial area.
Most Latin Americans resent United States! interference im
their political affairs. But it seems that if a program
such as is suggested by the Alliance for Progress is to
succeed in reaching its goals, political reform and develop-
ment as well as sgeial and economic improvements are essential,
Although the Charter of Punta del Este established
the basis of the Alliance for Pregress it is evident that
more structure and planning were necessary before the program
could be carried out. The Charter can be criticized as an
idealistic statement of purpose with few realistic considera-
tions of implementation. But it was the beginning of the
Alliance for Progress.
The origin of the Alliance Charter seems unusual for
a comprehensive program of this type. A program for the
overall development of the Latin American countries would
better hawve orginated in the Organizatiion of American
States. Since the scope of the Inter-American Economic
and Social Council is limited, the Alliance was also

limited at its inception. This perhaps accounts for the
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nention of only social znd economic reform to the exclusion
of political reform. But the operation and administration
of a broad program such as that of the Alliance transcend
the economic field and the Council by which the Alliance
was established. An undertaking such as the Alliance also
requires leadership of statesmen of broad vision and
political sensitivity. The Inter-American Economic and
Social Council seems too narrow inm scope to administer a
comprehensive pregram such as the Alliance for Progress.

One notable area of weakmess in the Charter of Punta
del Este is the lack of an established and powerful admin-
istrative machinery for the Alliance. The Panel of Nine
and the ad hoc committees had no real power and act only
in advisory positioms and the yearly review by the Inter-
American Economic and Social Council was not adequate to
administer the program of the Alliance. There was a
vigible lack of a2 multilateral agency with real power,

Under such conditions it seems inevitable that the
United States, who was the principle distributor of funds
for the Alliance programs, would eventually come to control
the Alliance. Although the United States was reluctant to
assume such a role, it became necessary for someone to
administer the program to see that foreign aid funds were
properly channelled and used.

This lack of a multilateral agency to administer the
Alliance caused preblems and led to a change in the Charter

of Punta del Este. This change was adopted at the Fourth
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Annual Meeting of the Inter-American Beonomic and Sociagl
Council at the Ministerial Level in Buenos Aires in 1966
as part of the Charter. The Inter-American Committee on
the Alliance for Progress (CIAP) was included as a part of
the Charter of Punta del Este and empowered "“to coordinate
and promote Alliance activities."l6 CIAP had been created
at the Second Annual Meeting of the Inter-American Economic
and Social Council at the Ministerial Level in 1963 as "a
special, permenent committee of the Inter-American Iconomic
and Social Council for the purpose of representing multi-
laterally the Alliance for Progress and, in the same way,
coordinating and promoting its implementétion in accordance
with the Charter of Punta del Este, and of carrying out the
mandates of this resolution and those it receives from the
Council of the Organization of American States or the Inter-

. . . . 1
American Bconomic and Social Council.® 7

CIAP was composed

of a chairman and seven representatives of the member states

of the Organization of American States. The Panel of Experts

was made the technical arm of CIAP to aid in carrying out

its function of evaluating development plams and programs.
With the creation of CIAP, many of the problems of the

Alliance caused by lack of a strong multilateral ageney

with power were solved. The United States no longer felt

16Ibiﬁeg po 530

17Inter—American Economic and Social Council, Second
Annual Meeting of the Inter-American Economic and Social
Council a% the Ministerial Level (Washington, D.C.: Pan
American Union, 13964}, p. 10,
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the necessity of controlling the Alliance since CIAP took
care of the problem, CIAP improved coordination between
the United States and the Latin American countries under
the Alliance. All participants in the Alliance trust and
depend on CIAP, and since its creation the Alliance has
developed into a strong organ of development and is of
more value to all concerned.l8
Another possible weakness of the Alliance for Progress
is the very nature of the charter, Since it is not an
international treaty and has no binding effect on any
country, compliance with the Charter of Punta del Este
is optional, The Alliance rests on the declarations and
commitments of the leaders signing the Charter. Its
duration depends only on the good will of the states
involved. Although these facts cause some problems within
the Alliance, such a development program can be effective
only under these or similiar terms., In order for such a
program to be effectively carried out,: the involved
countries and their peoples must kbe willing to cooperate.
Dr. Carlos Sanz de Santamaria summarized the nature

of the Charter of Punta del Este when he wrote:

Punta del Este no es un Tratado Internacional; no

ha sido aprobado por los Congresos. Pero sin serlo,

en mi Oplnl para los signaterios de la Carta,

sean los pa sea americanos, sean los Estados Unidos,

ese documento representa el més grande compromlso
moral con los pueblos del Continente que ningfin

18014P will be discussed again in Chapter 3.
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pafé osaria poner f@ duda o0 no aceptar, con todas

sus consecuencias.
Alberto Lleras Camargo expressed a similiar idea when he
stated that in signing the Charter of Punta del Este the
Latin American governments bound themselves "not so much
to the other signatory nations as to their own peOple."go
The problems encountered with an agreement of this type
are evident. Many of the governments that signed the
Charter were also not fully aware or convinced of the
ultimate implementation of the ideas  stated in the Charter.,21

The fact that the Inter-American Economic and Social

Council issued the Declaration to the Peoples of America
illustrates the importance of the participation and coop-
eration of all people in a development program such as the
Alliance. Such a Declaration should have aroused hope

among the peoples of Latin America at whom it was primarily

aimed. The Inter-American Economic and Social Council again

19Carlos Sanz de Santamaria, Exposicion ante el
consejo de la Organizacion de los Estados Americanos, 3 de
Marzo, 1965, p. 1l4. Bnglish translation: "Punta del Este
is not an international treatys; it has not been aproved by
the Congresses. But without being this, in my opinion,
for the signers of the Charter, the American countries ang&
the United States, this document represents the greatest
moral compromise with the people of the continent that no
country would dare to put in doubt or not accept it, with
all its consequences.”

2OAlberto Lleras Camargo,"The Alliance for Progress:
Aims, Distortions, Obstacles," PForeign Affairs, vol. 42

(@0'53., 1963)9 po 260
21

Ibid.
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enphasgized the importance of popular support for the Alliance
in Resolution B desling with public opinion and the Alliance
for Progress. The Resgolution zmtated that publicity of all
types was necessary ior the success of the Alliance because
"in order to attain its goals this vast program demands
understanding and active cooperation from all the peoples
of America."22

Through an analysis and consideration of the Charter
of Punta del Este and the other documents prepared at Punta
del Este in 1961 most of the essential facts concerning the
Alliance are clearer.

* # *

Consideration of the goals and objectives--stated and
implied—--of the United States and the Latin American countries
is necessary t¢ an understanding of the Alliance.

Robert Kennedy clearly expressed some of the issues
of the Alliance. "The essence of foreign policy is results,
which means that we should be concerned not just with oux
own judgments of our motives and actions but as much with
the judgments of those with whom we deal."23 Radomiro
Tomic also expresses some important facts about the inter-
American system in a letter to Senator Gruening: "ILet us

recognize that :the:-basic réalities of our nations are not

2) . . . . .
2“”_Fntelr'--!mern.c:a.n Bconemic and Social Council, Alliance
for Progress, p. 4%,

9
C';J’Zk%obert F. Kennedy, To Seek a Newer World (Garden
City, NeY.s Doubleday and Company, L9687}, p. LOG.
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similiar, but different, end that their basgic interests are

24 If these two facts

not identical, but complementary.®
were understood by all parties in inter-iAmerican relations
there would be fewer problems.

President Kennedy understood the nature of the demands
to be made by the Alliance as is illustrated by many of his
statements.

La Alianza para el Progreso is a program which is
revolutionary in its dimensionse It calls for
staggering efforts by us all and unprecedented

changes by us all, It raises far-reaching
aspirations, and demands difficult sacrifices.

25
Bat unfortunately other people in important positions were
less imowledgable of the type of demands made by the
Alliance. The "revolutionary" aspects of the program were
understood by few people and thus there was disapvointment
when results: did not occur as rapidly as hoped for. The
Alliance for Progress called for reforms and changes
throughout all areas of Latin American life--and such &
program takes time and efforts The problem is again well
sumzarized by Robert Kennedy:
This was:..a pledge of revolutionary change, for Latin
America as well as for the United States. But the

need for: change was not universally acceg@ed, either
in the Alliance or in the United States.

24Letter, Radomiro Tomic to Ernest Gruening, August,
1968, Chilean Embassy, Washington, D.Ce, De 5.

25John F. Kennedy, President ¥ennedy Sp@ak% on the
Alliance for Progress (Washington, D.Ce.: Agency for Interw
nationasl Development, 1962), p. 19,

26ﬁééeft Kennedy, To Seek a Newer World, p. 67,
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The United States had several reasons besides those
stated by President Kennedy for proposing the Alliance for
Progress. Some objectives of United States foreign policy
include the security of the United States, protection of
its economic interests, and development for stability. The
United States wanted Latin Americé protected from Communism
and tried to:introduce a peaceful revolution in place of
the violent one which was developing. Through economic
development, social progress and self-help the United States
hoped to bring about this peaceful revolution. The principle
assumed that only governments and nations moving toward
development and reforms could gainfully participate in this
program and thereby gualify for assistance. The question
is "whether when change comes, i1t will lead to progress
and justice, achieved by free men within a framework of
democratic institutions; and for us, whether change will
advance or injure the national interest of the United
Statesl.l27 American policy in Latin America ag stated by
the Department of State in 1965 was as follows:

Our policy in Latin America is not one of sterile
anti-Communism, or preservation of the status quo.
We are actively supporting the expansion ef demo-
cracy in Latin America on the basic of political,.
economic, and social reforms. It is our hope and
intention that, with adequate defense against
totalitarian intervention, Latin America will
achieve further signifiTant progress on the

path of modern democracy. This is not only one
of the major aims of the Alliance for Progress;

Ibid.



it is one of the fundamental ggjectives of our
entire Latin American policy.

Even though the United States was thinking of her own
security and welfare when she proposed the Alliance for
Progress she was also willing to help the Latin American
countries achieve the economic and social development and
reform they desired. Such goals can hardly be criticized.

The Latin American countries were also concerned with
their own benefit and welfare in the Alliance for Progress.
In the Alliance as proposed by President' Kennedy, the Latin
American nations saw the possibilities of aid to help in
economic and social reform. In return for the aid all they
had to do was enact the reforms. Their reasons for agreeing
to the Alliance are evident.

The Alliance for Progress appears to be a good
instrument for providing both the United States and the
Latin Ameriean nations with the polieieés:.and the results
they expect in their foreign relations. For this reason

it appears to be a true inter-American agreement.

28U.S., Congress, House, Commit%ee on Foreign Affairs,
gommunism in Latin America. Hearings before the Subcommittee
on Inter—aimerican Affairs, 89th Cong., lst sess., 1965, Do
119%




CHAPTER 3
APPLYING THE CHARTER OF PUNTA DEL ESTE

The methods by which the Alliance for Progress works
to achieve its goals are examples of international cooper-
ation. The Alliance, founded as a voluntary partnership
of the American republics, unites the governments and
peoples and all the major international organizations and
agencies in the Western Hemisphere in an integrated program:
of action. But problems are created because the Alliance
does not rely on treaty obligations and formal commitments:
and does not have extensive administrative machinery of its
own. The problem was especially acute before the estab-
lishiment of the Inter-American Committee on the Alliance
for Progress (CIAP). Since that time CIAP has become the
principle multilateral organ of the Alliance.

Before the establishment of CIAP in 1963, three
international bodies-—the:Organization of American States,
the Inter-American Development Bank, and the United Nations
Economic Commission for Latin America--shared responsibil-
ity for administering the Alliance. The O0AS played a major
role in the implementation of the program by means of basie

studies, technicians, task forces, and its committee of
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nine high-level experts to evaluate long-term development
plans submitted by Latin American governments. The Inter-
American Development Bank channels funds allocated for
warious projects into respective countries. ECLA provides
for various specialists needed to direct economic develop-
ment projects.29
The committee of nine impartial experts was undoubtly
the most important part of the Alliance structure as orig-
inally established since its job was to appraise proposed
development plans and act as arbitrator between the source
and recipient of funds. Beyond this group, the Alliance
relied on an annual meeting of the Inter-American Economie
and Social Council, a subordinate body of the 0AS, to
review its progress and propose new courses of action.
Thus, before the creation of CIAP, the Alliance lacked
sufficient multilateral organization. The Panel of nine
was not an adequate multilateral organ since its functionsg
involved dealing with each country separately as its

30

development plan was evaluated. The Panel itself recog-
nized the necessity of a unity of principles, criteria,
and methods of evaluation as well as the fact that a national

program should be analyzed within a framework that extends

29
18-19,

30Panel of Experts of the Inter-American Economic and
Social Council, Report of the Panel of Experts of the Inter-
American Econom o and Sooial Coumncil, Bept. 40, 1962 (Wash-
Thgton, DeCG.: Pan AMerican UNLOm, f.0e )y De O

Pan American Union, The Inter-American System. pp.
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beyond the limits of the individual country. The Panel of
experts did not have authority in these areas or in planning
for the implementation of economic integration and improved
basic export commodities. The Panel was aware of these
problems and in 1962 recommended that a new organization
for the entire Alliance machinery should be studied,>t

At the first annual meeting of the Inter-American
Economic and Social Council at the Ministerial Level in
October, 1962 in Mexico, D.F., it was resolved that two
outstanding Latin Americans would be appointed to study
the structure and activities of the organizations and
agencies of the inter-American system that had responsibil-
ities in the Alliance for Progress, and to make recommen-
dations regarding those structural and procedural changes
necessary for the Alliance to "take on the efficiency and
the dynamic qualities called for by the Charter of Punta
del Este.">° Juscelino Xubitschek, former President of
Brazil and orginator of Operation Pan-America and Alberto
Lleras, former President of Colombia, were appointed to
carry out this review. As a result of their study the
Inter-American Committee on the Alliance for Progress (CIAP)

was created at the Second Annual meeting of the Inter-

31pid., p. 12

32Inter—Amerlcan Economic and Social Council, First
Annual Meeting of the Inter-American Economic and Soczéﬁ
Council at the inisterial Lever (Waslington, D.C.: ban
American Union, 1963), p. 24.
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American Economic and Social Council in Sao Paulo, Brazil
in 1963.

CIAP was established (as noted in Chapter 2) to re-
present the Alliance for Progress multilaterally and to
coordinate and promote the implementation of the Alliance
in accordance with the Charter of Punta del Este. The
relationship of CIAP, the principle multilateral organ,
to the other parts of the Alliance for Progress is illus-
trated in Chart 1. With the aid of its technical arm, the
Panel of nine, and the other international organizations,
it has given the Alliance for Progress a much firmer organ-
izational foundation and a more multilateral character.
This fact was clearly stated in the review of the third
year of the Alliance by the Inter-American Economic and
Social Council. "The work accomplished by CIAP in the
short time since it was established is the best proof of
how well advised the Inter-American Economic and Social
Council was to decide upon its creation, for it has given
the Alliance the Latin American image and the multilateral
significance that it needed.">> With CIAP the charges of
United States domination of the Alliance are no longer
possible since with a qualified group of experts the United
States no longer feels the necessity of taking control of

the Alliance.

33Inter-American Economic and Social Council, The
Alliance for Progress: Its Third Year (Washington, D.Ge.:
Pan American Union, 1963), p. 23.




CHART 1

PRINCIPAL MULTILATERAL ORGANS OF THE
-~ ALLIANCE FOR PROGRESS.

Inter-American Committee on the
Alliance for Progress

CIAP was created as a result of
recommendation at the ministerial-
level review of the second year of
the Alliance in Sao Paulo, Brazil,
Nove 1963 = to be the chief multi-
lateral organ of the Allience, a
permanent committee of the Inter-
American Hconomde and Soecial
Couneil.,

&

| ?anel of Nine. Experts
| The Panel of Nine was ciéat d by
the Charter of ‘the Alliance, Punta
| del Este, August 1961 - to review
national development programs.
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|
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Paulo; Hova. 1?53e
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social and economic welfare of the \
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Sources:Je’ Wbrren Nystrom and Nathan Ae. Haverstook, The 4l
Progrgss (Princeton, ¥id.: Do Van Nestrand Campany,
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With CIAP the Alliance obtained a real multilateral
organization and character, :§IAP is able to give multi-
lateral direction, supervision, and coordination to the
Alliance program and provides possibilities for greater
Latin American leadership and initiative.

The principle functions of CIAP are to determine
each country's internal performance and external financial
needs in accordance with the needs of Latin America as a
whole and to represent Latin America multilaterally to

34

financial agencies. This is carried out primarily through
annual country reviews. There is evident advantage in a
group such as CIAP carrying out this evaluation and making
recommendations; since CIAP is not a financial organization
its evaluation of the development of each country can be
broad and flexible and include human and noneconomic
determinants of development. Another advantage is that the
Latin American countries and peoples--who resent Uni ted
States?! interference in their internal affairs--do not
feel that an evaluation by CIAP is an infringement on their
sovereignity or a confession of weakness. This is true
because the United States also subjects its aid programs
t0 review by CIAP and follows their recommendations.,

CIAP has been constantly gaining power and importance

since its establishment in 1963. With the strengthening of

34Inter—American Economic and Social Council, Second
fnnual Meebing, p. 11,
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CIAP Latin American leadership in the Alliance has become
more firmly established. In June, 1967 the OAS finance
ministers agreed unanimously that CIAP recommendations be
given full weight in the allocation of funds by the inter-
national agencies. This complements the United States
law, the Fullbright Amendment to the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1966, which requires that United States development
loans to Latin America be consistent with CIAP findings in
the annual review of national development programs.35

CIAP has done a great deal to make the Alliance for Progress
a strong multilateral agency,

In February, 1967, the fundamental scope and direction
of the inter-American system was altered when the foreign
ministers, meeting at Buenos Aires, approved sweeping
reforms for the Charter of the OAS. The emphasis at this
meeting was on development and CIAP was recognized as g -
permanent, informed agency for complicated development
issues. In essence, the goals of the Alliance became the
goals of the 0AS.3° This succeeded in raising decision-
making on social and economic matters to the highest
political level and the Alliance as a multilateral agency

was again strengthened.

* * #

35Alliance for Progress Information Team, Special

Report on 1967 (Washington, D.C.: Pan American Union, n.
d.%,‘pﬁ?fi-4.

361pi4., p. II-1.
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United States participation in the Alliance for
Progress is controlled by the Executive Department. The
Alliance was originally proposed by President Kennedy, and
policy relating to the Alliance emanates from the President
and Congress, Policy coordination and official United
States représentation in international bodies are the
functions of the State Department. TUnited States partici-
pation in the Alliance is conducted by the Agency for
International Development (AID) under State Department
guidance. Funds and technical assistance for Alliance
countries are provided by Foreign Assistance Acts of CQon-
gress, which appropriate funds to fulfill United States
foreign policy objectives.

ATD is responsible for the admin¥stration of United
States public funds allocated to the Alliance and for
providing the technical assistance promosed in the Charter
of Punta del:Este.37 It is AID*s responsibility to co-
ordinate the participation of United States industry,
social institutions, and all public and private effort.
AID is also responsible for much of the goordination of
Alliance programs with other departments and agencies of
the Executive branch of the government and within the
State Department. The problems encountered by AID in its

attempts at administration and coordination are obvious.

37Thomas C. Mann, "Organizing for Progress in Latin:
America," Department of State Bulletin, vol. 51 (Oct. 5,
1964)9 Po 4800
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Besides, AID has many other responsibilities along with
admini stration of the Alliance. The organization of
Alliance administration in Washington seems a loose attempt
to coordinate the activities of a large number of independent
agencies and groups, each with their own point of view and
special interest.

In 1964, the Latin American Bureau of the State
Department and the Latin American division of AID were put
under a single head to make coordination easier.38 But
the position of administrator still tends to be one of much
responsibility and little power—--since power is distributed
among many agencies and groups. It is a well known fact
that Washington bureaucracy moves ponderously and the
organization: of the Alliance complicates the problem.

Since the establishment of the Alliance there has
been an acute problem in the State Deparfment and among
its officials as well as in Congress in adjusting to the -
objectives and methods of the new development diplomacy.
There has been a steady tension within the State Department
between development and diplomacy since the establishment
of the Alliance.39 Because of this tension and disagree-
ment, the Washington administration of the Alliance has

not been able to adjust to the Alliance with coherent,

381pid., p. 480.

Owilliam D. Rogers, The Twilight Strugagle (New York:
Random House, 1967), p. 224.
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consistent and continuous direction. As yet there is in-
adequate organization in Wgshington for dealing with the
Alliance and the problems and challenges it proposes.
There is also a lack of qualified personnel to carry out
the Alliance programs in the United States. TFrequent
changes of Alliance administrators are common. Washington,
with its constantly changing ideas and administrators,:has
detered Alliance development and progress.

* * #

CIAP is the organ of the Alliance that has the power
to evaluate projects and to decide what projects will be
financed and which need fuxrther planning.

Since the Alliance requires comprehensive national
plans as a basis for the granting of assistance, some
countries have failed to qualify because they are unable
to develop these national plans satisfactorily. But the
Charter of Punta del Este also provides for immediate and
short-term ag¢tion measures as well as emergency financial
assistance. The reasons for requiring development planning
before external assistance is supplied is that external
financial resources cannot be used effectively unless
internal resources are effectively and reasonably employed.

Evidence on how development projects are actually
chosen is difficult to locate. In the United States funds
for the Alliance must be approved as part of a Foreign Ai&
Bill in Congress. But the goals of the United States in

the Alliance vary and the criteria for the distribution of
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funds changes as new people come into positions of leader-
ship and as the Alliance program develops and changes.

The foreign assistance process naturally involves many
potential conflicts between the parties involved because,
as discussed in Chapter 2, there may be differing under-
standings of what is expected and what goals reinforce a
certain project.

When the Alliance was first established in 1961 the
United States was eager for some "successes" in the program
to impress the Latin Americans and the American people and
gongress. For this reason projects were choosen as models
qf what could be done under the Alliance and money was
concentrated in a relatively few areas. Much of the money
that was distributed early in the Alliance went for budget
support rather than actial reform and development. There
was difficulty in getting projects started and in finding
the correct projects. Projects of social significance that
will supplement economic development programs are not easy
to develop and require trained experts to administer them.

After g project is chosen and funds supplied there
are still problems involved in the implementation of the
program. Most Latin American countries lack the skilTed
personnel necessary to carry out development projects.
Many of the governments originally did not realize what
was expected under the Allian9e and furthermore did not

have the training or background to deal with development
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projects. In choosing projects and administering funds such
facts have to be considered. If funds are supplied and not
used to improve the social and economic conditions and bring
about reform, the purposes of the Alliance will not be carried
out. Criticisms of the Alliance arise for these reasons.

It often seems that foreign aid funds are simply strengthening
the power and control of the small ruling classes. In many
cases what is needed under the Alliance program is not more
funds but better guidance in the use of funds through
technical and personal assistance.

FPor the first five years of Alliance operation most
funds went to a small number of countries for their develop-
ment and reform in support of their national development
plans. It took about one year for Alliance machinery to be
established and put on a firm footing. But most of the
administration problems of the Alliance have now been solved.
With the introduction of CIAP and the acceptance of the
necessity of self-help and responsibility by tﬁe Latin American
nations, the United States has: shifted its policy toward
the Alliance.

The United States shift of policy and the change of
goals in the Alliance for Progress is best illustrated in
the Declaration of the Presidents of America issued at Punta
del Este, Uruguay on April 14, 1967. In this declaration
the Presidents of the American republics stated that they.

were:
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Resolved to give more dynamic and concrete expression
to the ideals of Latin American unity and of solidarity
among the peoples of America, which inspired the foun-
ders of their countries. . . »

Pledged to give vigorous impetus to the Alliance for
Progress and to emphasize its multilateral character,
with a view to encouraging balanced development for
the region at a pace substantially faster than attain-
ed thus far.

United in the intent to strengthen democratic insti-
tutions, to raise the standards of their peoples and
to assure their increased participation in the devel-
opment process, creating for these purposes suitable
conditions in the poliaical, economic and social as
well as labor fields.

As part of the Declaration, the Presidents resolved
to create progressively, begimming in 1970, the Latin
American Common Market, and also accepted a long-range
fAction Program."® Included in this Action Program weres
multilateral  cooperation to accelerate development of river
systems, international highways, and other transportation
and communication networks, with emphasis on mutual projects
which would most benefit the poorest nations; increased
earnings from foreign trade; increased farm produectivity
through modernization, new settlements, land reform, crop
diversification, and improvement of rural living conditions;
improved education; harnessing of science and technology
for the service of all peoples; improved health programs;
and elimination of unnecessary military expenditures, which

41

prevent vital economic and social progress. In this way

40y, s. Department of State, Commitment for Progress

(Wwashington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing OIfice,
P. 11

41

Ibide, ppa 12—130
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the Presidents established priorities under the Alliance
for Progress to meet the imperative needs of the Latin
American peoples.

President Johnson spoke of the "decade of urgency"
which the Declaration was prepared to meet.42 The problem
at this time, as stated by Covey Oliver, U.S. Coordinator
ofithe Alliance, was that there were still too many Latin
Americans waiting for the Alliance to touch them.43 The
Presidents of the American nations hoped, through the
sunmnit at Punta del Este in 1967, to eliminate some of the
problems under.the Alliance. At this time the Alliance
seemed to move into a new:phase--the basic machinery of the
Alliance had been established and experimented with and now
the real work of development could be intensified. By 1967
the Alliance had also achieved a truly multilateral character
and was respected throughout the hemisphere as an instrumeént
for development.

% % #

The Charter of Punta del Este recognized that economic
and social development in Latin America would require large
amounts of public and private financial assistance. Exter-
nal assistance would come from three main sources: United

States foreign aid funds, international agencies, and private

421v4id., p. 9.

. 43Covey T. Oliver, "The Alliance for Progress Mow¥es
On--A Report on Development Since the Summit Meeting;," D@Q aY b
ment of State Bulletin, vol. 57 (Dec. 4, 1966), p. 758.
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investment.

In the Charter of Punta del Este the United States
agreed to "assist those participating countries whose
development programs establish self-help measures and
economic and social policies and programs consistent with
the goals and principles of this Cha.rter.”44 As shown by
Chart 2, the United States economic assistance has been
administered primarily through the Agency for International
Development, the Export-Import Bank, Food for Peace, and
the Social Progress Trust Fund, administered for the United
States by the Inter-American Development Bank.

ATD makes two types of loans in Latin America:
project loans that are directed to specific and identifi-
cable purposes and program lending which supports an
economy in generalq45 Technical assistance, including
United States experts from both public and private agencies,
is administered by AID.

Export-Import Bank loans are generally at higher inter-
est rates and for shorter terms than those of AID. The Bank
provides hard loans primarily for the purchase of United

States products to be used in Latin American development.46

44Eater—American Economic and Social Council, Alliance
for Progress, P. ld.

45Agency for International Development, U.S. Fo: ;
Aid and the Alliance for Progress (Washingtom, D.Co ¢ Ageney
for International pevelopment, 1967), P.

46Rovert Burr, Our Troubled Hemigphere (Washington,
D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1567}, p. 484.




CHART 2
TOTAL U.S.. ECONCMIC ASSISTANCE TO LATIN AMERICA

y
+

Fiscal ATD | Ex-Im | Food for SPTF | Other Total
Years Bank Psace Sources
Ending : ! '

June 30 § i
1960 1@5 105 ‘45 Te 86 341
1961 gz 450 146 " 2 852
1962 478 109 130 226 120 1,063
1963 552 67 174 127 79 1,000
1964 613 170 339 i 83 1,246
1965 B32 166 | 113 101 284 1,196
1966 &y 226 202 24 288 1,388
1967 581 - uoo _i_w. 87 i 280 1,348 l

Commitments in Millions of ¥nited States Dollars (Includlng Alliance
~ and non-Alliance countries)

S

41D is the Agency for International Development.

SPE??@S the Soecial Progress Trust Fund, administered for the United
" States by the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB).

Other Sources include the Peace Corps; grants for the construction of
the Inter-American Highway, and allocations of $250 million per
year, for 1965, 1966, 1967, to the Fund for Special Cperations,
administered by IDB.

Since the figurés are rounded, they may not add to the totals,

Sources:U.S. .Department of State, _'; L tment for Progress (Washington,
DeCeo2 UoS, Govermment Printing Offlce, g?;, Pe 30.
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FPood for Peace is a program through which surplus
foods are supplied by the United States Department of
Agriculture and their use overseas is administered by AID.
Self-help is encouraged through this program since surplus
food commodities are used as partial payment of wages.47
Other methods of supplying United States govermment funds
for use in the Alliance include the Peace Corps, which is
attempting to translate the cooperative spirit of the
Alliance into concrete achievements.

Chart 2 shows the total amount of economic assistance
from the United States public sources since the establishment
of the Alliance in 1960 and the various methods and channels
through which it is administered. Although the figures may
seem large, they are actually a very small per centage of
our total foreign aid commitment and, as noted by Kalman
Silvert, less money for nineteen countries than Soviet
Russia extends to Cuba alonea48

Several international agencies, as illustrated in
Chart 3, also contribute economic assistance for the devel-
opment of Latin America under the Alliance for Progress.

These include: +the Inter-American Development Bank,

administering the Fund for Special Operations and the

47Agency for International Development, The Alliance
for Progress...An American Partnershlg_(Washlngton, D.C.:
Agéncy for TInternational Development, 1965), p. 24.

48¢a1man H. Silvert, The Conflict Society (New York:
American Universities Field Staff, 1966}, p. 239.




CHART 3
ECONCMEC ASSISTANCE TO LATIN AMERICA BY INTERNATIGNAL AGENCIES

Fiscal |IDB | IBRD | IDA | UNEPTA | UNSF! ONICEF| IFG | -EBC | Total
Years - (UNTA) .
Ending i

June

30

1960 134 - 9 12 NA 13 - 168

1961 66 131 | 28 10 21 8 3.0 b 271

ag62 Pkl | ko 3 | 10 21 8 8| 5 | 63

1963 191 123 | 11 12 19 10 10 6 382

19648 131 258 @ 12 20 16 9 7 10 463

11965 pho 212 |+ 18 15 32 7 10 8 sH2

5 19126 369 375 8 b L6 5 24 | 11 852

1967

estimatelt00 250 - 1 L  NAY | 20 11 780

In millions of United States Dollars

Data are for calendar year ended in the fiscal year showne

The -figures in above chart cover both Alliance and none=Alliance countrles.
Since the figures are rounded, they m&y mot add to the totals.

Abbreviations Explained

NA = Data not availablee

IDB: = The Inter-American Development Bank, administering the
gzgg for Special Operations and the Ordinary Capital

B &
IBRD = The International Bank for Reconstruction and Develop~
: ment (The World Bank)

IFC « The International Finance Corporation, an affiliate of
“the World Bank,

DA = The International Development Association, an affiliate

of the World Bank. o
UNEPTA (UNTA) o~ The United Nations Exparidéd Program of Technical

Assistance.
UHSE = United Nations Special Fund,
EEC - The Europeam Economic Cormunitys

UNICER = The United Nations Children®s Emergency Fund.
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Ordinary Capital Fund; the International Bank for Recon-
struction and Development (the World Bank); the Inter-
national Finance Corporation, an affiliate of the World
Bank; the United Nations Expanded Program of Technical
Assistance; United Nations Special Fund; International
Development Association, an affiliate of the World Bank;
European Economic Community; and the United Nations
Childrent's Emergency Fund.

The Inter-American Development Bank is a regional
hemi spheric instd#tution created by the member states of the
OAS in 1960. The Bank extends loans to member governments
from its ordinary capital resources and the Fund for Special
Operations for projects.49 The Bank also administers the
Social Progress Trust Fund which is financed by the United
States. The role of the Bank has been vital in the Alliance,
and through its loans and assistance in helping to obtain
loans from other sources it has done much to forward the
objectives of the Alliance. Chart 4 shows the Bank's
resources since the establishment of the Alliance.

The World Bank and its affiliates, the Tmternational
Pinance Corporation and the International Development
Association, . are:deeply involved in Latin American develop-
ment and are the major instruments for attracting capital

from industrial countries to Latin America. Originally

49"AID, The Alliance for Progress...An American
Partnership, p. 28,
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THE INTERGAMERLCAN DEVELOFMENT BANK

Bank s Resources
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Sourcet: John He Allan, "Hew Much Progress by Latin Bank?® Hew York
Times, vole 117 (4pril 21, 1968), pp. Fl; F9e
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the World Bank operated as a commercial institution, lending
only to projects that wowld repay promptly and with interest.
The International Development Association in recent years
has been empowered to make loans for important development
projects even if theygcan not be expected to produce profits.5o

The United Nations agencies provide funds for Latiw
American development and attempt to improve relations between
participating countries and to coordinate Latin Americén
needs with United Nations agencies.

The Buropean Economic Community contributions are an
example of the world wide interest in the experiment in
developmental assistance being carried out among the nations
of the Western Hemisphere. The necessity of cooperation
and assistance from such groups was recognized anew in 1967
when the Fifth Annual Meeting of the Inter-American Economic
and Social Council approved the formation of a high ranking
committee representing the OAS members to visit Lurope to
obtain cooperation from the European countries.Sl

Ninety per cent of the money that Latin American coun-
tries have received under the Alliance has been in the form:

52

of loans. The policy seems wise since the giving of large

501p14.

51Inter—American Economic and Social Council, Final
Report of the Fifth Annual Meeting of the Inter-Amerlcan
Toonomic and Soecial Gouncil, vina del Bar, Chile, June 1524,
1067 (Washington, D.C.: Pan American Union, 3, P. 29,

52John Gerassi, The Great Fear in Latin America (New
York: Collier Books, 19%5), p. 28L.
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amounts of money in grants sometimes tends to encourage
financial mismanagement and the inefficient use of domestic
resources.

The assistance funds of the Alliance are very un-
evenly distributed among the various countries of Latin
America since there is an attempt made to help those
countries who apply the self-help principle. Our pattern
of assistance--65 per cent of which has been concentrated
in Brazil, Chile, and Colombia--demonstrates our determi-
nation to help those who help themselves.53 The countries
that have formulated national development plans in accordance
with the goals of the Charter of Punta del Este have gener-
ally received the largest amounts of assistance. Where
coufitries have not been willing to take steps to carry out
their responsibilities in the Alliance, aid from the United
States has not been forthcoming.

Under the Alliance the major amount--30 per:cent--of
the funds to be used in development have been provided by

the Latin American nations themselves.54

It seems from
this figure that the Latin Americans have done their share
to promote their development.

Private investment, both Latin Americsn and United

States, has an important role in the Alliance program.

53Henrietta and Nelson Poynter, eds., Congressional
Cuarterly Almanac, vol. 22 (1966), p. 1238,

54

Pan American Union, The Inter-American System, p.

19,
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Although the role of private investment was not greatly
emphasized in the Charter, it is evident that such investment
is necessary for any type of development. If real develop-
ment is to come about, industry and other private businesses
must develop so that the economy can become self-sustaining
and not require foreign assistance. During the first years
of the Alliance operation theneeded emphasis was not given
to private business. The massive flight of native capital
abroad and the reluctance of private United States investors
to put money into Latin America was a near diaster for the
Alliance program.55 The first four years of Alliance operation
saw private investment of only $300 million, some %900 million
short of minimum conservative projections.56
During this time:there to be an active discouragement
of private capital by the Latin American countries. But
with the drastic decline of foreign investments and the
éizable flight of domestic capital from Latin American,
measures had to be taken. When the President recommended
his Foreign Aid Bill to Congress in 1963 he said that "the
primary initiative in this year's program relates to our

increased efforts to encourage the investment of private

‘ 55U.S., Congress, Joint Lconomic Committee, Economie
pevelopmen® in South America, Hearings before the Subcommit-
Tee on Inter-American Economic Relationships of the Joint
Economic Committee pursuant to sec. 5 (&) of Public Law 304
(79th Cong.), 89th Cong., 2nd sess., 1962, p.4.

56Simon G. Hanson, "The Alliance for Progress: the
Fourth Year," Inter-American Economic Affairs, vol. 20
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57

capital in the underdeveloped countries."
With a recognition of the problems caused by a lack
of private investment in Latin America both the United
States and the Latin American countries introduced measures
to improve the situation. Latin American countries tried
to make themselves more attractive to private investors.
Devices for promoting United States business investment in
Latin America were developed by AID. Today, the conditioms
of private investment in Latin America have improved and
private enterprise is playing an effective role in the
Alliance.
David Rockefeller pointed out the important role of

private investment in Latin Americas

The ultimate success or failure of the Alliance in

Latin America will be determined by the attitudes

and actions of the business community in the United

States and Latin America. Without the enlightened

cooperation of private investors--which provide 80

per cent of the GNP in Latin America--the growth 58

pattern of the Alliance is unlikely to be realized.
The beneficial secondary effects of private investment in
a developing country cannot be overlooked: demand created,
technical and managerial know-how imparted, employee and
community services provided, jobs created, goods and services

produced, taxes paid to local governments, and various

intangibles provided by foreign investment.

57Edward S. Mason, Forelgn Aid and PForeign Policy
(New York: Harper and Row, 1564}, p. 90,

58David Rockefeller, "What Private Enterprise Means
to Latin America," Foreign Affairs, vol. 44 (April, 1966),
p. 403,
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Several noteworthy organizations have been created to
encourage nrivate investment and participation of all peoples
in the Alliance program. The Pan-American Development Foun-
dation is a hemisphere-wide, private, nonprofit group estab-
lished to enable private citizens, businesses, and community
organizations fo play a direct role in the Alliance for
Progress. The Pan=American Development Foundation was
established at the initiative of the General Secretariat of
OAS and identifies projects contributing to the success of
the common effort and channels :toward:-them support obtained
from private'sources.59

The Council of Latin America is an organization of
several hundred United States businessmen, headed by David
Rockefeller, whose chief activity is searching for new
projects which would make suitable joint ventures between
United States and Latin American firms.6o

The Atlantic Development Group:for Latin American
Investment Company (ADELA) was formed in 1964 as a "multi-
national equity capital investment compgny, subscribed to
by 54 of the largest companies in BEurope, Japan, and North

America."61 The company will joiniwith Latin American

59Pan‘American Development FPoundation, The Pan Amerigan
Development Foundation (Washington, D.C.: Pan AmeYican
Development Foundation, n.d.), p. 1-4. -

60Sol M. Linowitz, "The Alliance Is People," Inter—
national Commerce, vol. 73 (Aug. 21, 1967), p. T«

6lGhamber of Commerce of the United States, The
Alliance for Progress (Washington, D.C.: Chamber of T Commer ce
of the United States, 1965), p. 21,
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entrepreneurs in financing new and expanded busginess operations.
Although it seeks a return from its capital, its major purpose
is to provide a new method to help strengthen the Latin
American private sector.

In 1964, AID organized the Partners of the Alliance
as a method of involving private citizens in action programs
of mutual assistance. This program encourages direct parti-
cipation by people in the United States with people in Latin
America, an essential element of the Alliance program.
Probably the most important result of this program is a
growing understanding of attitudes and problems and the

establishment of a working relationship.62

# % %
A survey of the financial resources of the Alliance
shows the participation of all sectors in the program.
Actually United States aid could be easily increased--but
the main barriers to such increases are probably psycho-
logical and political. In any case, if the Alliance is to
be a self-help program, the Latin Americans shaild be
supplying the majority of the money as is now the case..
The distribution of aid under a:program like the
Alliance is difficult since the desired results for both
the United States znd the Latin American countries must be

considered. Although most of the recommendations concerning

621pi4., p. 22.
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the distribution of 2id are made by CIAP in its annual
reviews of progress, the United States Congress and President,
as well as the agencies distributing the money, must make
decisions concerning where the moeny can most valuably be
used., Some considerations involved in the distribution of
aid include: forwarding of the Act of Bogoth and the Charter
of Punta del Este, exteht of self-help, goals of economic

and social as well. as political development and reform,
economic anditechnical soundness of the activity, consistency
with other development activities; and contributions to long-
range goals of the United States and the Latin American
countries.

The results that can be expected from any foreign aid
program--but especially a program of developmental aid like
that of the Alliance--are always somewhat uncertain. Andg
the temptation to expect too much of an underdeveloped nation
is always present. But apparently the United States has
decided that the Alliance for Progress is worth the effort:
President Johnson sent a message to the Special Inter-American
Conference of foreign ministers at Rio de Janeiro in November,
1965, stating that the United States was prepared to extend
the mutual commitment bsyond 1971, the original date of

63

termination of the Alliance for Progress.

_63Ronald M. Schneider, "Latin American Panorama,*
Headline Series, no. 178 (Aug., 1966), p. 29.




CHAPTER 4
THE ALLTANCE FOR PROGRESS IN OPERATION

Analyzing the success or failure of a program as
massive and far reaching as that of the Alliance for Prog-
ress is impossible. First, there is the problem of decid-
ing what can realistically be expected from such a program.
It is unrealistic to expect the Latin American countries
to develop into socially and economically (as well as
politieally) wviable socleties in the few short years of
Alliance effort. Another problem involves the measurement
of the achievements and failures of a development program,
Statistics seem inaccurate for such a job since the number
of miles of roads built, of .schools constructed, of health
clinics expanded, etc. is inadequate to show the achieve-~
ments of the overall program.

What the United States and each Latin American coun-
try expects from the Alliance is conditioned by its needs,
its traditions, and its historical involvements with simi-
lar programs. Thus each country enters the Alliance with
different expectations and different approaches to the
program. The problem is amplified since even experts dis-

agree on the best method for accelerating development.
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The most effective way to analyze the success of the
Alliance would be a country by country approach: but
sufficient material is not available for such an approach
and time does not allow such extensive coverage. But valid
conclusions can be drawn from examining the development of
Latin America as a whole. This is the method to be followed.

The first section will discuss the problems of the
United States in relation to the Alliance. Then the problems
of change and the achievements of the Alliance in Latin
America will be examined in three areas: the social, the
economic, and the political.

# # #

President Kennedy understood the type of program he
was proposing and the probleﬁs and challenges that would
be involved in the Alliance. Several of his statements
illustrate this. - "They (the Lafin American nations and
peoples) face great problems and It*m hopeful that the
United States will be persistent in supporting the Alliance
for Progress and not expect that suddenly the problems of
Latin America, which have been with us and with them for
S0 many years, can guddenly be solved overnight."64 For
success in the Alliance "there is going to have to be a
lot of patience, forpearance and understanding in the

United States as well as firm requirement that the Latin

64John Xennedy, "Transcript of the Presidentts News
Conference on Foreign and Domestic Matters,”" New York Times,
vol., 111 (June 15, 1962), p. 1O.
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Americans do their part and be fzir with us,"65

The first problems that confronted the United States
and the Alliance should have been anticipated. The archi-
tects of the Alliance underestimated the human, financial,
and political resources requifed o prod Latin America into
rapid modernization. The original concept as embodied in
the Charter of Punta del Este was overoptimistic and over-
ambitious. The initial enthusiasms at Punta del Este rapid-
ly faded in both the United States and in Latin America as
the immense task of getting the Alliance underway began.

The United States bogged down creating the centralized
government bureaucracy for the Alliance.66
In the beginning the United States committed its

government and its tax:.dollars to the Alliance, but not

its greater resources of private values, leadership, skills,
and capital. The United States did not exert the needed
leadership immediately and failed to clarify its position
in relation to the Alliance. But the principle error made
by the United States was believing that money--foreign aid
dollars—--could take care of everything.

President Kennedy remained confident throughout and
constantly urged that the problems be viewed in perspective

of the nature of the problems to be confronted both in the

65"Backward Progress in the Alliance," New York Times,
vol, 111 (June 15, 196Z), p. T«

66U°S°, Congress, Joint Economic Committee, Economie
Development in South America, p. 61.
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United States and in Latin Americao67

The problem of the orientation of the Alliance in its
early years was severe. Two separate challenges faced the
Western Hemispheres +the long=range challenge of poverty,
hunger, and disease, and the immediate challenge of the
Comminist base in Cuba. Of necessity the second danger
tended to dominate the early years of the Alliance. The
United States vaciliateéd in its policy toward the Alliance
and the distribution of aid throughout the early 1960's.
Also, because of the lack of a strong multilateral coor-
dinating agency, the operations of the Alliance becane
bilateral during these years as the United States dominated
the Alliance through its distribution of aid. But with the
creation of CIAP the Alliance obtained the multilateral
body needed for administration and:coordination.

Latin Americans regarded the assassination of President
Kennedy as a tragic blow to the prospects of the Alliance
for Progress and watched carefully to see whether Presidemt
Johnsont's commitments in Latin America would be as deep as
those of his predecessor. With the death of Kennedy, the
Alliance was deprived of its politieal, intellectual, and
spiritual leadership. As highly pragmatic as Pregident

Kennedyts policies had been, they had also been imbued with

a determination to assert American moral leadership in the

§7Richard P, gtebbins, The United States in Worlgd

Affairs - 1962 (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1563), p. 294.
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Western Hemisphere.68 Kennedy had made bold use of foreign
aid as leverage for persuading governments to undertake
institutional and financial reforms. He had also possessed
the political mystique that was necessary to make the
Alliance popular in Latin. America.

The Johnson Administration took over the pragmatic
emphasis of the Kennedy Administration but the moral over-
tones soon faded. On March 14, 1964, when Johnson spoke
to renew the United States pledge to the Alliance the Latin
Americans were disappointed that there was no reference to
Latin American revolutionary pressures and the relationship
between the economic development effort and the political
realities of the hemisphere. The Latins had hoped for a
strong reaffirmation of United States political and ideb=
logical leadership in the Latin American revolution.69
Although the President's speech was meant to allay Latin
American fears that Latin America no(longer commanded the
political attention: it had during the Kennedy Administration,
it did not accomplish its purpose. The greater concentration
on private investment during this time also was discouraging
to the Latins. The Johnson Administration did not concen-

trate on stirring the Latin Americans psychologically towgrd

68Richard P. Stebbins, The United States in World

Affairs — 1964 (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1965), pe. 191,

69Tad Szulc, "Johnson Renews Pledge to Latins: Sees
a Bright Puture," New York Times, vol. 113 (March 17, 1962),
p. 16,
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greater personal and national involvement but rather on
the practical measures necessary to achieve greater mobil-
ization and:coordination to carry out the programs of the
Alliance.

By 1967 and the meeting of the Presidents of the
Americas, many of these problems had been overcome. By
1967 the Alliance was moving out of its first stage of
organization and mobilization for development and into its
second stage that would include the strengthening or creation
of common institutions in each country, and as President
Johnson said: "will cut to the heart of the problems-~-the
modernization of overprotected Latin American industry,
underfinanced Latin American agriculture and education."7o

Today the United States has solved most of its prob-
lems concerning the Alliance. The years of experience have
definately not been wasted. The magnitude of the task has
been clarified and the limitations of what foreign aid can
accomplish are better understood. The United States seems
ready to accept the responsibility ahead asAindicated by the
widespread support given to the Alliance in editorials across

71

the nation. Firm foundations for inter-American coopera-

tion for the difficult task ahead have been established.

* * #*

7O"American Chiefs of State Meet at Punta del Este,®
Department of State Bulletin, vol. 56 (May 8, 1967), p. TiZ.

71Covey T. Oliwver, "The Business of Development," Depart-
ment of State Bulletin, vol. 57 (Oct. 9, 1967), p. 471,
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The principle social reforms listed as objectives of
the Charter of Punta del Este include: making the benefits
of economic progress available to all citizens, raising more
rapidly the income and standard of living of the needier
sections; encouraging comprehensive agrarian zreforms;
elimination of adult illiteracy and the assurance of a
minimum access to six years of primary education for school-
age children by 1970; increased life expectancy at birth by
a minimum of five years, and improvement of individual and:
public health; and increasing construction of low-cost

houses for low-income fmnilies.72

In the Action Program
adopted by the Presidents of the American republics.in 1967,
the following social reforms were emphasized: modernization
of living conditions of rural populations; increased agricul-
tural productivity, and increased food production; vigorous
promotion of education for development; the harnessing of
science and technology for the service of the people; and
expanded programs to improve the health of the peol)].e.:'73
Information on how much has been achieved in these
areas is scanty. It is often necessary to aéeeptithe
opinions of well-documented secondary sources in judging

fulfillment of the goals. Statistics are not always of

great use since they are difficult to interpret and do not

72Inter-American Economic and Social Council, Alliance
for Progress, pp. 10-11.

73U,S. Department of State, Commitment for Progress,
pp. 1l2-13,
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tell the entire Alliance story.

In order to achieve social reform, all the people of
a country mast be concerned and aware of the efforts being
made., The problems involved in getting people to participate
in these reforms were discussed at most meetings of the Inter-
American Economic and Social Council. For the Alliance to
succeed, since it seeks a social revolution, it has to be
popularly supported. For development depends not only on
money but on a spirit and a sense of participation in the
life of one's country.

But the Alliance was not successful, at least at
first, in generating an impact on the people and arousing

popular enthusiasm. Even by 1965, the New York Times in

its survey of the economy of Latin America concluded that

the Alliance was essentially a concern of governments and

had not yet acquired broad political or popular support.74

The Alliance simply did not hawe the political mystique

it needed to inspire the Latin Americans. Perhaps too much
attention was focused on the technical approach to develop-
ment. But for technical concepts to be carried out, it is
necessary to arouse hope among the people and to conduct a
crusade of political and social redemption that will capture
the intellectual and emotional adherence of all the people.

The Alliance must be undergtood and presented as what it is—-

?4"Survey of the Economy of the Americas," New York
Times, vol. 114 (Jan. 22, 1965), p. 45.
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a program to bring economic and social development to the

Latin American peoples. As President Johnson said:
Development is not just a matter of resources, or
trade, or production, or even crons. Rather, in
some misterious way, a people--because they have
great leaders and because they themselves are
great—-—an entire people begin to stir, and to
sacrifice and %% work. And when they do, nations
begin to move.

This is what is beginning to happen in Latin America today

under the Alliance for Progress.

The problems of social reform and development in Latin
America are many and varied. The gap between the privileged
few and the underprivileged many causes social development
to lag. The rise of social tensions in the countryside from
discontented masses is accompanied by the growing strife in
the cities expressing discontent with conditions in the
industrial sectors. There has also been a noticable rise
in expectations. Some of ILatin Americafs most basic problems
include the curbing of population growth--at present about
3 per cent per year, settling the rich and empty interiors
in many countries, boosting farm output and reversing urban
rot and deterioration.

The Alliance for Progress reveals an

Intuitive perception of the need to assure conditions
of social flexibility and social promotion in ILatin

America, Its insistance on basic reforms is correct.
In all the countries of Iatin America « o o Ghere

75Lyndon Johnson, Public Paperg of the Presidents
the United States: Lyndon B. Johnson — 1960 (Washingbon,
C.: U.5. Government Printing ¢ffise, 1966), p. 3839,

of
D.
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are areas of dangerous rigidity.76

Two very obvious areas of such rigidity are the agrarian
structure and the urban industrial centers.

The social development aspects of the Alliance are
designed to. decrease the gap separating the upper and lower
classes in Latin America. According to Sol Linowitz, an
Alliance official, "the social welfare 'gap! in Latin
America is narrowing.“77

Since the Alliance is designed to advance the welfare
and freedom of the American peoples, education is an essential
part of the Alliance program. TIn the final analysis, educa-
tion must provide the basis for the transformation of the
Latin American nations. The Alliance for Progress Informa-
tion Team emphasizes the fact that the problem is not simply
increasing allocations for education: rather a gualitative
change is required from an excessive emphasis on humanistic

culture to science and technology.78

The waste in the present
educational system, unrelated to manpower needs, underlies
the importance of not only spending more but of spending

more wisely on education. The role of education in the Alliance

76Roberto de Oliveira Campos, Speech at the Inter—
American Press Association Meeting, San Diego, California,
Oct. 12, 1965, p. 1,

77Sol M, Linowitz, "The Alliance for Progress: Dramatic
Start and Hopeful Future," Depariment of State Bulletin, vol,
57 (Sept. 11, 1967), p. 323.

78A11iance for Progress Information Team, Alliance
for Progress Weekly Newiletter, vol. 6 (March 18, 185687, p.
1. .
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is 2n essential one since the real enemy of the Latin
American people is ignorance which can be aided only by a
good educational system.

Zome progress, as noted by Riech Hannifer, has been
made in the area of education. 29,000 classrooms accomodat-
ing 1,200,000 students have been built in Alliance countries
with assistance from AID and the Social Progress Trust Fund,
but about 50 per cent of Latin American school children are
still not enrolled in primary schools. Prom 1961-1966 TLatin
American government expenditures for education rose 49 per
cent with emphasis on this key area.79

Agricultural reform and modernization are given priority
in both documents of Alliance goals. But this has bsen one
of the areas:of least progress. Even though one-half of
Latin America's people live in rural areas they are unable
to produce enough food.80 Reform of agriculture is essen'tial
for any real development and growth to occur in Iatin America.
A redistribution of farm lands is one needed reform. Two
types of land distribution are commonly used: resettlement
on public lands and redistribution of private lands. But
land reform requires great political effort and the creation

of new institutions and new patterns of behavior. The

79Riech B. Hannifer, The Alliance for Progressg: Back-
ground Information (Washington, D.C.: Library of Congress
Tegislative Reference Service, 1968), p. 5.

80
p. 10.

ATID, U.5. Foreign Ald and the Alljance for Progregs,
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involvenent of landlords in politicg complicates the issue,
Both the United States and the Alliance strongly support all
efforts at land reform and Latin American government spending
in the area of agriculture has risen 32 per cent from 1961
to 1966, 51

Improved living conditions and health facilities are
two other essential areas of reform. United States assist-
ance through the Alliance has resulted in 250,000 housing
units in various states of planning or construction while
public agencies and private interests are building 400,000
dwellings with their own resources——despiteiall this, housing
deficit increases by one million units a year and no dent
is being made in the accumulated deficit of 15 million
units.82 The magnitude of the problem needs no further
clarification. In the area of health, some improvements
have been made and family planning and population studies
are recent additions to methods used.

It is evident that reforms and advances are being made
in the area of social reform and development. But, as
noted by John Plank, the quality of life for most of the
region has not been substantially improved as a result of

Alliance initiative and programs.83 For this reason the

81Hannifer, The Alliance for Progress: Background
Information, p. 5.

82

Ibidﬁ’ p. 40

83John N, Plank, The Alliance for Progress (N.p.,
1967), p. 1.
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Alliance has real meaning to few Latin Americans. Social
reforms must receive increased emphasis in the future, for
it is in social development and reform that the real goals
of the Alliance are imbeded. At least a start has been
made in social reforms and development—--small as it may
seem,
# # ¥

The economic reforms listed as objectives of the
Alliance in the Charter of Punta del Este include: a rate
of economic growth in every Latin American country of not
less than 2.5 per cent per capita per year; achievement of
a balanced diversification in national economic structures;
acceleration of industrialization; a higher level of agricul-
tural productivity; maintenance of stable price levels;
strengthened economic integration; and development programs
to prevent the harmful effects of excessive fluctuations in
foreign exchange earnings from primary proéluctsomr In the
Action Program of the Presidents of America the economic
measures include: creation of a common market, multinational
projects to lay theiphysical foundations for Latin American
economic integration; increased Latin American foreign-trade
earnings; and elimination of unnecessary military expendi-

tures.85 The shift in emphasis from bilateral to multilateral

84Inter—American Feconomic and Social Council, Allianee
for Progress, pp. 10-11, i

' 85U.S. Department of State, Commitment: for Progress,
pPp. 12-13,
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reforms is evident in the two documents.

The success of the Alliance in achieving these objectives
is difficult to determine. One important step at least has
been taken in all Latin American countries with the intro-
duction of planning agencies and development studies. ¥ithout
these organs little real economic progress can:be expeeteds -,
Before the introduction of the Alliance, many Latin American
countries would not have used planning agencies or such
reforms. Under the Alliance such studies are encouraged.

One major development problem is the rapidity with which
Latin America should undertake basic reforms. It seems that
the longer Latin America hesitates in undertaking genuine
reform and development programs, the more drastic the programs
ﬁust be when finally adopted.

Suitable economic development projects are often
difficult to find, and local currency to match supplied funds
is hard to raise. Irregularity and uneven growth must also
be eéxpected in development of this type. Although some
critics such as Charles Anderson claim that the Alliance
program has made no definite change in the economic roles
and conditiens in Latin American countries to date, it still
appears that some accomplishments and achievements can be
found.86

When the Alliance was established in 1961 a goal of an

86Charles Anderson makes this statement in his book,
Politics and Bconomic Ghange in Latin America (Princeton, N.J.:
D.Vaw Nostrand Company, 1967), p. 355.
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economic growth rate of 2.5 per cent per capita per year
was stated. But, more important than that, a better dis-
tribution of gross national product was promised to narrow
the gap between rich and poor. Without the latter achieve-
ment, the growth rate of 2.5 per cent would represent
failure for the Alliance. The mere acceleration of a per
capita growth rate without basic reforms is useless.
As illustrated by Chart 5, only in 1964 and 1965 was
this goal of a 2.5 per cent growth rate obtained, and then
only by Latin America as a whole and not by all countries.
In 1964 and 1965 only about one-half of the nations reached
this goal. The Sixth Annual Report of the Inter-American
Development Bank estimated that during 1964 and 1965 per
capita growth had achieved the 2.5 per cent target figure
but pessimistically concluded:®:
"Only a few countries have sustained economic growth
trends strong enough to assure achievement of the
goals of the Alliance.. With population growing at a
rate in excess of 2.5 per cent per year, in 1964 12
countries had a growth rate of four per cent or more,
of which 9 surpassed five per cent; while in 1965, 15
couritries had exceeded four gﬁ; cent of which 12 had
in excess of five per cent.n~ "

The Bank also found that in most Latin American countries

the gconomic growth rate was irregular, an indication that

basic conditions for sustained economic progress had not

been achieved.

But by 1966 conditions seemed more hopeful according

87Hanson, "The Alliance for Progress: the Fourth
Year," p. 48.



CHART 5

LATIN AMERIGA®S- OVERALL GROWTH RATE
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to Juan de Onis in the New York Times Bconomic: Survey. He

expressed his belief that the overall picture was one of

sufficient growth to stay ahead of the population.88 Mr.

Frederick Harmon, editor of the Alliance for Progregssg News-

letter, also expressed his opinion in 1966 that industrial
expansion and diversification were proceeding, though far
too slowly,89
The problem of inflation is one of the most serious
facing the Latin American countries in the economic sphere
since it is a major obstacle to rapid economic growth and
integration and also causes misallocation of funds. Recent-
ly Latin American countries have become aware of this prob-
lem and attempted to deal with it. The importance of this
problem is emphasized in a study carried out for the Senate

Committee on Foreign Relations in 1967.9O But, according

to the New York Times Economic Survey of 1968, +the ILatin

American countries have made progress in their attempts to
contain inflation.ot
Agricultural and tax reforms are two other areas of

emphasis under the Alliance. Before reforms were introduced

88"Survey of the Economy of the Americas," New York
Times, vol. 115 (Jan. 28, 1966), p. 49.

89Frederick Harmon, "The First Five Years," Americas,
vol. 18 (Aug., 1966); p. 3.

9OU.S., Congress, Senate, Suvrvey of the Alliance for

Progress, 90th Cong., lst sess., 18907.

91"Economic Survey of the Americas," Hew York Times,
vol. 117 (Jan. 22, 1968}, p. 54.
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the tax system was not regulated and the rich upper classes
paid no taxes. Most countries have now made structural
reforms and improved their income tax laws and their admin-
istration. As a result of these reforms, tax and other
public revenues have increased by 25 per cent in real terms
since 1960.92 Agricultural reforms have also been carried
out in'many countries and have improved the use of land.
Much, however, still remains to be done in both of these
areas.

Most Latin American exports, as illustrated by Chart
65 are primary products. The problems involved with these
exports of primary products are some of the most serious
facing Latin America today. 'The demands for these products
are uncertain and prices fluctuate greatly. In countries
attempting development this fluctuation can be fatal. The
Latin American countries realize the important role of these
primary products in their economy and for this reason have
made trade a major issue of the Alliance. If the Latin
American countries are to have money to spend on development,
prices of their exports must be stabilized at increased
prices. A dependence on single product exports has led to
unhealthy cycles in Latin American countries and for this
reason exports must be expanded.

Chile's Finance Minister Eduardo Figueroa pointed out

this problem at Punta del Este in 1961: "iIf there is a

921pid., p. 54.



CHART 6
LATIR AMERICGAN FOREIGH TRADE
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genuine desire to collaborate in the process of Latin
American development, the industrial countries must accept
a system of preferences that would help us to place our
exzportable surpluses on the World Market.‘"93 The Latin
American nations believe, rightly no doubt, that the world
trading system favors developed nations, and that this sit-
uation must be changed because an increased access to
foreign exchange is an important condition for sustained
growth in Latin America.

Latin America has often requested more favorable
trade relationships with the United States, but the United
States has been unwilling to provide these. Robert Burr
writes that if United States restrictions on imports of
cattle and beef, lead, petroleum, and sugar were suspended
the Latin Americanrmations would be able to increase their
exports to the United States by roughly the amount they now
receive from it under the Alliance.94 But the United States
is unwilling to agree to such proposals.

The path chosen by the Alliance countries to improve
their economic conditions is the creation of a Latin American
Common Market. This was formally approved at the meeting of
the American Presidents in 1967. The Common Market will
provide an instrument by which Latin American trade conditions

can be improved.

93Gerassi, Great Fear in Latin America, p. 253.

94Burr, Our Troubled Hemisphere, p. 161,
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The Charter of Punta del Este not only approved the
principle of economic integration for Latin America but
declared the Montevideo Treaty, which formed LAFTA, and
the Central American Customs Union appropriate instruments
to attain such integration. The problems faced by these
organizations working for integration are many: stabiliza-
tion of currencies, establishment and coordination of finan-
cial policies, industries compete with rather than complement
one another, the area is not able to support heavy industry,
the nations are not all on the same development level, trade
is disproportionate, the area does not form an economic
region naturally, governments are slow to commit financial
resources and delegate authority to regional institutions,
and protectionist interests which resist establishment of
a common policy for industrial development and free movement
of labor.

The Central American Common Market which includes
Costa Rica, E1 Salvédor, Guatemala, Honduras, and Nicaragua
is a true customs union which has eliminated the internal
trade barriers between its members and established common
external import tariffs for the rest of the world. TAFTA
includes about eleven South American nations. Internal
trade barriers have been eliminated, but individual countries
still have individual tariffs for the rest of the world.
Both of these groups are orientated twoard the Alliance

goal of diversification through regional integration.
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At Punta del Este in 1967, the American Presidents
agreed to create a common market progressively beginning in
1970 and to be substantially in operation by 1985. This
has now been accepted as the answer to many Latin American
economic problems. The two organizations now inuoperation
will converge. The Declaration of the Presidentys of America
summarizes the expected results from such a program:

This great task will reinforce historic bonds, will
promote industrial development and the strengthening
of Latin American industrial enterprises, as well as
more efficient production and new opportunities for
employment, and will permit the region to play its
deservedly significant role in world affaris. The
ties of friendship among tgg peoples of the continent
will thus be strengthened.

A start has been made on the solution of Latin
America's economic problems. But there is still much to
be done before the desired results are obtained. The
creation of a common market will provide an excellent
devise for the future economic development of Latin America.

* #* *

Pat M. Holt, in his study of the politiecal aspects of
the Alliance for Progress for the United States Senate
Committee on Foreign Relations, maintains that political
issues have been involved in the entire history of inter-
American relations. But, Mr. Holt feels that political

issues have been applied too cynically or too naively or

not at-all, Holt maintains that the real interegst of the

95Department of State, Commitment for Frogress, p.

12,



T4

United States in Latin America is neither economic nor

social but rather political and that the true interests

of the United States lies in helping Tatin American countries
find a middle way between the caudillos or military strong

men and the Gommunists.96

Although the point is over-
emphasized here, it appears that the political implications
of the Alliance are often owverlooked. Although the Alliance
is not avowedly political in intent, its success or fazilure
in the politieal sphere will profoundly influence its
achievements in the economic and social development of the
hemisphere. One possib}e measuring stick of the succkss of
the Alliance will be itis success in translating the danger
of Commnist and the leftist military tradition into
effectively affirmative policies of government.

United States policy in supporting governments in
Latin America.has been somewhat uncertain. The United
States has at times been forced to support military regimes
because of unusual circumstances. But the United States
has attempted in iits distribution of foreign aid funds to
maintain special gonsiderations for countries with consti-

97

tutional democracy. More attention needs to be given to

political development under the Alliance. If Latin America

96U.S. Senate, ‘Survey of the Alliance for Progress,
Pat M. Holt, "The Political Aspects," 90th Cong., lst sessg.,
1967, pPp. 2-3.

97Juan de Onis, "ILinowitz Given Latin Policy Aims,"
New York Times, vol. 116 (March 28, 1967), p. 13.
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is Lo proceed teward democratic government, political
persuasion may be needed along with social and economic
development.

The political problems encountered by the Alliance
are often insurmountable. Many Latin American governments
are unable to take effective action under the Alliance
because the upper privileged classes control’the govern=
ment and use: the Alliance for their own advantage. The
aims of the Alliance have often Been frustrated by the
machinations of the stubborn and resourceful Latin American
oligarchy, who fear the Alliance since it threatens their
power. The Alliance has tried indirectly to come to grips
with the problem of the concentration of political and
economic power in the hands«of.a small minority of the
population. The manner in which this problem is dealt:
with will determine to a great extend whether the Alliance
is a success or a failure.

The Comtmnists and the military are two of the great-
est threats to the Alliance in Latin Americae. The military
plays an important role in Latin America and absorbs
reésources that could be used elsewhere for development.

The military generally plays a decisive role in Latin
American politics and is generally a nondemocratic force.
The role and influence of the military in government must
be reduced.

In terms of both force levels and military expendi-

tures Latin America has the smallest defense establishment
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in any region of the world. The United States gives
military aid to the Latin nations. This is done to fortify
Latin America against Commnist attacks. But, while the
threat of Communist attacks is being eliminated, the power
of the military is increasing.

Another constant threat to Alliance success in Latin
America is the Cuban-based Commnist threat of penetration,
subversion, and terror. The United States has attempted to
shore up the Latin American governments so they are able to
deal with this threat.

President Kennedy in 1961 recognized these problems
and stated that "elimination of tyranny from the north to
the south is one of the essential goals of hemispheric
policy."99 It seems that political development was an
implied goal of the Alliance. Without this development
social and economic development would not be possible.

But there are evidences that political development has been
occuring in Latin; America along with economic and social
development.

The problem in Latin America today is as stated by
Stefan Robock, "one of reducing political explosions and

political resistance to necessary developmentfactivities."loo

98Robert McNamara, "kcNamara Seems as Poorly Informed
on Latin Americats Hilitary as on Vietnam," I.F. Stone's

Weekly (Peb. 19, 1968}, p. 2.

995tebbins, U.S. In World Affairs - 1962, p. 273.
100

Stefan Robock, Brazil's Developing Northeast (Wash-
ington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1963), p. 198,




Mr. Holt defines political development in the following

manner:
It means the growth of the institutions and processes
through which people organize themselves to carry on
their political activities—-the day-to-day work of
government and the way in which changes in governments
and in public policy come about. The goal of political
development is the growth of stable political systems
in which there is broad popular participation and which
are generally responsive to the wishes of the people.
This encompasses a good deal more than elections and
wolitical parties. It includes civic and ecopgpic
organizations—--pressure groups--of all kinds.

This kind of development is taking place in Latin
America today. Many Latin American leaders are dedicated
to the revelutionary goals of the Alliance, personally as
well as officially. In his address to Congress on March
13, 1967, President Johnson noted the "emergence of a
vigorous, competent, and confident new generation of Latin
American 1eaders."102

The Alliance has also provided political objectivesg
for the intellectuals and moderates in Latin America. Most
of these groups are firmly behind the Alliance and support
its programs of development.

Because of Alliance efforts there has been a distinct
trend to more stable and more representative governments

coupled with an increasing readiness of political leaders

to make and support decisions essential to development.

101U.S. Senate, Survey of the Alliance for FProgress,
p. 15,

102U.S.9 Congress, Senate, Journal of the Senate of the
United States of America, 90th Cong., lst sess., 1967, p. 240.
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There is an increasing engagement on all levels of sceiety.
According to Mr. Oliver, United States Coordinator of the
Alliance, Latin America is enjoying an unprecedented period

103

of egonomic and politicgl stability. For the first time

in 25 years there was no revolation in any Latin American
country in 1967.+°4
However, as in the social and economic areas, there

is a great deal to yet be done. But a start has been made

in all areas of Alliance effort.

103Covey T. Oliver, "The Heartlands of the Home
Hemisphere," Speech to the Indiana Partners of the Alliance

and Sigma Delta Thi Society, Indianapolis, Indiana, March
11, 1968, p. 9.

104

” MEoononic: Survey . of i the Americas;" {Jan. 22, 1968),
p ° °



CHAPTER 5
THE FUTURE OF THE ALLIANCE FOR PROGRESS

Despite the fact that the Alliance for Progress has
not achieved its objectives-—-and probably will not for many
years to come-=there are many valid reasons for continuing
the program. Since a few short years of a policy change
and national development are not a long enough period in
which to judge the success of a program designed to
accomplish a social revolution, much of the present
criticism of the Alliance is too short sighted.

Certain factors on which the future of the Alliance
depends can be cited. These hinge factors will determine
the role of the Alliance in future inter=American relations
and its success or failure.

Multilateral leadership is the most important factor
in the future of the Alliance. Latin Americans will not
accept or cooperate Wholeheartedly with the Alliance
unless its multilateral nature and leadership is established.
The Alliance program must not degenerate into simply enother
United States aid program.

The commitment and cooperation of all Latin Americans

is an essential factor for the future success of the
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Alliance., Witheut the cooperation of all sectors of society—-
trade wunions, student federations, peasants, government
officials, etc.—--the Alliance can never succeed. The Latin
American people must be able to identify with the Alliance
and its programs. More effort is needed to provide this
sense of identity among the Latin American peoples

An awareness O0f and an emphasis on the political
implications of the Alliance program must play an increased
role in the future of the Alliance. Attempts to break down
the concentration of political and economic power among a
few people must be made. More support should be given to
political democraoies since the Alliance can best achieve
its objectives ander such a governmengk.

The successfulness of the attempt at Latin American
economic integration will greatly affect the future of the
Alliance program. This seems to be the best method to
improve the economic conditions in Latin America, and if
this attempt fails, the future of the Alliance program will
be uncertain, Increased and constant efforts must also
be made to improve external trading conditions for the
Latin Awerican nations since without this improvement
sustained Latin American development and independent growth
is impossible..

The channelling of funds through the Alliance apamratus
must be carefully and thoughtfully carried out. Funds must

be ehanrielled to the appropriate area to achieve desired
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results, Efforts must be concentrated in agriculture,
health, and education--essential areas of the Alliance
program--and money must:inot be used simply to support a
falterigg government.economy. Increases in other than
monetary aid are also essential. Technical assistance and
skilled manpower are in many cases more important to the
development of Latin America than foreign aid funds.

Also necessary under a program such as that of the
#Alliance is the application of patience and pragmaticism
by all concerned parties. The United States must not be
afraid to commit its foreign aid funds for development
programs--even if every project is not successful and
money is sometimes lost. The United States must not
expect the impossible from the Latin American people and
their governments. DProgress will sometimes seem slow
since development does not happen in a few short years.

Latin Americans must be willing to give the Alliance
a- fair change. They must be experimental in their approach
to development and patient about expected results. But
most important of all they must dedicate themselves to the
task ahead: that of achieving social, economic, and
political development and reform in their countries.

In any case it seems that the Alliance for Progress
should be continued. I% has not failed as an experimental
approach to foreign aid. And since the Suwmit Conference

st Punta del Este in April, 1967, the Allisnce seems to
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have new life and new possibilities for the future. Fow
that the essential administrative machinery has been
developed and everyone understands better the nature of
the task ahead and the resources needed to deal with it,
the Alliance faces a bright future.

Covey.Oliver, United States Coordinator of the
Alliance for Progress, emphasized this point in December,.
1967:

While progress has certainly not been adequate to
satisfy the tremendous needs of the people, it has
been sufficient to assure the hemisphere that we
are on the right track. There is a growing confi-
dence that thoughstoday!sproblemsisometimes seem
insurmountable, the Alliance for Progress goals
can be reached throug%oghe peaceful revolution
that is now underway.™

According to Edward Masen, the Allismnce is gaining
ground in Liatin America. He writes: "The forces behind
the Alliancee in Latin America are real and potent forces,
and it is highly probable that the future belongs to them.‘"lo6

The effect of and the nature of the Allisnce for
Progress is unique and the results of the program will
also be unigue. Pessimism or cynicism concerning the
Alliance effort can only hurt the effort and not help it.
While valid criticism is needed, defeatism is not. The

years ahead will require much effort, snd d2dication from

all concerned. If the Alliance for Progress succeeds,

10501ﬁver "The Alliance for Progress Moves On — A
Report on Development Since the Summit Meeting,”" p. 754.

l»‘2}61‘9‘{&8011, Foreign Aid and Foreign Policy, p. 106.
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not only the Western Hemisphere, Wut the entire world, will

benefit.
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