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This study analyzes the making Alliance for Progrsem an Inter-American perspective by

exploring the relationship between United Statesgefitina and Venezuela during the

implementation of the program. Based upon Inter-Aca@ research, this study explains the
complexity and contradictions that aroused frons tbevelopment alliance. By placing special
attention to the Inter-American complexities andtcadictions behind the conceptualization and
implementation of the Alliance for Progress, thisdy shows why Argentina and Venezuela had
very different relationship with the program. Moveo, this work explains the reasons behind
the Alliance’s inability to promote Development bdson democracy and economic growth.
This study also demonstrates that the AllianceFargress, as any other foreign aid program,
was structurally incapable of promoting Developmémtaddition, it also demonstrates that the
Inter-American system functions as a regional gmihere U.S. and Latin American historical

processes are tightly interrelated in a cause-ef@dationship. Finally, this dissertation makes a
contribution by showing the use of history both decision makers and citizens.



Dedication Page

To the future



Frontispiece




Table of Contents

. Introduction: The Alliance for Progress Under ansmational and

International Light ... 125
- Previous attempts to answer these questions.
A historiography on the Alliance for Progress ..........coceeeevnen... 4-15
- How is this dissertation different? What is its
CONTHDULIONT? ... e 15- 23
- Adiscussion on Development..........ccvoviie e iii i 23-25

. Conceptualizing and Building the Foundation of Aikances for Progress.  26- 54

- A New Understanding of Foreign Aid:

- The Foreign Aid Bill (1961) and the Alliance fordgress............... 26- 29
- Latin American Perspective on Development and

the Alliance for Progress. ......ovve v vii i e e e 29- 36
- State Department, USAID and the Dispute Over Foréigl............ 36- 39

- Convincing Congress and U.S. Constituencies on
the New Approach to Foreign Aid.............ccoiiiieciiiiiiiiiiiie, 39-44

- The Bay of Pigs and Its Effects on
the Making of the Alliance for Progress..........ccccovviiiiiiine e e, 45- 49

- Distrust in Multilateralism: The U.S.-Americanizaii of the Alliance for
PrOgIESS. . e e e 50- 54

. Implementing an U.S.-American Alliance for Progress

- Argentina, Frondizi and the Destabilizing Conseae&sn

of Mixing Development Goals with Short-term PolgicGoals............ 57-70
- Punta del Este (1962) and Cuba’s Exclusion ................cccceu... 71-73
- Frondizi and the Aftermath of the Punta del Estef€ence............ 74- 81
- Venezuela, Betancourt and the Birth of an Idealrfear................. 81- 86

- U.S.-Americanized Alliance for Progress and
USAID Country MiSSIONS......uu et it eeieieiee e e e e eae eeen 87- 101

Vi



- The Alliance for Progress, Argentina, Venezuela and

the Little King Syndrome..........cccoooii i e e P9 106
. Saving the Alliance for Progress:
Structural Contradictions and Colliding RecCipes ......cc.cccvcvvviiiiinannn. 107- 138
- Latin American Reservations and Demands for Morgi¢haation...... 107- 113
- U.S. Reservations and the Alliance for Progress......cccccc........ 114- 117

- Confronting Congressional Opposition and Conceiwlann Doctrine. 117- 126

- Ending the Alliance for Progress: Private Capiaimed Forces and

the Mann DOCHINE. ... ... e e e e e e e e 12636
- Structural Contradictions and
the Inability to Multilateralize the Alliander Progress................ 136- 138
. Conclusion: The Alliance for Progress, Foreignand
the Incapacity to Promote Development..............c.cccvoiiiivi i, 139- 156
- Adiscussion on the struggle for Promotingg€epment............... 141- 150
- What about the Marshall Plan?.........coooeeerriiiiiiicicieeee e, 5Qt 153
- Other issues: Agency of Individuals, the Americagaegional entity
and the application of Historical reflections............................ 153- 157
. BIblOgrapny ... 158- b
c ENANOtES. . 165- 190

Vil



List of Illustrations
Image 1. “Pangea”
Image 2. “Attention to the female thief”
Image 3. “Youthful Diplomatic Jousting”

Image 4. “Historical Photograph”

viii



List of Tables

Table 1. Total aid per capita allocated troughAHiance for Progress



Acknowledgments

Gracias/Thank you...

A mi familia/ To my family both in Chile and in thénited States/ tanto aca como en los Estados
Unidos. Ellos han sido el soporte, desde la disgtarmtesde la cercania, desde su lugar de
residencia/ They have been the crucial rock, frogtadce, near me, from where they reside/
Siempre apoyandome, recibiéndome, despidiéndomebraedo con empanadas, longanizas
moras, ceviche, gazpacho, pan amasado, papasdsaslteano tinto y pisco sour/ Always
supporting me, welcoming me, saying me good bykbcarting with empanadas, longanizas
moras, ceviche, gazpacho, pan amasado, papadsalteamo tinto and pisco sour. Without that
base, | would have been unable to exercise recibfiSin esa base, hubiese sido incapaz de

ejercitar la reciedumbre.

Laura, Luis Felipe, Yolanda, Felipe, Sandra, JaiBaganne, Cecilia, Luis, primas/os.

A mis amigos y sus familias quienes decidieronuser familia en la lejania /To my friends and
their families who chose to became a family at ielumoments. Eastern celebrations, wedding
invitations, first communions, New Years, Christipartidos de Chile, dinners and Thirsty
Thursdays were essential on my life./ Pascua,anidhes a matrimonios y primera comuniones,
Afo Nuevo, Navidad, partidos de Chile, cenas ysihilhursdays fueron esenciales en mi vida.
Naturalmente, no podria omitir mangos Venezolaamgas, buenas pastas, El Mani y el teatro
ciego en Argentina con dos nuevos amigos./ Natyrakkould not forget Venezuelan mangos,

arepas, buenas pastas and the blind theater im#mgewith two new friends. Thanks to all of



them, | have seen love to the neighbor as to ohe§aacias a ellos, he visto el amor por el

préjimo tanto como a uno mismo.

Carlos, Manuel, Patricio, Rika, Elizabeths, Ryaitegd Adam, Tim Sung Yup, Marc,
Alexandra, Amatista, Jean, Wilnelia, Ivette, Andyégantos otros tomaria una vida mencionar/

and many others that will take a lifetime to mentio

A mis maestros, tanto en Chile como en Estadosddniflquellos que conoci personalmente y a
aguellos que conoci a través de sus libros. / Tanators, both in Chile and the United States.
To those | meet personally, and to those | only timetugh their books. To the latter for leaving
a testimony of their wisdom. To the first ones, tloeir patience for teaching me and writing as
many letters of recommendations as | requested.ldsAlltimos por dejar testimonio de su
sabiduria. A los primeros por su paciencia y vadntle ensefiarme, asi como escribir cuanta
carta de recomendacion les pedi./ They, withouegken, were and are exemplar human

beings/ Ellos, sin excepcion, fueron y son ser@samos ejemplares.

Profesores/ Professors: Ariel Peralta, Cristian iRezn Guillermo Pérez Abusleme, Jaime
Moreno, Osvaldo Silva Galdames, Luis Vitale Comelastidn Guerrero Yoacham-advisor,
Sergio Villalobos, Gabriel Salazar, Gilbert Schrakkchael Barnhart-advisor, Brooke Larson,
Wilbur Miller, lan Roxborough, Paul Gootenberg, Nieandsman, Nancy Tomes, loana Man-
Cheong, Robert Waters Jr. and Amy Offner. Natuy&tigt Klosowicz, Susan Grumet, Domenica

Tafuro and Roxanne Fernandez

Xi



A los archivistas Americanos. Ellos dispusierorta# su conocimiento y voluntad para asistir
mi trabajo./ To the archivist in the Americas. Thggve me best of their knowledge and
goodwill to support my work. Their economic suppa@asmine tea with Venezuelan flavor, a
wonderful breakfast, a shared cigarette and coatierss at lunch time were true demonstration
of their generosity./ Su apoyo econdémico, los téJdemin con aroma Venezolano, un rico
desayuno, el cigarro compartido y las conversaeid®l almuerzo fueron verdaderas muestras

de generosidad.

Fundacion Romulo Betancourt, Archive at the Venkmuéinister of Foreign Affairs- Casa
Amarilla, Biblioteca Nacional Argentina- Archivo @&o Estudios Nacionales, John F. Kennedy

Presidential Library and Museum and John F. Kenngllyary Foundation

A mis compaferos de escritura./to my partners itingr Ludwig, Yann, Johann, George, Fabio,
Domenico, Luciano, Sid and Claudio. Ellos fueron gran apoyo cuando el cansancio
acechaba./ They were essential on giving strengimwiredness threatened. On that category, |
also have to thank Dionisio and the virgin./ En eat@goria, también debo agradecer a Dionisio

y la virgen.

A mis estudiantes en Chile y en los Estados Unidegjuienes aprendi que ensefiar es el camino

para empoderar el conocimiento / To my studen@hitte and in the United States. From them, |

learn that teaching is the path for empowering Kedge.

Xii



A las instituciones educacionales que creyeron eouando no habia razén de hacerlo/ To the

educational institutions that believed in me whemas an adventure to do it.

Instituto Nacional, Universidad de Chile, Asociati€hilena de Estudios Norteamericanos,
History Department and Latin American and Caribb&ndies Center at State University of
New York- Stony Brook, Bunker Hill Community Colleg Roxbury Community College,

MassBay Community College.

A ustedes. Muchas Gracias/To you all, Thank youh@it you, this work would have NEVER

seeing the light./ Sin ustedes, este trabajo JAMASese visto la luz.

Xiii



Chapter I.
Introduction.
The Alliance for Progress Under a Transnational ad International Light

By late 1950s, it was clear that the Third Worldsveaucial in the struggle between the
United States and the Soviet Unibrkidel Castro in Cuba, Jacobo Arbenz in Guatemala,
Mohammad Mossadegh in Iran and Abdul Nasser in Eggpwell as the strength of the
decolonization movement opened the eyes of bo#ssid the Iron Curtain. The United States
and Soviet Union realized the Third World, espégi#frica and Latin America, were the
battleground for the Cold War. Reacting to thatitgaonce elected president of the United
States, John F. Kennedy started developing a neadigan for understanding, waging and
winning the Cold War in the Third World. Kennedgralysis and strategy was simple. Poverty
explains communist appeal in that part of the wand if the West could offer those societies a
path for Development then the Third World would dr@e infertile to communists.

On March 13, 1961 this new approach became ayealien Kennedy gathered Latin
American representatives in Washington to annouhee Alliance for Progress. The new
program planned to promote Development based oadtveomic and political transformation of
Latin America. On the economic side, the prograoppsed a ten points program. Those ten
points included issues such as tax, social and fefudms along with a $500 million promise to
finance Development programs in Latin Amertd@n the political side, the program proposed to

complete unfinished revolution of the Americas aodadvance toward the democratization of

! All references are endnotes starting page 165



the regiorf As Kennedy argued on his message, “political foeednust accompany material
progress.® By promoting Development based on economic graamith political democracy, the
Kennedy Administration expected to destroy anymtive for another Castro.

By examining previous attempts to promote econogrmwth in Latin America, the
uniqueness of the Alliance for Progress becomear.cléne of the early antecedents of Inter-
American cooperation took place in the contexthef Good Neighbor Policy and the creation of
the Export-Import Bank (Ex-Im Bank). This bank athrte contribute to the recovery of the U.S.
economy after the 1929 collapse. To accomplish, this Ex-Im Bank facilitated trade with
foreign nations through short-term credits in catiom with exportation of agricultural
products, extension of long-term credit to U.SmB8rdesiring to export industrial manufactures
and loans to U.S.-American exporters where foraggwernments were unable to provide
liquidity to their own nationals to pay in doll&t©ne of the most significant projects financed
with the support of the Ex-Im Bank was the Pan Aoaar highway. Nearly two decades later,
the Truman administration implemented a new progtanpromote Development overseas,
including Latin American. The name of this programas Point Four (1950), which provide
technical assistance for struggling economies. kears later, the Eisenhower administration
created the Inter-American Development Bank (1968) focused exclusively on the Western
Hemisphere to promote Development through finansogal as well as economic programs.

Departing from those practices, the Kennedy Admnrai®n embraced the idea that
Development was both an economic and a politicablem. Arthur Schlesinger Jr. was essential
shaping that understanding. Before Kennedy annalutiee Alliance for Progress, he organized
several initiatives to understand the region’s seadd interests. One of those initiatives was

Arthur Schlesinger’s trip to Latin America in Felry 1961. This trip not only helped Kennedy



better understand the region, but also justified theation of one of the program’s most
revolutionary elements. Departing from previous Wiagton practices, Schlesinger argued that
the best path to prevent another Castro was thréarganting a middle-class revolution:

The pressing need in Latin America is to promotertiiddle- class revolution as speedily

as possibly. The corollary is that, if the procegsclasses of Latin America make the

middle class revolution impossible, they will makéworkers-and-peasants” revolution
inevitable; that is, if they destroy a Betancothey will guarantee a Castro or a Peton.

For first time in the history of the Inter-Americagstem, the White House expected to
empower Latin American democracies as a means fendenational interest. Even more
revolutionary, according to the Alliance’s blueprimter-American collaboration was crucial for
the prospects of the program. While Latin Ameriggovernments would be in charge of
designing their own Development plans, the UnitedeS will provide resources of “a scope and
magnitude sufficient to make this bold developmetn a succes$.”Not surprisingly,
Schlesinger described the Alliance for ProgressWaashington’s first experiment in total
diplomacy’ Naturally, some of these elements may resembld/tmshall Plan. However, as it
will be explained on the conclusion, both plansevexdically different.

Fortunately for Kennedy, Latin America offered deal scenario for the implementation
of this initiative. Long before Castro came to powleatin American leaders and intellectuals
had been working on conceptualizing a Latin Amaripath for Development. Those leaders
included Presidents Arturo Frondizi in Argentinasdelino Kubitschek in Brazil, Adolfo Lopez
Mateos in Mexico and Rémulo Betancourt in Venezueta them, the Alliance for Progress was
the continuation of Roosevelt's Good Neighbor Bolas well as their own discussions on
Development Those leaders were essential for the prospedteegirogram. Since the Alliance

for Progress expected to promote Development basedconomic growth and democracy, it



required collaborators that shared those valuegandiples. Inspired by this, Juan de Onis and
Jerome Levinson argued that those Latin Americaddes are as relevant as a Communist Cuba
for understanding Kennedy'’s decision to announeeitliance for Progress.

The Alliance for Progress ultimately failed to aegwish its objective and to this day
Latin American societies still fail to provide asdent standard of living to large sections of their
population as democracy remains a chimera. How ivathat a program so thoroughly
conceived, in collaboration with the Latin Americdorces of change, failed to promote
Development? Why did it fail? Who or what was orevéhe responsible(s)? What lessons can
be extracted from its failure? Would any foreigd grogram share the same fate? These are

some of the questions this work aim to answer.

Previous attempts to answer these questions. Arlagtaphy on the Alliance for Progress

This work is not the first attempt to understand #iliance Progress and its outcome.
Seminal works in this regard includée Alliance that lost its way: A critical repornahe
Alliance for Progresg1970) by Juan de Onis and Jerome Levingdhiance for Progress: A
Social Invention in the Makin@969) by Harvey S. Perloff,he Twilight Struggle, The Alliance
for Progress and the Politics of Development inil.atmerica(1967) by William Rogers and
The Alliance for Progress: A Retrospect(i®88) edited by Ronald Scheman. All these works
shared a common element. Not only were the autheadved in Alliance’s implementation, but
they also have direct access to relevant actorshén making of the program. From this
advantageous point of view, those authors ideudtiieucial dynamics behind the making the

Alliance for Progress and its relationship with gfiegram's inability to promote Development.



In The Alliance that lost its way: A critical reporhidhe Alliance for Progres§l970)
Juan de Onis and Jerome Levinson present a gaaszailint on the Alliance for Progress from
its announcement until the early 1970s. The autldastified structural as well as conjunctural
elements that explain the shortcomings of the Ade&afor Progress. On the structural side, the
authors discussed the negative effects that exeesdealism had on the program’s goals. For
them, idealism was the main responsible behindiéhesional belief that Latin American ruling
class could promote DevelopméfSimilarly the authors mentioned, though not ingéxn how
the lack of U.S. domestic support and the shiftideurthe pressure of interest groups played an
essential role the Alliance’s inability to promdevelopment?

On the conjunctural problems that undermined Ade&rfor Progress, De Onis and
Levinson emphasized U.S. progressive disappointrmgtit Latin American reformist. That
dissatisfaction became especially prevalent after dverthrowing of Jodo Goulart in Brazil,
Manuel Prado in Peru and Arturo Frondizi in ArgeatiAccording to the authors, those setbacks
gradually convinced Kennedy and his administratiorabandon the democratic ideals of the
program*? Moreover, as fear of communist expansion comprechikis domestic position,
Kennedy started to reappraise military juntas.

Theses authors also believed that the foreign andradictions problems played a major
role in the Alliance’s failure. The most signifidacontradictions were foreign and domestic
pressures for speedy results and the domestic ggnabthat the Alliance for Progress created
inside the U.S. political system. This was espfciatlevant in the case of the Treasury
Department officials who saw the program as a fpreaxchange leakage. Equally relevant was
the effect of those contradictions on the U.S. @esg This branch of the government voiced

serious opposition toward crucial elements of thegmm, including long-term commitmetit.



Another contradiction was Latin American problemos &ccepting foreign support. While the
governments needed foreign support, they fearezdioreconomic dominatioff.

In addition to political elements, the authors aldentified several economic problems
that explain the Alliance’s shortcomings. Thosebpgms included Latin American debt and its
inability to capitalize the growth of markets. Tlaeithors assigned a relevant role to the
contradictions between monetarist and structuratishomic policies, which had a major impact
on how the Alliance’s bureaucracy understood atehgited to solve Latin American inflation.
According to monetarist approach, inflation was teasequence of financial mismanagement
whereas structuralist economists believed thaatiiih resulted from monopolies that made free
markets impossible. For that reason, the latteugréocused structural reforms to Latin
American economies, such as land reform, while neasis¢ assigned more importance to
balanced budgets.These two visions collided more than once on tlogepts that the Alliance
for Progress should finance. However, by 1963 tbeetarist approach gained hegemony in the
program and the government started allocating fuexislusively to those countries with
financial stability'® On this transition, U.S. Congress had a major, rsitece the Hickenlooper
Amendment placed U.S. business interest at theft¥gashington’s agenda on Latin America.

Based on their analysis, De Onis and Levinson ifledtand proposed a change on the
paradigm behind assigning aid. For them, the kegrtappropriate U.S. policy toward Latin
America is the distinction between Development oijes and security consideratiorsDe
Onis and Levinson suggested that the United Stdtesld focus on providing assistance directly
to Latin American government or U.S. leadershipatdg of dealing with population policy,
agrarian reform and urban developm®rithe authors also encouraged the United Stateseto u

multilateral institutions to allocate aid, sinceeyhare apolitical and technicdl.As a final



recommendation to improve the Alliance’s chancesuoceed, the authors argued that “only
through a commitment to support development iredsnomic, social and political aspects can
the United States help bring stability to all theéricas.®

William Rogers’s analysis ifihe Alliance That Lost Its Wayhe Twilight Struggle, The
Alliance for Progress and the Politics of Developini@ Latin America1967)devoted attention
not only to the Alliance’s political-bureaucraticoplems, but also to more profound political
challenges. According to Rogers:

The problem is broader that economics. Foreigrs&ssie has accomplished much, but it

cannot bear the entire burden. Political leadershipssential, in the United States and

Latin America. The American people, and particyldne Congress and the press, have

focused on nonessentials, and tended both to diweete the importance of a large U.S.

aid effort and to overestimate the extent to whiahone rich partner of the Alliance can

trade its help for essential reforms. The Executiae learned only slowly that the United

States must devote all the resources and styks preésidential leadership and diplomacy

to the single-minded task of supporting developniettie hemisphere-

Rogers discussed the following variables that erglae Alliance’s problem to promote
Development. First, he mentioned how USAID (Agefaylnternational Development) failed to
convince Latin American leadership on the needréémrm and criticizes USAID for failing to
identify “targets of opportunities” or moments ofish change was actually possibfeRogers
does not argue that only USAID is to be blamed,thatState Department was as responsible
because it refused to take a clear stand in falvbatin American Developmerit

In addition to the limitations inside the Executi@fice, Rogers also discusses how
Congress distorted the whole process through whkatdils “bookkeeping exercisé*” He
identified Representative Passman (D-Louisiang)rasarily responsiblé> Passman’s attacks,

Rogers argued, resonated well with the large mgosi Congressmen who had a little

understanding of the region. According to RogeresinCongressmen did not know about the



accomplishment that Latin American industries btdugr the pluralistic effects of new union,
church and business leadership creététhis ignorance, Rogers argued, explains Congnesakio
distrust toward both USAID and State Departmenigctvivas impacted the Alliance’s budgét.
Nevertheless, the President had an important pathe Alliance’s failure and the excessive
identification of the program with Kennedy’s imadgecording to Rogers, this mistake obscured
the fact that the Alliance for Progress was Latmekican and its success ultimately depended
on them? Even worse, because the Alliance for Progressseddentified with Kennedy, once
the President died, the program lost most of itsnertum and political capital, both in the
United States and Latin Amerié.

Based on all those elements, Rogers drew sevenalusions. First, the United States
should support progressive forces of change innLAtnerica, in the same way that it should
embraced the progressive forces inside the Unitaté§& He wrote that “[a] broader acceptance
of civil rights, and a massive attack on the posladtdomestic poverty find their parallels in the
Alliance drive for development and social justitgegvhere in the hemispher& Rogers argued
that the role of the United States should the dreesupporter, not of a maker. According to him,
“Latin America’s Development must be a Latin Amanceffort. The problems are Latin
American. The solutions must be Latin AmericdhPe concludes that an alliance between
progressive forces, both in the United States aatthlAmerica, can promote Development.

Offering a more technical perspective on the Abwis failure, The Alliance for
Progress: A Social Invention in the Makir{@969) by Harvey Perloff focused most of its
analysis on three elements. The first was Latin Acae inability to absorb aid. By 1964, there
were 2.5 billion on undisbursed &fdAccording to Perloff, this problem can be mostlyibuted

to Latin American organizational and managerialbtems®® A second element referred to the



domestic political problems that recipient courstriaced. For instance, the political party on the
opposition to the President controls Congress amu that place refuses to enact the necessary
legislation®* A third problem was USAID’s allocation practiceBrobably based on his
experience as member of the Alliance’s CommittedNiofe, Perloff condemned how USAID
financed many projects only based on the princtpkg those projects were "ready to go."
Unfortunately, as Perloff mentioned, on many oawasj those projects had little influence on
creating structural conditions for Developméht.

Based on this analysis, Perloff proposed a majerlaul of the Alliance for Progress. At
the center of this transformation: the enactmerd okw charter for the program. According to
Perloff, the Alliance for Progress should abandorealistic goals, such as the promotion of
health and education, as well as vague and hapghaaacepts, like social and political progress.
Instead of those elements, the author believesttigaprogram should focus on issues such as
external assistance, national self-help and regiotegration®® Founded on those issues, Perloff
argued, recipient and provider governments can @nsime crucial question on Development:
“how to fashion development strategies that brimgdountries to the stage where the conditions
needed for sustained growth and development afeest@blished in the national fabrit’”

Perloff then proposed three specific strategiasnfmrove the prospect of the Alliance for
Progress. First, the program should reinforce snad)approach. For him, national strategies do
not create actual conditions for Development. Sdcdperloff proposed removing crucial
Development blocks, including deficiencies in hunrasources, rigid and hierarchical social
structures and immature political development al agethe inadequacies of capital resourfes.
Perloff also suggests placing the Alliance andrthBonal development activities on a rational

basis, which focus on the challenges to achieveeldpment, such as survey of natural



resources. Finally, Perloff proposed strengtherforgign assistance, which would require a
“serious” preparatory stage since Latin Americamntoes need to establish the necessary
institutions and gather the necessary level otipalisupport?®
Scholars in the United States were not the onlysammcerned with understanding the
Alliance’s inability to promote Development. FromLatin America, a dominant perspective
came fromThe Alliance That Lost Its W4$967) by Eduardo Frei Montalva, which inspired the
title of De Onis and Levison’s book. Although Edd@arFrei did not conduct research, his
experience working with the Alliance for ProgressRaesident of Chile between 1964 and 1970
gave him a unique insight on the shortcomings ef Alliance for Progress. According to the
former President, the Alliance for Progress had pmesitives aspects. First, it established the
basis for hemispheric cooperation with a clear lioigioal orientation toward a democratic
revolution in Latin America. Second, it represendechange in the hitherto prevalent concept of
financial and economic assistance given by theddnB8tate&’ For that reason, Frei argues, the
problem of the Alliance for Progress was not amassf design. Instead, it was a matter of
implementation. Frei explained:
The problem is that what was fundamental to théaAde for Progress- a revolutionary
approach to the need for reform-has not been aetliekess than half of the Latin
American countries have started serious progranagrian reform. Drastic changes in
the tax system are even scarcer, while the numibgerminely democratic regimes, far
from increasing, has actually declined. In otherdgahere has been no strengthening of
the political and social foundations for economiogsess in Latin America. This is the
reason why the ultimate objective of the Alliancethe formation of just, stable,
democratic and dynamic societies-is as distantytadat was five years ado.
Frei proposed to reinforce the multilateral spaftthe Alliance for Progress where the

provider country would not be able to demand spedifjpes of structural reforms before

allocating aid** For most recipient countries, Frei insisted, pievs’ demands only delayed aid

10



allocation. Those delays had important consequerstese they prevented local governments
from capitalizing popular support. He explainedttii@]eople do not support governments
because they have dutifully complied with the dikexs from this or that international
organization; they support them when they offer@msing political and economic alternative
to present frustrations, and the hope of moving &better future®

Building from these argument§he Alliance for Progress: A Retrospect(1®88) edited
by Ronald Scheman presented a remarkable colleciocthapters and most of the authors
participated directly on the making of the Allianfa Progress. The authors include Arthur
Schlesinger, Adolf Berle, Douglas Dillon, Walt Rost Teodoro Moscoso and Felipe Herrera
Lane. Scheman’'s book offered important insights anderstanding the Alliance’s
accomplishments and shortcomings. On the acconmpéials, Scheman highlights the Alliance’s
role legitimizing peaceful revolution, both in thénited States as well as Latin America.
Moreover, the Alliance for Progress also legitingiz®evelopment planning, building of
infrastructure and financial communities overs#aScheman argued that the Alliance for
Progress was extremely successful on building denfte amongst lenders on Latin American
capacity to absorb large amounts of capital. Headhthis legacy explains the influx of over $200
billions in loans to Latin America from U.S. bartksring the 19708

As for the Alliance’s failure to promote developmefcheman’s collection includes two
contributions that were especially enlighteningeQnose was “Myths and Reality” by Arthur
Schlesinger Jr., which examined the failure of &lkance for Progress in response to the
“unrelenting pressure from national- security bu@acy.”® The bureaucracy generated a set of
programs that, in theory, helped Development bytang conditions of political stability. Yet,

those programs quickly acquired importance on tlo&n, and progressively destroyed the

11



possibilities for Development. To exemplify his piSchelesinger discussed how U.S. police
training programs provided Latin American statue guth the necessary weapons to suppress of
forms of dissent and agents of chafg&or that reason, Schlesinger concluded, “national-
security pressures did more in the early years tagitalist pressures to deform thAkanza’*®

For Schlesinger, the Alliance for Progress diechviennedy because with his death the two
essential pillars of the programs, structural cleaaugd political democratization, end@d.

The other contribution was “Did the Alliance ‘log$ way’ or were its assumptions all
wrong from the beginning and are those assumptstiiswith us?” by Howard Wiarda. Like
many authors before him, Wiarda explored the cdntt@mn between short-term political
objectives and long-term Development goals. Howelieris the first one to discuss how the
limitations of the architects of the program infheed the Alliance’s failure. For Wiarda, those
architects were woefully ignorant of or naiveté & Latin America® That ignorance, Wiarda
argued, explains why the Alliance for Progress ma@tsbased on the reality of Latin America and
it ignored issues such as personalisms, lack dfitutisnalization in politics, continuing
importance of family and patronage ties, cliqueckss rivalries. All those elements, Wiarda
concluded, defined neat ideological categoriespthetented Development.

Although this dissertation’s analysis demonstratest those elements were not as
relevant to understand the Alliance’s problemsrmmpte Development, Wiarda was correct to
identify a relationship between the architects’‘agmce and the program inability to address the
political dimension of Development. Different froRogers’s analysis, Wiarda discussed how
the Alliance architects focus exclusively on ecomoponsiderations, ignoring or inadequately

dealing with issues of greater relevance, suclveigls cultural and political factors.
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Another new area of inquiry that Wiarda opens refer what he calls “intellectual
imperialism,” and he noted “it was we who knew bastl who could presumably bring the
benefits of our civilization to Latin America. Bothatin American intellectuals and politicians
were view in this superior and patronizing wayThis mindset, Wiarda argued, influenced U.S.
architects to believe that Latin American were patale of solving their own problems and the
architects only depended on models of Developmieait were either U.S. models or derived
from the U.S. experiencé.

On the Latin American side, most of the contribstts Scheman’s book agreed that
Latin American culture and values was a major fande to Development. Notably Teodoro
Moscoso, who quoted Carlos Rangel, argued thaAthence “failed to take into account the
cultural impediments to development inherent in &neestral customs and traditions of Latin
American society® Besides ideas similar to Wiarda, unfortunately ds® did not provide
further details. Arthur Schlesinger, on the othandy was a bit more specific. To him, Latin
American nationalism had a major role on the Altias inability to build a regional spirif.
Ronald Scheman concluded the anthology notingthieaAlliance for Progress ultimately failed
due to U.S. fixation with communist revolutions.ig lixation blinded U.S. officials to more
relevant problems such as Latin American structagadiities, the inertia of the system and the
impact of populist rhetoric as well as a natiortaiperspective on toward Developméht.

This first generation of scholars built the basstumns for discussion on the variables
that influenced the failure of the Alliance for Bress. Those studies still have limitations
because those authors were either the makers se ¢to the makers of the program, their
conclusions biased and lenient on Kennedy, hissadsviand themselves. Moreover, since the

first generation of scholars was more concernedh witderstanding the reasons behind the
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Alliance’s inability to promote development, thegvdted very little attention to discuss how
those limitations happened in each country.

One of the first books breaking with that tracitiwasThe Most Dangerous Area in the
World: Kennedy Confronts Communist Revolution itin.&merica(1999) by Stephen Rabe.
Differently than previous authors, Rabe blamed Allence’s failure on Kennedy. To Rabe,
Kennedy’'s paramount concern was not the promotfodevelopment, but it was fighting and
winning the Cold War® The President was only enthusiastic about libdemhocracies if they
supported Cold War objectives. If democracies wareilling to collaborate, the White House
had no problem supporting dictatorships. Rabe effamany examples, including Kennedy’s
opposition toward the independence of British Gaiaand the recognition of Guido’s
government in Argentina. Although José Maria Guidecame president after the army
overthrew Frondizi, Guido’s commitment with Kenn&dyold War objectives awarded him
U.S diplomatic recognition. Rabe concluded that ikegty had become unjustly awarded with a
pro-democratic halo. Kennedy was a cold warrior. that reason, since he was unwilling to
ignore his Cold War commitments, Kennedy undermitinedbasic principle of the Alliance for
Progress: development and democracy must existhexgé

Another book in the same vein oreign Aid as Foreign Policy: The Alliance for
Progress in Latin Americ§2007) by Jeffrey Taffet, which discussed the mglof the Alliance
for Progress from a regional perspective, idemijyisome general dynamics behind its
implementation. Using the example of Chile, Colomlirazil and Dominican Republic, Taffet
corroborated the argument that attempting to udet@iachieve moral goals and long-term
economic development will always fail if aid alsused to advance short-term foreign policy

aims® Because Washington quickly came to envision eciongmograms as a foreign policy
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tool, Taffet argued, U.S. policymakers view certaguntries with more interest than oth&rs.
For instance, the United States used foreign alBrazil to isolate Goulart or to fight Allende in
Chile, while in the Dominican Republic use it tgpport the post-Bosch government. Ultimately,
Taffet says, “aid was used as a means to promde ibterest, encourage friends, and punish
enemies.®? According to Taffet, a crucial factor on the ewin of the Alliance for Progress
was the discrepancy of power between the UniteteStnd Latin America. That element at the
end transformed the program into a traditional di8.program to the regidH.

This generation of scholars is important to un@dedthow the limitations discussed by
the first generation prevented the Alliance forgPess from promoting Development. Instead of
hearing that short-term political objectives undeed objectives, we have an idea on how that
correlation happened in Argentina or Dominican Raigu Similarly, we know how
Congressional anti-communism influenced Kennedy&fgsences for Cold War objectives, as
Rabe mentioned in the case of British Gui%has importantly, Rabe and Taffet were the first
ones mentioning the incompatibility of U.S. andihgamerican interest in relationship with the

Alliance’s failure. However, there is still unchedltterritory.

How is this dissertation different? What is its gdytion?

On methodological terms, this is the first studgittbxplains the failure of the Alliance
for Progress based on research both in the UnitatesSand Latin America. Based on that
methodology, it represents the first attempt tddaitrue Inter-American understanding of the
Alliance for Progress and therefore, it offers nemd crucial insights toward the crucial

guestions on any analysis of this program. Whytlkl&program fail to promote Development?
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Previous scholars, from De Onis and Levinson tordawere prolific in identifying
factors that explain the Alliance’s failures, bhistgeneration lacked of a coherent narrative that
unites those elements. As a result, those studliesr eliscussed one dominant factor or they
present a list of elements, with little connectaanongst them. Although most scholars focused
from the beginning on the contradiction betweenrstesm political and long-term Development
objectives, their narratives did not discuss ingtenhow and why those factors gained
prominence on the making of the Alliance for PregreAddressing part of this problem, the
second generation, explaingww those factors influenced the Alliance’s failure specific
countries. Unfortunately, this generation did néfelonew ideas on thahy the Alliance for
Progress failed to promote Development. Even thdahgi mentioned the contradiction between
the U.S. and Latin American interest, they did e&plain how and why that contradiction
influenced the program failure.

Different from previous works due to its new metblog)y, this research offers a single
cause-effect historical narrative on why the Altarfor Progress failed to promote development.
Specifically, this study analyzes thew or general implementation of the Alliance for Pexs
in order to answewhy it failed. To accomplish this objective, this digstion, unlike its
predecessors, centers its analysis on the relaiphetween U.S. and Latin American interest,
societies, elites and the making of the AllianceRmgress.

To discuss that that relationship, this work anedythe intentions and expectations that
the U.S. and Latin American makers had before &ngointo this new enterprise. Similarly, it
explains the different conflicts that aroused ansbrigose actors. Since this research rests on an
Inter-American approach, it discusses the causdsndbethe conflicts that the Alliance’s

implementation created in both the United Stated laatin America. In doing so, this work
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explains the intimate relationship between thoseflmbs and the domestic problem the
respective makers (Presidents and Executive dSicidor example) had to confront.
Understanding the Inter-American articulation betwedomestic and foreign occurrences is
crucial to this analysis, since there resides ttdamation to why Alliance for Progress failed
and why any foreign aid program will share the séae.

To implement this analysis, this dissertation usegentina and Venezuela as case
studies. It is important to clarify that this wadkes not describe in detail how the Alliance for
Progress was implemented in each country. Instdssl,goal is to understand how those
countries interacted with the Alliance for Progressl the United States amdy they did it in
different ways. Both presidents were the idealnmad of the Alliance for Progress with very
similar background and ideals. Arturo Frondizi irrg@ntina and Romulo Betancourt in
Venezuela were democratically elected presidents giand plans for their countries. While
Frondizi expected to industrialize Argentina andtremsform the country into a world power
with an independent foreign policy, Betancourt veanto build a stable democratic political
system capable of surviving military pressure. @ouently, both presidents were equally
interested in collaborating with the Alliance faroBress, and obtaining the necessary capital to
finance their respective plans. Both presidencidadt relate with the Alliance for Progress in
the same way and their grand plans ended verydiffly. To understand those differences, it is
necessary to analyze each president’s domestatisiis and their capacity to generate enough
political capital to implement change.

Betancourt and Frondizi were at very different @stic contexts. First, Betancourt's
project was a multi-partisan program with the supmé Venezuelan main political parties.

Moreover, Betancourt’'s project was breaking with anpopular tradition of military
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dictatorships. Conversely, Frondizi's plan not omsas mono-partisan, but he also was
attempting to transform Argentina against Perémpybar legacy. Although Peronist could not
participate in elections, they were very powerfuliorkers’ unions and grassroots organizations,
including Confederacién General del Traba{€GT)2® Second, the Venezuelan president had a
superior understanding of the U.S. political syst&wen though Arthur Schlesinger defined
Frondizi as “the most pro-American president in értinean history®® Betancourt's standing
with and connections to U.S. officials were unpletad.

Based on those differences, Betancourt and Frondkze at very different places not
only to satisfy the Alliance’s requirements, bwgaln different positions to interact with Inter-
American political developments as well as U.Senest and requirements. As a result, the
analysis of their respective situation offers aerawe to study a wide range of conflicts and
possibilities that a democratic government faceBendttempting to promote Development. The
reason why no military dictatorship included in taealysis is because the objective of the
Alliance for Progress, formally at least until 1964as to promote Development related to
democracy. An analysis of a military dictatorshmpconnection with the program may be useful
to denounce hypocrisy, but it does not help to wstdad why a program based on those two
coordinates, democracy and economic growth, camoohote Development.

To understand the intricacies behind the Alliandedbility to promote development, it is
necessary to incorporate U.S. domestic situatiorthenanalysis. For the United States, the
Alliance for Progress created conditions of confboth inside and outside of the Executive
branch. Inside the Executive branch, the main adrtthok place between State Department and

USAID officials. As it will be explained throughouhis dissertation, this conflict was not a
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traditional bureaucratic struggle to defend a pareet an ideological conflict regarding the
purpose of foreign aid and its relationship withefgn policy objectives.

Outside of the Executive branch, the sharpest opposcame from several U.S.
Congressmen who were skeptical on the AlliancePimygress. Their skepticism was prevalent
on issues such as long-term funding and accouittatMoreover, many Congressmen doubted
the effectiveness of the program to protect U.&rest overseas. Unfortunately for Kennedy,
those voices could not be ignored since Congressatled funding for his foreign and domestic
initiatives. The latter were essential for boostldgs. economy after the early 1960s crféis.
Kennedy had to be careful in addressing Congreskim@servations or the continuity of his
foreign aid initiatives could be imperiled. Duethese conditions, U.S. Congress became one of
the most relevant actors in the making of the Altefor Progress.

The Inter-American narrative that results frome thteraction amongst those elements
explains the conjunctural reasons behind the Adiéginability to promote Development. Those
conjunctural reasons show why ROomulo Betancourtnng€dy’s closest ally, had problems
acquiring aid and why Frondizi could not even cogtplhis presidency. In addition, this Inter-
American narrative also unveils the structural caadittion that explain the Alliance’s problems
and termination. Understanding those contradictisnsrucial, because they show why foreign
aid is intrinsically unable to promote developmienthe Third World.

This study is organized in three sections. The sg@chapter addresses the antecedents of
the Alliance for Progress, the context of its ammemment and the effects that Inter-American
political development had on its early evolutiom. 8xplain that evolution, this chapter analyzes
the effect that Congressional reservations as agethe Bay of Pigs had on the struggle between

State and USAID officials. Additionally, this chapthighlights the contradictions between Latin
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American and U.S expectations as well as the ogiship between Latin American nationalism
and the ultimat&).S.-Americanization of the Alliance for Progress

The third chapter discusses how these contradgtiofluenced the implementation of
the Alliance for Progress in Argentina and Veneauelt explains how and why the
aforementioned conjunctural problems prevented Aliance for Progress from promoting
Development. For that reason, this chapter devotgsrtant attention to understand the
destabilizing effect that the Alliance’s requirerteehad in Argentina and Venezuela. Moreover,
it explains how those effects made impossible fti Americans to satisfy the requirements for
granting aid. Those findings clarify why the Allize for Progress was ultimately a damaging
program for unstable democracies.

Lastly, the fourth chapter examines Latin Amerieanwell as U.S. efforts to reform the
Alliance for Progress in response to the predontifeeling of disappointment. This remains
important because the discussions that followed fits¢ year of implementation show the
structural contradiction that any foreign aid pergrwill confront. While discussing the U.S. and
Latin American colliding interest as the progranoleed, this chapter discusses how and why
those confrontations explains the termination ef Atliance for Progress as conceived on March
13, 1961 with the Mann Doctrine (March 1964).

Before concluding with the introduction, there acene issues that deserve an expansion.
First, this work does not explore or seek to undeis the Alliance for Progress for the ten years
the program officially existed. Instead, it willlgrfocus on the period between its announcement
and the Mann Doctrine (1964). After 1964, the paogrlacked of the revolutionary and

experimental elements that made it unique in 198krefore, an analysis beyond that period
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does not help to understand the program's inahitityppromote Development as a result of
economic growth and political democracy.

Second, the Alliance for Progress was an attemgepart from the traditional paradigms
that had inspired the history of the Inter-Americrstem. Since this research argues that the
Americas work as a regional entity, it dialoguethvwmportant scholarship on the history of this
system. That dialogue would be explained on theclosion, but there are two books that
deserve special attentioBmpire’s Workshop: Latin America, the United Statexd the Rise of
the New Imperialisn2007) by Greg Grandin ardeas and Institutions: Developmentalism in
Brazil and Argentina(1991) by Kathryn Sikkink. While Grandin’s book important to
understand U.S. tradition to experiment on Latinehica, Sikkink’s analytical framework was
crucial to understand the political/institutiondladienges behind the promotion of Development.

Third, since the Alliance for Progress was a famead program, it is impossible to
analyze it without mentioning the literature on sébject. The arguments in favor and against
foreign aid will be discussed on the conclusionie3y however, from the methodological
perspective, Foreign Aid: Diplomacy, Development, Domestic Radit (2006) by Carol
Lancaster is essential. Although she does not ghielliance for Progress, her understanding
of foreign aid in relationship with ideas, institrts and interests truly helps to understand the
Alliance’s dynamics. Her conclusions about USAID ¢ applied to the Alliance for Progress:
“No government agency with USAID’s responsibiliti;®mbined with limitations on its
authority could have avoided becoming the whippiing for perceived failures of foreign aitf”

It is also impossible to talk about the Alliance Rrogress without making a reference to
Modernization theory. However, this work will nattioduce new arguments on understanding

the intellectual and practical genealogy of thisatty, but there are many valuable books on the
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subject, including Nils Gilmanyandarins of the Future: Modernization Theory inI€&ar
America (2007); The Great American Mission: Modernization and then§truction of an
American World Order(2011) by David Ekbladh orStaging Growth: Modernization,
Development and the Global Cold War. Modernizattmvelopment, and the Global Cold War
(2003) edited by David Engerman and other autHsirsilarly, this book also does not discuss
the intellectual genealogy of Developmenalism. @at tsubjectCrafting the Third World:
Theorizing Underdevelopment in Rumania and Brgdi996) by Joseph Love anél
Desarrollismo(1983) by Julio Nosiglia offers an excellent asay

This dissertation does inform discussions regardimg impact of this ideology on
decision-making, especially on how U.S. officialsdarstood the Alliance for Progress. Of
particular importanceThe Right Kind of Revolution: Modernization, Deyslent and U.S.
Foreign Policy from the Cold War to the Pres¢@011) by Michael Latham is informative.
Amongst his arguments, there is one that the restumuld keep in mind about the conjunctural
limitations of the Alliance for Progress on relatship to Betancourt and USAID bureaucracy:

Because the universal assumptions of modernizaposmoted disregard for the

significance of local history and culture, definitigem as transitory matters, modernizers

also reduced crucial problems to matters of memaimidtration and technical expertise.

The cultural and ideological appeal of modernizationoreover, often blinded its

advocates to evidence of policy failfre.

A final clarification, The methodology behind thigork unveils international and
transnational dynamics difficult to capture on &rig concept. For that reason, it introduces two
new concepts. The first one dynamic of collaborationThis concept refers to the conditions
under which two or more elements establish a wiatiip. As the next chapter discusses, this

dynamic is tightly related to each actors’ domestiaditions as well as the effects that foreign
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elements produce on them. THgnamic of collaboratiorcreates the basis for tleystem of
collaboration which is the system that results from the coondgithat the dynamic or dynamics
of collaboration creates. In other words, the systé collaboration represents the crystallization
of the dynamics that the different elements inititernational systems established.

For instance, Venezuela and the United Stateslettat a particular relationship based
on their specifics domestic conditions. Based arsé¢hconditions, they established a specific
dynamic of collaborationThis dynamic crystallizes into a specisgstem of collaboratign
which imposes duties and more rigid rules thatmetees how each country interacted with each
other. Based on theystem of collaboratiorthat resulted from thelynamic of collaboration
between the United States and Venezuela, the lagtmyme too important to fail. Similarly, the
U.S.-Americanized Alliance for Progress discussed in the chapter two, is the primenpia

of thesystem of collaboratiothat ruled the making of the Alliance for Progress

A discussion on Development

As a foreign aid program aiming to promote Develepimas a result of democracy and
economic growth, the Alliance for Progress offersque insights into the challenges of
Development promotion. To understand the scop&ade challenges, it is important to clarify
certain concepts. Development refers to the econ@md political stage orchestrated around a
paradigm supported by the majority of the popultatieegardless of class, gender or ethnicity.
The elements that compose that paradigm are iaetevas long as they enjoy domestic
legitimacy. This is different from either pure eoomc growth or development paradigms

imposed over the population by foreign or domedlites.
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Similar to the Alliance for Progress itself, thisskrtation is based on the notion that
Development is a political and an economic probl&ar. that reason, Development can only
exist in the context of democracy. As Amartya Segued, Development is about freedéh.
Measuring Development by any other variable noy dails to capture the people’s interest on
improving the social pact, but also it obscures tthe challenges of achieving Development.
Precisely for this reason, the Marshall Plan amdAHiance for Progress were radically different
and those differences will be examined in the assioh. As will be clear throughout, the
challenges of Development, or the redefinitiontod structure of power, are far more complex
than the challenges of economic growth or econwedovery.

This understanding of Development requires a atbza on how this thesis uses the term
elite. In most situations this work uses elitedter to people in positions of privilege in society
However, the money or power is not what definedrttses elite. Instead, it is their assumption
that progress results from the struggle amongsviohehls for supremacy. Regardless of the
money or position in society, that thinking encages and justifies the importance of the
individual over society as well as the existenceatfial differences that creates elite.

This book makes references to key terms associatthddevelopment, which will be
defined and explained. These terms include: Modatiun, Developmentalism, modernizing,
modernize, DevelopmentalistevelopmentalistWhile modernization is the theory developed by
Walt Rostow based on the U.S. Development paradiDevelopmentalism refers to the
paradigm for Development cultivated in Latin Ameariat CEPAL/ECLAC and followed by
many Latin American presidents. Those two ideasiliaed practical life on concepts such as
modernizing, modernize, DevelopmentaldstyelopmentalistThe first two refer to the process a

country endeavors to implement Modernization. Depelentalist refers to the person who
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subscribes to Developmentalism wherdagselopmentalistefers to a plan seeking to transform

society based Developmentalism. On this wddyelopmentalistefers to Frondizi’'s plan.
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Chapter II.
Conceptualizing and Building the Foundation of theAlliances for Progress

A New Understanding of Foreign Aid: The Foreign Al (1961) and the Alliance for Progress

The Alliance for Progress was part of a major efforredefine the relationship between
foreign aid and foreign policy. To the Kennedy axistration, disputing with the Soviet Union
the support of the Third World societies requirednajor overhauled of U.S. foreign aid
programs. That transformation aimed to demonsttaé capitalism, not communism, offered
the best path for Development in the Third Worlé&énKedy expected to transform the sixties
into a decade of economic and social developrifent.

To prove that capitalism was more viable for Depatent, the Administration relied on
a paradigm drafted in U.S. universities known asd®taization theory. Popularized by Walt
Rostow, the theory became the center piece of élaefareign aid effort. He not only wrote one
of the foundational books on Modernization thedmyt served in a prominent position on the
Kennedy Administration. First as Deputy Nationat@#y Adviser then as chair of the State
Department's Policy Planning Council, Rostow becameéefining force on how the U.S.
officials committed with new approach understood/&@epment and the Alliance for Progré$s.

According to Rostow, a country’s process toward &epment can be separated in five
stages. Those stages went from traditional sosi&isocieties of high mass consumption. Based
on this, U.S. scholars and officials alike believkdt the First World could assist traditional

societies to complete those stages by helping tteemchieve the point of “take off.” Once
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society had achieved that point, they believedeltging societies could complete the process
on their own. Accomplishing this was not a simalgkt

Modernization theorists believe that modernizingisties not only need financial
support from the First World, but also they requiassistance on designing coherent
Development plans with achievable and firm set gdhat remove of all barriers to advance
toward Modernizatiod® Consequently, proponents placed emphasis on dgmglohuman
resources as well as creating international bureaies in charge of Development planning, and
hoped those institutions should becontedactodevelopment ministr{/

According to Rostow, the promotion of Modernizatwas not just a humanitarian duty,
but the only way to defeat communism in the long-fuModernization theorists worked under
the assumption that leftist appealing in the Thifdrld results from the failure of those societies
to become modern capitalist societies. Thus, ibved that those theorists believed assisting
those nations achieving the stage of high massuoopison was crucial for winning the Cold
War. Since modernization theory offers a paradigwin the Cold War in the Third World, it is
not a surprise that it became the corner stone @inkdy’s foreign aid overhaul and the
inspiration for his Special Message to CongresEameign Aid delivered on March 22, 1961.

Kennedy's speech started with a diagnosis of theason and highlighted three
conclusions. The first mentioned the existing fgneaid programs and concepts are largely
unsatisfactory and unsuited for U.S. needs andhi®needs of the underdeveloped world. Next,
economic collapse of those free but less-developg¢idns threatened the national security of the
United States. And lastly, the 1960s offered a ueigpportunity for industrialized nations to

convert less-developed countries into self-suségionomies® Kennedy then proposed a new
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understanding of foreign aid with the intentionnedking “a historical demonstration that in the
twenty century . . . economic growth and politidamocracy can develop hand in hahd.”

This new policy on foreign aid would be based ovesal key elements. All foreign aid
initiatives would be under the supervision of a newgle organization called Agency for
International Development (USAID). Based in Washkamgand the host-country, this agency
would coordinate different aid programs in ordeawoid duplicity, fragmentation and rigidity in
Development plannin While the Washington office would coordinate diéfet foreign aid
efforts, country missions would assist local goveents to design modernization plans that were
tailored to their respective needs and potential.

Understanding that those plans could not be comewbletithout secure financing, the
Administration believed that the United States $thdne prepared to offer long-term support for
those plans. Unless the United States was willinmmake a long-term commitment, as opposed
to yearly ones, Kennedy explained that the rectpeauntry would not have an incentive for
Development planning’ Kennedy further noted that other industrializediares would not
participate on this effort, unless they saw deeisi.S. support’ Long-term commitment,
Kennedy concluded, was essential to secure thelatettal spirit of this efforf?

As Greg Grandin explained dempire’s Worksho2006), the United States had used
Latin America as a testing ground for new poli@esl initiatives. As argued here, Kennedy was
no exception. As soon as he announced the AllifmcProgress, it was clear that this program
was the first attempt to implement the new apprdadbreign aid. That relationship was evident
on the recurring references to long-term plannind Bpng-term financing as prerequisites for

creating conditions for taking off. Moreover, Teodd/loscoso was Coordinator of the Alliance
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for Progress and regional administrator for LatmeXican for USAID. The latter shows that the
Administration understood both initiatives tightslated with each other.

Using the Alliance for Progress as the prototyp¢hefnew approach to foreign aid was
not only logical, but also very reasonable from Kedhy's point of view. It would help
coordinating the different activities related witte Alliance for Progress as well as legitimizing
the program in the context of winning the Cold Wauggle in the Third World, which could be
crucial for attracting Congressional and publicgah Unfortunately, this decision created more
problems than solutions because the Alliance fargfass evolved differently than USAID
experts expected. By opening the Alliance for Pesgrto Latin American input, U.S. officials

lost control of the program principles and underdiag. Officials were not prepared for this.

Latin American Perspective on Development and thia#ce for Progress

Contrary to what Modernization theorist assumedpient countries not only had needs,
but coherent ideas regarding their own DeveloprffeBince the early 1950s, Latin American
intellectuals had been researching the conditiovts silutions for Development, and emerged
with the framework for Developmentalism. This Demhent paradigm did not remain hidden
in a university lab, but through Comision EconéniRaaa América Latina y el Caribe (CEPAL)
or Economic Commission for Latin American and theritbean (ECLAC), developmentalism
influenced a new generation of politicians eageattistance themselves from the populist leaders
who dominated Latin American politics since the A®3This new generation included Rémulo
Betancourt in Venezuela, Arturo Frondizi in Argeati Juscelino Kubitschek in Brazil, Eduardo
Frei Montalva and Salvador Allende Gossens in Chlibsé Figueres in Costa Rica and Alberto

Lleras Camargo in Colombia.
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Although those leaders had political differencéispfathem shared a sense of entitlement
and responsibility with the destiny of their regpex countries. Equipped with CEPAL
arguments, those figures believed that their gélo@ravould be the responsible for developing
of the continent? Importantly, some of these politicians understtrat they were Washington’s
only alternative to fight communism by democrati@ans®® As a result, when Kennedy
announced the Alliance for Progress, this new gerer gained a sense of entitlement regarding
their participation and agency on the making o fhriogram.

Kennedy'’s rhetoric and actions highlighting thelaobrative nature of the Alliance for
Progress did very little to discourage those fgmlirOne of those actions was the Puerto Rico
meeting in December 1960. Few days after Kenneglgstion, Rbmulo Betancourt received an
invitation from Chester Bowles, future Underseangtaf State, to participate in a meeting with
José Figueres, President of Costa Rica and ther@mvef Puerto Rico Luis Mufioz Marin.
During that meeting, Chester Bowles explained Kegise special interest in the region,
particularly on issues such as strengthening desiEs and problems of economic growith.

Actions like those ones quickly convinced Latin Aroan liberals that the Alliance for
Progress was not a program to implement Modermazatheory, but it represented the
continuation of their ideas. In November 1960, dgample, the Venezuelan in charge of affairs
in Washington, Carlos Pérez de la Cova, reportatiKennedy’s new initiative would be based
on the ideas of the Pan American Operation (1958) Meeting of the 21 (1959) as well as the
Bogota Conference (1968).This was also reflected in José Antonio Mayobrgeech to
CEPAL/ECLAC's general assembly in 1963:

... what is today the intercontinental progrande¥elopment inspiring the Alliance for

Progress, embodied the principles and ideas deseltyy CEPAL in fifteen years of

work . . . In reality the Alliance for Progress repents the U.S.- American acceptance of
the policies already defined by Latin Americ&hs.
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Many Latin Americans were eager to participate he making of the Alliance for
Progress even before Kennedy announced it. Josinidntayobre, Venezuelan Ambassador in
Washington, is a prime example. In early Februand knowing about Kennedy’s intentions,
Mayobre gathered a group of Latin American intéllats living in Washington, including Radl
Prebish, Felipe Herrera Lane, Jorge Sol Castellanaangst others. Mayobre’s intention was to
discuss the Latin American perspective toward the program. Later, Mayobre personally
transmitted the results of those conversationsaon€dy, and based on his account, almost all of
them became part of Kennedy’s speech on March a81% Latin American entitlement and
input on the conceptualization of the Alliance Ryogress had important effects on the evolution
of program. They opened a Pandora’s Box that nettieeUnited States nor Latin America was
equipped to handle.

The Alliance for Progress would reflect not onlySUideas and expectations, but also
Latin American aspirations and understanding onelbgment. This feature is crucial to
understanding the paradigmatic differences betwg8AID’s paradigm and the Alliance for
Progress. First, the Alliance for Progress had naonditious objectives than USAID did. The
Alliance for Progress was not confined to createddaons for “taking off,” but expected “to
complete the revolution of the AmericdS.Indeed, Kennedy proposed a development plan
where democracy and economic progress were tighidyed. Kennedy described the program as
an alliance of free governments, leading sociahgkaunder the spirit of George Washington,
Those Jefferson, Simén Bolivar, José deSan Marith José Martl’ Despite the ideological
differences amongst those figures, the underlymgking was that Development can only result
from political and economic transformation or, lag Alliance for Progress argued, Development

without democracy could not exist.
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That idea of promoting democracy was never pathefgeneral mission of USAID. In
fact, during his Special Message on Foreign Aidarkely never alluded to the need to complete
unfinished revolution&! Instead, Kennedy only mentioned political elemait®evelopment in
relationship to Military Assistance Program (MARdahe did it solely to justify the continuation
of those programs. In addition, the relationshipween political factors and USAID was
extremely dim. Military Assistance Programs werée unader its authority and appropriation was
part of Department of Defense’s buddeln contrast, the USAID defined the purpose ofasd

To promote economic and social development, to len#ie recipient countries to

maintain armed forces of importance to the Freeldlydo help maintain immediate

economic andpolitical stability in strategically important countries, to help tssare
availability of U.S. military bases abroad, anch&dp support international organizations.

(emphasis addetf)

As argued in this dissertation, political stabilignd promoting democracy are not
compatible and are in fact are contradictory. Thisecause the promotion of democracy implies
a problem of legitimacy on the current politicak®m; otherwise democratic promotion would
not be necessary. For this reason, promoting deangcequires an alteration in the distribution
of power, which in turn undermines the legitimadyhe political system. This alteration creates
political instability. In exploring the Alliance fdProgress, this argument is evident.

The relationship between democracy and Developmaeag not the only difference
between USAID and the Alliance’s paradigm. The paogs also had a dissimilar understanding
of one of the most appealing elements of the Adigafor Progress: multilateralization. USAID
understood multilateralization as a strategy tousedunding from different sourcé$.In
contrast, the participants and designers of theAde for Progress had neither a clear nor a

common understanding of the concept and its relship with program. For instance, before
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Kennedy announced the Alliance for Progress, Retl@modwin explained to George Ball how
the $500 million would be multilaterally administel® Others, such as Dean Rusk, understood
multilateralization as a political tactic to shidldtin American governments from accusations of
being puppets of U.S. imperialisth.

Considering that the Alliance for Progress was pErtUSAID, those differences
exemplified the chaotic beginnings of the progrdasmfortunately in crafting this initiative,
USAID and the Alliance for Progress not only lacleedniversal criterion to understand the level
of collaboration, but also it lacked of an ideolmjicommon ground. From the U.S. perspective,
USAID and the Alliance for Progress were inspireg Modernization theory. For Latin
Americans, the Alliance for Progress rested upoairtitonversations and traditions on
Development, whose cornerstone was Developmentalism

Modernization and Developmentalism differed on kments. First, Developmentalists
assigned more importance to capital investment tbasocial investment. According to their
paradigm, Development could only be achieved thmougdustrialization. For that reason,
Developmentalist focused most of their attentiorbtold energy sources, bridges and roads.
Although they recognized the importance of socialestment for the promotion of
Development, Developmentalists also understoodtkitete types of investment required a long-
term source of funding. By focusing on capital isiveents, they expect to build those sources.

Developmentalist preference for capital investmeilected the negative experiences
that Latin American politicians had with populisgiatlers. This situation was especially true in
Argentina, where Perdn built an impressive soocéwork that helped millions after the Second
World War, which became financially untenable dgrithe 1950s. Not surprisingly, Frondizi

harshly criticized Alliance for Progress for plagitbo much attention on the prerequisites for
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Development such as housing and education, instefainenting local industrie¥. As Frondizi
explicitly said to Kennedy on their meeting in Pd®ach, “[w]ith the Alliance for Progress you
need to avoid developing Peronism on an Americates®

Modernization theorists, however, were not speadaific their preference toward either
social or capital investment. In fact, the rhetdoehind the USAID used them indistinctly.
Instead USAID experts placed more attention to whay define as self-help measures. Those
measures refer to the willingness of the recipanintry to mobilize local resources. Classical
examples of self-help measures were Developmemgranuming, land reform and tax policies
designed to raise equitable resources for invedsn@ther ideas related with self-help measures
included the independence on external sources radirfig to solve balance payments crises,
encouraging infant industries to spur exports &edpromotion of government hones&ty.

Another key difference between Modernization anddd@mentalism refers to the role
the State had in the development process. Althoogt Developmentalists believed that private
initiative was important for industrialization, theegarded the State as the conductor of the
Development symphony? This understanding should not be a surprise bechatsn American
States played a major role promoting social advauece. Clear examples of this are Perdn in
Argentina, Popular Front in Chile and Getulio Varga Brazil. Although their capacity to
develop sustainable democratic societies may bestignable, the socioeconomic policies
implemented during those years brought social @aed@mic progress to Latin America.

Lastly, Developmentalism and Modernization alsofedd on abiogenesis. Indeed,
Modernization theory was conceived to fight and thi@ Cold War. As Rostow argued, “[i]n the
short run . . . communism must be contained miljtain the long run, we must rely on the

development, in partnership with others, of an emment in which societies which directly or
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indirectly menace ours will not evolvé® For this reason, Modernization theory inspired the
new approach to foreign aid and the creation of UI5An contrast, Developmentalism was not
conceived as tool to fight communism in the Thircod, but as a paradigm to achieve
Development through a different path than U.S. teéipm and Soviet communism. Whether
Developmentalism had its origins on the teachinylahoulescu, the lessons of Latin American
reality post- 1929 or a combination of both, thalitg is that Developmentalism was paradigm
of Development conceived in the Third World for th€hird World. Therefore,
Developmentalists approach to Cold War affairs lgas dogmatic as they were not concerned
with international communist plot for suppressihg tegions’ free will.

In summation, not only did Developmentalism and Elmization assigned dissimilar
values to social and capital investment, Statepaivadite initiative, but had different motivations
for thinking about Development. In order words, Mauzation and Developmentalism theorist
and practitioners had a dissimilar understandin®@felopment and the Alliance for Progress.
Since this program was under the jurisdiction ofAll} those differences were a source of
conflict between Latin American government and UoSficials. Those differences, though,
should not be understood as an intrinsic problem,as a challenge with potential. Different
ideologies offer the opportunity to grow from cditaation. However, that collaboration
required an Inter-American bureaucracy capabledofressing those differences and building
consensus. Unluckily, the Inter-American dynamicalfaboration made that impossible.

As most marriages testify, a partnership betweeyumgg or states, equal or unequal,
evolves as a result of the interaction between padmer’s preconditions and the system that the
implementation creates. In the case of the Alliafme Progress, collaboration between the

United States and Latin America would not be traulteof their willingness and good wishes.
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Instead, it would result from the interaction betweheir preconditions and the restrains that
their respective societies imposed on them. Everenmoportantly, the dynamic of collaboration
induced each partner to ignore the paradigmatfereifices previously outlined, and focus on the
immediate problems. This problem seriously weakehedAlliance’s prospects to succeed.

To understand this dynamic, it is necessary to eehend U.S. domestic conflicts
regarding the Alliance for Progress. As importanttyis important to understand how those
conflicts interacted with the Inter-American proges that took place between the announcement
of the program and the closing of the Punta deé Exdnference on August, 1961. All those
elements created the system of collaboration onchvithe Inter-American making of the

Alliance for Progress took place until March 1964.

State Department, Agency for International Develeptrand the Dispute Over Foreign Aid

The Foreign Aid Bill of 1961 centralized all foreigid initiatives on the Agency for
International Development (USAID) headed by an amdstiator, which is in charge of providing
direction and aid allocation. Even though the adstviator reported directly to the Secretary of
State and the President, the bureaucratic transtaymquickly became a source of conflict.

Although the new approach to foreign aid receivelligs support from the entire cabinet,
not everybody in State Department agreed with dea iof sharing responsibility over foreign
aid. One of them was George Ball, who objected e@maving foreign aid from the State
Department and described it as a major mistakeexpéained that foreign aid was a one of most
important weapons State Department had to advaeggh policy objectives. For that reason,

Ball argued, removing foreign aid from State Dempenrt may result in two totally different
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foreign policies'® Ball's prediction became quickly became a reatisyit proved that State
Department officials and USAID understood the n@praach to foreign aid very differently.

Although both bureaucracies conceived the new ambrao foreign aid as tool to
confront communism and as mean to achieve foreddicypobjectives, they had different ideas
on how to use aid. On one hand, USAID and Modetimmatheorists believed that by
overcoming poverty, communist appeal would be rediitiis remained the sustaining paradigm
of both the Foreign Aid bill of 1961 and the Alli@nfor Progress. Although State Department
officials were not opposed to that idea, they nyostbarded this new approach to foreign aid as
a strategy to increase the appealing of assist@mograms. Three days before Kennedy
announced the Alliance for Progress, Dean Ruskenaaghemorandum to Kennedy describing:

| believe that most of us who have worked on tiegpam feel that we have come to an

important crossroads. In all likelihood, a freslgsitive aid program, scaled to the

requirements and presented with persistence arthésd, has a much better chance of

Congressional approval and popular acclaim thasthan round of the old Mutual

Security bill with the now standards figures onitaily assistance, “defense support”,

“special assistance”, and all the r&&t.

Creating a more appealing brand name for Mutualif§cAgreements was not the only
motivation for State Department officials, but alsgarded the new approach as a tool to
legitimize the position of the United States inemational forums, such as the United Nations.
Similarly than the government’s interest in the iORights movement®* State officials believed
that a multilateral approach to Development willpawer the position of the United States

amongst the republics resulting from the decoldiomaprocess. Those intentions were made

clear in the telegram from L.D. Battle, Executivec&tary, to McGeorge Bundy in March 1962:
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The great bulk of U.S. diplomatic activity stillkies place at the bilateral end of the
spectrum. With the proliferation of independentminies (105 now, 130 in ten years), the
United States will find an increasing amount ofldipatic activity on behalf of our vital
interests conducted through multilateral channelgstitution- building in the purely
regional field may have to fabricate a base in éhenomic area before it can move
successfully to the political and security fieldhig is likely to be the lesson of the
Common Market in Europdt is the gamble of the Alliance for Progress’ (emphasis
added)\%

While State Department officials regarded the nparaach to foreign aid as a new tool
to conduct international affairs as usual, USAlDiarls and Modernization theorists believed
that Modernization and multilateralization were atijves by themselvé§® For the latter,
Modernization Theory was a game changer that cdektroy the root causes of communist
appealing. Unlike the State Department, USAID hadessianic understanding of foreign aid,
and therefore, they attributed an intrinsic valuéhe tool.

Different approaches to a problem are not somethiey in a complex bureaucratic
apparatus, such as the U.S. government, but thellJSfate Department confrontation was
different. Both offices were trying to accomplishffelent objectives using the same tool.
Unfortunately since the Foreign Aid Bill did noteate effective procedures to reconcile
differences, confrontation replaced coordinatioardereign aid and foreign policy’

In August 1961, the State Department wrote a mentoa to President Kennedy,
describing the offices’ difficulties to provide arship and authority to “achieve the optimum
combined impact of the U.S. and local country resesion the overall security and development
programs.®®® Regardless of the country and time, those buresingproblems can paralyze a
government’s capacity to respond to foreign chaken An example of those paralyzing effects

was the USAID mission to British Guyana. Discussitigt mission, President Kennedy

commented to Foreign Service officials in March 296
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We have been fiddling with the question of sendangaid agency to British Guiana to

my knowledge for four or five month<lgssified the aid agency is in it, the Department

is in it, Defense has some ideas, and the resaltokan that we’'ve waited month after

month!%®

The bureaucratic problems that the Foreign Aid &illL961 introduced did not last, and
Kennedy ultimately followed State Department’s ustending of foreign aid. Kennedy’'s
decision can be explained by the supervision Sbeeartment had over the Administrator of
USAID. Additionally, the newly created agency haild chance to compete with the well-

established the State Department. However, thabrsgnwould have been of little use, if the

political conditions both in the United States &madin American would have been different.

Convincing Congress and U.S. Constituencies oiNthwe Approach to Foreign Aid

In the struggle with the State Department overifpraid, USAID had a major weakness.
In contrast to the State Department, USAID had émahnstrate that its approach was not just
logical, but the best for accomplishing foreign ippl objectives. USAID needed to build
political capital amongst U.S. officials, publiccamembers from Congress. Congress was the
most relevant since it controlled the yearly budgiétcation and sanctioned any bureaucratic
transformation. Unluckily for USAID, Kennedy’s rélanship with Congress was problematic.

Although the Democratic Party controlled the EigBgventh Congress, the White House
could not rely on their support. According to Saem, that struggle cannot be understood solely
as a competition between two branches of the govent, but also as a confrontation between
two generations of politician's® Kennedy was thirty-five years younger than thstf8peaker of
the House Samuel Rayburn (D-Texas) and twenty-sars/younger than the Second Speaker,

John William McCormack (D-Massachusetts). In 1986en Samuel Rayburn was the head of
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the House Committee on Interstate and Foreign Cowerend John William McCormack was
presiding the Special Committee on Un-American Vits Authorized to Investigate Nazi
Propaganda, John Kennedy was graduating from leighbo$ and voted “most likely to succeed.”
In the same year, Adlai Stevenson was already @ttefney for the Federal Alcohol Control
Administration and Lyndon Johnson became headeoT#xas National Youth Administration.

That generational difference influenced how Corstve Democrats and Kennedy’'s
officials addressed national issues, including ecoin debates. Following the advice of John K.
Galbraith, the Kennedy Administration decided tor@ase public spending in order to boost the
economy out of 1960s crisis. Unfortunately for Kedy, this idea was unpopular amongst
Republicans as well as powerful southern Demockatsongst those Democrats is possible to
mention Wilbur Mills (D-Arkansas), Chairman of th®use of Ways and Means Committee and
Harry Byrd (D-Virginia), Chairman of the Senate &mte Committee. For them, a balanced
budget was still the golden rule of economics.

Sorensen remembered that due to Kennedy's “comgnuwonfrontation with the
conservative coalition of both houses, the Presideould not afford any additional
antagonism*?! Yet, the Kennedy Administration decided to advamce the most radical
transformation of foreign aid in the history of thited States. His new approach not only
introduced a massive transformation on bureaucgaticedures, but also it increased public
spending and empowered the Executive branch. FiwenForeign Aid Bill of 1961, the
Executive branch acquired a new tool called bomgwauthority. This tool allowed the White
House to promise long-term financial support forddmization programs in the Third World.
As Kennedy expressed in his Special Message to r€éssg@n Foreign Aid, the White House

could not demand long-term planning, unless it alsald offer assurance of long-term financial
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support*? Based on the borrowing authority provision, loegat financial support would
become an informational item in the yearly appraioh, not requiring an affirmative action by
the Appropriation Committee. Those new powers adugongressional concerns and
reservations, very similarly than the comprehenggacation Bill of 1961 did.

As Stephen Skowronek discussed, any enlargemetiteofExecutives capacities had
faced opposition from the other branches of govemtt® The Eighty-Seven congress was not
the exception. For them, long-term borrowing autigonot only weakened Congressional
control over tax payers’ money and appropriatidng, also it contravened the very essence of
the Constitution. During the hearings for the FgmeAid Bill, Representative Vaughan Gary (D-
Virginia) expressed those concerns to Dean Rusk:

| think you are taking away from us our constitoib prerogative because the

Constitution of the United States says no monell beawithdrawn from Treasury of the

United States except by appropriation . . . Whatml concerned about is the right to

borrow from the Treasury without an appropriatidhere you are clearly, in my

judgment, bypassing the constitutional requirentéat no funds shall be withdrawn
from the Treasury except by appropriatioh.

In addition to those questioning the constitutidgailf the provision, borrowing authority
also faced opposition from fiscal conservatives. them, borrowing authority not only violated
the Constitution, but also it created conditions iiwesponsible spending. To prevent this,
Congressional leaders such as Representative @#snfan (D-Louisiana) and Representative
John Rhodes (R-Arizona) demanded that any loanoaaétion should include assurances or
conditions so that the money would be used propétiffrom those Congressmen, Latin
American governments should demonstrate true comenit with their development and, then,

the White House should request allocation from Cesg Representative Passman expressed

this argument while interviewing Lincoln Gordon Bareign Aid Bill:
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What would be wrong- since it is a good, worthygseam, overall- with requesting these
countries to go ahead and pass legislation, lafodme, tax structures, and firm up their
projects, and then come to you and sit down adtosdable and have something firm
you could come back with before the committee anddgess and say, “We have been
looking over a reclamation project and we will l¥eato reclaim so many thousands of
acres and the cost will be thus and'$b?

Fear of reckless spending and enlargement of Eixecpbwers were not the only source
of criticism to the Foreign Aid Bill. Other Congseaen questioned the effectiveness of foreign
aid to protect Washington’s interest overseas. Theleved the Executive should demand
assurances that U.S. money would not be used émde “neutralist” governments or “third
way” countries:'” In the same direction Representative Gerald Far@R}Michigan) believed
that it was necessary to offer protection to U@npanies against expropriatiot.

Unfortunately for the Administration and Executieicials committed with the USAID
approach, Congressional reservations were neillogrcal nor irrelevant. For an average voter
in the early 1960s, controlling the White Housarroeckless spending in the middle of a crisis
was not a bad idea. Moreover, being poisoned by @ér and nuclear fear, voters could easily
sympathize with Congressional reservations reggrthia efficiency of Modernization to protect
U.S. foreign interest. Those conditions made thag@essional debate surrounding the Foreign
Aid Bill long and exhausting. In fact, Presidentridedy decided to cancel his trip to the Punta
del Este Conference in August 1961 to secure theterent of this legislatioh® Even though
the Kennedy Administration had many problems of arathnding, building trust with Latin
American leaders was not one of them. Kennedy @&ddvisors should have been aware about
the relationship between President's presence bhadptogram’s legitimacy amongst Latin

American republics. Yet, as President Kennedy esg@@ to President Frondizi, the Foreign Aid

Bill was essential for the success of the AlliafaeProgress2°
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Despite Congressional opposition, the Administratjpassed the Foreign Aid Bill,
including the borrowing authority for five yearshd Administration was able to accomplish this
not by convincing Republicans and Democrats on dhality of the bill, but by aligning
Congressional leaders who already sympathize viighrntew approach. Since the late 1950s,
important congressional leaders such as Senatdorifiol (D-Arkansas), Senator Aiken (D-
Vermont) and Senator Morse (D-Oregon) traveled &inL America to understand regional
demands for a new approach to Inter- American icglat Using their support, in September
1961 the Foreign Aid Bill passed and establishedelal basis for his new approach.

Although Kennedy and his advisors could congratutaemselves on the passing this
legislation, the path chosen was too shortsighted forogram that require a farsighted strategy.
Instead of cultivating a relationship with moder&epublicans, the Administration refused to
discuss mechanisms to make the foreign aid tramsfioon a bipartisan issue. As Art Burgess,
Senate Republican Policy Committee, told Mike Marabf the Congressional Liaison office,
the Foreign Aid Bill would have received ample soppdrom Republicans if the White House
agreed on creating a bipartisan “watchdog” committt Similarly, after meeting with
Republican Senators Boggs, Bush and Prouty, Douglésn, Secretary of Treasury, believed
that “there is not ‘hardnosed’ opposition amonget ten to five year borrowing authorit}?®
Nevertheless, the White House refused to indulgauBlé&can concerns.

That strategy had serious effects on the long-teglationship the Republican Party
established with the foreign aid transformation #relAlliance for Progress. In fact, Republican
opposition toward foreign aid only increased ovke tyears. While in the first session,

Republican opposition toward the Foreign Aid Billasv41.9% and Latin American Aid
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Appropriation was 33.1% during the second session, the opposition towedForeign Aid
Bill recommittal was 78.6% and the Foreign Aid Aorization was 609%°*

Under such conditions, neither USAID nor the Albanfor Progress had a strong
political base upon which their continuity couldyren. Moreover, the monopartisan strategy
made the Administration excessively dependent enntlajority that enacted the Foreign Aid
Bill. If USAID and the Alliance for Progress becameuccessful tool to prevent the expansion
of communism and protect U.S. interest overseasetiCongressmen would enjoy the political
benefits. If the program failed, the same Congressnmvould be politically liable and their
opponents would be ready to capitalize. As a restitwould not take long for those
Congressmen to reconsider their position, as whdtappened in 1963. Even worse, since
Kennedy did not have the support of most Southeemdxrats, the opposition to the Foreign
Aid bill and the Alliance for Progress had the piit& to become bipartisan.

Kennedy'’s strategy to enact the Foreign Aid Bill®61 had important consequences for
Alliance for Progress’ future. First, Congressiosapporters and critics became powerful actors
in the making of the program. Regardless of thertemd level of Congressmen concerns, the
Administration was simply incapable of ignoring mhevithout endangering the financial and
political continuity of the program. Second, thiadile political base placed a lot pressure on
USAID as well as the Alliance’s officials and supigos to deliver on the promises made during
the hearing process. Their failure could not orlgrate Congressional supporters, but also it
could empower State officials who did not sharerthederstanding of foreign aid. The problem
for USAID and Alliance’s officials was that poliat developments in Latin American would

make that task impossible.
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The Bay of Pigs and Its Effects on the Making & &lliance for Progress

The Cold War was a crucial force behind the sedozhnew alternatives to fight
communist appealing. The Alliance for Progress tliedcreation of USAID exemplify the point.
However, it would be a mistake to confuse the aaginspiration with the strategy to use those
devices. In the case of the Alliance for Progréss,original inspiration was to prevent another
Fidel Castro in Latin America, not to oust him frggower. For that the United States had
another plan conceived before Kennedy became Rrasuhich resulted on the Bay of Pigs.

The strategy built from the Bay of Pigs and theiakite for Progress was reasonable.
While the Bay of Pigs removed the direct causeasfcern, the Alliance for Progress created
conditions that prevent the appearance of new di@sever, events did not evolve as predicted
and the Bay of Pigs was a disaster. It exposedtimeinistration to international ridicule and it
improved Castro’s reputation as viable check agdnS. imperialism. Those were not the only
problems that the Bay of Pigs created. It alsoddrthe Kennedy Administration to use the
Alliance for Progress for accomplishing not onlyviel®pment objectives, but also short-term
political objectives. This decision was not justansequence of Kennedy’s willingness to show
his credentials as cold warrior, but a mandatagp $br placating domestic demands.

As almost all Congresses in the early years of @udd War, the Eighty-Seventh
Congress was extremely anti-communist, which wadegew during the hearing process for the
Foreign Aid Bill of 1961. Congressional skepticiem the new approach’s effectiveness to stop
communism as well as the fears of supporting nksttreountries demonstrates the point. After
the failure of the Bay of Pigs, that anticommunisrapted again. Congress immediately started
demanding more collaboration from Latin Americapuiglics to the fight against Fidel Castro.

Only a month after the Bay of Pigs, the House gfr@eentatives passed a resolution requesting
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Organization of American States (OAS) to approveoBective action against Cub& These
demands were not just the result of Congressiamalcammunism, but also reflected concerns
from the U.S. publi¢?®

Since the relationship between the Executive ared libgislative was already very
difficult and the prospect of approving the Forefgd bill was not clear, the Administration had
little room to resist Congressional demands. MoeepCongressional pressure resonated well
with the State Department’s understanding of fareagl. In addition, U.S. officials committed
to the new approach to foreign aid, and thereforere interested in isolating the program from
short-term political considerations, only had tr@ditical momentum as their leverage. USAID
had not even been created yet.

The State Department preeminence over the makintpeofAlliance for Progress was
neither an immediate nor an automatic process. Ewangh the first steps in that direction took
place few days after the Bay of Pigs, the assatidietween the Alliance for Progress and short-
term political objectives was not evident until 8ur961**’ During that month, Adlai Stevenson
traveled throughout Latin America with the intentiof laying the groundwork for the upcoming
meeting of the Inter-American Economic and Socialil. For that tour, State Department
instructed Stevenson to accomplish two other olwest seek ways to improve economic, social
and political cooperation in the hemisphere; arahgdform the negative political atmosphere
created in the region after the Bay of Pigs. Baigdupon those objectives, Stevenson should also
explore, not mobilized, Latin America’s willingnesssupport collective action against Cdb%.

Since ideological basis of the Alliance for Progrémd been already announced, the

Administration could not publicly renounce thosgeahives. Rather, Kennedy and his advisors

added new objectives to the program. Increasirtgly,Alliance for Progress became a tool not
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only for promoting Development, but also for seogriLatin American support for collective
action against Cuba through the Organization of Acae States.

This evolution eroded the Alliance’s capacity thiage its goals. The program’s success
would now be measured by its ability to fulfill iteng-term Development goal as well as its
capacity to accomplish a short-term political gdalother words, the Alliance for Progress was
expected to promote Development based on econamwetlyy and Democracy and, at the same
time, to create conditions to punish Castro and aCubhis transformation had serious
consequences for the Alliance for Progress. Itddreveak Latin American democracies to
deliver on two areas that the making of the progpaaved to be mutually exclusive. Moreover,
if the Alliance for Progress failed to accomplighyaof those objectives, reservationists would
have a new reason to reduce the program’s fundireyen demand its termination. Evidently,
the prospects of the Alliance for Progress werethetbest. However, and as sad as it may
seems, there was not another viable alternative.

After the Bay of Pigs, USAID understanding of fgriaid and the Alliance for Progress
was insufficient to defend U.S. foreign interest atmerefore, to build U.S. domestic support for
the continuity of the program. Not only Castro veh®ady in power, but also USAID solutions
were not realistic. However, the State Departmeaqtjsroach to foreign aid not only satisfied the
requirements to confront the new international aden but helped address Congressional and
public demands of punishing Castro. Consideringlittle room Kennedy had to navigate and
get Congressional support, tightening the Alliafoe Progress to short-term political goals
become the most reasonable alternative. That decisecome even more reasonable after

Stevenson presented his conclusions on Latin Aeric
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During the tour, Stevenson met with many Latin Aicen leaders and government
officials. The goal was to gather their impressiand expectations on the Alliance for Progress.
Yet, most of those conversations left the Ambassadth uneasy feelings. Regarding Latin
American expectations, Stevenson informed that rhatih American governments view the
upcoming Punta del Este meeting as a foreign aisk fevhere each country would attempt to get
as much aid as possible, without committing theweselwith structural social reform&’
Stevenson, though, believed that if Congress eddhtenew foreign aid legislation, particularly
long-term commitment, Latin American governmentsulslodeliver on self-help reformtg?
Stevenson’s hope that Latin American governmentsldvoommit to structural reforms was not
extensive to Latin American willingness to suppodollective action against Cuba.

In his report, Stevenson made clear that the cugevironment was not ideal to United
States plans. Indeed, almost every Latin Americareghnment believed the U.S. problem with
Cuba was a bilateral issue. According to Stevengmse governments argued that:

only after the political situation has been improved by arplementation (dollar

infusion) via Alianza para el Progreso can a gigemernment thus fortified, tackle the

blocking of the export of communism from Cuba, iassist US to settle the Cuban
problem ( detected blackmail overtonesin several quarters).**

Those words empowered and justified the State Dejeat understanding of foreign aid.
On one hand, it justified U.S. reservations on m.aémerican preparedness and willingness to
correspond Washington’s financial commitment witinarete actions. On the other, it created
the impression that Latin American democracies @aude the issue of sanctions against Cuba
as a blackmailing tool in order to extract more faicn the United States.

Latin American actions, meanwhile, did little toaphte those fears. First, many U.S.

officials interpreted Latin American objections kwian Inter-American Committee on the
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Alliance for Progress as a lack of commitment ws#if-help measuréd? During the weeks
before the Punta del Este meeting, U.S. officialsnypted the idea of creating a committee
composed by a group of Development experts. Thaumrwould assist Latin American
governments on designing and evaluating Developnmofects. Since many diagnoses
identified Latin America’s lack of human resources one of the reasons behind
underdevelopment, this group appeared as a sollRiather, for reasons explained later, many
Latin American republics opposed the creation @hsGommittee and for some U.S. officials
this proved that Latin American governments’ wemgvilling to do their part.

Moreover, although most Latin American governmesit®wed some willingness to
collaborate with the United States in their stragglith Cuba, their support was at different
levels. Betancourt, for instance, favored a sofutirough the OAS and promise to ask other
parties’ opinions on the Cuban situation and meeiibthe possibility of Venezuela leading the
process. Frondizi, in contrast, was less interestecpursuing such strategy. Instead, he
recommended the United States to consult with laayispheric allies, like Argentina, if they
were to be useful in a confrontation and capableitifstanding domestic repercussidris.

Stevenson’s conclusions not only increased U.Srudiston Latin American real
commitment with the Alliance for Progress, but aésmouraged the Administration to continue
on the path that the Bay of Pigs fomented. The KKdgrAdministration progressively relied on
State Department paradigms to understand and ttem@mt the Alliance for Progress. Even
still, Latin American democracies still had one ma@hance to alter that path. They refused to
take advantage of it and Latin Americans were tist fwho distrusted the multilateral

advantages of the Alliance for Progress.
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Distrust in Multilateralism and the U.S.-Americaaiion of the Alliance for Progress

Since the Alliance for Progress was conceptuale®é multilateral program, not only
did U.S. confrontations play a role in the makirfgtlee program, but so did Latin American
limitations. One of the most significant was Lathmerican nationalism. Latin American
governments constantly made references to the ctioke search for the problems of
Development, but in practice were incapable of dbamg their outdated nationalisms. This
problem was evident from the start of the Alliaf@meProgress.

As early as the Meeting of the 21 in Buenos Airé85Q), Latin American elite
demonstrated that their approach to Development veaed on a nationalistic, not regional,
understanding®* Developmentalism proved to be an expression &f fBach country expected
to reach Development by encouraging their own nationdustries and had little interest in
creating partnerships with neighbor economies. Satiefs were not a departure from previous
practices. Indeed, Latin American economies alwegsipeted in international markets as
providers of raw materials. Most Latin American gavments ignored the variable of regional
integration as part of their strategy for Developmén fact, Central American Republics were
disappointed that regional integration was nothat top of the agenda for the Punta del Este
Conferencé® This nationalism prevented the creation of an riAmerican bureaucracy
capable implementing a multilateral Alliance foogress.

After Kennedy announced the Alliance for Progred® White House and Latin
American governments agreed on meeting again abeubecessary procedures to implement
the program. In August 1961, the meeting took placeat the city of Punta del Este. Once the
Conference started, delegations advanced very lgustkmost issues, except on the creation of

a committee of experts in charge of evaluating daekielopment plan. This issue created a
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division between large and small Latin American rdoies™*® The large countries, such as
Argentina and Brazil, believed that the committekowdd only make non-mandatory
recommendations or else it would interfere withiowal sovereignty?’ Separately, smaller
countries led by Uruguay supported the creatioa strong committee that would help to reduce
the bilateral advantage that large Latin Americanintries had over the United Statds.
Accordingly, smaller republics hoped the committeeuld secure equal access to HitiThe
smaller republics were not blinded by paranoia,ibspired by the correct understanding of their
larger neighbors’ intentions that were clear inlthhaguayana Conference.

In response the Argentinean initiative, on April&id April 22, 1961 President Frondizi
and President Quadros from Brazil meet in Uruguayendiscuss their participation on the
Alliance for Progress. According to Frondizi, ariasice with Brazil would help Argentina
exercise more influence on the Alliance for Progras well as become a prominent actor in
Latin American affairs®® At the Uruguayana Conference, Frondizi attemptedcanvince
President Quadros to abandon his neutralist poséi insisted Quadros should circumscribe
Brazilian participation in international affairsrttugh Inter-American forum$! Argentinean-
Brazilian coordination, Frondizi believed, wouldlgéoth countries defend their priority on
accessing the Alliance’s fund® For Frondizi, a developed Argentina and Brazil {lgqeroduce
a multiplier effect on neighbor economies and iadtef allocating aid equally among all
countries, Frondizi believed focusing on Argentamal Brazil would make aid more effectit/g.

If somebody ever argued that intelligence can npaEaple delusional, President Frondizi
proves the point. Although President Frondizi'saslanade economic sense, his strategy for
implementation had three major weaknesses. Firssident Quadros had already obtained a

loan offer of $100 million from the United Statesresponse to his neutralist position toward
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Cubal** Second, President Quadros was not an ideal allg fong-term hemispheric policy. As
his resignation four months after the Uruguayanaf@ence proves, Quadros was in a more
fragile political position than Frondizi. Third, é¢indizi expected that his strategy would be
unnoticeable for the other Latin American republieghich was unlikely after Brazilian
diplomats overtly commented to other delegatiorst trgentina and Brazil would set the
agenda at the Punta del Este Conferéfite.

Due to such factors, it is not surprising that FElans strategy became a monumental
failure and fueled Latin American distrust. Suspng increased more after Douglas Dillon
decided to visit Buenos Aires and Brasilia on tlasdprior to the conference. Many Latin
American governments expressed their reservatmoniset Secretary of the Treasury. For them,
such trip destroyed the very essence of the Alédc Progress as a multilateral enterptfSén
fact, Chilean Foreign Minister instructed his anda@®r at the Conference to warn Douglas
Dillon on the effects of granting privileges to Argina and Brazil. According to the Chilean
government, it would destroy the unity of the hgshisre and the regional systéf.

Such environment of distrust poisoned the discassib the committee of experts’
powers and Committee of the Nine Wise Men. Theodiddecame was so divisive that Frondizi
proposed the creation of a special emergency farstdipport development projects from smaller
countries:*® Though the fund was never created, U.S. commitrteetdnd reform, the promise
of a thousand millions of aid for the year endindlP62 and the creation of an emergency fund
for those countries that complete Development plaefore sixty days made the agreement
possible. On August 17, 1961, Latin American ddiega approved the Charter of the Alliance

for Progress and established a powerless Nine WeeCommittee.
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Based on this Charter, Latin American governmergsewiot mandated to submit their
Development plans to the Nine Wise Men Committed #me committee could only add
modifications if the receiving country allowed . Since the committee could not influence
funds allocation, Latin American governments |&i tNine Wise Men Committee completely
abandoned and ignored. Unfortunately, built upomeaningless Inter-American organization,
the Alliance for Progress had no chance of becomainigue multilateral foreign aid program.
Enslaved to nationalist ideology, Latin Americaterselves transformed one of the most
revolutionary elements of the program into a chaner

The United States would have never support a Commeiof Nine Wise Men with
capacity to determined capital allocation as theswot Kennedy’s intention and Congress
would have never approved such initiative. Howetlee, Committee of Nine Wise Men could
have helped Latin Americans to establish a place@dditical coordination and promotion of the
Alliance’s objectives among U.S. circles of deamsimaking. Without that, Latin American
governments had to rely on their bilateral capacityonvincing U.S. officials to grant them aid.

This bilateralism not only weakened Latin Ameriacailective capacity to influence the
making of the program, but it also created perfectditions for the).S.- Americanization of the
Alliance for Progress Without an Inter-American bureaucracy capableirdfuencing the
making of the program, U.S. domestic strugglessertives on Development and short-term
political objectives hegemonically informed the nmak of the Alliance for Progress. This
evolution had serious consequences for the progdice program.

Due to theU.S.-Americanized Alliance for Progredsatin American democracies could
only rely on their bilateral capacity to access &dother words, their capacity to access funds

would depend exclusively on their bilateral capatit adjust and to understand U.S. domestic
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struggles and aid requirements. Unfortunately ctivaditions created by the Bay of Pigs and the
predominance of State Department made that adjastexa@remely difficult for most of them.
Ultimately, the implementation of th&).S.-Americanized Alliance for Progredsecame
politically too expensive for most Latin America@publics. How that system of collaboration
influenced the implementation of the Alliance fopgress and how Latin American democracies

dealt with those conditions will be analyzed in tiext chapter.
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Chapter III.
Implementing an U.S.-American Alliance for Progressand the Conjunctural Problems of
the Alliance for Progress

On Chapter two, this dissertation analyzed how ¢lystem of collaboration that
supported the Alliance for Progress came into erst. How and why short term goals and long
term goals became part of the program, even thdbuegly,were not part of its original design. As
importantly, that narrative shows that the founatai upon which the implementation of the
Alliance for Progress took place were not set ordial3, 1961. Instead, that moment only
marked the beginning of a spiral interaction betwéiferent Inter-American dynamics.

On the side of the United States, a crucial dynamaés the confrontation between
USAID and the State Department on the purposereido aid. A satellite to that confrontation
was Congressional reservations and anticommuniiss. istitution acquired special importance
as the debate on the Foreign Aid bill showed hagife Congressional support was. Those three
elements dialogued with the Bay of Pigs as thelysttand the result was the combination of
short-term political objectives and long- term Diepenent objectives. On the Latin American
side, the most important dynamic was the debatenardhe powers of the Nine Wise Men
Committee. Since Latin Americans were unable taoay®e their nationalisms, they ultimately
created a powerless committee, which destroyegdksibilities of enforcing multilateralism.

The interaction between U.S. understanding on thi@nke for Progress as a tool for
accomplishing short and long term objectives wittp@werless Inter-American committee

created the foundation for the program. This fotioda or U.S. Americanized Alliance for
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Progress was a system of collaboration hegemonically imfed by U.S. limitations, interests
and understanding of Development. Moreover, witteabllective body, Latin American could
only depend on their bilateral capacity to addessbto adjust to those limitations and interest.

This chapter explores the implementation of theS.-Americanized Alliance for
Progress It explains how and why the Alliance for Progrésat grew from that foundation was
politically too expensive for Latin Americans to piament. In part, those problems resulted
from the combination of short-term political objees and long-term Development goals.
However, underneath that was U.S. inability to ustdnd the true challenges of promoting
Development. USAID and State Department officiakxavneither ideologically nor technically
prepared to understand the political externalibésa Development campaign. Washington’s
Ambassadors had little incentive to understanddlabsllenges since their promotion depended
solely on their capacity to enforcing U.S. pri@#ioverseas.

In May 1961, Walter Hirschman wro8econd Thoughts on the Alliance for Progrisssg
recommended the Alliance’s architects “recognizat tith this new policy we are entering
uncharted territory. Unlike the Russians, we do mote much experience in promoting social
change abroad"® Though his assertions about Russia could be cfggle the implementation
of the Alliance for Progress demonstrates his dagnabout U.S. case was accurate. The U.S.
officials did not understand the meaning of sociahnge, especially if that concept was not
organized around a Modernization paradigm. Ind&esl; did not grasp the relationship between
Development campaigns, altering internal power poidical instability. As the Venezuelan and
Argentinean examples demonstrate, those limitatregr® crucial to understand the conjunctural

reasons behind Alliance’s inability to promote Dieypenent.
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Although Presidents Betancourt and Frondizi represkthe type of leaders the Alliance
for Progress expected to help, their dissimilar dsinc situation provided them with different
levels of political capital. Indeed, each presideatl a dissimilar capacity to support collective
action against Cuba and enact Development legsland an important part of the Alliance’s
success would depend on Washington’s capacity denstand those differences. The following
sections analyze the cases of Argentina and Vetezoeunderstand the different levels on

which the program’s implementation failed to prosmBevelopment and why.

Argentina, Frondizi and the Destabilizing Conseaasmf Mixing Development Goals with
Short-term Political Objectives

When Arturo Frondizi became president in 1958,rhé&n objective was to industrialize
the economy and to transform Argentina into a Devedl country> For that reason, his
priorities were not monetary stabilization poligiésit instead he focused on increasing energy
production, improving means of transportation andovating industrial productiolt’> For
Frondizi, industrialization was not just as an ewmuital issue, but was a way to reposition
Argentina as a world power with an independentifpreolicy. He knew that an independent
foreign policy requires the ability to supportit.

Yet, 1958 was not an opportune time and proved tlegs stable for the Argentinean
economic and political system. Indeed, Argentinffesed rampant inflation, and industrial
equipment was old and unproducti?&.Meanwhile, the federal reserves were exhausted and
Argentinean foreign credit did not exist. PolitigaFrondizi had to deal with a society extremely
polarized around Peron’s legacy and challenges frommunist and socialist. Radicals, at the
same time, were divided in two political parties¢luding Frondizi's party owtnion Civica

Radical Intransigent¢UCRI) andUnion Civica Radical del Puebl@RCP).
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Based on this divided situation, Frondizi becanesigent with little political capital, but
ambitious goals. However, Frondizi was hopeful thistdevelopmentalisproject would give
him enough political capital to placate any maj@pasition. Armed with that confidence,
Frondizi focused all his efforts on creating coiwtls to advance as quickly as possible in the
direction of his plan. He focused on three arei@ilizing the economy, improving Argentinean
foreign credit and increasing the production of ®¥hile the first two areas were essential to
capitalize the transformation, the third was crutmaenergize the industrialization.

Due to the troubled economy, Argentina was unablevercome these issues on its own
and needed foreign capital, but foreign capitahos usually invested in an economy is falling
apart. Thus, the Argentinean Minister of Financelamented a general plan to stabilize the
economy by reducing fiscal deficit and controllitige rampant inflation. Those policies would
not only stabilize the economy, but it also help&dyentina build foreign credit from a
reputation of fiscal responsibility. The governmdmped that capital would be invested in
different industrial activities, including oil pradtion. The Argentinean government understood
that industrialization required a stable supplyeokrgy and in 1959, Frondizi signed several
contracts with U.S. oil companies to exploit Argeaan oil fields.

These policies were a major success. As stabizagtiolicies improved Argentinean
balance of payments, the oil contracts translatealimportant savings for the national treasury.
Meanwhile, some Argentinean foreign credit wasarest’>° In fact, Frondizi's policies were
applauded inside U.S. circlé¥ including politicians and businessm®h.The Argentinean
government planned to cultivate those relationshipd during his first trip to the United States

in 1958, Frondizi highlighted the advantages thegeAtina offered to foreign investor$.He
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even received support directly from the White Houdeen in 1960 President Eisenhower and
other U.S. officials publicly endorsed Frondizilamp>°

However Frondizi's foreign endorsements did nohgtate into domestic support. His
stabilization plan resulted in the aggressive rédanof social programs and salaries, and turned
into social unrest. In contrast to other Latin Aroan countries, Argentina developed a middle
class based on aggressive social spending and griges of raw materials during Perdn’s
presidency. This social agenda helped Perén’s poputhroughout his presidency, but made it
difficult for any future president to reduce thdmmnefits without creating a popular reaction.

The first signs of trouble came when organizatidesounced Frondizi’'s plan and oil
contracts signed with U.S companies. Accordinght® Peronists, communists and socialists,
Frondizi's measures not only targeted the workiteps®® but the oil contracts also increased
Argentinean dependency on foreign pow&sCommunist and socialists had small political
bases and were not significant actors. The Pemnilgspite their illegality, controlled unions
and had massive popular support. In February 1B&#)dizi sent his closest advisor, Rogelio
Frigerio, to Venezuela to meet with William CooRerén’s representative, to sign a secret pact
in which Juan Perdn agreed to encourage Peromgtostufor Frondizi’'s candidacy. In return
Frondizi promised to move forward with the legaliaa of a Peronist Part}? By late 1958, the
alliance was over and many Peronists regarded Ficasla traitor to Argentin&?

Frondizi would have been able to live with this opiion because the Peronists did not
have representation in Congress. Frondizi's majablem was his policies also alienated
important members of his own party, the UCRI. WhsrdRepresentative Nelida Bigorra, leader
of the internal opposition, argued that Frondizitabilization plan betrayed the principles of the

party, resulting in complete disappointment amomgsk and file member§? Like Peronists,
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socialists and communists, Bigorra and her grogp alpposed the oil contracts with foreign
companies. She argued the wealth should remaiherhands of the state and the extraction
should be entrusted to the Argentinean State Qi@my (YPF).®°

Frondizi’'s internal opposition grew so fierce thfa UCRI dissenters organized a summit
at Rosario in February 1958. At the end of the mgetUCRI rank and file members demanded
a new economic policy that defended state-ownedpemms and independent foreign policy
supported by the principle of non-interventiA They also wanted political reforms, including
the reincorporation of union leaders to the Gen€aifederation of Workers and the end of the
political persecutions, especially via the Plan @ts. This Plan allowed Frondizi to
temporarily suspend the Constitution in case oftipal instability!®” By 1960, this plan had
become extremely controversial, especially aftemBizi wanted to introduce new dispositions,
including capital punishment to coerce politicadsidents. Frondizi’'s unpopularity and political
isolation only increasetf®

Besides political organizations, Frondizi's plarsalprovoked criticism from union
leaders and rank and file workers, who believednéim betrayed the working clas¥, On
November 7, 1960, the problems came to ahead wiembst important union organization
called for a general strike to protest Frondizietosof a law that improved workers’ pensions.
Frondizi defended his decision by saying the lawlidnave negative effects on the stabilization
and higher pensions would increase inflati6h.

By mid-1960, the political situation in Argentinawtense. The Venezuelan Ambassador
in Buenos Aires said that Frondizi’s plan did navé clear support from any powerful political
organization. Under those conditions, it was imjmesto achieve stabilityUnion Civica

Radical del Pueblo(UCRP), socialist and communist groups were in afirepposition to
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Frondizi's plan. Meanwhile, the liberals and consgives did not have enough power to become
stabilizing allies:’* By 1959 Frondizi lacked support of major politicaiganizations and his
only source of political power was the militari. However, the Armed Forces’ support
depended on Frondizi position’s with the Perongtd communist, which mean his remaining
support would not last very long.

It is important to note that Frondizi’'s oppositiatid not directly condemn his
developmantalisproject, but rather they criticized the strategyathieve it. Their problem was
the stabilization plan and the oil contract witlheign companies. For that reason, Frondizi was
able to outmaneuver his opposition, even after U@RI the senatorial elections for Buenos
Aires in February 1961. However, Frondizi couldeldkat ability if hisdevelopmentaligproject
failed to show result, which made the Alliance Ryogress every important to Frondizi.

According to Frondizi’'s economic advisers, U.S. m@ny support would be crucial for
the transformation of Argentina. With funding angoport from the Alliance, the Argentinean
government could complete public works without treainflation or removing capital from
private companie¥’ Frondizi believed Argentina was in an ideal pasitio receive funding,
since his government had already demonstrated coment to self-helg’* He knew resources
were limited and mounted a diplomatic offensiveséaure Argentinean access Alliance’s funds
and influence the paradigm behind aid allocatioRegarding the latter objective, Frondizi
wanted to make sure that the Alliance for Progneas directed to capital rather that social
investments/® Both objectives were achieved at Uruguayana mgetin

Yet, he had problems implementing this strateggn#izi had a limited understanding of
the U.S. process of decision-making. For instanodrebruary 16, 1961 during his first meeting

with Arthur Schlesinger, Frondizi requested theigiem of the Food for Peace Program.
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According the Argentinean President, that programs wroblematic for the Argentinean
economy since it lowered the international pricesveat’’® Although Frondizi’s analysis was
economically reasonable, it ignored the role tHs Food for Peace Program played in
legitimizing the entire foreign aid initiative witllidwestern U.S. congressmen. Frondizi refused
to acknowledge that reality and he raised the issole than once to U.S. officials even after his
advisers explained the relationship between Foo&éace and Congressional suppot.

Frondizi was also not in a position to openly suppcacollective action against Cuba.
In June 1961 the Argentinean president explainefidiai Stevenson, that his relationship with
the United States was extremely difficult. Due i® &il policy and stabilization measures, many
accused Frondizi of being too close to the UnitéateS. At the same time, the armed forces
accused the Argentinean President of being too @ofcommunism infiltratiori’® Thus, the
issue of Cuba sanctions became Frondizi biggesigmo

Sanctions against Cuba opened a new front of paligind social instability’® Peronists,
communist, socialist as well as members of UCRIEGRP opposed to breaking relations with
Cuba. While communists and socialists opposed fleembvious reasons, Peronists and radicals
sustained their opposition on the principle of peledence on foreign affairs. Frondizi's
developmentaligblan hoped to transform Argentina into a world powased on an independent
foreign policy. Break with Cuba would deprive Frang government of the little political
capital he had left after the stabilization measad the oil contracts.

Even more problematic, the discussions on sanctegeinst Cuba encouraged the
political agency of an actor with questionable deratic credentials. Although the Argentinean
armed forces were one of Frondizi's last sourcepalitical stability and one his strongest

safeguard against Peronist influence, their feraii-communist transformed them into a
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democratic liability. This was evident with the ialy reaction against Frondizi after the
President met with Ernesto “Che” Guevara on Augl8f 1961. Frondizi and Guevara
exchanged views on Kennedy’s pressure to break @uiha and Frondizi's repressive policies
toward communist guerrill#° The Argentineans’ military reacted with great aogity to this
encounter. In fact, former Interim President Pedm@amburu, Lieutenant General of the
Argentinean Army, even publicly demanded an explanafor this meeting®* The army’s
pressure proved so strong that Frondizi, three détgs the meeting, delivered a message to the
nation and explained that Argentinean foreign goli@as western oriented and his government
operate the way Cuba ditf

Based these two crucial limitations, Argentina wad in the best position to take
advantage of theU.S. Americanized Alliance for Progres®® Though this system of
collaboration not only gave preeminence to U.Sergdts and ideas, but Latin American
governments could only rely on their bilateral aapato influence it. For this reason, Frondizi’s
limited understanding about the decision-makinthenU.S. and his inability to became an active
member in isolating Cuba endangered Frondizi'sitgbib access Alliance’s funds, and the
continuity of his developmentalisproject. As the Argentinean Minister of Foreignfaifs
reported to Frondizi, Cuba became an “imminent roentor the political and economic
objectives achieved almost by itself and at a fdlgittoral cost*®* On September 1961, those
fears became evident during the Frondizi and Keyneeketings.

During those conversations, Frondizi discussed wtigean accomplishments and
highlighted the sacrifices his country had madedmply with the Alliance’s requirements. He
then requested ample U.S. support fordeselopmentalisproject, which could be in the form

of direct aid allocation and open political endonsat for specific project$®> The U.S. political
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endorsement was as important because it would wepArgentinean international credit and
Frondizi could negotiate better terms with EuropemanU.S. lender$®® Additionally, an
endorsement could help Argentinean access to U.&t nmarkets as well as military
equipment?®” Consequently, U.S. political endorsement was efush assisting Frondizi to
build domestic support and debilitate his oppositf§ As the Argentinean Minister of Foreign
Affairs told Dean Rusk:

If President Frondizi does not have enough elemémtguickly boost Argentinean

development, to increase the living standards g@eAtinean workers and to show them

the advantages of his program, the situation ofcthentry can evolve in an undesirable
manner'®®

The United States offered neither political nor remaical support. Contrary to
Washington’s expectations, Frondizi could not pensupport for a collective action against
Cuba. Frondizi said his administration was undéntéess attacks from the left who accused
him of being an U.S satellite and from the rightowdriticized him for not being sufficiently
friendly with the U.S%° Instead of offering support for collective actiagainst Cuba, Frondizi
suggested that enforcing the principles of theahltie for Progress was the best mechanism to
fight Castro’s influence in Latin Ameridd* However, U.S officials interpreted his refusal to
support action against Cuba as a lack of commitrieetite Alliance for Progress?

The United States decided not to give Frondizi ad this demonstrates one of the
crucial shortcomings of the State Department imfagein the Alliance’s process of decision-
making. U.S. Ambassadors had a powerful agencyhenprogram and supervised USAID
country missions by reporting how deserving a gorent was for receiving aid. In October
1960, Roy Rubottom Jr. was appointed Ambassadadusimg the Eisenhower administration

after serving as an Under Secretary of State fiardAmerican Affairs between 1957 and 1960.
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Those experiences deeply shaped his understantlimgeo-American relations and explain his
interest on the defense of the principle of hemasighcollective security under the leadership of
the United State¥> Rubottom believed in the democratizing effects #rened forces, including
Argentinean, had on Latin American societies, clagrthey fomented stability and progréess.
An example of this was his defense of Inter-Amariadlitary cooperation at the Committee on
Foreign Affairs in 1963° These ideas, however, were a major problem to dizonThey
delegitimized Frondizi’'s argument that Developmevds the only path to halt communist
appeal. Moreover, Rubottom’s ideology induced honbaild ties with Argentinean armed forces
and Argentinean elites. Both groups were the mkegptecal on Frondizi's commitment to fight
communism. At the same time, they were Rubottondgnsource of information, and therefore,
Washington’s source of information on Argentineéfaies.

In May 1961, Frondizi requested that Kennedy rem@uéottom from his post® The
Argentinean President argued that U.S. Ambassadserandisruptive force in Argentina politics
and accused Rubottom of aiding Frondizi's oppon&Htsoreover, the Argentinean President
affirmed that almost all military tension were imsponse to Rubottom’s actioti§.During his
September 1961 meeting with Kennedy, Frondizi agaquested Rubottom’s removal saying
that Rubottom did not share the Alliance’s prinegl To prove this, Frondizi explained how
Rubottom played a crucial role in the military rétlead by General Toranzo in mid-196%.

Rubottom’s close connection with Frondizi's oppasenas not the only problem. Even
more damaging was Rubottom’s inaccurate intelligeme Frondizi's capabilities to deliver on
the Alliance’s economic and political requirementskely due to the influence of his
acquaintances, before the September meeting Rubatescribed how the U.S.-Argentinean

relationship was in progressive decline. Accordiagis reports, Frondizi was “playing outer
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limits U.S. patience crucial subject of Castro-Cif34 Ignoring Frondizi’s political limitations,
Rubottom informed the State Department that elat®etbacks as well as the influence of key
advisers, such as Rogelio Frigerio, explained Fmindeutrality on the Cub®' Despite
Frondizi’'s political isolation and need of foreiggupport to continue hislevelopmentalist
project, Rubottom informed that Frondizi was in iwohof Argentinean politic$*?

Regarding the September meeting, Rubottom suggésé¢dKennedy should emphasize

to Argentinean officials the importance of Cuba aPastro®®

Predicting that Frondizi may
focus exclusively on financial assistance, Rubotgaia that, “ready approval of these, without
careful examination of their merits or without ling them to effective political collaboration
with the U.S. would have adverse consequerf¢eRuUbottom had a deep impact on the outcome
of the September meetings and his reports justifiedalready growing U.S. distrust on Latin
American commitment with the Alliance for Progrebsstead of listening to Frondizi's needs,
Kennedy highlighted the reluctance of U.S. pubhd &ongress in supporting the Alliance for
Progres$>® U.S. officials used that argument to justify hanportant a resolution against Cuba
was to secure the continuity of the program. DeaskRexplained to Frondizi how he had
already testified before forty-five Congressionain@nittees and warned that if the Organization
of American States remained silent on the isswanttions toward Cuba, those problems would
increasé® Kennedy later said that in order to request movaey from Congress:
He would need to show that Latin American counthiad made major efforts in land and
tax reforms, mobilization of capital and effectiuse US funds. Western Europe and
Latin America were vital areas for US and presahiaistration was willing to make
national effort to provide resources with wouldph@rgentina and others to succeed in

economic and social development, provided they fditl share, including concerted
effort to prevent inroads of communism from witleinwithout°’
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Undoubtedly, Congressional pressure for collectigBon against Cuba endangered the
continuity of the Alliance for Progress. The reabldem was that U.S. officials, probably under
the influence of Rubottom’s report, were unableuttderstand Frondizi’s limitations. That
ignorance was evident in the Affair of the Cubattiels. During September meetings, U.S.
officials provided Frondizi with some letters tHauban exiles supposedly extracted from the
Cuban Embassy in Buenos Aires. Those letters aumdainformation describing Castro’s
participation in organizing and financing communigterrillas in Argentina. The State
Department certified their authenticity and had Ahbassador in Buenos Aires encourage
Frondizi to use them to justify Argentinean supgorta collective action against Cuti&.

Although Argentinean authorities promptly found tetters were fraudulent, those letters
still created a new set of problems. On the omalha justified and encouraged armed forces to
pressure Frondizi to break relations with Cuba. t@m other, the letters introduced unneeded
political tension between extreme left and extreigbkt, and resulted in institutional and social
chaos?® While Argentinean society was polarized beforés #ffair not only endangered the
continuity of Frondizi’'sdevelopmentalisproject, but also made it more difficult to workthkv
the United StateS? By 1961, the Alliance’s funding was the only ati@iive Frondizi had to
show quick results and capitalize economically palitically his developmentaligbroject. Yet,
since the U.S. participation on this affair wasdewit, Frondizi had even less chance of
supporting collective action against Cuba. If hecgeded on that path, Frondizi would be
incapable of defending himself from accusationsanglistic subjugation. And, as a result, the
political legitimacy of his developmentalistproject based on economic and political

independence would have been destrdyéd.
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The Cuban letters transformed the United Stateskamshedy into a political liability. In
fact, responding to this affair, the Argentineardfient decided to cancel a national speech
praising the Alliance for Progre$¥ At the same time, President Frondizi sent a pesetter
to Kennedy explaining that an alliance between Atiga and the United States could not be
cemented on political impositioRY’ The environment that the Affair of Cuban Lettemsated in

Argentina is clear in this cartoon titled “Attemi¢o the female thief**

Image 2. The image shows Frondizi and Kennedy mgggs the statue of liberty robs Frondizi. Many
Argentinean circles believed Frondizi's friendlyationship with the United States was a wasteroétand
any aid would sacrifice Argentinean interest.

Despite the general reaction to the Affair of theb@n letters, Washington still tried

persuading Frondizi to support collective actiomiagt Cuba because U.S. analysts considered
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Argentina was fundamental to isolating CastroDespite Frondizi’s warnings, U.S. officials
delusionally believed that President could complthwihe Alliance’s political and economic
requirements. For them, Frondizi's refusal wasiglytdue to the influence of Rogelio Frigerio,
but was also a strategy to extract greater econassistance from the United Stat&s.

Since Frondizi needed support from the Alliance Rypogress and Kennedy needed
Argentinean support the collective action againgb&; both presidents tried to solve their
differences. Ultimately, they could not addressheather needs and the relationship between
Argentina and the United States became fruitlesenthk after the September meetings,
Presidents Kennedy and Frondizi exchanged seattafd in which Kennedy requested Frondizi
support the Colombian proposal to exclude Cuba fioenOAS?” During late 1961, Kennedy
met with President Frondizi two times and applig@at pressure. On November 26, 1961 the
first meeting took place in Trinidad where Frondiexpressed his reservations with
Washington’s strategy to isolate Cuba becausaéathned hemispheric unit{f On Christmas
Eve 1961, Kennedy and Frondizi met again in hopesiavincing one another.

During those meetings, Kennedy and Frondizi weegmatically discussed Cuba. The
OAS already agreed on a Meeting of Consultatiorthef Minister of Foreign Affairs about
sanctions against Castro. Frondizi again expreBsedpposition to discussing sanctions at the
continental level because there was not unanifhityVithout continental unity, he argued, the
discussions would produce serious political diffii@s in countries like Chile and Brazf
Describing his own situation, Frondizi explaineaittiis government would have to deal with
serious domestic problems regardless of the poshi® adopted' Frondizi also shared his
concerns regarding pressures from the Argentineamed forces for condemning Cuba,

highlighting the role that U.S. intelligence sowqgalayed on stimulating thef® During the
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meeting, Kennedy explained his own difficulties ldeawith the U.S. public and Congress. He
mentioned how Congress may not authorize fundgh®Alliance for Progress, unless the OAS
approved sanctions against Cuba. In response toRfendizi said that at least U.S. opposition
did not threaten the continuity of the governmentree Argentinean one dfé®

Kennedy requested Frondizi to propose a resolutiah Argentina could support in one
last attempt to build a common grouffd.In early January, Frondizi sent his proposal that
supported continental unity based on the idea mfesentative democracy and condemnation of
any sort of intervention of one country on otheurvies affairs, such as financing of guerrillas.
Notably, the proposal did not provide for the aggtion of sanctions, but relied exclusively on
severance of diplomatic and commercial relationstap foreign intervention. Frondizi again
justified his opposition to sanctions on the in&rdifficulties that the exclusion of Cuba would
create. He argued such discussion would unify ipalibpposition on the belief that sanctions
had been adopted under U.S. presétireThose political sectors, he explained, included
communists and Peronists. The United States, rigtudlal not accept Frondizi's proposal.

With mutual misunderstanding and discord, on Jan@8r1962 Foreign Ministers of the
countries members of the Organization of the AnariStates met in Punta del Este. The
objective was to discuss Cuba’s expulsion from dinganization. As Argentinean officials
warned, those discussions had serious effects ammostgble Latin American democracies and

the prospects of the Alliance for Progress.
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Punta del Este (1962) and Cuba’s Exclusion

Similar to August conference, delegations wereddigli on two groups. The first group
included Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Ecuadand Mexico, which opposed mandatory
sanctions against Cuba and rejected its exclusam the OAS. On the opposite side in favor of
Cuban expulsion as well as mandatory economic aptbrdatic sanctions were Central
America, the Caribbean and the United States.dmtlddle was Haiti, which worked with both
groups to find a conciliatory resolution. While thest group justified their decision on the
principle of non-intervention and lack of domesigport for such resolution, the second group
focused on pleasing U.S. constituencies and sexthimAlliance for Progre<g°

Although many countries, including Venezuela, hativa communist guerrillas, the
United States centered its argument on the weagjezifect that moral sanctions would have on
Kennedy’s position to request more funding for Atkkance for Progress. This argument gained
popularity amongst U.S. constituencies even bettoeeConference begun. On January 8, 1962,
the New York Timesgublished an editorial about “the Cuban Problend &AS,” which
criticized Latin American republics for acceptinglignce’s aid, but refusing to push for
sanctions against Cub#. Likewise, Life Magazineencouraged Kennedy to act unilaterally if the
OAS did not support economic and diplomatic samsti@gainst Cub®® Though Latin
Americans could dismiss those editorials as propagathey certainly could not do the same
about Congressional actions.

Days after OAS planned to meet in Punta del Est;géssional leaders expressed
support for strong action against Castro. Congrass8elden (D- Alabama), Chairman of the
Subcommittee on Latin American Affairs of the Hols®eign Affairs Committee, sent a letter

to McGeorge Bundy requesting “a very strong line&hweconomic sanctions and a break in
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diplomatic relations with Cuba, even if it has ®done without the support of Brazil, Argentina
and Mexico.?®® Congress was so interested that it sent an okEervaommittee to the
conference and was in charge of lobbying for alutem of Cuban sanctions. The committee
did not remain idle and congressional leaders, sashRepresentative Merrow (R-New
Hampshire), met with different Latin American dedéigns, explaining their interest on a strong
resolution against Castro and communist subverfSfon.

The Congressional Committee was a key actor incdbh&ference’s progression and
became important in strengthening the U.S. ReptaBees’ position. Latin Americans observed
firsthand the relationship between sanctions agaihsha and future appropriation for the
Alliance for Progres$3' Congressional role was so significant that DeaskRaquested Senator
Wayne Morse to postpone the Committee’s returnht Wnited States until the conference
reached a resolutidfi? This, however, had unintended consequences. BeaflCongressional
presence at the meeting, U.S. delegates did net thavfreedom to negotiate in the most divisive
elements, including breaking diplomatic and ecormotieis with Cuba and its expulsion from the
OAS. In fact, Dean Rusk rejected a resolution spath by Brazil, Bolivia, Chile, Ecuador,
Haiti and Mexico that admitted the incompatibilibetween Cuba and the Inter-American
principles because it did not contain those prolsdsa

By the end of the conference, Washington was ablpass a resolution that excluded
Cuba from the OAS with fourteen votes (Haitian suppvas obtained through an aid package.)
and six abstentions (Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil,il€hEcuador and Mexico). Even though this
resolution satisfied the United States, its pditiconsequences would be a disaster for Latin
American democracies as well as for the Alliance Poogress®** Two days after the OAS

adopted the resolution, the State Department staeteiving alarming reports that described the
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destabilizing effects that the Punta del Este chaseall the nations that abstained. Though the
reactions varied in the countries, in the best saseluding Bolivia, Brazil and Chile, the
resolution bolstered fears on the continuationxpaasion of U.S. aid. In the worst cases, such
as Argentina and Ecuador, it encouraged rightistose in the armed forces to severe relations
with constitutional presidents, creating ideal dénds for military coupg

The reactions caused some U.S. officials to cz#iche strategy followed at the meeting
and many criticized how that resolution alienatesly K atin American countries, such as
Argentina and Brazil. According to Samuel Belkfistaember of the National Security Council,
the Punta del Este weakened U.S position in theenefiemisphere since it built a majority of
the wrong kind®*® Belk described how U.S. officials arrived to Pud& Este assuming that the
only way to make it meaningful was by excluding @uibpom the OAS. In surrendering to
Congressional delegation pressure and “hardlinatisms,” he argued that the State Department
sacrificed the possibility of ample support foruuke measure. This was especially true, Belk
argued, because all Latin American governmentseshdne idea that Cuban system was
incompatible with the Inter-American systéi.Belk criticized the actions, noting Lincoln
Gordon was the only official who took a firm statad bring the United States and the ABC
(Argentina, Brazil and Chile) positions togetR& A month after the meeting, Kennedy echoed
Belk's argument in speech to Department of Stdieials:

we got on the road to Punta del Este really in |Apri May. Then, we permitted

Colombia to make the position, which rather pleasethecause they were out front, but

then we got carried away without knowing reallyidewy whether we wanted unanimity

or sanctions . . . My view was that we would ardoe sanctions and settle for

unanimity?*
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Even though Kennedy supported to Belk’s argumestatiministration did not have an
alternative to placate Congressional and domessisspre. The exclusion of Cuba was the price
Latin American governments and the White House exjreo pay for securing financial
continuity of the Alliance for Progress. Kennedysweager to demonstrate his Cold Warrior
credentials, especially after the Bay of Pigs, #nd possible that even without Congressional
and domestic pressure he would have wanted samctgainst Castro. Yet without such
pressure, Kennedy would have had more freedomeduweldping a strategy along the lines that

Belk suggested. Nevertheless, Argentina sufferaah the consequences of the sanctions.

Frondizi and the Aftermath of the Punta del Estaf€®nce

As Frondizi predicted to Kennedy, forcing the Argeean government to take a public
position on Cuba triggered domestic demonstratidmst included all relevant actors in
Argentinean politic$’® The armed forces were first one to react. As sa®rihe news about
Frondizi's abstention became public, they demardiptbmatic relations with Cub®* For the
armed forces, Frondizi's abstention was ideologemadl it represented the first step to pro-
communist position§*? Meanwhile, the new U.S. Ambassador, Robert Mc6tkt was not

helpful 3

McClintock, former Ambassador in Cambodia and lrelraduring the 1950s, was not
particularly attached to the Alliance’s principfé8.Rather, McClintock’s main interest was in
protecting U.S. interests overseas. In accompigshimat, McClintock saw the Argentinean
military as essential for safeguarding democracy &hS. objectives. If fact, the U.S.
Ambassador believed that if Frondizi outmaneuvehedarmy the outcome will not benefit the

U.S and damage the military’s push for democraléais®*®
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Meanwhile Frondizi had no allies to resist the poes of the army. By February 8, 1962,
that pressure was so unbearable that Frondizi liptematic relations with Cuba. Although the
Argentinean government had resisted breaking witlbaC the effects of its decision were
beneficial to Frondizi in the short-term. Once Fiian officially broke diplomatic relations with
Cuba, the military reduced their interference ititjps.**® At the same time, it helped Frondizi
improve his relationship with the United Statesat&tDepartment immediately instructed
McClintock to inform Argentinean military that thénited States favored an understanding with
Frondizi?*’ McClintock also endorsed Argentinean request ifarfcial aid and on February 19
1962 Washington quickly authorized $150 million light of political urgency outlined®®

President Frondizi, though, was not satisfied Witls. involvement in the institutional
crisis. In fact, just days after the crisis wasrovee wrote a personal letter to Kennedy asking
him to take “measures that can put an end theitesi\of persons in any way connected with the
United States who, by the most varied, profuse meare engaged in the agitatidi>’Despite
his anger with the United States, Frondizi coultladistance himself from Washington. Without
the Alliance’s funding, Frondizi could not win tkéction scheduled for March 18, 1962.

Unlike previous elections, Peronists were now addwo participate and for first time
Frodizi would have to compete against Perdn’s lggat the ballot. Indeed, the exclusion of
Peronist from the political process was not anaypéinymore. During his conversations with the
Felix Luna, Argentinean historian, Frondizi expkan he feared that if Peronists were
disfranchised they would take the battle in theetf® While the Peronists were banned from
publicly campaigning, they proved to be powerfudggroots movement, especially due to their
participation in numerous unions, including Gen&ahfederation of Labour. By the month of

the election, Peronists were in an ideal positoodpitalize on Frondizi’s problems.
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As Frondizi explained to McClintock, breaking witbuba provided Peronists with
perfect electoral ammunitidii- Peronists accused Frondizi of being an U.S. puppséd, not
only on the oil contracts, but also on Frondiziigrender to Washington’s foreign policy
objectives. The Peronists also could use Argemindiacontent with Frondizi’s stabilization
policies to reinforce their denunciation of U.Spienialism. USAID officials encouraged most of
those initiatives as requisites grant more findnassistance. As the U.S. Embassy in Buenos

Aires explained few days after the election:

The Peronist gains were due in large part to Iabdrssatisfaction with Frondizi's

economic policies. Austerity measures under USkddtabilization program have hit

the average man’s pocketbook hard . . . All of gtontrast with the many social welfare
benefits and special privileges enjoyed by labodennPeron. Disenchanted with

Frondizi, labor had nowhere to turn except to Pistarcandidaté>?

If Frondizi’s policies would have created suppaotni other groups then his situation
may have not been so dire, but this was not the.dassides alienating Peronist and leftist
groups, Frondizi’'s economic policies also alienatsel business community and conservatives,
which resented Frondizi's inflexible credit polisiand the slow rate of industrial productfoh.
Those sectors also criticized Frondizi's reluctateebreak with Castro and reduce Peronist
influence®*

Rejected by the left and right, Frondizi understoloat only a transfer of capital could
save his presidency. For that reason, he met withassador McClintock to request immediate
financial assistant. Frondizi explained that he hadible campaigning on interior provinces,
because local governments and officials had begaidrfor month€>® Frondizi's desperation

was evident on his words to Ambassador McClinctoclate February 1962: “If you can save

me before March 18, | will start working for Presid Kennedy on March 19. | will show the
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world how far Argentina has gone to meet objectioéshe Alliance for Progres$® Despite
McClinctock’s endorsement, several bureaucratigesslelayed the immediate issue of the $20
million that Frondizi requested to stabilize theg@ntinean pes®’ It is difficult to know if that

aid could have changed the electoral result. InaGsg, aid did not arrive and Peronists won not
only several interior Provinces, but also the Rrogi of Buenos Aires. This result marked
beginning of the end to Frondizi's government arsttlevelopmentaligblan.

Peronist triumph had unwelcomed consequences tordizi and the United States. On
one handgolpistaselements inside the Argentinean military assumétbld you so” position
around which they unified the opposition against fmesident. It is important to remember that
the Argentinean military was as much anti-commuasstanti-Peronist. As a result, Peronist
triumph, rather than communist threat, became tliigany’'s main argument to overthrown
Frondizi. For the United States, the Peronist tpbmwvas also troublesome. As the U.S.
Ambassador reported to the State Department, nbt did the Peronists support public
spending, but they also opposed to foreign capiteluding Frondizi’s oil contracts’®

Frondizi had few options in this environment. Ifprevented Peronists to become elected
officials there would be a general strike, butéfdid not the military would rea&t® The United
States became Frondizi's only source of politiaaver. In late March 1962, Frondizi explained
to McClintock that Washington was only thing camabf preventing a military cou3° By that
moment, though, Frondizi was already a politicadaseer, especially after intervening in those
provinces where Peronists had won. Rogelio Frigeoioe of Frondizi's closest advisors,
explained that intervention as a strategy to wimadime and prevent a military coup. For that
reason, Frigerio argued, Frondizi did not invakdéte electiof® This strategy backfired. It

failed to reduce military pressure, but also dg&doany possibility of an alliance between
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Peronism and UCRI. On Monday March 19, the Peramatition “62 organizations” called for
a massive protest to defend the electoral triunmehArgentina became ungovernafie.

The U.S. Embassy reacted by designing mechanisimfldence Frondizi's replacement
instead of saving the constitutional regifiéMcClintock happily communicated to the State
Department that the military held him in high estesince he had refused to intervene in
Frondiz’s favorr®* Although McClintock did not have a strong inter@stkeeping Frondizi in
power, the State Department encouraged him to pdesthe military to refrain from ending
democracy. On March 23, 1962, George Ball wroteeanorandum to McClintock: “It is our
strong desire and policy that Frondizi not rpt (8it) be forced to resign by military and nothing
should be done that might anyway encourage théamilto take such actiorf>® McClintock did
not agree, rather he believed the U.S. should miistatself from Frondizi and refrain from
announcing a restriction of aid to Argentina inead a coug® Those funds, McClintock
argued, should be used politically and secretlynfuence the newde factogovernment®’
With neither domestic nor international supporgrietizi was completely isolated and on March
29, 1962 the military ousted him.

The key issue surrounding the coup was recogniftan.U.S. officials, recognizing the
new regime tested their commitment to the Alliarfoe Progress’ principles and despite
McClintock suggestions, the State Department wascampletely behind recognizing the new
government. If the United States did not condenansituation in Argentina, the military in other
countries could be encouraged to follow a similathp including Loeb in Peru, Stewart in
Venezuela and Bernbaum in Ecuador. If the UniteteStcondemned Argentina, it would be
more difficult to influence the new governméfft.This situation became more troublesome

when some media outlets blamed U.S. officials feonBizi’'s ousting by analyzing the
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connection between forcing the President to breilik Guba and his overthrowirf§? On April

1, 1962 théNew York Mirrordemonstrated this in the following cartodh:

Image 3. This cartoon is a clear criticism of Amari agency in Frondizi's fall from power. Frondfmiiddle) as
communists and Peronists destabilize him with Ritli@oodwin providing the final touch to Frondizfalling.

Political signals from key Latin American repulslieased the transition from paralysis to
action to Washington’s benefit. Betancourt quicklgndemned the coup, announcing that
Venezuela would not recognize the new regime. Asetiwent by, it became clear that
Betancourt’s reaction was politically and not ideptally inspired. On April 10, 1962, he
transmitted a message to Kennedy stating that dgipn was not irreversible. As Betancourt
explained, his action was in response to the féaa ooup in Venezueld! Later, the U.S
embassy in Caracas confirmed such fears, addirigB#tancourt developed a poor impression

on Frondizi after Punta del Este Conferefiée.
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It quickly became evident that Betancourt was mame in his willingness to support the
post-Frondizi regime. On April 17 McClintock repedt all Latin American Ambassadors in
Buenos Aires, including the Chilean and the Branilibelieved that their respective government
should continue relations with Frondizi’s replacenfd® McClintock added that the military
gave stability to Argentina and “only points uprtow which military will definitely intervene
are threats of increase in Communist strength aa céturn of Peronist in power. In this, as |
have previously pointed out, their line of polisyidentical to ours®* On April 18, 1962, the
United States recognized Guido’s government.

Frondizi’'s removal from office and Kennedy’'s recdmgm of his successor drastically
altered the Alliance for Progress. Immediately nc@uraged the Latin American public and
Development experts to question the Alliance fayxgPess with many insisting that the program
was merely imperialistic. It also empowered U.Stimsms to the program, especially from
those who did not share the axiomatic relationdlefpveen democracy and Modernization. Only
a few officials understood the relationship betwéssm Alliance’s requirements and Frondizi's
ouster. Inter-American skepticism became an importg@sue as parties start exploring
alternatives to improve the Alliance for Progreskich will be analyzed in the next chapter.

The combination of short-term political goals widimg-term development objectives was
crucial in explaining the Alliance’s inability ta@mote Development, as many authors discussed
previously. Yet, that relationship cannot be untberg solely on the political use of aid to favor
certain countries, but the problem is due to thasequences of that combination. As the
example of Argentina demonstrates, the combinaifoshort and long-term objectives deprived
the host country from political capital. Withougttcapital, the government not only is unable to

advance further on the reforms, but it cannot sBtgyower.
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With the U.S.-Americanized Alliance for Progresbe program became too politically
costly to be implemented due to the demands of deaswy. However, the combination of short
and long-term objectives was not the only reasowy thie Alliance for Progress failed to be
satisfactorily implemented. Countries with the aapato support self-help and the isolation of
Cuba still had problems accessing aid. This redldcanother conjunctural reason why the
Alliance for Progress was unable to promote Develp. These problems, as Venezuela

demonstrates, are related with USAID limitations.

Venezuela, Betancourt and the Birth of an Idealrfear

When Rémulo Betancourt became President of Venazunel 959, his main objective
was establishing a stable Venezuelan political esystAs most Latin American countries,
Venezuela did not have a long history of electingsjglents because most rulers came from the
armed forces. In fact, Betancourt was only the sdaglected president in Venezuelan history
and he became the first to complete his term. fadept Venezuela from another military
dictatorship, Betancourt aimed to establish a $@tiacture that satisfies most political parties.
As soon as Marcos Pérez Jiménez resigned, Betdreenira letter from New York requesting
the members of his party organize a truce with othrganization$’> That truce included
Betancourt’s partyAccion DemocraticaCOPEI (Christian Democrat) artghion Republicana
Democrética (URD), and became the basis for the DeclaratiorMafimal Principles and
Programs for Government, known as Ehento FijoPact.

The Venezuelan political parties agreed on suppgrinajor reforms, including the
creation of a welfare structure and land refoRunto Fijo also endorsed state participation in

economic affairs, especially the extraction ofand mineral$’® This pact became essential to
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Betancourt’s administration after he won the etecinf 1958. Differently than Frondizi's plan,
Betancourt’'s project became a multi-partisan emisgp thus providing Betancourt with an
enormous political capital to implement it. Betandahen approached to the United States for
financial support, but this proved complicated.

Marcos Peréz Jiménez, Venezuela’'s latest dictatdrBetancourt’'s predecessor, was a
close U.S. ally in the fight against communism.aAestimony of his services, in February 1954
Peréz Jiménez received the American Legion of Marvitard. Betancourt perceived this
relationship as problematic because a close assoriwith the United States could alienate
many of his supporters, but Betancourt had to caesiJ.S. officials that, even though he was
different than Peréz Jiménez, he still could be avasistful ally.

Significantly, his years exiled in the United Stagave Betancourt an understanding of
U.S. politics and its relationship with the Cold Mv&le understood how important it was to
improve the image of his government with U.S. citmehcies. For that reason, Betancourt
orchestrated a massive media campaign, putting ria@poU.S. journalists on payroll. Those
journalists highlighted how Betancourt was not otfig best, but the only viable alternative to
communisnt.”’ This campaign was very successful. In fact, onehobe articles made it to
Congressional Record&®

Meanwhile, Betancourt also invested time cultivatigood relations with several
Congressmen. One of them was Representative ChHolesr (D-Oregon), who became one of
Betancourt closest allies. Porter not only defend&etancourt’'s government, but also
encouraged the White House to expel Pérez Jiméaethes latter could be prosecuted in
Venezuel&”® That support became more explicit after CongressRuwrter visited Venezuela.

Once he returned to the United States, Porter ttadpress that Venezuela was becoming an
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exemplar democratic natidf? Porter also became a major advocate of the BetanBwctrine
and requested the White House isolate Truijillo, @hBetancourt most powerful enemf&s.

Venezuelan public relations campaign would havenheseless, if Betancourt’s actions
did not offer concrete examples of those claimsiclwed to Betancourt overtly distancing
himself from Cuba. During his inauguration speenhAugust 1959 at the"5Meeting of
American Ministers of Foreign Affairs, the Venezarl Foreign Minister Arcaya said,
“[a]lthough there are some common points betweebaCand Venezuela, our country has its
own national and international policy, and it daest belong to any alliance for Cub®?
Similarly, in 1960 Betancourt refused to attend @enference of Underdeveloped Countries
because it was mostly communist countries wereditig*>®

In contrast to Frondizi, Betancourt distanced hifnsem Cuba without being called a
U.S. puppet or creating domestic instability. Uali&ther countries in the region, Venezuelan-
Cuban animosity did not result from U.S. impositibat from their own bilateral dynamic. The
origin of that animosity was Castro’s decision éplace Venezuelan oil with Soviet oil in mid-
1960. Although some Venezuelan sources understbad measure as a justification to
nationalize U.S. companié¥! Betancourt considered this action a direct attackenezuelan
national interest§” because Venezuela exported 70,000 barrels pety&amha?®®®

Betancourt’'s well cultivated image, connectionsthe United States and his distance
from Cuba had a positive impact on Washington. dte 11960, Betancourt faced a serious
political crisis when the Minister of Foreign Affaitransferred public employees to the private
sector, where labor conditions were wof¥eU.S. newspapers as well as the State Department

officials readily blamed communist infiltration ftite social unrest® Similarly in January 1960,

Serafino Romualdi, Executive Secretary of the ARDOnter-American Affairs Committee,
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asked Betancourt to become the image of non-conshumnionism in the regioff®
Congressional leaders, likewise, were pleased Betiancourt.

While reporting to the Committee on Foreign Relasgio Senator George Aiken (R-
Vermont) insisted that Romulo Betancourt demonstrathat Latin American leaders were
capable of achieving goals and encouraged the td.8xtend ample support to Betancourt’s
government® More explicitly, Senator Wayne Morse (D-Oregonptera personal letter to the
Venezuelan President:

Your statesmanship and foresightedness of the eticqrogram that you are seeking to

carry out in Venezuela made such a favorable inspyesupon me that when | got back

to Washington] appointed myself as an unofficial ambassador of good will on behalf

of the things you aretrying to do for Venezuela (emphasis added?}

Betancourt was in an ideal place to become a maltiefor the Alliance for Progress.
Punto Fijo gave Betancourt a political basis with ample suppmong the major Venezuelan
political parties and sincBunto Fijds economic principles were similar to those praubby
the Alliance for Progress, the self-help measurad $upport from Venezuelan ruling class.
Betancourt also was not competing with the legdcg populist leader, like in Argentina. As a
result, Accion Democraticaand COPEI could afford stabilization measures avithseriously
endangering the institutional stability.

After the Bay of Pigs, Betancourt also had enougiitipal capital to be a relevant actor
in the struggle against Castro. By 1961 diplomeglations between Cuba and Venezuela were
at their lowest point. Castro’s identification wittne Soviet Union not only affected Venezuelan
oil markets, but also increased Betancourt’s skiti toward the Cuban revoluti6ff. Such
skepticism was not ideologically, but politicallyiven. Since early 1961, Betancourt struggled

with communist and non-communist guerrillas th&rapted to remove him from pow@F. This
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struggle convinced him that Cuba represented nigtathreat to the U.S., but also to the whole
hemispheré®* On November 11, 1961 Betancourt not only decigeoréak diplomatic relations
with Cuba, but become an active member in the gteuggainst Castro” For instance,
Betancourt helped Cuban exile leaders associated social democracy to finance their
newspaper calleBohemia Libré®® In the months leading up to the January 1962 Mgeutif
Minister of Foreign Affairs, Betancourt played ajoraole lobbying Latin American presidents,
including Frondizi, to support sanctions againsb&d’

Unlike other Latin American presidents, Betancaatild satisfy the Alliance’s political
and economic requirements without fully depriving government from political capital. Being
aware of this advantage, Betancourt did not hesitatuse them in Venezuela’'s favor. After
Kennedy announced the Alliance for Progress, Betamicsent a letter describing how he
addressed the Venezuelan Congress announcing misitment to the prografi® Betancourt
also instructed the Venezuelan Ambassador in Wggimnio make the arrangements so Senator
Morse could read that letter to the U.S. Senates®bappily complied®

Placing pistachios next to the scotch, Betancoas$ wot the only one benefiting from
this relationship, but Washington also gained. Mitv& any other Latin American president,
Rémulo Betancourt could help Kennedy to demonstitade the Alliance for Progress was an
effective tool to fight communism in Latin AmericBased on those conditions, Betancourt and
Kennedy developed a truly symbiotic relationshiphwthe Alliance for Progress as their
common denominator. For this reason, the Venezulasident became extremely influential in
the making of the program. An Argentinean repootrfrWashington explained, “a bureaucrat
from the Inter American Bank said that it is possilo feel the physical pressure from the White

House to favor Venezueld® Betancourt’s influence was so significant that frgentinean
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Embassy in Washington was concerned that Frondreifgsal to support aggressive action
against Trujillo could alienate Betancourt. Accoglito them, a troubled relationship with
Venezuela could endanger Argentinean possibilibeaccess foreign aid. As the Argentinean
Ambassador in Washington transmitted to Frondizi:

It is necessary to understand that today Betani®dine most important Latin American

men amongst American circles, both in the White $¢oand the State Departmdavery

Latin American specialist that surrounds President Kennedy is Betancourt personal

friend. As a demonstration of their friendship, Kenneglguested Betancourt to name the

American Ambassador in Caracas (emphasis added.)

The influence of Betancourt was obvious when Kegnasked him to name the U.S.
Ambassador in Caracas. Like Indiana Jones, Betahodwse wisely. Differently than
Rubottom, Teodoro Moscoso was truly committed ® Ailiance for Progress’ Development
objectives. Born to a pharmacist businessman int®u&ico, Teodoro Moscoso spent most of
his youth in both the United States and Puerto Rind gained national prominence in Puerto
Rico as the director of Operation Bootstrap. Alttjothe Development accomplishments of this
program are still a source of controver$ythis experience provided Moscoso with a unique
insight into the intrinsic problems that those caimgps confront. Moscoso was the perfect
complement to Betancourt's already established ections with Congressmen and U.S.
bureaucracy. Betancourt could not have been betsred to implement the Alliance for

Progress, or at least, that it seems.
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U.S.-Americanized Alliance for Progress and USAIBu@try Missions

Although Romulo Betancourt was in an ideal placetake advantage of system of
collaboration that theU.S.-Americanized Alliance for Progresseated, the Venezuelan
government had problems accessing aid and buildingtable domestic situation. Those
problems were not due to a lack of political cdpmtainability to comply with the Alliance for
Progress’ economic and political requirements. Batthey were an expression of USAID’s
intrinsic limitations promoting Development with ethAlliance for Progress. Betancourt’s
problems accessing aid unveils that the Alliangetblems for promoting Development were
greater than combining long-term development oljestwith short-term political aspirations.

In December 1961Accion Democrética Betancourt’s party, needed to select its
candidate for the 1963 presidential elections. paey was divided on three factions: left, Old
Guard and Old Opposition. At that moment, Old Oppmws was the ruling faction of the party
and as such, they promoted Raul Ramos Giménez tend®eirt's successor. Contrary to
expectations, the Old Guard obtained the majofiityotes for the General Convention. Arguing
that Old Guard triumph resulted from fraud, the Olpposition intervened on several provinces
and removed local Old Guard leaders. The conflietwken the Old Guard and the Old
Opposition escalated and each faction expelledotier from the party, holding separate
conventions in 1962. Although Betancourt tried tedmate in the conflict, he finally sided with
the Old Guard, his faction. In response, the Olghd3jtion created a new party called ARS in
early 1962°%

Although the majority of rank and file members si@yin Accibn Democraticathe
division of the party had serious consequence$tomto Fija Different from other groups that

left the pact, the ARS had vital representatiorthi@ Venezuelan Congress. As a result, when

87



they left Accibn DemocraticaBetancourt lost the legislative majority to enant finance key
legislation, like land reform?* Such legislation was fundamental for his politicahsolidation
and unless he could obtain U.S. aid, his polifzaject would be over before he expect&d.

Betancourt took advantage of the Alliance’s predwnt bilateralism and used his
connections to increase Venezuelan access to foraid. Ambassador Moscoso became a
crucial ally and wrote several letters to the UD8partment of Agriculture requesting immediate
support for Venezuela’s land reform. Moscoso asbihem that the agricultural attaché in
Caracas would help lay the basis for the prograranéf it was too overwhelming for hift®
Moscoso was also essential in defending the Vem@zwmase for receiving aid. He not only
defended the participation of the Venezuelan Stateconomic planning, but Moscoso argued
that the Alliance’s future depended on Washingtevilingness to support Betancodft.

Moscoso’s reports and Betancourt’'s good standing.®. circles likely influenced the
State Department to choose Venezuela as one diMhd.atin American countries Kennedy
visited on late 1961. According to the State Dapartt, Kennedy's trip to Caracas had two
objectives, including showing Venezuelans that idezgs Kennedy and Betancourt had a solid
partnership and help Kennedy get Betancourt's petsge on the Alliance and other
hemispheric issues, especially Cuba and Britista@ai’® The meeting gave Betancourt an ideal
platform to explain his problems and to secure goamd effective foreign aid.

With Kennedy in Venezuela, the meetings circleduatbtwo areas of collaboration,
namely, economic and political. On the economiai#,sBetancourt requested an increase on the
Venezuelan quota for exporting crude oil and residixports to the United States, and asked
Kennedy to lobby amongst U.S. commercial bankogigone payments of the Venezuelan debt

for 1962°%° On the political side, both presidents focused Guba. Betancourt not only
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expressed his willingness to support a collectigtoa against Cuba, but he also, encouraged
Kennedy to give more support to Castro’s oppositidn

Kennedy enthusiastically endorsed Betancourt mston Cuba, echoing his support for
collective action in the context of the OAS. Yet Was less decisive about Betancourt’s
economic petitions. Although he promised to studpossible increase on residual exports,
Kennedy explained that increasing crude oil quotaswnot a possibility:* Regarding
Venezuelan debt with U.S. commercial banks, Kennadyeed on transmitting his good
intentions. However, he did not promise a concaeton®'? At the end of the meeting, Kennedy
was much happier than Betancourt with the outcohtleeotrip.

For U.S. officials, Kennedy’s trip was a completecess and it reaffirmed the belief that
the Alliance for Progress was workifig.Not only did Kennedy visit two democratically eled
presidents, Betancourt and Lleras Camargo, butl$® \asited two countries with strong a
commitment with the program. Both Venezuela ando@dilia, two stable democracies, showed
a strong commitment with Kennedy’s policy towardo@ult could not have gone better for him.

From Venezuela’'s perspective, the visit had mixultes Betancourt's biggest
accomplishment was Kennedy’s political endorsemeniike Nixon’s time, the Alliance for
Progress created a favorable U.S. image with Vezrlama. This was demonstrated by the warm
welcome Teodoro Moscoso and other U.S. officialseireed in Caracad’ Kennedy's
endorsement provided Betancourt with importanttjall capital that he could use to confront
his growing oppositiof*> However, those accomplishments had little imparaif they were
not accompanied with financial aid.

By early 1962, Moscoso’s actions and Kennedy'stuisid not translated into actual

economic aid. Once the Punta del Este Meeting @21€oncluded, Betancourt contacted
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Moscoso, who was recently appointed CoordinatahefAlliance for Progress, and urged him to
accelerate the allocation of loans to Venezt®&ontrary to Betancourt's expectations his letter
did not impress much on U.S. bureaucracy and byRelotuary, the United States still had not
allocated new resources to Venezuela. Betancowanbe frustrated and started a prolific
epistolary exchange with other friends, includingra&ino Rumuald?}’ Betancourt was so
desperate for aid that warned Moscoso that “ifghido not move fast, despite your support, |
will discuss it at the presidential levéf® As Betancourt explained, he could not fight
communist influence only through violent means.ndeded to show Development restits.

As a faithful ally, Moscoso continued lobbying ardlen though he convinced U.S
commercial banks to postpone repayments for Ven@zueans, this activity was insufficient
for Betancourt?® In May 1962, Betancourt contacted Kennedy direatiy complained about
the slow pace that U.S. bureaucrats dealt with lamocations. While recognizing his own
mistakes in preparing loan applications, Betancmatle clear those loans were fundamental for
the continuity of Venezuelan democraéy Betancourt repeated those arguments a few weeks
late, to Moscoso’s replacement, Allan Stewart. Bebairt explained how he had sacrificed his
own political capital by supporting the Alliancerfd’rogress. Despite that commitment,
Betancourt complained, he had no results to showh®upcoming electioré?

By mid-1962, Betancourt’'s connections with U.S.Hargking officials and clear anti-
communist credentials had proven useless for aogeagl. To understand why this happened, it
is important to remember the Alliance for Progrgggmise that foreign aid should be allocated
to countries with the capacity to absorb it. Inertb establish such capacity, recipient country

must design a Development plan stating objectiveisaarealistic schedule to achieve them. That
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plan was the basis for different Development prisjend the respective loan application. Each
loan application required an explanation on théulisess and impact of each projétt.

Consequently, though the State Department waseinfilal and Ambassadors relevant in
negotiating short-term loans, USAID officials wesssential for the Alliance’s implementation.
Besides encouraging self-help and design Modeinrzaplans, USAID field personnel
controlled the distribution of loarfé? Additionally, USAID country mission wrote the tetbal
reports that informed other branches of aid aliocat including the Inter-American
Development Bank and Ex-Im Bank. Therefore, thdabolration between USAID country
missions and Latin American governments were clucia

Collaboration was not something that came automiftibecause Latin American and
U.S. officials believed that the Alliance for Pregs represented their respective aspirations and
ideologies. Latin Americans considered the Allianice Progress was a continuation of
Operation Pan America, and CEPAL’s discussions eraelbpment. Differently, U.S. officials
understood the program as the implementation ofrie approach to foreign aid. Those
differences were very important. Modernization ttyeand Developmentalism had dissimilar
understanding of Development and the means to aeltie

For that reason, since the Alliance for Progreskdd of an Inter-American body capable
of building common ground between those differencasother consequence of thesS.-
Americanized Alliance for Progressas the unilateral imposition of USAID variabléEhe
USAID country missions were the sole judge behimgl worthiness of a Development project
and Latin American governments had to adapt tadmelitions USAID required. Unfortunately,
and assuming that Latin American governments wdsmwio please USAID country mission in

every regard, the collaboration was still impossibl
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Before 1964, USAID country missions did not halear criteria to allocate fund&’
While some general guidelines gave preference tsethcountries nearest to “take off”
conditions, other assigned more importance to tlosmtries enforcing self-hefi3® By 1964,
USAID officials did not even have a clear definitiof self-help. There was not clarity whether
it was capital investment from local resources;disand economic policies, social and economic
reforms, economic growth rates or democratic pcast?’ Moreover, Latin American republics
had little incentive to work with USAID country nsi®ns. They were not only poorly staffed,
but often bypassed by U.S. Ambassadors on decalthgllocation. Thus, USAID missions had
failed to inspire confidence on local authoritfés.

Since Latin American governments were unable tabdish fluid relationships with
USAID country missions, aid allocation was alwaysaged®*® Those delays frustrated and
alienated the recipient country because they sinaplyld not rely on the essential funding to
maintain a minimum level of domestic suppBftMany presidents also resented how USAID
country missions ignored Latin American experieace ideas for their own Development.
Since Betancourt was in the most ideal positiotak® advantage of the Alliance’s funding, his
example is paradigmatic.

In mid-1962, Venezuela requested a loan from ther4American Development Bank for
a housing project. While Betancourt blamed IDB @sdrequirements for cost breakdowns on
the housing units, Inter-American Development Bargued that the Venezuelan organization in
charge of the project was unprepared for adminmgjelow-cost housing contemplated under
both loans’® This conflict escalated to where Betancourt dedenkis experience implementing

housing programs and condemning U.S. tutelage lomerapplicatior?>?
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As Moscoso explained to Kennedy, problems betwekeh gaantors and recipient
countries were extremely common and the Administnabad to “stimulate enough compromise
on both sides to get the project moviritf 1t is very likely that USAID country missions were
right on questioning the ability of many Latin Anwan organizations to prepare aid
applications. However, the cost of that inefficigiveas considerably lower than dealing with a
military coup. This rationale explains another mdimitation of USAID, namely, they did not
understand the political essence of Development.

In mid-1962, the Alliance bureaucracy issued a mediscussing the inability of Latin
American governments to promote Development. Tamort highlighted six factors with the
most important ones being the lack of human capita¢ incapacity to properly prepare
Development plans and the absence of national sufothose program®* USAID officials
recommended that host governments emphasize §ustige and show quick resufts.

As the examples of Argentina and Venezuela dematestsuch suggestions were not
realistic to increase political capital and to @mne the opposition from democratic and non-
democratic forces. Both case studies prove theeBigagenace to the Alliance for Progress was
not lacking human capital, but the inability of deeratic regimes to stay in power and resist
pressure from those groups that reject the readgrst of the structure of power that any
Development campaign requires. This is why pronmgbtadlocation is politically so relevant. As
Eduardo Frei mentioned, people do not support aemonent that complies with foreign
requirements. Instead, populations need to seeftbets of the Development campaign in order
to support the transformation. The government legthe transformation is absolutely incapable

of upsetting the opposition from development withibat support.
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Moscoso was among the few who understood the gallihature of Development and
explained to Richard Goodwin the political challeagof the Alliance for Progress in the

following terms:

The urgency of the measures necessary to beneffjribat Latin American masses will
displace the privileged minorities and the govegritasses in order to make possible the
changes in the structure . . . The old governiagsg#s can no longer offer a solution. And
the problem lies in which social classes and isteage going to manipulate the money
and the reform&*®

Elite will reject transformation on the structurepmwer that threatens their position in
society. This opposition will increase proportidpaio the level of egalitarian principles that
inspired the Development campaign. Due to the coatlmn of short and long-term objectives
were prevalent in the case of Argentina, the ogjmosidid not have an apparent role, but was
there nonetheless. In that case the main oppomersondizi’'s industrial transformation were
the interests associated with the agro-exportatiodel**’ Although Frondizi’'sdevelopmentalist
project offered Argentinean elite an opportunityciansolidate their position in society, they
preferred to sell grain instead of making cars.

Venezuela was another matter because the oppositisrdifferent. As Robert Alexander
explained, Venezuelan business community was not éatrenched rural oligarchy”. Even
though many of them held substantial rural propsrtthey also had interest in the urban areas.
This included manufacturing, commerce and bankiviyich meant they were willing to accept
land reform with proper compensation and even eggesome economic benefits for increasing

“peasant” salary. Moreover, Perez Jimenez’'s nemotigth government contracts alienated

important member from the business commufityEugenio Mendoza, a leading figure in the
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most powerful economic group in Venezuela, parétag in the provisional government that in
1958 replaced Perez Jimenez.

A transformation project with business support Wkkly alienate sectors close to the
working class, and this happened in Betancourt&e céle not only appointed businessmen as
member of the cabinet, but he also opposed Cubasapported the United States. From late
1960, communist guerrillas became Betancourt biggesllenge and the actions of those
guerrillas were not the real problem, but theieeffon the army was. Although the Venezuelan
armed forces remained fairly under control, theeasing communist agitation encouraged them
to take more active role. As Latin American histoegtifies, armed forces with active role in
politics almost always threatened the continuitgemocracy. This was evident in mid-1962.

Less than a month after Betancourt wrote a letterKennedy requesting prompt
allocation of aid, he had to face a massive comstuevolt in Puerto Cabello. Although this
revolt lasted only one day, it seriously erodedaBeburt’'s relationship with the army. This
revolt not only openly had Castro’s suppBftbut it resulted in heavy losses for the Venezuelan
armed forced?® The right leaning elements inside the army stadethanding strong action
against all communist groups without distinctioret@court explained in a conversation with
Ambassador Allan Stewart that he could not affordther communist revolt without provoking
a military reaction and he did not want to get ipasition similar to Frondizi** Few days later,
Ramon J. Velazquez, Presidential Secretary, t@d/&t his reservations regarding Betancourt’s
capacity to resist pressure from rightist factionthe military>*?

Betancourt canceled civil liberties in respondingthie pressure from the armed forces.
By decree, he suspended the communists and Renwdyi Leftist Movement (MIR), another

leftist party, from Congress. As part of the sargeeament with the army, Congress adjourned
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on July & 1962 and did not meet again until 1964. Duringt theriod, the Venezuelan
government with the collaboration from the Venean& Supreme Court declared illegal both
organizations and prosecuted the members fromdrotips®*®

Betancourt’s actions only created more problemac&iCommunist Party and MIR
became illegal, many of their cadres moved into-el@ctoral strategies to achieve power. By
1963, guerrillas were nearly out of control. On uh, 1963, U.S. intelligence reported
Venezuela was the place “where Castro sympathlzare perhaps a stronger toe-hold than in
any of the other states, [and it] may present aly ¢ast case for the new Krushchev- Castro
approach.*** This impression was likely reinforced after a mmfarof the Armed Forces of
National Liberation broke into the United StatesmAr Mission to Venezuela. The rebels

disarmed all occupants, stole their weapons anttidituilding on fire. This attack was detailed

in the following picture published B§i Mundoon June 6, 196%?>
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Image 4. “Historical Photograph.” It shows an dffiof the U.S. Army walking around in his underwear
after the attack on the United States Army MissBicture taken by Héctor Saldoval working fdlitimas
Noticias
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Venezuelan intelligence reported that the main supjor Venezuelan guerrillas came
from Cuba via Colombia and Mexi¢® As a result, in February 1963 Cuba returned tatdhpe
of the agenda during Betancourt’s his visit to theted States. During the visit, Bentacourt said
the OAS should approve a new resolution isolatindd; similar to one during the Cuban
Missile Crisis®*’ Indeed, the communist guerrillas and Cuba werarReturt's major political
liability and forced him in a difficult situationlf Betancourt repressed excessively, his
government could be accused of violating the ctutgin, which was problematic because the
Venezuelan Congress met last in June 1962. Conyers@&etancourt did not suppress with
enough force, he would risk a coup by losing caeriite from Venezuelan armi{? This seemed
likely given that the Dominican Army ousted PresidBosch in September 1963. Addressing
that risk, Ambassador Stewart reported to StateaRe@nt:

if present trend of military coups continues anch&auelan elections results in choosing

of president without clear cut mandate and lackoofbarely workable majority in

Congress, there is grave danger of c8dp.

Betancourt was in urgent need of foreign aid toashesults, win elections and secure the
continuity of the project. Development results oéfit the best counterbalance to the negative
externalities of the struggle against communistrigileess. Fortunately for Betancourt, Venezuela
was too important to fail. After Kennedy's trip Wenezuela, Washington officials knew that the
destiny of the Alliance for Progress and Venezwedse tightly integrated®® For instance, in

July 1962 the U.S. Embassy in Caracas reported:
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Due new policies toward Latin America, visit Presitl Kennedy and flourishing oil
production fic]. Venezuela, the key country in Latin American ag@ fight against
Communism- Castroism, now showing signs winninghatle pic]. | do not think this
opportune time give slightest indication our suppeeakening or permit belief be
encouraged that Betancourt can make it on own ftestime onwarddic]. He not quite
well off [sic].%**

Washington worked hard to save Betancourt and th#éMouse implemented a double
strategy to strengthen his government. First, th®. @mbassy, including its military mission,
deployed all their influence to convince Venezuetamed forces to favor the constitutional
path®*? The State Department instructed his Ambassaddolby Venezuelan officers about
how important Betancourt was for the United StdtéSecondly, the Kennedy administration
provided Betancourt with the required financial goipt to implemenPunto Fija In November,
1962, Kennedy and Betancourt signed the AgreementGuarantee Investment, which

guaranteed private investment in Venezd&lahus, Washington extended unparalleled aid to

Venezuela, as shown in the following chart.

99



Table 1. Total aid per capita allocated troughAh&ance for Progress (*)

Country Population by 1961| Total support through AllianceTotal support per capita.
for Progress 7/1/61 to 2/28/1963 (in dollars)

Argentina | 20,951,000 $165.0 millions Around $7.87

Brazil 74,949,000 $289.0 millions Aroun@®.85
Colombia 16,487,000 $163.8 millions Aroud.93

Mexico 39,107,000 $164.0 millions Around. 0
Venezuela 7,870,000 $112.6 millions (**) Around $14.30

Sources:

Population: ECLAC. Data bases and Statistical Ratibns
http://websie.eclac.cl/infest/ajax/cepalstat.asgita=estadisticas&idioma=i

Funds: “Funds made available to Latin America urterauspices of the Alliance for Progress. Peoibd
Operation: 7/1/1961 to 2/28/1963, p. 4R8nnedy Library, Papers of Teodoro MoscoSeries 2, Box 2,
Folder Report on the Alliance for Progress by Jliso&ubitschek, 6/63

Notes:

(*) 1 did not include Chile, since support for thisuntry was larger than other countries as a reduhe
relief package passed by Congress after the eatdtieqof 1960. Such amount of aid had no relationship
with the Inter-American making of the Alliance fBrogress. Further information on the position ofl€€h
and the Alliance for Progress could be found inf@tafleffrey,Foreign Aid as Foreign Policy. The Alliance
for Progress in Latin AmericgRoutledge, New York) 2007

(**) According to other sources, assistance to \zeméa was larger. However, | did not use thosecssur
because they lack the corresponding informationdibrer countries. As a result, the methodological
comparison impossible:

a. 238.4 millions- including loans from BID and Woighnk by 1962. “Informe del embajador argentino
en caracas, Fernando Ricciardi al Ministro de Refes exteriores General de Brigada (RE), D. Juan
Carlos Cordini”Archivo Chancilleria ArgentinaCaja AH/ 0247, Area productora: Departamento de
America de Sur, Fecha 1962, Serie: 47/ America %@, Tema: Alianza para el Progreso. S.
Topografica: C75, A62

b. 304,781,000, including loans contracted and loappliGation pending by February 1963.
“Memorandum from William H. Brubeck, Executive Setary to Ralf Duncan on the Briefing book
for President’s Betancourt's visit to WashingtorbFuary 19- 21, 1963, February™3963. President
Betancourt’s visit to Washington, February 19- 463, Position Paper Alliance for Progress Program
in Venezuela, February 6, 1968ennedy Library, Paper of John Kennedy, Nationaiusigy File,
Box 193,Folder Countries, Venezuela, Subjects, Betancaiefihg book 2/ 63, Tabs I, 11, I

United States support was essential for Betanmwtrvival, since it neutralized the

possibility of a military coup. Despite their abyliand organization, communist guerrillas were

in no real capacity to occupy the government. di&also secured the required financial support

for implementing social reforms. Without that fiméad support, Betancourt would have been
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unable to demonstrate that civilian governmentsweore successful addressing the population
needs than military ones. This paved the way faaBsourt to become the first elected president
to complete his period in Venezuelan history.

However, Venezuela’'s happy ending did not represemtiumph of the Alliance for
Progress and its capacity to promote Developmastead, it was the result of the symbiotic
relationship that the United States and Venezustabéshed since the beginnings of the
program. On one hand, the United States provide¢dr8eurt with the necessary economic and
political capital to stay in power and to impleméhnto Fija On the other hand, Betancourt’s
ability to comply with the Alliance’s political anéconomic objectives helped the United States
to prove that Alliance for Progress could succeed.

Venezuela established a symbiotic relationship with United States as a result of
several conditions that were uncommon not onlytteoLatin American democracies, but to
most of the Third World. Betancourt’s project hatosg support from major Venezuelan
parties, but also the Venezuelan president hachparalleled understanding of the U.S. process
of decision-making. Due the active communist gllarrin Venezuela, Betancourt could
politically afford condemning Cuba without triggegi popular demonstrations or risking
accusations of being an imperial puppet. Betan®uwbdnnections with high ranking U.S.
bureaucrats, including Moscoso, also allowed hirbgcome one of Washington’s most valuable
assets. This allowed Betancourt to bypass thedtmoits associated with USAID and tRento
Fijo that dominated Venezuelan society until daeacazoin early 1990s. However, believing
that Betancourt’'s success proved that the Alliacmaéld work, it would be equal to argue that

because W. E. B. Du Bois went to Harvard in 1888y African- American could do it.
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The Alliance for Progress, Argentina, Venezuela thedLittle King Syndrome

The Alliance’s implementation failed as a resultloé combination of a feeble common
ground, Inter-American political developments agdarance regarding the political nature of
Development. The experimental nature of the Allemnd the new approach to foreign aid
provided the whole initiative with an extremely Westarting point. Not all U.S. officials and
branches of the government were committed withptegram’s paradigm. Moreover, neither
U.S. nor Latin American officials shared the samearstanding of the Alliance for Progress.
While USAID officials understood the program as aywo implement Modernization theory,
Latin American governments believed it was a camdtion of CEPAL's paradigm.
Modernization and Developmentalism had differengios and contradictory elements. Those
elements created a weak foundation for the impleatiem of the Alliance for Progress and the
political progression of Inter-American affairs wied the consequences of that weakness.

Due to post-Castro political demands, the UniteateSt developed a double strategy to
address communist influence in Latin America. Whihe Bay of Pigs would remove the
immediate threat, the Alliance for Progress woulgvpnt another one to appear. However, the
failure of the Bay of Pigs empowered voices inditke State Department that never agreed on
separating Development goals from short-term palitigoals. Those voices directly spoke to
Congressional skepticism about the effectivenesthefAlliance for Progress to protect U.S.
interest overseas. The Kennedy administration tiuened the Alliance for Progress into a
Frankenstein that combined short-term politicalva$i as long-term Development goals, which
had disastrous effects on domestic Latin Ameriaalitigs.

The original design of the Alliance for Progresstablished mutually exclusive

objectives. The Alliance’s legitimacy with Latin Aamcan constituencies depended on its
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detachment from the daily Cold War confrontationd.atin American democracies would have
to confront domestic opposition against a new ingtist program. Dean Rusk, in fact, explained
that one of the most important features of a nai#ilal foreign aid program was to shield the
host country from accusations of political deperayssn U.S. foreign policy objectivés

Perhaps even worse, Latin American republics nagsumed the responsibility that a
multilateral foreign aid program required. By ciegta powerless Nine Wise Men Committee,
Latin American republics resigned to the only Inrd@nerican body capable of counterbalancing
to U.S. understanding of the Alliance for ProgreBse predominant bilateralism from Latin
American inability to overcome outdated nationalisneated perfect conditions for &hS.-
Americanized Alliance for Progres$his, in turn, empowered U.S. priorities and tations in
the making of the program and fed the U.S.-incapaoi understand the political challenges of
promoting Development in Latin America. Executi&ate Department and USAID officials
were neither trained nor interested on understgnitiaose challenges and for that reason, did not
understand the consequences of combining short-fgoitical objectives with long-term
Development goals.

Instead of focusing exclusively on Developmentecbyes, fragile Latin American
democracies were forced to comply with self-helpaguges and stand against Cuba. This
combination was fatal for many democracies. U.Snateds to isolate Cuba depleted Latin
American governments from the necessary politiegditel to enforce self-help measures and
remain in power. Latin American democracies werablm to advance self-help measures,
including tax reforms, land redistribution and ki@ budget, while publicly supporting

collective action against Cuba without endangethmgr continuity. This is best demonstrated
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with Frondizi’s case. As a result of satisfying tAiance’s requirements, Frondizi alienated
land based elites, Peronists, socialists, comnaiarsd even his own party.

The Alliance for Progress not only introduced abeind political instability, but also it
accentuated the differences between those caphbleviving the pressure. Since the allocation
of aid was tied to Latin American capacity to datigoals, the Alliance for Progress rewarded
more stable democracies with a better understarafitige U.S. process of decision-making and
political capital to address Washington's intereStmversely, less stable democracies with little
knowledge on the U.S. political system and lesstipal capital were left alone. They were
forced to confront the negative externalities omplying with the Alliance’s requirements
without aid.

As the case study of Venezuela testifies, even desm@s able to satisfy the Alliance’s
requirements and well-connected to U.S. policymakad problems receiving aid. Based on the
Alliance’s design, the collaboration between USAtilssions and recipient governments was
essential to determine how relevant a project wastomplish Development. Unfortunately, the
Alliance for Progress lacked of an Inter-Americamdaucracy where U.S. and Latin American
officials could build a common ground around thdeological differences on Development. For
that reason, the recipient government had to adghout a voice, to the conditions and
requirements that USAID unilaterally defined.

Without clear a criteria on what self-help meandd ahe little incentive local
governments had to work with theses missions, tbkalwration was nearly impossible.
Moreover, since USAID country mission did not ursdend the political dimension of
Development, the allocation of aid was always datiay This contradiction is the only possible

explanation for the $2.5 billion of undisbursed aitht Perloff discussefi® Yet, some
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exemplars, such as Presidents Betancourt and L{esasargo, became too important to fail.
They bypassed USAID limitations and were able tosodidate their projects. However, these
were exceptions and not the rule.

In sum, since U.S. bureaucracies were unable terstahd the large amounts of political
capital democracies required to promote Developméme implementation of thdJ.S.-
Americanized Alliance for ProgresBecame politically too expensive for Latin Amenca
democracies. The implementation of this prograredabecause it demanded more than what
Latin American democracies could deliveittle Prince by Antoine de Saint-Exupéry explains
this problem well. After Little Prince questiondtetKing’s authority, because despite the King'’s

command, it was necessary to wait couple of hoefgre seeing the sunset, the King responded:

One much required from each one the duty which eawh can perform...Accepted

authority rests first of all on reason. If you aml® your people to go and throw

themselves into the sea, they would rise up inltgm. | have the right to require
obedience because my orders are reasofidble.

Although the United States was not a king and Latnericans were not servants, the
implementation of the U.S.-Americanized Alliance forogress followed a similar path. U.S.
inexperience promoting Development and its limitas in understanding its political pitfalls
condemned Washington to work as a bad king thabdoted instability to already weak Latin
American democracies. As a result of thiétle King Syndromgthe Alliance for Progress
became a political liability for these democraci@sis no coincidence that there were less
democratic governments in Latin American afterAl&ance for Progress come into existence.

Not surprisingly, starting in 1962, Latin Americagovernments proposed radical

transformations to the program to increase itscéffeness. They believed one of the main
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problems behind the Alliance’s shortcomings was Ik of Latin American agency in the
making of the program. Such discussions coincidigld Washington’s own reflections regarding
the future of the Alliance for Progress. Those ustons are crucial to observe the structural
contradiction that prevented the Alliance from potimg Development. How that process took

place and how those intentions interacted with edlcar will be analyze next.
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Chapter IV.
Saving the Alliance for Progress: Structural Contralictions and Colliding Recipes

By 1962, key figures in the United States and L&merican were dissatisfied with the
Alliance for Progress. While most Latin Americarvgmments struggled to meet the program’s
requirements, U.S. bureaucrats became increasiiiggppointed with the lack of results in Latin
America. However, neither party was prepared tndba the program. They believed that with
the proper adjustments the program could work tended. By 1961, U.S. and Latin American
officials began addressing the Alliance for Progre®njunctural problems, but did so without
acknowledging its structural contradiction. Consayly, the solutions did little in improving the
U.S.” understanding of Development campaigns akalise failed to improve Latin America’s
ability to achieve Development through on econogrmwth and democracy. Ultimately, these
changes created the conditions that led to theaddk for Progress’s end as a multilateral and

revolutionary foreign aid program.

Latin American Reservations and Demand for Mordi€pation

After a year of implementation, most Latin Ameriagapublics were not pleased with the
Alliance. Continual conflicts with USAID country sgions and aid delays encouraged Latin
American republics to designate two prominent nmeproposing solutions to the problems. The
chosen ones were former Brazilian President Juszefubitschek and former Colombian
President Alberto Lleras Camargo, who were selefitad their experience implementing the

program. As former presidents, they had first-handerstanding on the problems governments
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faced when trying to comply with Alliance requiremt® Moreover, both men belonged to a
generation of politicians whose background tramsgat them into ideal allies of the program.

In 1963 two separate reports were issued afteraa gferesearch and both identified the
lack of Latin American input as the central wealsndé&ibitschek’s opening statement stressed:

.. . my observations have led me to believed tfatimperfect understanding prevalent

in certain circles of the United States Governmemelation to the other countries of the

hemisphere continuous to limit its vision and tdluence its conduct. Between the
auspicious statements of the President of the UrBates and the execution of the
program of the Alliance for Progress lies an alnfosten expanse . .In lieu of a vital

dialogue of the Americas, a sort of discouraging monologue has been goingon . . . Its

administrators [from the Alliance] have remainedaegled in the same traditional
difficulties that have hitherto obstructed the kimd broad and thorough- going
collaboration that would be capable of advancingdhia hand with the people of Latin

America on the way to prosperity (emphasis added.)

According to Kubitschek, the absence of an Interefican bureaucracy and the
program’s lack of concrete objectives and obligatiareated a “vicious circle: lack of decisive
measures at the one pole [the United States] migdi€cause the other [Latin America] had not
yet complied with its part of the obligation§” In other words, Kubitschek argued, the program
not only lacked clear common ground, but also @ dot have an efficient Inter-American
bureaucracy capable of developing it.

For that reason, Kubitschek proposed the creatfoanolnter-American Development
Committee, which would enforce joint deliberatioasd decisions among the participating
countries. This committee, he argued, would crehgal conditions for the Alliance’s success. It
would reinforce the principle that national Develmnt should be the result of regional

development. Moreover, it would create ideal caodg for the actualatinization of the

program, which Kubitschek defined as:
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. . .the participation, at the level of decision, by the Latin American countries is a
centralized, dynamic, and active directing agencgenss to us the first great step to be
taken to correct those present evils which offehsgreat hindrance to the execution of
the program (emphasis addé®f)

If the committee existed during the previously exsad case studies then it potentially
could have corrected many of Alliance’s limitatioliscould have created a specific bureaucracy
sensitive to the challenges resulting from Develepimcampaigns. Instead of relying on the
State Department’s communication network, U.S.qyaliakers could have assigned importance
to previously ignored issues, such as Frondizitsiasion or destabilization consequences.
Moreover, an Inter-American Committee could havereased the Alliance’s character as a
Latin American effort. This feature could have leeprecipient governments to built political
capital amongst Latin American constituencies. Am&zuelan diplomacy expressed in 1963,
the absence of an Inter-American bureaucracy eagedra linear identification of the program
with the United State¥' Many U.S. officials shared some blame for this.fdat, the State
Department criticized those officials for the kttefforts publicizing the Alliance as an Inter-
American project. Instead, U.S. officials oftenereéd to the Alliance’s programs as a U.S. aid
projects®®? These issues made it difficult for Latin Ameriogovernments to shield themselves
from accusations of imperialistic puppetry or poat dependency.

It is possible to see that after two years of diffi implementation, based on
Kubitschek’s conclusion, Latin Americans realizbdttwithout an Inter-American bureaucracy,
the Latinization of the project was impossibi&® Many Latin Americans also understood that
without theLatinizationof the program, the prospects of receiving timetyvaere slim. Notably

Manuel Seoane, Special Representative of the OABeatneeting on the Alliance for Progress

in Argentina, described how essential Latin Amarigaput was for introducing flexibile loan
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requirements and establishing a “good faith logmiriciple3** Seoane argued, those countries

with enough moral credit should be granted econoassistance and could postpone the
fulfillment of the requirements for laté?®

Seoane’s arguments reflected a broader Latin Amenmnderstanding as Betancourt was
not the only president who complained about USA¢DQuirements. Lleras Camargo argued that
U.S. demands for self-help were mainly responditdeejecting many programs. According to
him, Latin Americans believed the demands were& Excuse to maintain the same aid policy
that always existetf®

Programming, they [Latin American critics of theliahce for Progress] said, is a new

science, requiring information about ourselves thatdo not have and teams of experts
that we lack; furthermoreét will postpone foreign aid indefinitely (emphasis added®

Lleras Camargo argued that the Alliance for Pragjrésatinization was not only
important for lowering aid requirements, but alsm d¢ounterbalance bilateralism as the
predominant path to obtain aid. Lleras Camargo bthmot only the lack of an Inter-American
bureaucracy, but also Congress. This institutidards Camargo argued, preferred bilateralism
since “that bilateral procedure will bring the mastlitical and even economic advantages by
measured investments, calculated in accordance thghnational interest of the financing
country.”®®® This tendency, he argued, had seriously relegdmese countries that uplifted the
principles of the program to secondary positions.

Following the same argument, Lleras Camargo algoieat that theLatinization was
essential to reduce Washington’s pressure over -bigrograms that distorted the whole
foreign aid initiative. The Colombian Presidentwsed those recommendations transformed the

Alliance for Progress into a new expression of Unrvention on countries’ local politi¢g’®
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Lleras Camargo asserted that those programs re@dareactionary nationalistic discourse to
oppose the reforms the program promatéd.

Indeed, both reports were precise on identifyingial conjunctural problems, but failed
to offer solutions to the problems. They placedhfain a powerful Inter-American Committee
capable of counterbalancing U.S. influence and @essgonal opposition. Two elements may
explain this confidence. Namely, most Latin Amemniggovernments had an enormous trust on
Kennedy and the Kennedy Administration quickly ensed the idea.

Since the Alliance for Progress’ first announcetm®&ashington supported the creation
of an international institution capable of assgtihatin American governments with
Development planning and so the Kennedy Administnatvelcomed the creation of an Inter-
American Committee. In February 1963, Kennedy nthde clear to Betancourt during his visit
to the United State¥: The Inter-American Committee offered major advgagato Washington.
Not only would it create better conditions for adioating U.S.-Latin American policy, but
Washington to stress U.S. limitations and satisdyir American demands. This, in turn, would
help United States and Latin American jointly disEwommon strategies for accessing sources
of funding. *"? In addition, such a body would reduce U.S. resinilitg to bilaterally apply
standards of performand€ U.S. officials identified with the Alliance’s priiples, such as
Arthur Schlesinger, openly endorsed thatinization of the program believing it would
transform a mostly U.S. program into a real regdiceféort. This, they hoped, would increase
Latin American interest and commitment and, theeefit would help the program to succéél.

Though it appeared that the Alliance for Progresddbecome a multilateral foreign aid
program with a decentralized process of decisiokingg the late 1963 creation Inter-American

Committee on the Alliance for Progress (ICAP or €lAn Spanish) did not produce those
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results. The United States and Latin American hdterdnt ideas about the committee’s
responsibilities. While Latin American governmentsiceived CIAP/ICAP as a place for fund
allocation decision and lowering loan requiremenfdsS. officials believed that CIAP/ICAP
should seek extra-hemispheric cooperation and foraenexchange of informatioh> An
effective Inter-American Committee, U.S. officiadsgued, would attract European capital and
encourage Latin American authorities to take resitility for the program’s succes&

While Latin America governments expected to empo@&P/ICAP along the lines of
the Kubistchek or Lleras Camargo report, the UBitates did not. In a few months before the
creation of CIAP/ICAP, David Bell explained to Pdent Kennedy that there was an agreement
in the government of the United States that:

. . . contrary to President Kubitschek’s concept;LhS. funds should be turned over to

the CID [Committee for Inter-American Developmetgntative name for CIAP]. There

is also an agreement that the CID should not bedgd to make recommendations to
the United States (or any other donor), on thel tataount of aid it should make
available, or on the specific allocation of aiddsrto any particular country’

Since U.S. officials were clear in explaining tlidAP/ICAP never captured the interest
of regional Development experts. Eduardo Mayoboe, af José Antonio Mayobre, noted that
famous economists, including Raul Prebish and 2odénio Mayobre, declined CIAP/ICAP’s
chairmanship. They realized that CIAP/ICAP would have a real agency in the Alliance for
Progress and preferred continue their work at tméted Nations and CEPAL/ECLAE&®
Describing the general feeling around CIAP/ICAP, yilare remembered how after Latin

American nations nominated Carlos Sanz de Santamavhich Paul Rosenstein-Rodan

commented, “they nominated the best of the sectass &'°
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The general disappointment with CIAP/ICAP not onippacted Latin American
intellectuals, but extended to Latin American patests. Since the Alliance for Progress had
failed repeatedly to develop an Inter-American ahger, Latin American presidents with a
distant relationship with the United States abaedonhe program completely. Brazilian
President Jodo Goulart was one of them and notiably November 1963 speech at the IA-
ECOSOC, he completely ignored the Alliance for Pesg. He instead encouraged Latin
American leaders to work at the United Nationsritheo to alter global inequaliti€&°

CIAP/ICAP was a stillborn institution and the lastance to enforce the Inter-American
spirit of the program ended as well. The respohsibior this outcome was shared. Latin
American Development experts and presidents coalek tbuilt power from the organization.
However, their refusal to participate on an irr@levinstitution is not hard to understand as well.
Unfortunately, the powerless CIAP/ICAP encouragedir. American distrust in Washington’s
true intentions to support a revolutionary foread program. The powerless CIAP/ICAP was
the last justification Latin Americans needed taradon the program, especially after Kennedy’s
assassination.

If Latin Americans understood Kennedy’'s limitatiomsd motivations to reject a
powerful CIAP/ICAP, they might have chosen anotbath. As this Inter-American analysis of
the Alliance for Progress demonstrates, each pasg neither equipped nor willing to
understand the other party’s situation. Latin Armans did not comprehend that the Kennedy
administration had a different set of motivationgevise the Alliance for Progress. Those sets of
motivations for Latin American and U.S. problemsrevaot complementary, but contradictory.

The origins and effects of that collision will beadyzed in the following section.
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U.S. Reservations and the Alliance for Progress

When Latin American governments appointed Pressdelubitschek and Lleras
Carmargo to evaluate the Alliance for Progress,. Officials started their own discussions to
improve the program. Those officials did not sthrs process out of own their initiative, but in
response to growing domestic opposition to theafllie for Progress.

Contrary to what the Administration would have @dpCongressional reservations with
the Foreign Aid Bill of 1961 did not disappear. Ma@ongressional leaders remained opposed
to long-term borrowing beyond the annual baSisvioreover, fiscal conservatives in Congress
never stopped demanding tight control over fundcallion, clear deadlines and evidence of
progress®? Those demands not only show the level of Congsassiskepticism with the new
approach to foreign aid, but also demonstrate flymwrant Congressional leaders were about the
limitations Latin American democracies faced. Tiggiorance was the natural consequence of
Congressional limited knowledge and communicatidth watin America.

Congressional sources, unlike the Kennedy admatistr, for information consisted of
personal friends and Congressional commissionsshwliere limited in scope and precision. For
example, the late 1961 Congressional mission tistied Latin American focused mostly on
rural areas®® These Congressmen acquired a first-hand approacheoproblems of those in
needed, but missed the location where decision® waetually made. As the Argentinean
experience demonstrated, Congressional leader wwaiud acquired a better understanding of
the Alliance’s limitations by listening Frondizi ait the building political capital than visiting
shanty towns and lamenting how poor people lived.

Congressional leaders developed a clear unders@odi Latin American poverty, but a

limited on challenges of Development. Congressigmagition toward loans for balance of
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payments exemplifies this. In August 1962, the ®ufmittee on American Affairs of the
Committee on Foreign Relations prepared a repsdudsing the operation of the Alliance for
Progress that was especially critical toward logorsbalance on payments’ Those loans,
according to the Subcommittee, only subsidized womion for middle and wealthy class&3.
Those loans, it argued, should be granted opendy waith the precondition of demanding
structural reforms that solve those problems inltmg term3*® As Frondizi and Betancourt’s
examples demonstrated, those loans were not reguést subsidizing consumption, but in
many cases were for federal employees salary biligtag national currency. Those loans did
not necessarily translate into Development, buy treated conditions for it, especially political
stability. However, even Senator Morse, a strompstter of the Alliance for Progress and Latin
American democracies, endorsed the report.

Those ideas were not just the result of Congreasignorance, but also an expression of
their distrust on Latin American Development pagi Since early 1962, several members from
Congress started voicing their concerns with ther@priation of U.S. companies, especially in
Brazil.**" In response, Senator Hickenlooper introduced amapendment to the Foreign Aid
Bill that would stop aid to any country that didtrpyovide fair compensation to U.S. citizens
and companies after expropriation.

The White House openly questioned this amendmemtteruthe argument that it could
disrupt the Alliance for Progress and empower comstuand nationalistic criticisms to the
program. Moreover, it could discourage Latin Amanigovernments to pursue policies with the
potential to affect U.S. citizens, like land refofth Although Congressmen listened to
Presidential criticism, the Hickenlooper Amendmentits original form was attached to the

Foreign Aid bill in 1962%%°
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Unfortunately, U.S. bureaucratic problems did nistdurage Congressional skepticism
about the Alliance for Progress. Due to their iregnce promoting Development, U.S. officials
had serious problems coordinating different agenicieolved with the Alliance for Progress as
was evident during Congressional budgetary disonssiAt those hearings, officials described
how their section was vital, while others could sagtable to cutd® This practice, naturally,
resulted in cuts for all sections. By early 19638s tpolitical ataxia remained prevalent. David
Bell, USAID administrator, suggested that the ldggrartmental Committee of Under Secretaries
on Foreign Economic Policy “should consider hownrtaterialize the Departments so as to get
the whole Administration effectively behind thedan aid legislation3*

Creating even more difficult conditions for the iAlice for Progress, after a year and a
half, the new approach to foreign aid failed totaagp the interest and commitment of the U.S.
public. According to an August 1962 Gallup poll adistered, the U.S. public placed “too much
foreign aid” second out of six topics in order widortance for public discussidff. The public’s
skepticism encouraged Congressional leaders tasftnan foreign aid and the Alliance for
Progress into an electoral issue. Representatigsnifan (D-Louisiana) was examplar in this
regard®®® Representative Passman, according to Argentineegigh Service informed, became
well-known blaming foreign aid as a crucial fadiothe federal deficit?*

Congressional concerns, reservations, misinformaéiod even ideology would have
been secluded among a minority, if the AlliancePoogress would show some positive results.
Since that was not the reality, Congressional s&iept thrived and became contagious. Teodoro
Moscoso explained to President Kennedy, “[tfhenberandquality of projects will have to be
materially increased if we are to be in a positio@approve projects for AID funding at the rate

of $500 million in FY 1963 as proposed in legistatinow before Congres&® Since most of
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the available resources were underused stemmimg lfratin America’s inability to meet loan
requirements, U.S. bureaucracy had problems comgr@ongress for more funding.

By mid-1962, the Alliance for Progress and therenftoreign aid program was facing a
troublesome political scenario. Even before thaihga for the budget for FY1963 commenced,
some officials started expressing concerns abauetfects that Congressional opposition could
have on continuing the prograifif.In June 1962, Walt Rostow argued that unless tlianke
for Progress showed some drastic results, the amogrould have problems surviviiy.

Executive officials started exploring alternatitesmake the program more accountable
and acceptable to Congressional leaders and theputfic. The officials built the alternatives
around the same practices that sustained U.S.-Aarezied Alliance for Progress. They tried to
strengthen the Alliance for Progress with neithedarstanding the problems of Development

nor listening to those in charge of implementing his led to Mann Doctrine in March 1964.

Confronting Congressional Opposition and Conceiwtann Doctrine

Walt Rostow was one of the first officials who diseed the need to reform the Alliance
for Progress. According to him, it should focusamty a few ideal countrie¥® As he explained
to Fowler Hamilton, “[flrom our old common exper@nin the target business, we both know
that concentration of effort is the key to a breastigh; and a breakthrough is what we badly
need.®® In August 1962, Chester Bowles presented a proposgesting a new basis for aid
allocation and argued Congressional reservatiodspaiblic detachment were consequences of
the programs’ lack of coherent procedure with thank, grants and technical assistdfice.
Bowles proposed ignoring political elements in altbcation and placing all the attention on

economic needs, will and capacity to implementqes.
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Bowles proposed to classify countries in four categs based on a series of questions
that assess government honesty, popular supportitandapacity to create a favorable
environment for private investment. Out of thoserfoategories the United States should focus
on those countries with fewer resources, but weesrfonstrating outstanding competence and
courage in mastering their own resources for ragidnomic and social progres€” Those
countries included Colombia and El Salvador, andusled Chile, Argentina and Venezuela.
The latter, Bowles argued, had enough internaluress, but were not using them propéff.

Bowles report is relevant because it demonstrdieslitniting effects Modernization
theory had on U.S. understanding of the challenigesAlliance for Progress’ implementation.
As Michael Latham argued, “[tlhe problems [of thiiakce for Progress] appeared serious, but,
focused on cultural values rather than contesteaurees or class structure, U.S. planners simply
attempted to instruct Latin Americans about theefiesr of modernization would provide for

all”.“® 1an Roxborough was more explicit in this regard:

One of the great weaknesses of much modernizati@ory was not that it was
ahistorical, but rather that its account of thaiachistorical development of the west was
a misleading and mistaken one . . . The histonieabrd simply does not match the
picture of Western development one gleans fromwiheks of modernizations theorist.
That view of Western history stressed the lack afifict and the continuities of the
process: it tended to collapse a complex seriesomg-term changes into a single

transition?%4

U.S. officials influenced by Modernization theoryemng did not understand the
readjustment of the structure of power that Develept entails. Since they could not understand
that political nature, officials were unable to esffcoherent solutions in overcoming the

opposition to Development. However, Bowles’s pr@bas not only important for this reason.
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His proposal also demonstrates that by mid-1962#radigm behind the Alliance for Progress,
economic growth and democracy as prerequisiteBdéoelopment, was under scrutiny.

With domestic criticism increasing, U.S. official@re less interested in addressing Latin
American demands. Instead, they focused on buildmgestic support by demonstrating the
Alliance’s capacity to show results. This intentiwas reinforced by Congressional hearings on
the Alliance’s budget for the FY1963. During thdssarings, even Congressmen committed to
the new approach believed it was hard to contimenting the program unless serious changes
were introduced® Starting in late 1962, the Administration took el steps to reform the
program and make it more acceptable to both U.Bligpand Congress.

The Bureau of Budget reduced the proposed apptapridor the Coordination of the

Alliance for Progress for 1964 by two hundred ruifli dollars*®

The Administration then
started reaching out to liberal Republicans becatlsy, Kennedy expected, may help
counterbalance Southern Democrats less identifigd te new foreign aid approaéfl. Those
actions offered some relief. However, Kennedy’sbfeemajority in Congress convinced his
Administration that more needed convincing showddbcomplished to show foreign aid and the
Alliance for Progress was a viable tool for defergdU.S. interests. Consequently in early 1963,
Kennedy organized the Committee to Strengthen #doei8y of the Free World.

Headed by Lucius D. Clay, this Committee was masttléd assess USAID initiatives,
including the Alliance for Progress. The Clay Corted, as became known, did not seek to
improve USAID’s capacity to promote Developmentt lmifer coherent responses to U.S.

reservations. The Administration expected to ineeerogram support amongst the public and

Congressmen, and this objective was evident ilCtramittee’s oppositioi’®

119



The members of the Clay Committee had little to experience implementing
Development programs. General Clay was the moswlaugeable one. Unfortunately his
experience leading the economic recovery of thaigied Germany after the World War Two
was of little use to understand the challenges th@inocracies faced while promoting
Development. No democratic government could havayest in power and promote
Development, while enforcing a diet of 1,000 casras Clay did in Germar{? Out of the
other members of the committee, only Edward Masach deevoted time understanding ways to
use foreign aid as a foreign policy. The other merslvere a former Secretary of the Treasury,
a member of the Brookings Institute, an oilmanp@porate lawyer and finally a doctor expert on
rehabilitation. The only one with some experiencghwsocial movements was a former
representative of the American Federation of Lamorthe National War Labor Board during
World War 11**° However, the disconnection that the AFL had toirLaAmerican labor
movements is evident and unnecessary to demonstrate

As a consequence of its composition, the Commitleenonstrated a very naive
understanding on the challenges of Development.oilicg to their report, Development
depended mostly on two factors: will and discipffte As Venezuela and Argentina
demonstrate, those words are rhetoric, and uselessomprehend the challenges of
Development. Probably related was the Committeaability to conceive a Development
paradigm different than the capitalist one. TheyGé&port insisted that the U.S. should not grant
aid to foreign governments that allowed the govesniio own companies and commercial
enterprises that compete with private busifi&sEven though they accepted that the U.S. had no
right to intervene in another country’s interndlaaf, they also reaffirmed that foreign nations

lack the right to intervene on U.S. “pocketbodk’. This parochial understanding of
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Development deeply influenced the Committee’s teacof multilateralization and the Clay
report recommended U.S. be the sole for loan aitmcariteria®'*

The Clay Committee suggested several ways to ineptioe effectiveness of foreign aid.
One proposal was to recruit other First World cdestto build a new international organization
without the Soviet Uniofi*® This International Committee would not only satitf.S. need for
alleviating the deficit, but defend the capitapstradigm for Development. Even though the last
idea contravened the Alliance for Progress’ spiriait least how Latin Americans understood it,
its impact was not as radical as the Committeedp@sal regarding long-term planning.

According to the Committee, long-term planningver@ed Development. This element,
it argued, directed attention to theory rather tteathe implementation of practical policies, such
as public and private investment progrdifisThe Committee suggested increasing technical
collaboration that could help on the implementatdrihose policies. Since long-term planning
was not required, the Committee recommended aaldiduction of USAID country missions
and aid allocatiof*” The Committee’s believed the Alliance for Progtesain problem was the

lack of Latin American commitment and willingne3fie Committee argued

Our offer of a multilateral alliance and our perf@nce subsequent to that offer should

have proved the strength of our commitment to thmgram. Latin American

understanding of and willingness to fulfill the wmthkings of leadership, self-help, and

self-discipline agreed to in the Punta del Estert@hahowever, with notable exceptions

have yet to be proved®

Latin American leaders, according to the Committeere responsible for the Alliance’s
failures. Those governments had neither stimulatex will for Development nor created

conditions for private capital flo#? Although the Committee recognized that some issues

precluding Development were not related with laékcommitment, they believed that Latin
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American societies could have done mtifezor this reason, the Committee recommended that
Latin Americans should pursue monetary stabilibgial budgeting, elimination of subsidies to
government enterprises and improvement on thezatidin of the land. Yet, Frondizi enacted all
those policies, but Development campaigns’ extdresal combined with the Alliance’s
unrealistic requirements brought his governmerdarte@nd. The report ignored those factors and
insisted on textbook policies with zero resonantth reality.

The Clay Committee advocated for a colonialist apph toward Development,
concluding that “Latin America must be encouragedske its essential choice between
totalitarian, inefficient state controlled economiand societies on the other hand and an

economically and politically freer system on théest™?*

Only through accepting capitalism,
the Committee argued, “the development of Latin Acam would be assured® Finalizing
their analysis on the Alliance, the Committee cadel that the Military Assistance Programs
should continue since Latin American armies serseppress local guerrillas. However, they
recommended suspending any transference of adwaeaponry’?® As it is evident, the Clay
Committee was very consistent. They not only regaither paradigms toward Development,
but believed in the military’s role to prevent thadoptions.

After reading the report, Kennedy expressed deeperas on the Committee’s attack to
the whole foreign aid program. In fact, he beliewhdt the Committee’s conclusions would
make it more difficult to move “the program througA* Kennedy was right because the Clay
Committee provided new ammunition to the criticsttoé program. The Clay Committee not
only provided new ammunition to the critics of fh@gram, but also eroded its prospects. Based

on this dissertation’s arguments, it is evident tha Clay Committee did offer neither coherent

nor realistic solutions for the challenges of Depehent. It ignored the consequences of altering
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that structure of power and expressed strong oppodor loans to create political stabilit§?
Those loans, as demonstrated, were essential flucireg social unrest provoked by those
opposed the socioeconomic transformation or thdsewant immediate results.

Moreover, since the Committee ignored creating eeducracy devoted to addressing
development problems, it created ideal conditiasfliture problems. Without well-supported
USAID country missions, the collaboration betwe@sthand recipient countries would be even
harder. As previously argued, the absence of col&tlon resulted in Latin American inability to
satisfy loan requirements, which caused aid deAysveakening USAID country missions, the
Clay Committee empowered even more State Departsnagéncy on aid allocation, and focus
on short-term objectives. Since the Clay Commifiegposed a radical aid budget reduction,
U.S. officials would be less inclined for betting neutral governments that may turn against the
United States. The Clay Committee was uninterastetiderstanding these consequences.

The White House knew the report could not be igth@med tried to embrace some of the
Committee’s recommendations. The Administrationcamted a reduction on the requested
appropriation for the FY1964 from $4.9 to $4.5 ibill**®* The White House also requested
David Bell, Administrator of USAID, to minimize thdifferences between the Clay Report and
the proposed Foreign Aid Bill for FY 1964” However, as Bell attempted to reconcile the Clay
Report with Kennedy'’s vision, it became evident th& was impossible.

There were many areas where the Clay report andI$aradigm were in direct
contradiction, according to Bell. One of thoseaarezas the Committee’s rejection of supporting
state-own companies that competed with private amats. Equally troublesome was the
Committee’s insistence on forcing the recipientrdoyto sign investment guarantee agreements

as legal requisite before receiving &t This added was in addition to the Committee’s estju
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for limiting U.S. voluntary contribution to the ambencies, even those related with the United
Nations, as well as reducing the allocation to #bh, instead of the $4.5 billion requested by
USAID.**® The Administration likely understood that the Coittee advocated for dismantling
the USAID approach and the Alliance for Progrespraposed on March 13, 1961.

The Clay report became powerful a weapon for Casjoeal leaders who had been
criticizing the USAID paradigm and the Alliance fBrogress. Many U.S. officials commented
about how during the discussions for the FY1964prBsentative Passman (D-Louisiana) not
only became more argumentative and confrontaticegarding foreign aid, but also announced
a trip to Latin America with Representative Gary-\ibginia).*** The Clay report not only
empowered traditional reservationists, but it @fected traditional supporters.

With dwindling commitment from the U.S. public ororéign aid in general,
Congressional reservationists had all the incestitee use the report and foreign aid as an
electoral weapon. This likely influenced traditibisapporters to reconsider their identification
with foreign aid and the Alliance, which includedrators Fulbright and Moré2* Even though
the President convinced some of them to resiserstambraced the ideas of the Clay repbrt.
Senator Gore (D-Tennessee) was an example of s@mmure a traditional supporter of the
program, but changed after the Clay report. Goteonty attacked Kennedy'’s plan for reducing
the balance of payments, but also insisted thatbéw solution for a balance budget was
reducing aid allocation and bringing troops badafrVietnam®*

Foreign aid and the Alliance became politically ®agensive for the Administration and
its priorities were in other places. Even thougheiign aid may improve the lives of the

oppressed and the reputation of the U.S. in ThiatleMcountries, those people did vote in U.S.
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elections. Rather, those who voted were not enedamith foreign aid and the Kennedy
administration understood it must focus on mattelsted to reelection in 1964.

As Robert Dallek explained, by late 1962 the Pesig@ hope for reelection was based
on improving the econoni{’* In order to accomplish this, the Administratiocdsed on tax cuts
and tax reform as means to secure long-term gramth increase revend®. Unfortunately,
important Democrats in Congress, including Repriedee Mills (D-Arkansas) and Senator
Gore (D-Tennessee) did not agree with reducingstakging a period of economic growth.
Between 1961 and 1963, the GDP grew steadily aethptoyment remained at 5.7% and those
Democrats said that the tax cuts would only berkétrich and hurt the podt® Without those
tax cuts, Kennedy thought, the economy would fab ia recession in mid-1964.

For that reason, Kennedy was willing to postporiernes that would alienate Democrats
and Republicans from supporting his tax bill. Th&s®ls of reforms included anything related
to public spending, such as education and Med{€akritics of Kennedy’s tax bill argued that a
tax reduction would only increase fiscal deficidanany Republicans and Democrats expressed
possible tax reduction support as long as it waegavith cutting federal expendituf&® The
Administration had little room to resist Congressibdemands for reducing appropriation for
foreign aid and the Alliance for FY1964. In factpra than one Congressman suggested to
White House officials that Alliance financial alktoon be considered separately from the rest of
the foreign aid budget in order to isolate the paoyfrom general foreign aid criticist This
strategy was never implemented and a funding remuébr the Alliance from the requested 4.5
billion to the final 3 billion was approved for tifey 19644

By enhancing Congressional criticism and justifyitigg budget reductions, the Clay

Committee empowered U.S. officials who were eitltgsappointed or never shared the
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Alliance’s paradigm. As a result of the lower butige the FY1964, even officials committed to
the Alliance’s original ideals, such as Moscosonsidered changing the program. Those
discussions progressively placed private capital batin American armies at the top of the

Alliance’s agenda, paving the road to the Mann Doet

Ending the Alliance for Progress: Private Capitaimed Forces and the Mann Doctrine

During the first two years of the Alliance for Pregs, even though private capital and
armed forces influenced the program, they wereagents in its making. Although their actions
affected the implementation of the Alliance, theg dot have agency in decision-making. This
is not surprising given their reputation and higtar Inter-American affairs. Since the late
nineteenth century, the ties between U.S. businessnd Latin American elite subjected the
region to a structure of power based on the expontaf raw materials, unequal distribution of
the means of productions and exploitation of Idahbr. With rare exceptions, Latin American
armed forces had been instrumental implementingnttvalel. They had been the foreman of the
plantation. These actors had neither legitimacy therreputation to be principal partners in a
program that expected to alter the same structtingower they have created, imposed and
defended. Nonetheless, private capital and Latiredecan armed forces still had supporters, the
problem was that such support was not ample entmughant them agency.

In the case of Latin American armed forces, thégdato inspire confidence in officials,
including Arthur Schlesinger and Teodoro Moscosmmmitted with to the Alliance. The armed
forces also failed to inspired confidence among dtessional leaders. In contrast, the military
usually found strong support from State Departnodintials, who believed that Latin American

armies could be reoriented to supporting democratstitutions and collaborating with
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Development progranfé! Those perspectives collided in discussions ableetusefulness of
Military Assistance Programs (MAP) to promote Deyghent. While Congress rejected those
programs, the Federal officials believed they watecial in promoting “pro-US orientation and
preparing them [Latin American military] to playcanstructive role in national lifé"*

Congress and State Department’s different perspescibout the usefulness of MAPs
were not unusual. In the same year that Congrga®wegd resources for the implementation of
the Alliance, it also introduced cuts on the appain for Military Assistance Programs for
FY1962. U.S. Ambassadors, Washington officials eodntry teams were not happy with this
decision. They believed the U.S. was giving uprthast resort to influence the politics in other
countries.**® Congressional distrust on Latin American armeadsrand opposition to MAP
increased even more after the military coups in2196

After the coups in Argentina and Peru, some Comsgnes brought special attention to
the fact that a Sherman tank destroyed the gateeaPeruvian Government Palace and that an
U.S.-trained officer arrested the Peruvian pregid®muring the hearings for the FY1963, many
Congressmen questioned the usefulness of Militaagistance Programs for accomplishing the
objectives of the Allianc&®® They expressed open skepticism to providing majrind weapons
to people in charge of suppressing democratic &f€eThose voices became so relevant that
after the coup in Argentina, the White House corepgos memorandum defending armed forces
from the attacks of Senator Mor&é.

When discussing about the role that private camtaduld play on the Alliance for
Progress, Congress and U.S. executive officialéchetdl places. The Alliance’s U.S. architects
never assigned much importance to private capital thought it would circumscribe their role

to investors and collaborators with Latin Ameridarsinessmen. As Lincoln Gordon explained
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to Richard Goodwin before Kennedy announced theadk, “[p]Jerhaps the most important job
for private enterprise in this program is to asgishe Development of healthy and responsible
private enterprise within the Latin American nadfi*® Likewise in October, 1962, the Policy
Planning Council recommended that the U.S. govemimeevaluate their predilection for free
enterprise on Third World countrié§. According to the Council, U.S. incapacity to disfilish
between state-run activities and communism had &reak its ability to influence country
policies. It stated, “[o]ur greatest mistake ha®rbéo rest our case so largely on what we
believed the private sectors and US private investrmould contribute to the social and political
stability of the modernizing state®€® This memorandum explained how Act of Bogota, the
Alliance for Progress and the Act of Punta del Est@e from recognizing that “mistak&”

Congressional leaders insisted that private camiteluld play a pivotal role in the
Alliance for Progress and this was evident as easlyi961. That year several members from
Congress supported Javits Amendment to the ForEdyBill. This amendment encouraged the
President to give preference to private sourcdewifding, including loans to private companies,
instead of a direct transfer of aid from governmengovernment®? Very importantly, Javits
Amendment was a bipartisan law, whose support deonethose who had reservations with the
Alliance and from its main supporters, like Senseulbright and Smathefg®

Since private investors and Latin American milittagked of homogenous support, their
interests occupied a secondary role in the AlliafoceProgress, but this changed in late 1962.
The continual reduction on the Alliance’s budgetd dater, the political effects of the Clay
report encouraged the Administration to find otlseurces of funding. After strategies for

enlisting Western European support failed, priviatestors became the Administration’s last
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alternative to compensate for Congressional cute. Rennedy Administration and the Alliance
for Progress would pay a high price for enlistihgrh on this foreign aid initiative.

Different from both Modernization and Developmeistal, businessmen were not
looking to contribute to Latin American Developmelnistead, their objective was to generate as
much profit as they could. Not surprisingly, U.Quslmessmen criticized the Alliance for
encouraging social reformtd* According to them, social reforms only contributedhe political
instability that discouraged private investdtsThus, private investors believed that the U.S.
government and the Alliance should focus on demmangelf-help measures that encouraged
sound fiscal and monetary polici®8. In mid-1962, the U.S. Ambassador in Costa Rica

discussed the participation of private capitahi@ Alliance:

Because most of them [U.S. Business Community] eafiggm conservative to
reactionary outlook, Embassy does not consider thesmising medium for pushing
Alliance for Progress, which in Costa Rica is clps&entified with President
Kennedy*’

Despite the essential differences between the idé&s objectives and the conditions
demanded by the business community, the budgetyréalced the Administration to listen to
them. The first attempts to enlist private capitak place right after the approval for the budget
for FY1963. Inspired by the general tenor of Cosgi@nal discussions, many officials began
believing that the Alliance may lose its capacaywork if projected cuts for the FY1964 were
implemented®®

U.S. officials progressively regarded private capibhot only as a complement to

government activities, but also as actual promatéiBevelopment. That transition was evident

on Moscoso’s August 1962 speech at a Chase Manha#ak symposium on housing projects.
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There, he praised Congressional decisions thatueaged the participation of private capital in
Latin American housing projects. Moscoso specilychighlighted the provisions on the Foreign
Aid Bill of 1961 that fomented private capital ireelopment progrants?

The Administration’s new attitude to business alomigh Agreements to Guarantee
Investments reduced total outflow of U.S. capitahf Latin America. In the first nine months of
1962, the total outflow of U.S. capital from La#kmerica was forty-nine millions. By the end of
that year, the outflow decreased to a total betwaemty-four and eighteen milliod° If the
Administration expected to compensate for Congoesdi cuts, it required more than just
reducing the outflow. In December 1962, Dougladdbildescribed that if the United States
failed to implement an active policy to attractvatie capital to Latin America, the prospects of
the Alliance would be dirfi®*

Addressing that issue was a priority in KennedyisriA2, 1963 Special Message to
Congress on Free World Defense and Assistance &dmdgmbracing the Clay report, President
Kennedy announced the new guidelines and noted gtheary new initiative in this years’
program related to our increased efforts to engruthe investment of private capital in the
underdeveloped countrie®? Moreover, Kennedy announced that Ambassadors Bl
country missions were instructed to forcefully eplthe importance of using private resources
and improving conditions for private investmentnustic and foreigf®®

Although this guideline referred exclusively to vate capital with the Alliance, it
drastically impacted the armed forces’ role toavdte capital required more than just words of
encouragement and demanded political stability ¢batd guarantee the necessary ret(ithat
the same time the Administration started embrapirgate capital as a key collaborator for the

Alliance’s success, it was also interested in redgf the role of Military Assistance Programs
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in Development planning. On February 27, 1963,3kse Department sent a memorandum to
all Latin American embassies and country missiassussing the importance of the programs:

The MAP program and the Alliance for Progress pmowgg are mutually supporting

elements of U.S. foreign policy. Internal securdgd civic action are the primary

purposes of our Military Assistance Programs iriLmerica?®®

By empowering the Latin American military, the Udpenly abandoned the Alliance for
Progress’ democratic principles. This transitiorswat a major problem for an important section
of the U.S. government. By early 1963, many pedgdé faith on Latin American democracies.
According to Edwin Martin, Assistant Secretary later-American affairs, the Alliance imposed
challenges that Latin American democracies weregreyared to face. He explained:

What is needed and expected would strain the galitmaturity and capabilities of

experienced and highly skilled political systetmsmost of Latin American these issues

must be resolved by immature and inexperience societies, seriously short of political

and other skills (emphasis added®f

Martin believed that the challenges that the Allmnmposed over Latin American
democracies were not related with different perspes on Development, the destabilizing
effect of self-help measures or forcing commitmdoe to foreign crusades. Instead, Martin

argued, those challenges resulted from:

Latin American legal and intellectual patterns ledught emphasize theory, doctrine and
principle, and tend to be contemptuous of the An§laxon pragmatic approach, directed
to reaching practical solutions by compromise. Toisbined with a considerable natural
emotionalism in many countries, makes copying owangle of peaceful revolution by
law and the easy movement of political parties ma @ut of office, difficult if not
unlikely.*®”

131



Martin’'s statement was understandable given theoladgcal background behind
Modernization theory. As explained previously, Modeation theory aimed to induce Third
World Development with a capitalist paradigm simita the U.S. model. Although at the
beginning, those officials were open to new idess,the possibilities of financial survival
decreased their commitment to other approachespdhpBy mid-1963, even U.S. officials
committed to the Alliance lost faith in Latin Ameain democracies. For them, Latin American
democracies were unable to create political stgbiln September 1963, Adolf Berle wrote a
letter to President Betancourt saying:

| have been-still am- unhappy about Latin Americayéneral and | came to Venezuela

wondering whether half my life’s work, backing salty progressive democracy with

freedom, might not have failé®

Progressively, the component of democracy as this liar Development disappeared. In
October 1963, Martin told thidew York Heraldhat U.S. government understood and embraced
the participation of Latin American military in Defopment planning®® He declared that Latin
American militaries were not opposed to the Alli@isc programs, but were potential
collaborators. Addressing the problem of militangtatorships, Martin explained, “[w]e must
see our leverage to keep these new regimes aalldogat considerate of the welfare of the people
as possible®”® To demonstrate the practically of that idea, Meused the example of Argentina
and Perd/*

As the State Department communicated to their Asdids's, Martin’s words were not a
faux pasor a misunderstanding, but the official positianitshave been cleared by the President
himself!’> When Betancourt requested a clarification on M&tivords, the U.S. ambassador,

once a supporter of the Alliance, repeated Martim'gument regarding the contradictions
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between Anglo-Saxon values and Latin American deates. The Ambassador insisted that
democracy comes from the history of each society,ret from force impositiof>

At the same time Martin announced the Alliance Rvogress’ new directions, Latin
American governments were discussing possible mesioe the Inter-American Committee.
Although the marginalization of prominent Developrtadists noted this organization would
have little influence, Washington’'s new approackadly did not foster Inter-American
confidence. As a Chilean diplomat commented to &thger, Latin American democracies were
displeased with the new approach, which broughtedrforces into politics, weakening already
fragile political system&’*

The unilateral transformation of the Alliance foroBress did not end. By late 1963, it
was clear that Latin American Development wouldbsed on the conditions dictated by private
capital. It was equally clear that democracy woudt be an essential component of
Development and the Administration had little intbes to move in another direction. Congress
quickly tolerated non-democratic governments andrialg its traditional skepticism toward
Latin American armed forces. On November 24, 1968ngress approved an amendment
(Public Law 88-205, HR 7885) to section 2305 of Bogeign Aid Bill of 1961, which removed
restrictions to grant aid to foreign governmengbtshed by forc8’”> On December 16, 1963,
President Johnson signed this amendment into law.

Contrary to common assumptions, Kennedy's deatmdidhlter the path of the Alliance
for Progress. Rather his death merely created tiondi for the rapid advance of a
transformation already outlined. With the presitedieath, U.S. officials were mostly already
disappointed with the Alliance and used this oppdty to reevaluate the whole program.

Kennedy's death created an ideal scenario to advamc that direction. Unlike Kennedy,
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Johnson did not have a special commitment to tlgrpm as it was not his program and it
became a presidential liability with Congress. Jamwas neither familiar nor sympathetic with
Modernization or designing alternatives to useitpraid to protect U.S. interest overseas.

Johnson’s perspective on foreign aid became eviaeh he nominated George Ball as
the chairman for the committee to reevaluate tHmdde for Progress. Different from Moscoso
and Schlesinger, Ball represented officials whaoebeld the State Department should be in
charge of determining how and when foreign aid &hbe allocated. Johnson’s actions quickly
encountered opposition from those who supportedAthance’s principles as was evident in
Schlesinger’s opposition to Thomas C. Mann’s grgwimle with the Alliance.

Mann, a diplomat in Latin America during the 194fsd 1950s, was a classic “cold
warrior” and had a crucial role on Arbenz’s oveothing (1954) in Guatemala. When
Schlesinger discovered that Mann would have a prentirole, he wrote a letter to President
Johnson rejecting the nomination. Schlesinger betleMann was not suitable for the job since:

. .. he is not only out of touch with the vitakdes in contemporary Latin America—the

democratic left, labor, the students, the youthe timtellectuals—but actively

unsympathetic to these forces. His associatiorbbas in the main with the past of Latin

America, not with its futuré’®

Discussing Johnson’s understanding of the Alliamldescoso predicted that his role as
the U.S. representative at CIAP/ICAP would be tanstate U.S. bilateral policy into a
multilateral languagd’’ In March 1964, Johnson proved him correct wherateounced his
perspective on Foreign Aid to Congress. Johnsonearghe U.S. should limit its responsibility
with foreign Development by setting the exampleesponsibility and progreé&® He said the

government would not abandon its allies with geitigal significance*’”® Johnson announced
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that two-thirds of development lending proposed fiscal 1965, including Alliance lending,
would be focused on six countries: Chile, Colombiigeria, Pakistan, and Indf&’

Even if Latin American countries did not agree,ythead no alternative. Johnson
announced that he would not recommended additiangthorizations for the Alliance for
Progress and other USAID programs in the FY1¥6%Embracing the Clay report, Johnson
believed that the private capital should be en@imeDevelopment both in the United States as
well as in the Third World*®? For that reason, it was the responsibility of eamtintry to create
favorable conditions favorable conditions for ptevinvestment&®® In the same venue, Johnson
also announced Mann would work improving the edindy and quality of USAID. Mann’s
objective would be to reduce USAID personnel totaltof 1,200 for the FY 1965

When Mann announced that the U.S. would toleratigamyi dictatorships and encourage
Latin Americans to rely on private capital for Deamment, he just was transmitting a decision
made a long-time befof& The Mann Doctrine, as will it became known, was ¢ulmination
of a process started in late 1962 after the cutshi® budget of the FY1963. Private capital and
armed forces better address Kennedy’'s and Johnsoos$ pressing needs. While the private
capital could compensate for Congressional cut®tmyng political stability, armed forces could
create conditions that attract them. Indeed, botbra did not only have potential to secure the
Alliance’s financial continuity, but by satisfyin@€ongressional reservations, the program
stopped being political liability. Thus, the Adnstriation could devote their political capital to
address domestic issues, such as the Civil Rigbhtement and the growing discontent around
Vietnam. Making this transition more appealing, ihaAmerican armies and private capital

demonstrated effectiveness and capacity to checkmeoist influence in the region.
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By relying on private capital and Latin Americanlitaries to promote development, the
U.S. destroyed the last revolutionary element ad #liance. Without the component of
democracy, the Alliance became one more foreign m@ioigram, similar to Point Four.
Interestingly enough, this new strategy for promgtDevelopment mirrored same model that
kept the region underdeveloped for the last onaltethyears. By March 1964, the Alliance for

Progress, as revolutionary foreign aid program, ehesesd.

Structural Contradictions and the Inability to Mialteralize the Alliance for Progress

How is it that Latin America and the United Statesved from looking for solutions to
abandoning the Alliance for Progress? The key &b dimswer was the structural contradiction of
the Alliance for Progress. Latin America and th&tould not reconcile their contradictory and
colliding interests and even though both embrabedmessage of collaboration, they could not
and were not willing to multilateralize of the Alhce for Progress.

The making of the Alliance for Progress shows tmemhpetition and imposition was more
common than collaboration. As this analysis denratest, the interaction between Inter-
American conditions, domestic pressures, historemaints and the challenges of promoting
Development made the multilateralization almost osgible. Confrontation between the State
Department and USAID, Fragile Congressional majotit.S. domestic anti-Castro demands,
different perspectives on Development, combinatioih short and long-term objectives
demonstrate this. Yet, there were many occasionsnwdollaboration could have played a
significant role. However, neither Latin Americarnbie United States were willing to look

beyond their interest. That spirit was evidentlmmtivo Punta del Este Conferences.
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In August 1961, Latin American republics gatheretha first Punta del Este Conference
to discuss the Alliance for Progress’ implementatiat this Conference, large Latin American
republics refused to establish a powerful Wise Memmittee. Though this was resisted citing
potential interference in republics’ sovereigntye reason behind this decision was to preserve
their bilateral advantage. That intention was cl@arthe spirit behind the Uruguayana
Conference. Frondizi’'s objective was not to coaatenand empower Latin American positions
in the making of the Alliance for Progress. Instehs objective was to secure Argentinean
priority accessing Alliance’s funds based on areeta with Brazil.

Five months later, Latin American republics gathdeagain at Punta del Este to discuss
Cuba’s exclusion from the Organization of Americ&tates and economic and political
sanctions. Ignoring Latin American warnings, th& Uoushed for sanctions against Cuba as the
only viable solution. Congress and the U.S. govemnallowed their desire of revenge for the
Bay of Pigs to drive their actions at the meetingeed, the United States refused to work out a
consensus, and preferred to advance its own adsnoffering aid to Haiti.

The consequences these actions had on the Allfané&ogress and the Inter-American
system’s multi-lateralization has been explainadt, éxamples indicate something more. The
U.S. and Latin America were not only unable, butilimg to build the Alliance for Progress as
a multilateral program. They never attempted toomede their different understanding of
Development, the problematic loan applicationsj@mestic limitations. Built from that system
of collaboration, the solutions each party proposeck incompatible and contradictory.

Latin American democracies expected to improveAtdtiance for Progress by increasing
their collective agency with the program’s decisioaking. They proposed the creation of a

powerful Inter-American Committee for decision-maki and money allocation. Without
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understanding the political tradition of the Unit8thtes and Kennedy’'s domestic limitations,
Latin Americans expected the U.S. and Congressdep such a committee.

Similarly, the United States, unable to understdrel challenges of Development and
responding to program criticisms, found refuge hie tnilateral application of Modernization
principles as mean to improve the Alliance for Pesg. Neglecting the historical role that Latin
American armies, elite and US business had suppge8evelopment in the region, the U. S.
government expected or hoped those forces woulteeemnditions for progress.

It is difficult to know how well each party knewdhconsequences of their actions.
Nevertheless by March 1964, the structural contraatf the Alliance for Progress ushered the
end of the Alliance for Progress as foreign aidgpam that promoted Development based on
economic growth and democracy. This raises thetiqureds this the destiny of any foreign aid

program that hopes to promote Development throeghotracy and economic growth?
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Chapter V.
Conclusion.
The Alliance for Progress, Foreign Aid and the Incpacity to Promote Development

This Inter-American analysis of the Alliance foroBress demonstrates how the program
failed to promote Development due to a combinatbeonjunctural problems and a structural
contradiction. The problems and contradictions veirect consequences of how the Alliance for
Progress was conceptualized and its foundatiorbledtad. Namely, there was not a common
understanding of the Alliance’s ideology. While ibaAmericans believed it was a continuation
of their ideas, U.S. officials assumed the Alliarveas a new approach to foreign aid. Latin
American republics refused to create an Inter-Ac@eri committee capable of enforcing
multilateralism or empowering a collective voicehi§ decision developed a system of
collaboration where U.S. priorities, limitationaterests and conceptions shaped the Alliance for
Progress without Latin American governments colnal@ancing U.S. influence. Indeed, Latin
American republics were left to their own bilateealcapacity to meet U.S. aid requirements.
Those requirements were not only economical, blitiged.

For that reason, thé&.S.-Americanized Alliance for Progresseated two important
conjunctural problems that made the implementatbrthe program too expensive for Latin
American democracies. On one side, the combinasfoshort-term objectives and long-term
goals deprived Latin American democracies from Iyedt their political capital. By being force
to fulfill self-help measures and isolating Cubatih American democracies alienated the entire

political spectrum. Left with little means to demaftcally confront their opposition, Latin
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American government could only rely on foreign sopto demonstrate the effectiveness of
their Development plan. Unfortunately, this wagextely difficult.

The U.S.-Americanized Alliance transformed the UBAh the sole judge on defining
which projects were worth funding. This quickly bewe a source of conflict. Latin America and
USAID had dissimilar understandings on the paths Development and the Alliance for
Progress. Moreover, USAID lack of a clear criterifum self-help programs. Finally, Latin
American governments had little incentive to workhWUSAID country missions, since short
term loans were negotiated on political basis tghodmbassadors. As a result, most loan
applications failed to satisfy USAID standards artlallocation was permanently delayed.

Based on these two conjunctural problems, the Adkafor Progress not only deprived
Latin American governments of political capital,ttaiso provided little means to increase it.
These conjunctural problems gave birth to thtle King Syndromewhere U.S. officials
demanded more than what Latin American democrawmakl offer. Therefore, the Alliance for
Progress became a political liability for most bathmerican democracies. Even for those
capable of fulfilling short-term political requirents, the Alliance for Progress still failed to
readily provide means to create political capiar that reason, excluding those too important to
fail -Betancourt in Venezuela and Lleras Carmarg@olombia -thdJ.S.-Americanized Alliance
for Progressdid not create Development conditions. Instead pinogram’s requirements
introduced social and political instability. Fronck case is the best example on this regard.

However, those conjunctural problems were the noeresequence of the underlying
structural contradiction that ultimately explainethe Alliance’s inability to promote
Development based on democracy and economic groWiht structural contradiction was

evident on the Inter-American unwillingness andaecity to build a multilateral understanding
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of the Alliance for Progress. Since Neither thetedhiStates nor Latin America were willing to
build a true cooperative program, they could notlaratand nor satisfy the problems and
contradictions that each other was facing. In otherds, they could not reconcile their colliding
interest. Built upon that practice, when the U.&d &atin America started discussing ways to
improve the program, they pursued solutions th# eddress their respective interests. Those
solutions never took into account the intereshefdther party. As a result, the United States and
Latin American abandoned the Alliance as a revohary foreign aid program.

There is still one vital question. Would any foreigid program seeking Development

based on democracy and economic growth share the fede?

A discussion on the struggle for Promoting Develepin

As mentioned in the introduction, this dissertatioot only explains the conjuntural
problems and the structural contradictions of thieAce for Progress, but also it offers insights
into the challenges of promoting Development. Basedhose insights, this dissertation tackles
a crucial question. Would any foreign aid programeksng Development based on democracy
and economic growth share the same fate? In otbetsyCan the First and Third World build a
common ground to collaborate in a Development cagm@aThe answer to this question is no.
Let's examine the rationale behind this argument

As this work demonstrated, Development is a comapid subject. Development, as
Amartya Sen argued, is about freedom. Understanbegelopment in this way is essential to
distinguish it from economic growth and per capiiigures, which can distort reality. A
comparison male survival rate amongst U.S. whitdsna, Kerala, India and U.S. black males is

enlightening to exemplify the point. By age 5 sualirates of U.S. black, Chinese and Kerala,
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Indian males is slightly more than 95%, while Uafites are much closer to 100%. By age 25,
U.S. black, China and Kerala, India male ratesbatew 95%. U.S. whites are still over 95%. By
age 65, U.S. black survival is a bit higher thafbo7Kerala, Indian is right below 80%, Chinese
is slightly above 80%. U.S. white is slightly bel®9%2%° The results are similar for U.S. black
women.*®” Moreover, if one asked Katrina’s victims, thoseowdttend to underfinance public
schools that offer no opportunity or the victims tbf New Jim CroW® Is it your living
situation according the standards of a developes® What would their answer be?

Those figures and reflections show that Developneaninot be measure by income or
economic growth. Although U.S. blacks had more pasing power than the other groups, they
lived much shorter than their national and ThirdWWaounterparté®® As Amartya Sen stated,
they do not have freedom to survit’& Precisely for this reason, the Alliance’s underdiag of
Development as a result of democracy and econonowt was revolutionary and accurate.
And, for the same reason, the conceptualizationimptementation of this program unveils how
far the Third and First world can collaborate it@oplishing Development.

Defining Development in terms of freedom entangortant challenges. As the French
Revolution argued, freedom is about equality andliren subjugation. Consequently
Development can only come from the redefinitiorthed social structure. At the same time, this
redefinition can only be accomplished through gpraedistribution of the means of production
and the transformation of the structure of powehis redistribution of the means of production
as well as the changing in the structure of poweates the central paradox of foreign aid.

Development campaigns, by definition, take placeimderdeveloped societies. Due to
the international division of power, those undeerleped societies are under a sphere of

influence from a First World country. If one examsnany underdeveloped society, it is clear
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how industries and activities are in the handoadijn companies. For example, the car industry
in Mexico are owned by U.S. companies, mineralagtion in Chile is done through Canadian
companies, and most oil wealth in Latin Americaghe hands of U.S. or Spanish companies.
This scenario is not much different regarding tbetite industry in Southeast Asia or the
manufacturing industry in China.

The contradiction between foreign aid and Develapme evident. The interests of a
society seeking Development are intrinsically ogab® the interest of the First World. Would
the President or Prime Minister of such countrieppert a Third World Development plan
aiming to nationalize mineral resources, increasatmpr wages, or enforcing labor control of
factories? Would any First World president fomemevelopment plan in the Third World that
encourages the growing of local industries that e@ypete with their own companies? Would
any of them support a government that aim to empeidency? The answer to all those questions
is no. The axiomatic nature of this answer is sempletropolitan elite and interest dominate the
international system, including the political stiwe of the metropolis. For that reason, their
interests are not dissociated from the interesFicdt World governments. The Alliance for
Progress offered two crucial examples in this reégar

The first example was Hickenlooper Amendment inchlthe U.S. Congress made clear
that the government would not offer foreign aicctmuntries that did not offer fair compensation
to U.S. companies and citizens for national expadion. Naturally, it was up to the companies
to define how much a fair compensation was. Anothe&mple was the rejection of Frondizi’'s
idea on an Inter-American Bank to finance Latin Aicen manufactures. This proposal made

economic sense, but the United States rejecteting competition with U.S. companies.
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This situation has not changed. In 2012, afterAhgentinean government nationalized
their oil resources, Respol immediately complainEdllowing that reaction, Spain and the
European Union immediately label the action asteaty. On February 14, 2013 United
Kingdom announced that it will oppose any Developmman to Argentina at the Inter-
American Development Bank and World Bank on accoointfinancial misconduct.” The
United States announced a similar measure a yéaretfé' The First World reacted in the same
way after Venezuela renationalized its oil resosirze 2009. Workers in the underdeveloped
world can expect similar reactions once they diginting for fair salaries. Technological as well
as clothing industries in China and Southeast Awgilh do everything in their capacity to
suppress the movement and to empower the localrebponsible for keeping those conditions.

For the same reasons, foreign aid will never disemgp local elite. They are the
collaborators in preserving the international disttion of power. They are the allies in the
maintenance of the open or closed door empirehdrcase of the Alliance for Progress, it is not
a surprise that private business and armies plebdls8d domestic concerns and became the
perfect allies to defend U.S. interest in Latin Aio@ Venezuela under Chavez was not less
democratic than the current regime in Saudi Arabi@olombia under Uribe. However, only the
one that nationalized oil resources was the olgktternational condemnation.

Under the conditions that the international systémower imposed, unless the recipient
government is willing to forcefully destroy eliteas must modify its Development objectives or
wait for its downfall. Any difference regarding aréign aid allocation, including purpose and
goals, will always resolved itself in the favortbe provider government. The metropolis, either

government or multinational institution, controlbet allocation of aid and the recipient
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government can only rely on foreign support to arteuver domestic opposition. Domestic
elite controls the capital and will not financeithdisempowerment.

If Frondizi, for instance, would have sacrifice@ tholitical elements of his Development
project, like independence on foreign affairs, et September (1961) meeting, he would have
received U.S. aid. This happened after Argentirgkdrdiplomatic relations with Cuba. Yet,
Frondizi did not sacrifice the principles of his\iéopment project. As a result, his government
exhausted all his political capital and withoutainrtial support, could not overcome the political
externalities caused by a meager redefinition efAlgentinean power structure.

The 1963 creation of a powerless CIAP/ICAP alsg$alnderstand the foreign aid
paradox. The contradictory needs of the provided #me recipient government make it
impossible to create an institution where thosedsemn build a common ground. Due to the
international division of power, the multilateratron of a Development campaign based on
democracy and economic growth is impossible.

Ultimately, foreign aid always benefits the providgeore than the recipient. In the best
case, instead of fomenting an economy capable dboyating equally in the international
system, foreign aid creates a destination for Fisrld private capital. That foreign capital is
the same one that created the conditions for uedetdpment. Thus, the only foreign aid that
seems to work is related with social relief. Thisl & important, but does not promote
Development and keeps people alive in the contexiegualities.

Although it may be possible to argue that a Devalept campaign can be based on the
collaboration with the metropolis and local elitejs more likely any Development campaign
conceived and supported by those who want prognesdd seek to end dependency and

subjugation. Not surprisingly, any Development pagamn not based on democracy and
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economic growth involves a forced imposition. Fgreaid, at its best, will create conditions for
economic growth that will concentrate on the haofdthe old or the refurbished elite. Elite, as
we know, cannot coexist with Development, simplgdese it cannot coexist with Democracy.
Democracy requires equality as a prerequisite eédom. Since Development required the
transformation of the structure of power behind iternational, transnationals and national
inequalities, a nation had two alternatives: towradermanent inequalities through foreign aid
or Develop through a revolution. Based on thecstmal contradiction of foreign aid, it is not a
surprise that the Alliance for Progress was ungbleuild path “where, within the rich diversity
of its own traditions, each nation is [would beddtto follow its own path toward progre$&2”

This conclusion on foreign aid contradicts at led& two predominant perspectives
about the capacity of foreign aid to promote Depeient. One believes that foreign aid does not
promote Development and it created conditions gmavent it. InThe Aid Trap: Hard Truths
about Ending Poverty2009), Glenn Hubbard and William Duggan arguesl libst solution to
end poverty in the world is through a large-scatggmm of pro-business aid for poor natiéfs.
They affirm that aid does not lift people from pdye but rather the private sector does since
they are the job creatot’ Markets, they argue, have not worked in poor coesibecause they
did not have the chance to operate. Poor counggiernments are anti-businéS3 Hubbard
and Duggan proposed a loan program to local busitiest countries can access only after
reforming their internal markets to a pro-businessicture. They concluded, “[s]witch to
business or suffer the consequendéd.”

Though fomenting local business may seem logidafalls apart with the reality of
underdevelopment. Hubbard and Duggan used Worl# Baing Business Report to outline the

conditions businesses need to thrive. This rankimegsures ten variables: starting a business,
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dealing with licenses, employing workers, registgriproperty, getting credit, protecting
investors, paying taxes, trading across borderfare&ing contracts, closing busine§4.Using
these factors, Singapore and its $46,241 per c&p@tal) ranks first®® However impressive
these numbers may be, Singapore ranks @9 highest level of inequality above Ecuador and
below Madagascdr’ Those numbers could be related with Singaporeplollic investment and
flexible labor markets. Interestingly enough, adoog to the Labor Rights Report elaborated by
the US government in 2002, those labor conditiores essential to understand Singapore’s
economic growth since 1960%. In other words, inequalities and lowering thediyistandards
of the working class is crucial for a Developmeaséd on a business oriented strategy.

Those authors may argue that inequalities had mgttoi do with Development and more
money is more money regardless where it accumulatesever, it is telling that those pro-
business measures were imposed under People’sndetidy uncontested ruling since 1965. If
during those years the People’s Action Party wawtlhave been accused of censorship, control
over the media and gerrymandering to stay in powespuld be possible to argue that their

501

agenda had the support of the majority of the patpari”™" Unfortunately that does not seem to
be the case neither in Singapore nor in Chile.

In this county, elite imposed the same paradigmindurPinochet’s right-wing
dictatorship. Like Singapore, Chile also appeara gsod macroeconomic management example
in those rankings. However, massive Chilean prsteiiring 2012 show the majority in
developing countries does not embrace a path t@elbpment based solely on economic growth.
Society demands social equality and democracy adalliowing presidents know: Fernando

Collor de Melo (Brazil-1992), Hernan Siles, Gonz8@nchez de Lozada, Carlos Mesa (Bolivia-

1985, 2003, 2005); Abdalad Bucaram, Jamil Mahuadlargio Gutiérrez (Ecuador- 1997, 1999,
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2005) Alberto Fujimori (Peru- 2000). If Frondizi @etancourt may have been willing to
suppress democracy for forty years and dismantldaloelief network, Venezuela and
Argentina would be Developed nations based on Hubdad Duggan’s standards.

Those demands to reform the social pact along ittes lof democracy and economic
progress should not be a surprise. Developing matiad seen economic boom based on pro-
business strategies. However, those strategies bleath the main responsible behind the
inequalities and poverty that exists in those metitoday. As the Third World knows, a pro-
business agenda may lift some people from povbttynot produce Development. It would only
reproduce oppression for those unable to take adgarof the boom.

From a humanitarian and liberal-internationalistinpoof view, the most notorious
defenders of foreign aid are William Easterly aeffrédy Sachs. InThe White Man’s Burden:
Why the West's Efforts to Aid the Rest Have Don®l&h Il and So Little Goo@2007) and
Reinventing Foreign Aid2008), William Easterly analyzed previous foreigid programs
aiming to offers solutions to the future. He ci#ted western efforts to impose Development
strategies, placing special emphasis on the irplidi collaborate with local officials. Easterly
encouraged aid officials to support what he cadledrchers instead of planners. While searchers
are usually local entrepreneurs with interestsrwblem solving, planners are western experts
associated with international Development agendibss distinction is interesting, but does not
provide an explanation to foreign aid failures. Rlamportantly, it is not explain how searchers
can overcome the structural contradiction showthaanalysis of the Alliance for Progress.

Building upon similar paradigm omhe End of Poverty: Economic Possibilities of our
Time (2005) Jeffrey Sachs wrote that “the time to emdepty has arrived®? Under this

premise, Sachs endorsed the UN Millennium Projeataderent initiative to end poverty by the
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year 2025. Drawing from his experience working orefgn aid agencies, Sachs highlighted the
importance of planning and accountability and idesat five pillars for Millennium
Development Goals based poverty reduction stratéigst, differential diagnosis or the series of
policies and investments that a country needs ltowan order to achieve Development goals.
Next, he discussed an investment plan that detesnsize, timing and cost of the required
investment. Thirdly, a financial plan that is eds#nto funding the investment plan. Then a
donors plan to identify possible contributors ankdl the financing gap. Lastly, a public
management plan helping government and public adtration implement the expanded public
investment strategy> Among the five pillars, the public management pianespecially
valuable. Sachs argued this plan must be basek ¢argets: decentralization of management of
public investment, training public sectors, infotioa technologies, measurable benchmarks,
audits and monitoring and evaluati.

If somebody ever said that there was nothing meWwistory and that everything repeats
itself, the five pillars of the Millennium Develomnt Goals proves it. Although Sachs neither
referred to nor analyzed the Alliance for Progréiss,similarities with Millennium Development
Goals are remarkable. Yet, there are two importifferences. While the funding of the
Alliance for Progress mostly depended on the Uni&dtes Treasury, the UN Millennium
Project relays multilateral funding through multioaal organizations such as the World Bank
and the International Monetary Fund. Second, tHeAde for Progress introduced the variable
of democracy as an essential component behind Dewvent. However, the UN Millennium
Project purposely ignores democracy and to jugisfexclusion, Sachs argued:

The links from democracy to economic performanae ratatively weak, even though

democracy is surely a boon for human rights andhraidy against large scale killing,
torture, and other abuses by the stéte.
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While the importance of democracy in Developmerdaswalready explained, it is
extremely interesting to observe how little thetggies to promote Development have changed.
In fact, some Development experts still believéha possibility of the First World financing the
destruction of the international distribution ofwer that explains their wealth and supremacy
over the rest of the world. Even though Sachs amstdely endorsed alternative Development
paths, instead of the free-market dogma, it is fuistininking to assume wealthy donors would
finance the erosion of their own wealth. If thisrev@ossible, Congressional leaders would have
not complained for the expropriation of U.S. compann Brazil or other parts of the region.

Similar to the Alliance for Progress, it is possilthat the UN Millennium Initiative will
help attenuate inequalities and the poverty thatlte from it. However, it would not end
poverty. The contradictions between the interesti@fors and recipients would progressively
erode the program’s legitimacy. The program wouélen fulfill the goals that justify its
existence. Three out six of the UN Millennium PablManagement goals relate with
accountability and four out five of the five pilkarmplied coherent planning associated with
funding. Interestingly enough, Glenn Hubbard andligh Duggan understood this problem
well and correctly affirmed that “aid provides atural outlet for anti-business ideas because
they do not disturb the politics or prosperity dfetrich country itself>®® This quote,

unfortunately, confuses anti-business with anti-®epment.

What about the Marshall Plan?

There cannot be a discussion about the effectigeoieforeign aid without analyzing the
Marshall Plan. As history testifies, this plan weftective in helping Western Europe recover

after World War Il. However, and despite some conspa, the Marshall Plan was radically
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different than the Alliance for Progress as welhasst foreign aid programs. This plan did not
aim to promote Development, but to finance the vecp of European economies. The U.S.
group in charge of formulating some of the basieasl behind the Alliance for Progress
recognized this difference. According to them, kmlithe Marshall Plan, the Alliance for
Progress responded to the need to overcome “arerdnbieritage of poverty, widespread
illiteracy, and grave social, economic and geogicitimbalances>®’

Due to these differences, the Marshall Plan did have to face the structural
contradiction of foreign aid: disempowering natibaad international elite. As Richard Kuisel
discussed inSeducing the French, the Dilemma of Americanizaf{®893), many French
businessmen were eager to import U.S. managemeatdtiges to improve productivity.
Moreover, encouraged by the possibility of accepsiapital, European elite were willing to
collaborate at levels that were not possible irviotes generations° Michelle Cini explained,
“what west (sic) European wanted first and foremwsas the financial aid. The rest of the
package could be taken or left. In practice, theant that the Western Europeans supported the
American line only insofar as it allowed them texess to the funds>*°

As explained throughout this study, problems La&merican governments faced were
different. Since the ideas of Development were gbvassociated with democracy, recipient
governments worked as powerless arbiters betweenlgrodemands for equality and elite’s
rejection of those ideas. In addition, those gowemnts needed to satisfy U.S. requirements to
receive aid. However, the requirements collidedhvwessential components of the country’s
Development plan, such as political independenceneign affairs. Edward S. Mason, one of
the economic planners for the Marshall Plan, caotyart of this argument in a letter to Teodoro

Moscoso. He explained the differences between theshll Plan and the Alliance for Progress,
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noting the Organization for European Economic Coaijp@en worked for two reasons. First, it
was built on the economic reality of European eooigsanterdependence. Second, Washington
“could, by and large, assume that European govemntsneere capable of governing, given a
necessary but temporary access to impaffsBased orlittle King Syndromend the structural
contradiction of foreign aid, Latin American goverents could never fulfill that expectation.

Consequently, the Marshall Plan does not providdeexe that foreign aid can promote
Development. It does demonstrate that foreign aly evorks if the transformation does not
disempower neither local nor international eliteowéver, the Marshall Plan does help to
understand the negative externalities of foreigh As Anthony Carew explained rabor under
the Marshall Plan: The Politics of Productivity artde Marketing of Management Science
(1989), the Marshall Plan mostly benefited businessrests and weakened labor unions by
imposing collective bargaining restrictions in ytaind France.

Moreover, the Marshall Plan created perfect cood#ifor US companies to seize control
of European economies. Between 1950 and 1970 W\&stment in Europe increased by
1400%, in comparison to 556% in Asia and 320% itinLAmerica. In the same period, U.S.
banks increased in Britain and Ireland from eletefforty and in Europe from six to seventy-
two.>** As Jean-Jacques Servan-Schriever argued, becéube ®arshall Plan Europe had
become “a new Far West for American businessmeair Titivestments do not so much involve
a transfer of capital, as an actual seizure of powi¢hin the European economy:* This
explains the powerful propaganda apparatus asedciaith the Marshall Plan. As Brian
McKensie explained iRemaking France: Americanization, Public Diplomacyl International
History (2008), the U.S. government deployed a massivepagn convincing France to

adopting U.S. values and traditions. Even thougiKéfisie argued that those efforts increased
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animosity in the long-term, they helped reduce st in the short-term. On that opposition,

Kuisel provided interesting information on leftestd rightist criticism to the Marshall Plan.

Other issues: Agency of Individuals, the Americagaedgional entity and the application

of Historical knowledge

This research highlights the reasons behind thea#dé’s shortcomings as well as the
structural inability of foreign aid to promote Déopment. On top of all of that, this dissertation
helps understand the complexities of decision-ngakas it demonstrates how powerless and
even irrelevant individuals are. For instance, manglyses blamed Kennedy for the Alliance’s
failure since he did not defend the democraticqipies of the program. Kennedy had a lot to be
blamed for, but even if he would have been williagacrifice all his political capital defending
those principles, Kennedy would have been unablghteld the program from Congressional
reservations and to secure its financial contindnystable political systems, the capacity of an
individual to revolutionize the environment is lovegardless of a political title (i.e. President.)
Obviously leaders had agency, but that agencynmslasi to the influence a sailor had on the
ocean. Unless a leader is capable of building emqugditical power and the system is under
serious questioning, individuals cannot become iBose Even in those conditions, the leader or
leaders would be constrained by the conditionshisgher accumulation of power dictates.

Individuals are even more powerless in regions Wk interdependently, as the Inter-
American system operates. The Inter-American argly# the Alliance for Progress
demonstrates that the Americas exist as an intergkgmt world. Similar to the Mediterranean
world Fernand Braudel analyzed in thlediterranean and the Mediterranean World in the ag

of Philip Il. Though there are many differences between theitbteghean and the Americas,
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especially regarding the distribution of power. THigoremacy of the United States in the
Americas has been almost uncontested. Argentind8eamdl had been close, but always, too far
The Americas works as an Interdependent regionesh@py the level of influence that
one country’s affairs had on the others and vicsaelndeed, historical processes cannot be
understood without an analysis that builds uponinkeraction among the different elements of
the region. For example, when Cuba expropriated bilSompanies, the decision immediately
endangered Cuba’s relationship with Venezuela. Timgdent marked the beginning of the
confrontation that resulted in the breaking of dmphtic relations between both countries.
Similarly, U.S. insistence on breaking with Cubaated ideal conditions for a Peronist triumph
in the March 1962 election that led to the militapup that removed Frondizi from power. In the
same way, Latin American unwillingness, disinterestinability to isolate Cuba made it
extremely difficult for Kennedy to build a fluid legionship with Congress. Those examples
demonstrate the existence of a region where histioprocesses occurred in an interrelated way
and whose causes could only be found in the ligahdnter- or Trans-American understanding.
Many books have been written about the histonjheflhter-American system, including
important authors like Peter H. Smith, Lester LayglMichael Kryzaneck, Walter LeFeber,
Stephen Rabe, Greg Grandin and Alan McPherson.eNhd first three authors had created a
good framework, the last four had been crucialgeronew areas of discussions. Those areas of
discussion included U.S. colonial policy in LatinmArica, repression of social and labor
movements as well as Anti-Americanism in Latin AroarClose encounters of Empire, Writing
the cultural history of U.S.: Latin American Retats edited by Joseph Gilbert, Catherine
Legrand and Ricardo Salvatore complements thode avidaily perspective on Inter-American

cultural relations. Through the analysis of cultupgocesses, it offers a methodological
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framework that highlights Latin American agency the imposition of U.S. paradigms. By
resignifying those paradigms, Latin Americans fdrt¢keir transformations. To exemplify that
point, that book discusses issues such as U.Siemfe on Puerto Rican sexuality or the
adaptation of Banana companies to local practices.

Based on such works, there is a reasonable unddnstpof main historical processes in
the history of US-Latin American relations. Howewvirere is still plenty of uncharted territory.
It is necessary to start advancing in a new dioectwhere the explanation for Latin American
and U.S. processes lays in the conditions thalntiee-American world creates. An analysis with
those ideas as the compass will offer a better ngtaieding ofwhy the system matured as it did.
Until recently, post-modernism has been a prolificinderstandindnow individuals had lived.
Underneath that perspective, however, it is posdiblfind the implicit assumption that tixdy
of historical processes are already clear and #éviegyhas been written about them.

This study only scratches the surface in tryingriderstand the complexities that explain
the history of the Americas. Probably those permspex were less clear in the past, but the
strong agency that Latin American votes had on Qbte&meelection proves that an Inter-
American perspective on U.S. and Latin Americarbfgms is unavoidable. This perspective is
the only one capable of offering a coherent exglando historical processes, such as the rise of
Central American Maras, development of Reggeatowedksas the evolution of the U.S. labor
movement after the World War Il, especially amorigain workers.

As with any historical process, the responsiblebilaitding this region are people. On one
side, the continual interest of U.S. youth on thageand learning about the southern part of the
region. On the other side, Latin Americans immigganho are redefining the concept of U.S.

citizenship. Based on the Latino National Survey 2006, sixty eight percent of second
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generation Latino considers themselves strongly aae>'® However, sixty percent of the
same group identifies itself based on their counfrgrigins or as Latind"* Moreover, as Laird
Bergad and Herbert Klein argued, the continual igration of Latinos to the United States has
reinforced the continual usage of Spanish as timehianguage. Since the 1980, the number of
Latinos who speak Spanish at home had been, img@eseventy five percett

Inspired by these figures as well as studies ombaatommunities in San Jose, South
East Los Angeles, San Antonio and East Harlem, lachdad proposed the idea of a Latino
cultural citizenship. InLatino Cultural Citizenship: Claiming Identity, Spaand Right$1997)
William Flores and Rina Benmayor defined Latinotatdl citizenship as the “range of social
practices which, taken together, claim and estaldiglistinct social space for Latinos in this
country. Latino social space is evolving and depelg new forms, many of them contributing to
an emergent Latino consciousness and social articabtevelopment®® These new kind of
citizens are and will be the driving force behihttregion.

For those reason, this study hopes to help advémeeunderstanding of the Inter-
American world. By not only providing an example loow to address Inter-American problems,
but also by offering some insights in the methodmal guidelines to confront them. Obviously,
harsh criticisms to those methodologies and problamuld be the best contribution to a new
field calledHistoria Americanaor History of the Americas.

Lastly as Ernest May and Richard Neustadt provedhimking in Time: The Uses of
History for Decision-Maker$1986) and this study corroborates, Historia/Higtas the memory
of society, contains a valuable record of our agu@hments and mistakes. Those must be used
for building the future. Not surprisingly, on a 2Dfoll, government officials -including Director

of the Central Intelligence Agency, Secretary areplly Secretary of Defense Joint Chiefs of
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Staff, Secretary and Deputy Secretary of State, #gsador to the U.N. - identified history as the
most useful discipline for decision- makifig. Based upon society’s attempts to solve prevalent
problems as well as its vice of repeating mistakesfesores de Historia and History professors
had a major responsibility with society’'s most gieg needs. Those needs include world
poverty, war on drugs and people, protected dersmgafailures behind affirmative policies or
the negative effects of collective fear over civilerties. Instead of looking at the past with
contempt and condemning how previous generatioisdfasociety requires and demands a
historiography that understands the why of the,ghagtking on the construction of the future.
Una historiografia con responsibilidad civica/ atdviography with civic responsibility is the

basis/ es la base de Historia Actual/Current Hystor
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