
Not a Marshall Plan but a modest proposal 

Toward Caribbean Self-Help 
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World attention now rivets on a troubled Central 
America - from Guatemala to Costa Rica - and 
on surrounding island states of the larger Caribbean 
basin. In many intemational forums the question is 
asked: Can an intemational assistance effort, with 
financial, technical, and market components, be 
mounted to assist the hemispheric subregion in 
achieving a more stable, secure, and peaceful 
ground for economic growth and general develop- 
ment? The subject is not a new one by any means. 
In fact, siiice 1945 it has found its way again and 
again onto the Hemisphere’s geopolitical and eco- 
nomic agenda. 

Skeptics argue the futility of any effort to transfer 
resources from the wealthier to the poorer coun- 
tries, maintaining that “o[ficial transfers cannot 
significantly promote development,” since they 
have too many adverse consequences on recipient 
nations, including encouragement of “imprudent fi- 
nancial policies.” The skeptics make a good case, 
especially when arguing against proponents of re- 
source transfers who focus exclusively on the mat- 
ter of financing or who overlook the fact that 
development is a process of long-range change 
rather than a series of “quick-fix” objectives. 

To some degree, though, this skepticism about 
the value of a new package is also shared by the 
hemispheric subregion itself, particularly when. 
billed as a “Marshall Plan for the Caribbean.” In 
some circles the term “Marshall Plan” denotes a re- 
surgence of the same cold war spirit that infused the 
earlier venture. No matter that this U.S.-initiated 
program succeeded beyond the hopes of either the 
United States or the European nations involved in 
assisting European reconstruction and in helping to 
open up new channels for democracy. Still, apart 
from the limited technical assistance offered under 
Point N, neither this broad postwar effort nor sub- 
sequent U.S. aid activities - with the significant 
exception of the Alliance for Progress - had sub- 
stantial impact on the fortunes of either Latin 
America or the Caribbean. The Westem Hemi- 
sphere bas had an impressive growth pattem over 
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the past three decades, but more than 90 per cent 
was generated from within the region rather than 
from without. 

As for potential donor countries for the Caribbean 
in the Americas - such nations asithe U.S., Can- 
ada, Mexico, and Venezuela - their current ten- 
dency is toward forming what some term a 
“multilateral conceptual framework” within 
which to assist the troubled area, while in practice 
most assistance activities would be carried out on a 
bilateral basis. Given the economic policies at work 
in the U.S. at present, its tendency is to come down 
hard on improving the area’s supply-side - that is, 
seeking ways to create a new competitive produc- 
tive capacity in the recipient countries - in the be- 
lief that this allows diverse societies to take greater 
advantage’ of their human and financial resources. 

The Central American nations themselves, with 
some encouragement from the Latin America Eco- 
nomic System (SELA) and various U.N. agencies, 
have set a minimal target of $15 billion in extemal 
transfers of funds. Postwar experience with devel- 
opment, though, has demonstrated the importance 
of first establishing concrete and realistic goals. A 
further question to be asked is whether the Carib- 
bean basin’s problem is simply a lack of money or 
onc of ideas conccming the uses to which money 
should bc put. 

At the risk of oversimplifying, it may be useful to 
look at the Caribbean basin not merely in terms of’ 
its postwar experience with development questions 
but also with regard to present conditions and pros- 
pects. The picture is something like this: 

0 The smaller island states of the Caribbean 
basin, especially the newer ones, must now estab- 
lish new institutions that enable development to be 
broadened, stimulated, or tumed into different and 
more productive channels. According to most stud- 
ies, the English-speaking Caribbean is an area 
marked by high literacy and a strongly humanistic 
culture, but its scientific and technical capacity, as 
well as indigenous entrepreneurial skills and oppor- 
tunities, remains limited. 

0 In much of Central America, however, the cur- 
rent challenge remains one of reconstructing devel- 
opment capacities. The real question here, of 
course, is whether present domestic political diffi- 

‘ 

19 



culties in various isthmian states will constrain this 
process and for how long. 

For the entire basin the critical issue is whether 
the various states will achieve significant market 
access in the United States, Brazil, Mexico, Vene- 
zuela, and Argentina for its products. 

0 The advanced economies of the Hemisphere 
have severe restraints on official and resource trans- 
fers. Thus the prospects - both current and 
foreseeable - for increasing substantially the vol- 
ume of extemal financing for the Caribbean should 
not be exaggerated. This suggests that most of the 
development effort will have to be generated from 
within the Caribbean basin itself, supplemented 
perhaps by some broader financial support from Ja- 
pan, the Middle East, and certain countries of Eu- 
rope. It also implies the need for intensive efforts at 
creating conditions that are more conducive to at- 
tracting private foreign investment on terms com- 
patible with the host country’s self-interest. 

One difficulty with transfcrring resources from 
wealthier to poorer societies, at least where the U.S. 
is concerned, has been the often conflicting and con- 
tradictory nature of thc various doctrines offered to 
justify such transfers. Eachnew U.S. administration 
is forced by the pressure of political events to rein- 
vent the wheel of economic assistance. As a result, 
some really difficult questions - e.g., Which con- 
tributes more to national development, multilat- 
eral or bilateral forms of aid; in specific cir- 
cumstances, which is more appropriate, financial 
or technical cooperation? - have been scarcely 
looked at. As Robert Packenham pointed out a dec- 
ade ago in Liberal America and the Third World, 
“despite hundreds of books and articles that have 
been written about aid, the corpus of serious litera- 
ture dealing with aid’s impact on development re- 
mains small.’’ The famous Pearson Report of the 
late 1960s devoted only four of its four hundred 
pages to this critical matter and the same lack is 
noted in the recent report of the Independent Com- 
mission on Intemational Development Issues, 
known familiarly as the Brandt Report. 

if there is to be a new intemational aid venture to 
assist Central America and the Caribbean, it is nec- 
essary to address the question of how aid - espe- 
cially in the form of technical assistance- 
contributes to development. Quite clearly there is 
little time, little in the way of resources, and per- 
haps no inclination to make this assessment in any 
systematic way. Yet we have had enough experi- 
ence with both multilateral and bilateral assistance 
programs to stake out altemative courses of action. 

A VIABLE PATH 
It has been argued convincinglythat of all the major 
forms of intemational technical assistance rendered 
to Latin America the servicio (service organization) 
was among the more successful. This concept, de- 
veloped under the autonomous Institute for Inter- 
American Affairs (IIAA) founded in 1942, was first 
put into operation under an agreement with Ecua- 
dor in the same year and then in other countries, 
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with particular expansion between 1950 and 1961. 
The servicio was modeled on the land-grant college 
system developed in the United States after the 
Civil War, whose strength lay in combining re- 
search and training activities in a cooperative fed- 
eral, state, and local network. In the case of 
agriculture, for instance, extension agents reached 
out to local farmers. 

As developed by the IIAA, a servicio became the 
joint venture of the United States and a host Latin 
American country. Initially, these service units for 
technical cooperation operated outside the formal 
U.S. govemmental structure, and each servicio - 
whether for health, education, agriculture, indus- 
try, etc. - had two co-directors, one from the U.S. 
and one from‘the host nation (the latter was usually 
the head of the ministry to which the technical ser- 
vice unit was attached). 

The servicio units were not given inordinate 
funding by the United States! yet they succeeded in 
training and equipping participating govemments 
to develop their capacity for managing technical 
programs. AS reflected in the determination of pro- 
vincial, state, and municipal govemments in the 
Hemisphere to participate in these programs in spe- 
cific fields, they were regarded generally in Latin 
America as a sound application of Point IV of the 
Truman Doctrine for foreign economic assistance. 
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“Each U.S. administration 
reinvents the wheel of , 

econokc assistance” 

.Naturally there were both positive and negative 
features of the original service unit instruments. A 
1953 evaluation by the U.S. Public Health Service 
of ten years’ experience with health servicios in 
Latin America praised them for rendering great ser- 
vice to specific areas that had lacked health facili- 
ties while it faulted them for paying insufficient 
attention to promoting “sound administrative 
methods and safeguards within the structure of the 
host govemment.” A decade later, however, these 
initial defects had been corrected for the most part 
and the servicios in health, sanitation, transporta- 
tion, agriculture, and so forth were widely recog- 
nized as making a critical contribution to 
hemispheric development. 

Perhaps the key to the success of the original bi- 
lateral servicio was its decentralized mature. All 
projects were determined locally by the IIAA repre- 
sentative (who was also co-director of the local ser- 
vicio corporation) and the local ministry to which 



the unit was attached. This automatically gave 
higher prominence and visibility to the host coun- 
try than to the U.S. No hub t - i t  accounted for the 
strong desire of state, provincial, and municipal 
governing bodies to set up cooperating servicio cor- 
porations for fields in which they had particular in- 
terest. 

Starting in the late 1950s, the servicio gradually 
was abolished as an instrument of U.S. cooperative 
policy. What took its place, as witness the Alliance 
for Progress and subsequent developments, was the ’ 

notion that foreign aid programs ought to consist 
primarily of loans rather than grants, to be linked to 
five-year plans in recipient countries, and to have 
specific, targeted objectives - including the pro- 
motion of democratic forms of govemance. 

Today, of course, the original bilateral servjcio 
concept would not be welcomed in Central America 
or in the Caribbean states, immediately conjuring 
up an image of thc old patemalism. Moreover, re- 
gional govemments, even in smaller countries, feel 
they now have the capacity to organize and manage 
efficiently a growing number of projects. Smaller 
states in the region may, of course, lack specific 
technical and human resource capacities to under- 
take projects involving fusion or solar power, for 
example. But even here, bilateral intemational 
technical assistance, as distinct from financial help, 
might have more drawbacks than are readily antic- 
ipated. 

THE PROPOSAL 
Given these assumptions, is there a way to assist 
the Caribbean basin through limited technical as- 
sistance programs that are tied in with broad inter- 
national financial, investment, and marketing 
efforts? It seems worth pursuing a suggestion that 
has been made for the creation of a multilateral 
rather than a bilateral servicio arrangement under 
the aegis of a new and specialized institute of the 
Organization of American States (OAS). This would 
be designed specifically to support an intemational 
technical assistance program (as distinct from the 
financial or marketing arrangements agreed upon] 
for the larger Caribbean basin. Govemments or in- 
stitutions participating in this assistance effort 
would agree, insofar as is reasonable, to channel pro- 
grams of a technical assistance nature through and 
with servicio-type agencies to be established in the 
cooperating countries. 

The operating mode of the institute and its servi- 
cio units in the Central American isthmus -where 
reconstruction of develo ment capacities is the 

republics of the Caribbean basin - where particu- 
larly the newer states may require extemal help to 
formulate projects. The institute‘s life would be 
limited to perhaps ten or fifteen years and snuffed 
out automatically at that date. 
How should such an OAS “Caribbean Basin Insti- 

tute” be administered? Perhaps the current execu- 
tive directors of the Inter-American Development 
Bank (IDBJ from OAS member states plus Canada, 

next task - might well di P fer from that of the island 

each of whom represents several countries, would 
also serve as the board of directors of the proposed 
institute. Or a board could be selected jointly by the 
OAS and‘the IDB, thence to operate under the OAS. 
Such a link between the QAS and the lDB would 

Decentralization was the key 
to the original seeicio’s 
success 

have two practical results: There would be no need 
to select and underwrite another group of distin- 
guished representatives from OAS member states, 
and this would help bridge the enormous gap be- 
tween the financing programs of the IDB and the 
technical work of the OAS, at least for the Carib- 
bean basin area. This tie should also result in greater 
cooperation between existing OAS councils and 
agencies, perhaps leading to administrative integra- 
tion of all OAS technical programs. 

A feature of any multilateral servicio ought to be 
its stress on involvement by voluntary nonprofit or- 
ganizations. As Alvin Toffler points out in Future 
Shock, since 1963 the most rapid growth in the in- 
ternational community has been registered in pri- 
vate sector efforts. At various points in the 1970s, 
for instance, funds for Latin America and the Car- 
ibbean from the U.S. voluntary sector surpassed 
those of even the Agency for Intemational Devel- 
opment. Cooperation among nonprofit organiza- 
tions can be stepped up within the framework of the 
proposed OAS institute. Perhaps the servicio units 
in various OAS countries would choose to empha- 
size private enterprise initiatives to create jobs, giv- 
ing such activities priority status. 

It must be said that however useful such a new 
multilateral technical assistance program might be, 
it can make only a limited and circumscribed con- 
tribution to the subregion’s future well-being. In- 
creased bilateral assistance - largely financial but 
also technical - greater access to the advanced 
market economies, and, above all, achievement of 
intemal political and social stability by the coun- 
tries themselves remain the more central elements 
to a solution of the problems in this vital area. This 
proposal, then, is hardly a panacea. But in helping to 
improve the potential for growth in the subregion, 
it could be of strategic value for enhancing the area’s 
development prospects. More than anything else its 
success depends upon the sensitivity and spirit of 
accommodation with which it is examined and 
acted upon. l.Wvl 
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