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form there. The work was begun under the auspices of 
the Joint Commission on Rural Reconstruction 
(JCRR), which had been established in 1948 under 
the China Aid Act. Ladejinski encountered en- 
thusiastic response from farmers, but the work did 
not last long. I t  camc to an abrupt halt as the Com- 
munist army swcpt through China. Tlic hcadquartcrs 
of JCRR wcrc movcd from Nankin to Canton and 
thcn to Formosa (Taiwan). Soon all its work on the 
mainland was suspended but later, whcre possible, 
was carried over to the island. There i t  pushed 
through a land-to-thc-tiller program with meticulous 
care, which set the stagc for Taiwan’s postwar eco- 
nomic miracle. 

Ladejinski was dccply imprcsscd by the year’s ex- 
perience in China. And so, whcn thc Point Four objec- 
tive was announccd, he promptly drafted a detailed 
memorandum with a strong plca for adopting the 
JCRR program as thc model for such assistancc, at 
least for thc densely populated countries of Asia. A 
program with land reform as its ccnterpiece, he in- 
sisted, would makc the quickest impact on the 
material well-being of thc poor peasants; i t  would in- 
volve a minimum of aid dollars; and it  would also 
lessen thc attraction of totalitarian idcologies. Rut  his 
plcadings cut no ice with Washington. A uniquc op- 
portunity was lost, and the technical assistance pro- 
gram took off to wander aimlessly through turbulent 
times. 

In 1977 thc World Bank publishcd an impressive 
volume containing Ladejinski’s papers. The caption it 
used for the publication was highly appropriate: 
“Agrarian Reform as Unfinished Business.” The Bank 
itself had donc practically nothing to pursue that very 
business. Referring to Ladejinski’s persuasive plea to 
make thc JCRR model the heart of the Point Four 
program, the editor of the book commented that “un- 
fortunately, in my opinion” i t  was not adopted-a 
view shared by other knowledgeable pcoplc. What is 
particularly unfortunate is that in the intervening 
three decades nothing has been done to make amends 
for so grave a default. In my own judgment, this singlc 
factor alone was enough to spell the difference be- 
tween success and failure of the technical assistance 
program. 

There remains a widespread bclief that the aid pro- 
gram suffered because, unlike thc Marshall Plan, it 
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was starved of capital and put instead on a meager diet 
of technical assistance. I have always felt that this is a 
highly superficial view of the matter. The real differ- 
ence between the Marshall Plan and Point Four lay 
not in funding but in the underlying spirit. First, the 
Marshall Plan was firmly geared to the most urgent 
nceds of postwar Europe. It was fashioned in all its es- 
sentials by a leadership that summoned rare vision 
arid down-to-earth rcalism for the purpose, and only 
thcn was i t  sold to the Congress and the nation. No 
lobbies could tamper with its substance, no pressure 
groups could deflect i t  from its single-minded pur- 
pose. How different i t  was with Point’Four! That was 
ushered in with no more than a top-level declaration 
of intcnt, well meaning but devoid of substance. And 
so, inevitably, i t  was left to senior administrative aides 
to give ttie program flesh and blood, and they 
fashioned i t  in thcir own image. Not surprisingly, they 
wcre solely concerned with what would be saleablc to 
the Congress and the nation. They cared least for what 
mattercd most, namely, the top-priority needs of the 
poor nations and how best to meet them, thereby 
hastening the growth of their economies along sound 
lincs. Instead, political compromises struck in Wash- 
ington were exported as an aid package. 

There was a second difference between the  
Marshall Plan and Point Four, as ironical as it was 
fatal. The fear of communism, especially after the out- 
break of cold war, spurred the rebuilding of West 
Europe as a bulwark against it. The  same fear drove 
the aid-givers to a hasty embrace of the governments 
of the poor nations, though, in general, they were 
feudalistic, authoritarian, reactionary, and oblivious 
to-quite often exploitive of- their own people. This 
turned the Point Four ideal upside down. Instead of a 
spur to progress it  became a prop to the status quo. 

The de facto alliance that emerged between the aid- 
givers and the ruling governments had another 
melancholy sideeffcct. As a first essential step toward 
modernization the developing countries badly needed 
home-grown rcform movements to defeudalize their 
societies. Such reform movements sprang up in many 
countries under the normal operation of historical 
forces. They were subdued or nipped in the bud the 
more easily because the government-togovernment 
flow of aid strengthened the ancient regime that was 
thwarting the forces of change. 



The worst conceptual fiaw.in the aid program is 
consistently overlooked: that political compromiscs 
made at headquarters can serve the cause of economic 
development in the field. Tiley do nor. The premise is 
palpably false. Yet the edifice of aid has been erectcd 
on this very premise. From outside it  looks im- 
pressive, even awe-inspiring, if only because of its 
overpowering size, the army of experts involved, and 
the billions of dollars expended. But the foundation 
remains rickety. It is a classic case of buying small 
benefits at a huge cost. 

Today, thc United States lumps everything 
together and treats i t  as foreign aid. It  is now giving 
two-thirds of its aid to three countries- Israel, Egypt, 
and Turkey- mainly for military purposcs. Winston 
Churchill called the Marshall Plan “the most unsordid 
act of history.” Who would dare apply this remiirk to 
the prcscnt foreign aid program? 

FOUR POINTS 
The literature on foreign aid is vast and is growing in- 
cessantly. It is neither possible nor ncccssary here to 
attempt a dctailcd analysis of the record. Howcvcr, 
there are four points, more or less corolliirics of what 
has been said above, that descrvc spccial mcntion: 

1. Quanrirative ohscwiori. There has long bccn an cx- 
cessive preoccupation with the unioitiif of aid in terms 
of dollars and a surprising indifference about its 
yuali~y. Onc frequently hears lanicntations ovcr the 
fact that America devotcs only 0.27 per cent of its 
gross national product to development aid, while ii 
number of other countrics, notably France, West Ger- 
many, Canada, and Britain, not to speak of the Scan- 
dinavian group, contribute a significantly higher per- 
centage of thcir GNP. ?’rue, the percentagc is too low 
in America’s case, only a third of thc 0.7 per cent 
target that was laid down by thc U.N. for the Second 
Development Decade. Even so, is i t  not incomparably 
more important to ask how cffcctivcly thc available 
funds are being used and what results thcy arc achicv- 
ing in actually promoting development? 

Let me illustrate. In 1961, Galbraith, then am- 
bassador to India, wrotc in his journal intcr alia: In  
those days the Indian Government “regarded techni- 
cal assistance activities ... with considerable suspi- 
cion ... an invasion of sovereignty, a possible cover for 
cold war penetration .... Whenever the India Govern- 
ment asked for help, a great effort was made to re- 
spond. ‘At least they were asking us.’ ” As a result, 
technical assistance bccamc “a hit-and-miss affair, 
helping here and missing there, and maybe doing oc- 
casional damagc by diverting attention from first es- 
sentials.” 

And just about a month earlier he had jotted down 
in a similar vein: A few years ago all American ac- 
tivities were “regarded with much suspicion. Accord- 
ingly, when we asked for help ... in remedial read- 
ing, occupational therapy, flower arrangement- we 
were delighted and responded enthusiastically. The re- 
sultant pattern of technical assistance activities was 
wholly haphazard.” India’s case, i t  may bc argued, is 
an extreme one. Nevertheless, Galbraith‘s main con- 
clusions- that technical assistance was truly a “hit- 

and-miss affair,” that its pattern was “wholly 
haphazard”- could not be brushed aside summarily. 
They did contain ii large element of truth for foreign 
aid as a whole; indeed, inevitably so in a program that 
was launched in almost casual fashion and was soon 
loaded with compromiscs ;it both ends, at headquar- 
lcrs and in thc ficld. 

I t  has become custonliiry for thc protagonists of all 
aid programs to think and speak in terms of 
multibillion dolliirs. This “billionitis” is an offshoot of 
the Rostowian analysis that estiiblishcd ii rigid correla- 
lion bctween the riitc of growth and the need for 
capital, e.g., x-billion dollars are needed to generate a 
y-ratc 01’ growth. No such corrclation evcr cxisted, 
however. except i n  the mythical world o f  a spcculative 
brand of ccononiic thcpry. Thc task irlways has 
5een- and remains- how to achieve optimum rcsults 
with a given amount of moncy. 

2. ,12.e&c.r (?/‘,/hod pro(liic~riotl. In any rational pro- 
gram of development for poor nations, food produc- 
tion descrves by far the grcatcst emphasis. The rea- 
sons are, or should bc, obvious: Thc living standards 
of the poor nations depend very largely on the ade- 
quacy of food supply. Tropical agriculture has enor- 
mous potcntial, not only for food production but also 
for job creation. If  systcmatically tapped with the 
iivailable scientific knowledge and tcchnologies to op- 
timize production, incomes, and job opportunities, the 
GNP and thc living standards of the poor nations 
could be raiscd rapidly. Despitc these facts, i t  has 
takcn surprisingly long to grasp the crucial importance 
of a food-first approach to devclopment. 

The huge food surplus of the U.S., especially in the 
’50s and the ‘60s. militated against the adoption of 
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such an approach. “Food for Peace” had a worthy role 
to play in providing relief to the truly needy, the “ab- 
solute poor,” or those struck by disasters, natural or 
man-made. But in practice its role was grossly inflated. 
Subsidized food was exported on a large scale (to some 
extent also from Wcstern Europe); governments of 
the poor nations grabbed i t  with alacrity as an easy 
way out of their developing food crisis, ignoring its 
impact on their farmers and on the fate of their primi- 
tive agriculture and of their struggling economies. 
Food for peace became a stumbling block to dcvelop- 
men t. 

3. Building self-reliance. “To help them help them- 
selves,” “to make them self-reliant,” to put their 
economies on a “self-sustaining growth path”- these 
were the professed ideals of technical assistance pro- 
grams, and they have continued to embellish the 
literature on the subject through all these years. I t  
should have been clear from the outset that they could 
be realized in only one way: by putting their own rc- 
sources systematically to work- their land and water, 
their minerals and forests, their sunlight and air-and 
by mobilizing their manpower for productive work 
and progressively upgrading its skills. How to go about 
this vital, and novel, task should have been the 
foremost concern of all aid-givers. But there never was 
any sufficiently deep, comprehensive, and objective 
analysis of ways to evolve a winning strategy to meet 
these new challenges. 

After inordinately long delays the aid programs 
have begun to realize the need to give a primary focus 
to agriculture, especially food production. This is 
welcome, but what is still sadly lacking is a clear recog- 
nition of the essential steps neccssary to elevate primi- 
tive low-yield agriculture to the modern scientific age 
and by the shortest and surest route. 

4. Role of persuasion. Technical assistance has, to 
evoke an old but useful Laskian phrase, an inarticulate 

major premise: that the aid-givers know the priority 
needs of the recipient countries and be able to per- 
suade their governments to adopt these priorities and 
pursue them effectively. This might sound like a tall 
order, but technical assistance demands nothing Icss. 
It is destined to stand or fall by its ability to satisfy this 
condition. 

Former World Bank President Eugene Black knew 
this only too well. That is why, in the course of a serics 
of lectures more than twenty years ago, he carved ou! 
a crucial role for a new kind of specialist whom he 
called a “development diplomat.” Mr. Black defined 
him as “a man with a vocation’land “an artisan of eco- 
nomic development,” who will use “the tools of cco- 
nomics and other disciplines as best he can to place in 
perspective, to shcd light on and to illuminate the 
choices before the decision-makers in the under- 
developed world.¶’ 

“To illuminate the choices”- what a wonderful 
phrase, and what a fascinating tool of persuasion! The 
beauty of this tool is that, properly used, it works-as 
I can vouch from my personal experience in such 
different environments as India, Ghana, West New 
GuineaNest Irian, and Yugoslavia. But skeptics 
would still ask, as they have from timc to time: “Are 
there enough specialists of such a particular genre who 
would meet Eugene Black’s specifications? And could 
the aid programs attract them to their service?” The 
questions are palpably spurious. What has been in 
short supply is not qualified people but the desire to re- 
cruit thcm. A talent hunt is almost always anathema 
to the top echelons of established bureaucracies, 
which are prone to play safe with “safe” people and 
therefore fight shy of high-grade personnel. The con- 
sequences of this are writ large over the record of 
aid programs. 
(Tliis is the first of a rwo-part article. In the August issue: 
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