
garding health matters.” 
Scicntists’ attitudes towiird scicntists of 

the Third World differ little from the iitti- 
tudes of pliticians iind cntrcprcneurs to- 
ward their Third World countcrparts. Thcy 
iiw considered educated (though not s o  wcll 
erlucated ils “our” scientists) and a n  trcilted 
rcspcctfully, pcrhaps; but thcy arc morc tol- 
cratcd than appreciated. Carlos Finlay’s 
publication of thc trilnsmission of  yellow 
fcvcr by mosquitoes was acknowledged but 
ignorcd. Then U.S. Amiy officers pub- 
lished the fact and have reccivcd the credit 
and acclaim. ‘Ihday thc splendid and alniost 
unparallcled accomplishments of thc Cuban 
Govcmmcnt in the hcalth field ilre p;itron- 
ized ;and iiiinimizcd in this country. I t  would 
(lo n o  harm wcrc our medical pliinncrs and 
politicians to deal a hit niorc humbly with 
the facts and study the Cuban achicvcnicnts 
with an eye to remedying the dclicicncics 
of our own rural iind central-city rncdical 
carc. our generally inequitable access to 
medical care, and our uncorltrollablc costs. 

MEXICO: DEVELOPMENT 
STRATEGIES FOR THE FUTURE 

by Denls Goulet 
(University of Notre Demc Prcss; IS9 pp.; 
S 1 6.99S8.95) 

World rcccssion, a drop in o i l  price iind 
deniand. and ia stiiggering forcign debt have 
forccd the new Mcxican govemmcnt to iin- 
pose the most scvcrc austcrity plicics of 
that country’s history. Thc thrciit of social 
unrest has led morc than ii fcw observers 
in the 1Jnited Statcs to spccul;ite that our 
southern neighbor may wcll bc the ncxt 
domino to fiill, that Mexico cotild t i i r n  into 
another Iran, or that it  might initiate a 
“debtors’ OPEC” iiimed at cnginccring i1 
massive dcfault o n  the enormous loans that 
weigh down so many Latin hmcriciin na- 
tions. 

Politically, things may not bc as fright- 
ening as thew talcs of (loom suggest; thc 
governmcnt institutions of Mexico have 
shown grcatcr stability than thosc of  ;any 
othcr Latin American country, though there 
arc indccd pniblems with thc cconoiny- 
this iiccording to Deriis Go~lc t .  who has 
hcre outlined a bnxidcncd, intcgrated ap- 
proach to Mcxican devclopnicnt that takcs 
thc diversity and complcxity of‘ the COUII- 

try’s iiceds into account. He is persuiisivc 
in making thc case for such iin approach. 

Coulct’s list of crucial problcms is a long 
one: an inequitable distribution of the ben- 

efits of rapid economic growth; ii dangerous 
imhalancc in agriculture, where a modem, 
highly prtul!stivc export-oriented sector re- 
ccivcs far ~iiorc govemmcnt attention than 
does the inefficient subsistence cultivation 
that is cxpcctcd to feed thc rural poor who 
makc up thc ovcrwhclniing majority of 
Mexico’s population; thc enormous dc- 
pcndence of Mexico’s national economy on 
world markets (petroleum. agricultural 
products, and timber), and particularly on 
the United States. Additional difficulties in- 
clude wtxfully low productivity. high in- 
flation, serious unemployment and 
underemployment, extensive ecological 
tlevastation, burcaucratic overcentriili7~- 
tion, perilously high levcls of borrowing 
and debt-servicing, and thc scvcrc derno- 
graphic pressures of a rapidly growing pop- 
ulation. 

Goulct starts with the conclusion reached 
by thc Biuiloche Foundition in 1976: “The 
major problcnis facing society are not phys- 
ical hut scrioplitical.. . bascd on the uncveii 
distribution of  power, both b e t w w n  nations 
and within nations.” 

In Mexico, Goulci argues. the elite that 
rctains a rnonopoly on political and cco- 
nomic p w c r  is in large part responsihlc for 
policica that hiive ncglcctcd the nccds of 
niost Mexicans. I n  Mcxico’s casc, the proper 
goals of dcvclopment should arise out of 
three central conccms: “The satisfaction of 
Biisic Human Nccds as a lirst and direct 
priority, the centrality of promoting self- 
reliance. and thc nccd to foster non-clitc 
participation in dcvelopment decisions and 
iictions. ” 

(ioulet proposes an altcmativc dcvclop- 

men1 strategy based on a new concept of 
Mexican national identity, drawn from the 
country’s rich cultural and historical tra- 
ditions. pmiculiuly the ideals of the Mex- 
ican Revolution of 1910: land and freerlom 
to peasants. equality. social justice. na- 
tional sovereignty. and pride in indigenous 
culturc. 

While the lkheverria and Lhpz Portillo 
iidniinistrations publicly suppcwterl these 
values, the policies they pursued in indus- 
try, agriculture. cconomic management. and 
political reform did little to reducc depen- 
dency or to increase efficiency and extend 
the benclits of economic growth to the.dis- 
advantaged. largely rural Mexican major- 
ity. Although Goulet’s well-dwumentcd 
criticisms take in almost all spheres of CEO- 

nomic activity in both administrations, it 
may scem odd to some readers that the au- 
thor docs not single out the shocking scale 
of routine corruption in Mexican economic 
and political life. 

In recognition of Mexico’s economic and 
culturiil diversity. Goulct suggests a plur- 
alistic model for Mexican development, 
which would place spccial emphasis on the 
active defense and nurture of that divcrsity. 
Hc argues that if cultural diversity is not 
just to be omiimcntal, then govcmment pm 
grains must mcognizc multiculturil scxio- 
economic and political structures. 

A plunilistic appR)iich in agriculture 
would adapt to the nccds and aspiritions of 
subsistuncc farmers. and domestic fwxl 
markets would hiive priority over e x p r t  
markets. Along with ncw rural cmpemtive 
vcnturcs, special consideration would he 
givcn to thc major ecological prohleins of 



forest depredation, emsion, and the deple- 
tion of arable land. 

Goulet’s guidelines for Mexican industry 
would foster decentralization. Small and 
medium-sized industries would be encour- 
aged, with technology suited to the partie- 
ipation of indigenous peoples and aimed at 
utilizing and improving their skills. Mar- 
keting would focus on local and interre- 
gional cxchangcs. 

Goulet also examines the maquiladoras, 
the in-bond assembly industries along Mex- 
ico’s border with the United States. that 
employ up to 200,000 people and comprise 
the country’s third largest source of foreign 
revenue, after petroleum and tourism. While 
he recognizes that these industries offer op- 
portunities for alleviating rural poverty and 
undocumented mass emigration to the U.S., 
Goulet points out that the mayuiludoras ag- 
gravate social i l ls by teaching few market- 
able skills to those they hire. They also 
encourage internal imniigration to border 
cities, since they produce goods for export 
that, besides being irrelevant to basic needs, 
fie Mexican production even closer to U.S. 
and world markets. G o ~ l e t  favors phasing 
out foreign ownership of the border plants 
and suggests that thcy shift from producing 
consumer g t d s  for elite markets to pro- 
cessing raw materials for domestic use. 

Goulet’s bcmk is a welcome reconsidcr- 
ation of conventional ways of viewing de- 
velopment, evenhanded in pointing to the 
limitations of the paradigms that have been 
invoked by scholars of both Right and Left. 
Still. many new questions are raised by his 
study. What form will his often-cited “de- 
velopment frorii tradition” take in its Mex- 
ican context? How are local movements of 
politically inexperienced peasants and in- 
digenous peoples to achieve what he calls 
their “critical mass,” and what sorts of 
reactions might they meet fmm the gov- 
ernment and powerful interest groups in the 
event that they do’? How, at a time of global 
recession, falling growth rates. and national 
austcrity, can the Mexican urban middlc 
class, the privileged beneficiaries of past 
aggregate-growth policies. be expected to 
relinquish the fruits of their political and 
cconomic victories in favor of programs 
that, in the short term, are unlikely to offer 
them material gains? 

These :ire but a few of the issues that are 
bound to become part of the bmadened de- 
bate over Mexican development that will 

THIRD WORLD MULTINATIONALS: 
THE RISE OF FOREIGN 
INVESTMENT FROM 
DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 

by Louis T. Wells, Jr. 
(The MIT Press; vii + 2 0  pp.; $25.00) 

Stephan Haggord 

Our thinking about the Third World has 
lagged behind rapidly shifting economic 
realities. The result i: a certain schizo- 
phrenia of outlook. “Peshis ts”  paint a 
bleak, even apocalyptic future for the 
“South,” pointing to burgeoning debt, per- 
sistent povcrty. and authoritarianism. “Op- 
timists’-among them some who perceive 
the Third World as an economic threat- 
paint a different picture, pointing to the 
newly industrializing countries (NICs), such 
as Brazil and Korea, that continue to de- 
velop rapidly, increase the welfare of their 
populations. and challenge the industrial 
dominance of the “North” in sectors ranging 
from textiles to shipbuilding. 

The truth is that, in cconomic terms, the 
Third World is no longer a useful category. 
if it ever was. OPEC’s 1973 price increase, 
which took its heaviest toll in the poorest 
developing countries. was but one sign of 
a little-understood process: the rapid dif- 
ferentiation of the developing world. Louis 
T. Wells’s careful and informative study of 
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form in response to Goulet’s readable, Duvid D.Arg a writer critic who 
learned, and provocative challenge. Thanks 
to him, that debate will demand far more 

mbs his home in N~~ York city. 
inwination from scholars and policy-mak- 
ers than has bccn in evidence up to now. 
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Third World multinationals (MNCs) offers 
striking evidence of this pmess ,  though it 
is less forceful when it comes to drawing 
wider conclusions. 

The MNC has been thc symbol of the 
economic power and dominance, the “global 
reach,” of the advanced industrial states. In 
the last tcn yeus a number of developing 
countries havc entered the g a m o a  change 
of political as wcll as economic signifi- 
cance. 

Most foreign investment from devclop- 
ing countrics goes to othcr developing 
countries. Advocates of  a New lntcmational 
Economic Or&: have long argued that ex- 
panded intra-Third World tradc and in- 
vestment would reduce dcpcndencc on the 
trilateral nations (Europe, Japan, and thc 
United States), increasing political solidar- 
ity and enhancing collective bargaining 
powcr. Along with the political advantages 
to bc gained from Third World solidarity 
there are economic ones as well. Professor 
Wells finds evidence to support the hope 
that Third World MNCs’ transfers of tech- 
nology and production processes would be 
more appropriate to the host countries’ needs 
than are those transferrert by thcir First World 
counterparts. MNCs of developing coun- 
tries have been flexible in adapting tech- 
nologies, pmduction processes, and products 
to the smaller dcveloping-country markets 
they serve. They also ~ e e m  more willing to 
prcxurc goods and services locally, thereby 
establishing beneficial linkages with the do- 
mestic economy; and they m more willing 
to accept local joint-venture partners. 

Professor Wells is at his best when ana- 
lyzing individual firms’ motives for in- 
vesting. Some of these are novcl, such as 
the networks of trade and investment kept 
up by Indian and Chinese firms for servicing 
their overseas ethnic communities. For the 
most part, however. the firms in devcloping 
countries arc interested in dircct investment 
for the same reasons the firms in dcvelopcd 
countries are. These include the advantage 
of leapfrogging import restrictions in host 
countries, the search for cheap labor, and 
gaining access to raw materials. Some finns 
in developing countries have even investcd 
in “offshore” facilities with the aim of pen- 
etrating third markets. 

As a result, the political relationship be- 
tween Third World MNCs and their hosts 
is likely to be marked by some of the same 
tensions that have arisen betwccn traditional 
MNCs and host governments. When one 
considers that Third World MNCs share the 
motivations of traditional MNCs but may 
lack many of the latter’s technological. 
managerial, and particularly marketing re- 
sources, there may be no net bcnefit to thc 


