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AMERICAN ECONOMIC AID PLANS ON THE
EXAMPLE OF THE MARSHALL PLAN
AND THE ALLIANCE FOR PROGRESS:

SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES

Two American economic aid plans: European Recovepgiam and Alliance for Progress
are compared in the article. The author focusesammomic and political conditions which
resulted in both initiatives. The text demonstratesreasons for the formulation of the two
aid proposals, and especially the premises thatmeted that the program for Europe was
launched three years after the war, while the puogor Latin America as late as in the 1960s.
In the second part the author focuses on the dbgscof both programs. To present the ob-
jectives preliminary assumptions indicated durimg speeches of George C. Marshall of June
5, 1947, and of J. F. Kennedy of March 13, 1961cai@ed. Detailed objectives are be dis-
cussed based on the Foreign Assistance Act of 48d&he provisions of the Charter of Punta
del Este. The most important issues addressecithttd part are to compare programs’ ef-
fects, stress successes and failures of thesenttiaiives and attempt to identify their causes.
In addition, the amount of economic assistancedsgnted, its scope and the types of benefits.

Keywords: Marshall Plan, Alliance for Progress, cold wamnoounism.

The chapter will compare two American economic@ahs: (European Recovery Pro-
gram, (ERP) and (Alliance for Progress, (AFP).t-ine will focus on economic and polit-
ical conditions which resulted in the announcenadnnitiatives by representatives of the
US administration. Both plans were in the Cold Wantext - although the conflict itself
was in different stages: in the initial stage @etisive for subsequent ye3rfor the period
of the conception of the Marshall Plan and undercibnditions of the permanent two-bloc
division for years of the Alliance, with its pealirthg the Cuban missile crisis. We will
demonstrate the reasons for the formulation ofttéw aid proposals, and especially the
premises that determined that the program for Earegs launched three years after the
war, while the program for Latin America as latérathe 1960s. In the second part we will
focus on the objectives of both programs. To pregenobjectives we will quote prelimi-
nary assumptions indicated during the speechegofde C. Marshall of June 5, 1947, and
of J.F. Kennedy of March 13, 1961. Detailed objexdi will be discussed based on the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1948 and the provisiohthe Charter of Punta del Este. The
most important issues addressed in the third plithevto compare programs’ effects, stress
successes and failures of these two initiatives atteimpt to identify their causes. In
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addition, the amount of economic assistance wilptesented, its scope and the types of
benefits.

1. POLITICAL AND ECONOMIC CONTEXT

An announcement of the Marshall Plan was a coresempiof the shift in the concept of
US foreign policy. The shift was decided by sevéaators, two of which were the most
important events. Fundamental was the change ipdtaeption of Soviet foreign policy in
Washington. The departure from the conciliatorg lof Franklin D. Roosevelt took quite
a long time, in spite of the signals sent by Jos®faltin (e.g., election speech of February
1946) and by certain officials of the Harry Truman adisiration (George F. Kennan's
Long Telegram, also from February 194@)he shift in the approach of the US administra-
tion was motivated by Moscow's increasing expansttendencies, aimed at political pen-
etration of other countries (Greece, Turkey, Fraitedy, and Belgium). The Soviet Union
successfully used the post-war economic difficalté European countries, especially the
decline in living standards and citizens’ sendijiib communist propaganda, spreading
news about alleged successful Soviet economic mdté resulted in an increase in sup-
port for far-left parties: French Communist Parbyid expect the support of the order of
26% — 28%, and remained the largest party in padia; Italian Communists, in turn, won
19% in the elections of 1946.

The Marshall Plan was, therefore, a consequenaesbift in the Washington’s attitude
and its more active posture in relations with Magc®he conceptual shift was a result of
the failure of the Moscow Conference of Foreign istiers (March 10, - April 24, 1947),
during which no agreement was reached regardindutiee of the German state (states).
Negotiations dragged on and the stalemate of talkskened in Americans the belief that
this state of affairs, especially in the contexthod difficult situation in Europe, suits the
expectations of the USSR. In other words, the USipdy is leading to economic “bleeding
out’ of the Old Continent, the growth of suppont foe communists ready to promise any-
thing and - as a result - expansion of the Soyibege of influence

The second factor, which played a major role imiaglating the Plan, was a negative
assessment of the pace of reconstruction of th&€@idinent. From the Washington’s point
of view it was slower than expected. At the entheffirst quarter of 1947, the prewar level
of industrial production (1937) was reached (oreexted) only in Bulgaria, Denmark, Ire-
land, Norway, and Sweden. In the case of Germangiria, and Italy, this ratio was from
28% (the British zone in Germany) to 50% (Ausfii@rain harvest was on average 80%
compared to pre-war levels. At the same time inytbars 1937-1947, the number of people
in Europe increased by 8%dn 1945-1946, the level of daily consumptioer capitawas
far from the pre-war levels and was 60% in Ausari@ Germany, 68% in Italy, Belgium,
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France, Holland, Finland, and Czechoslovakia apf@&$¢. Redistribution and rationing
of food were often used to regulate the food sitmain the country.

After the end of hostilities exports of many Eugap countries were on the symbolic
level, reaching in 1947 the level of only 59% congghto 1938 Two years earlier, the
value of exports was on average 20% of the prelevat for all European countries except
for the UK, Switzerland, Denmark, Norway, and Swedghe first country which managed
to reach pre-war level of exports of goods (in Ju846) was Switzerlant.At that time,
the United Kingdom and Sweden reached the lev&l086, while Denmark and Norway
approx. 50%. Austria and Hungary fared much woisgprox. 15% and the Netherlands —
25%. At the end of 1946 the United Kingdom and Severkached the pre-war export lev-
els. Exports in Belgium, France, Czechoslovakiagark, and Norway stood at 60-70%
of pre-war level. Netherlands doubled volume ofakg reaching 50%. Bulgaria, Finland,
Hungary, and Poland did not reach this ceilingheye¢nd of 1946. In December 1946 Aus-
tria still exported five times less than before thar, by mid-1947 reaching the level of
33%. At that time exports of Polish and Finnishd®mmncreased, and stood at 40% and 50%
respectively compared to pre-war indices. There weagrowth in exports in Bulgaria and
Hungary. This was mainly the result of a “dollar hung&tropean countries did not have
the means to finance the desired volume of exports.

Before the implementation of the ERP in the ye##45-1947, the US supported the
reconstruction of Western Europe in the amountlilion'2. This was the amount seven
times greater than that all the countries of L&tnerica received during the entire presi-
dency of Truman (1945-1952). As noted by Peter Hitls “between 1945 and 1952 this
region received economic aid in the volume lowantthat achieved by Belgium and Lux-
embourg®. The region was not regarded by the US as a gicatzonomic zone of the
post-war global systeth It remained, however, as undeniable, it seenhedzone of eco-
nomic interests of Washingtéh The countries of Latin America, deluded by Matkht
a conference in Petropolis (August-September 1&b0ut a possible bailout plan, received
a final, negative response at the founding meatirthe Organization of American States
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(April 1948), where the US Secretary of State sia&d: ‘Financing of the enormous devel-
opment needs (of the region — K.K.) goes beyondépacity of the US government. The
necessary capital should come from private soulmth: domestic and foreign. The Amer-
ican example shows that progress can be achiewtdhpeugh individual effort and the use
of private resources?® A year later, in September 1949, during an addoefsre the Pan
American Society of the United States, Marshalliscessor, Dean Acheson recalled that
‘This country has been built by private initiatiad it remains a land of private initiative.’
‘Loans of public funds, however, can only be suppatary to the efforts of private capital,
both local and foreign.'... ‘progress will come rhoapidly in countries that help themselves
vigorously™’. This political line was maintained at least uh8b8. In the years 1948 - 1958
Latin America received only 2.4% of the pool of Amsan foreign economic aid. It was
a region regarded as fairly stable and not so nluglatened by Soviet invasion. This was
confirmed by the NSC-16 document of 1948, which thadirst report of National Security
Council, devoted exclusively to Latin America. Thavas a record, that ‘communism in
the Americas is a potential threat, but apart frarfew exceptions, it is not at present
a serious thredf. This attitude changed in the 1950s and was auosfirfor example by
the invasion of Guatemala inspired by Washingtow, @verthrow of Jacobo Arbenz Guz-
man (1954).

For Washington, it has become important to obsajpport for its anti-communist pol-
icy, while for Latin American countries the prigritvas determined not by ideological is-
sues, but economic and social is$tieBhe practical manifestation of American policyswva
to support, or at least maintain good relationdliie ‘proper’ dictators. These activities
were not only morally questionable, but were alsnding often counterproductive effects:
The opponents of right-wing dictators were not glsveommunists, but - as aptly noted by
Krzysztof Michatek - ‘under US pressure of accumagiof communism were cut off from
economic or military aid from the US, and eventpaliteered toward the Soviet Union,
becoming with time its customef%’ USA also lost prestige, as it was found by VicesP
ident Richard M. Nixon during his goodwill trip taatin American countries (April-May
1958). Planned as a propaganda success, a joumrmagh eight countries in the region
ended with a spectacular defeat in Venezuela, wdresngry mob stopped the presidential
cavalcade and the security of Nixon was seriouslgatenet!. After the events in Caracas
Brazilian President Juscelino Kubitscheck in aeletb Eisenhower called for ‘a renewal

16 The Papers of George Catlett Marshadbl. VI: The Whole World Hangs in the Balance, January
8, 1947-September 30, 194@s L.1. Bland, M.A. Stoler, S.R. Stevens, D.D.tHBAltimore 2013,
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19 A. Oberda-MonkiewiczPolityka USA wobec Ameryki taskiej po zimnej wojnie [US policy
towards Latin America after the Cold WakVarsaw 2009, p. 42.
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rican century. History of the United States of Aicee1900-2001] Warsaw 2004, p. 340.

21 Anti-American sentiment in Venezuela was larghly result of Washington’s support for the dic-
tatorship of Marcos Perez Jiménez. Four monthseedhe overthrown dictator found refuge in
the United States where he was granted politicduas Therefore the streets of Caracas had
a justified suspicion of collaboration between tie and the hated despot.
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of the relationship between the United States am$té/n Hemisphere countries’, espe-
cially as ‘the ideal of Pan American unity has ergfl serious impairmeft This corre-
spondence (Eisenhower gave sympathetic responssumgisted further talks) was not
only an incident of an epistolary nature, but restiin the submission by Kubistchek of the
concept of the so-called ‘Operation Pan AmericBragilian aide memoireof August 9,
1958). The document compiled eight fairly vagueeobyes (demands) of the Operation,
among which the most important were: The recognitiat underdevelopment is a problem
of all members of the Inter-American movement, nigkactions to increase productivity,
inclusion of regional institutions into initiativeghich were to reduce the backwardness of
the regiod®. Washington tried to tone down the Brazilian plest’s ambitious plans, par-
ticularly in view of the amounts appearing on theasion of the presentation of the concept
(40 billion dollars§*. Still in April 1959, the act on establishing timter-American Devel-
opment Bank was signed (the Bank started to operateecember 30, 1959). The Latin
American countries have strongly lobbied to créla¢eBank at least since the end of World
War Il. The very operation was to some extent fastinalized through the establishment
by the Council of the OAS of the so-called ‘Comettof 21’, consisting of all member
states of the Organization.

A key event which determined the relations betwééashington and Latin America
was the victory of the Cuban Revolution (seizurdHalana by Fidel Castro - January 1,
1959). Despite initial hopes for establishmentefpro-American system on the island, but
already without the ousted dictator Fulgencio Batfbatistanimo sin Batistajt the end
of 1959 it was already clear that the change ofgraw Cuba could pose a threat to US
interests and cohesion of Western Hemisptiehe the period of ‘relative normalization’
(1959) of relations between Washington and Hav@aatro took a visit to the USA (April)
and attended a meeting of the Committee of 21 iarBs Aires (April-May). In a long
speech on 2 May, Cuban Prime Minister encouraged)t to submit a Marshall Plan for
Latin America, proposing $30 billion distributedesv10 year¥. He also proposed creation
of a common Latin American market. However, as aditg Wiestaw Dobrzycki ‘it soon
became clear that it was one of the last Cubantieanive speeches on the Inter-American
forum'?’,

The US concerns regarding the possibility of ekpéithe Cuban revolution to other
countries in the region has resulted in increastiglity in Washington in the last year of
Eisenhower’s second term. In June of 1960 the TFustl for Social Progress was estab-
lished (it began to work a year later), its fundsrevto reduce poverty and disease in the

22 D. Eisenhower: ‘Exchange of Letters Between thesiglent and President Kubitschek of Brazil’,
June 10, 1958. Online by Gerhard Peters and JoWo®lley, The American Presidency Project.
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New Measures for Economic Cooperationl. L: Report and Documents, First Meetjri¢yash-
ington 1959, p. 29-31.
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25 A. Oberda-MonkiewiczPolityka USA wobec Ameryki taskiej po zimnej wojnie [US policy
towards Latin America after the Cold Wakiarsaw 2009, p. 46.

26 T.C. Wright,Latin America in the Era of the Cuban Revolutibondon 2001, p. 66.

21 W. Dobrzycki,Stosunki midzynarodowe w Ameryce taskiej. Historia i wspotczesio [Inter-
national Relations in Latin America. History anetRresent] Warsaw 2000, p. 171.
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Latin Americ&®. Earlier, on the third (and last) meeting of then@nittee of 21 in Bogota
(September 1959), the so-called Act of Bogota wipted in which the signatories con-
firmed that the development of democratic institu§ was conditioned by economic and
social progress. The document listed the numb@rapgosals that were to lead to a better
functioning of the economies of the region (bettecess to agricultural loans, the develop-
ment of affordable housing, structuring ownersHipJhis peculiar new opening of the
relations between Washington and Latin Americahlendconomic and social plane was
accompanied by certain reevaluation of politicdétiens, involving the cooling relations
with dictators (breaking relations with the DomanicTrujillo regime in August 1960) and
supporting democrats (e.g., Romulo Betancourt inéZeela). The comprehensive concept
of synergy of economic and political instrumentsswaesented only by Eisenhower’s
successor.

2. OBJECTIVES

The basic expectations of a recovery plan for perwere indicated in Marshall’s
speech at Harvard University (5 June 1947). Defipjthe brought economic issues to the
forefront. The US Secretary of State spoke of tiilapse of the system of division of labor:
due to lack of raw materials and fuels industrymtid produce adequate goods to exchange
with the food-producing farmers. As farmers coutd spend money on desirable goods,
ceased to cultivate the land, and turned the fieldspastures. National governments were
forced to deplete their foreign currency reserveske loans for foreign goods which were
previously available on the domestic market. Thit fo a deterioration of the economic
situation both in urban and rural areas. Natiormalegnments were in a state of constant
shortage of foreign currency which could have hesad for economic reconstruction, ‘we
are dealing with a very serious processes whosgnc@tion does not bode wef’Ac-
cording to the Secretary of State, among othenseidnt that within three to four years
Europe will totally lose ability to pay and will ken the brink of economic, political, and
social crisis.

After completing the part of the speech which ddw described as a diagnosis of the
state of Europe’s economy, Marshall proceededésamnt the concept of ‘healing’ the Old
Continent. The remedy to bring the situation uraetrol was to restore the functioning of
the division of labor based on the appearance wiidence in the growth prospects of res-
idents of European countries as to the economigdutf their countries and of Europe as
a whole. The United States should play the maie imthe process of ‘healing’. Political
stability and ensuring peace were achievable anlgonditions of economic equilibrium.
Only then, after the recovery of the economy andew political and social conditions,
could different institutions operate unfettered.eTroposed assistance ‘should provide
a cure rather than a mere palliative’. Therefore ahsistance would not be offered every
time as various crises develop. Noting that ‘oufgyads not directed against any country
or doctrine, but against hunger, poverty, despamatind chaos* Marshall also pointed

28 More on the Fund see, D. TusBhe Inter-American Development Baw&l. IV, Colorado, 1995,
p. 41.

29 Act of Bogota: measures for social improvementermhomic development within the framework
of Operation Pan Amerig&®an American Union 1961, pp. 1-14.

30 Foreign Relations of the United StatRUS), 1947, vol. IIl, pp. 237-239.

31 1bid.
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out that ‘governments, political parties or grougsch seek to perpetuate human misery
in order to profit therefrom politically or others@é will encounter the opposition of the

United States.” The same would apply to any govemnvhich maneuvers to block the

recovery of other countries. It was the only pdrthe speech, which was a little more

confrontational, though still quite veiled.

The implementation of the US aid was conditiongghior agreement of future bene-
ficiaries, as to the type and scale of expectatidhg initiative should come from Europe
(if not all, European countries®, whereas the role of the United States, shouldisbak
friendly aid in the drafting of a program and teyide support to the extent possible in the
context of its implementation. Through this briitavording Marshall refuted the argument
of the opponents of the Plan that European goventsrage slow performers of recommen-
dations of American imperialists. To condemn Wagton’s initiative would mean to
sabotage the economic reconstruction of the OldiGent.

According to the relationship of one of the papi@nts in these events, published after
years in ‘The Harvard Crimson Review’, after theegh, ‘the applause was tremendous,
guests surrounded the Secret&tyOn the other hand, Richard Pipes, a historian was
also there wrote: ‘I carefully followed his speexid | was disappointed that | did not hear
anything except the obvious. Others probably shaiginmpression, including the heads of
European governments - until the State Departmened their attention to those parts of
speech, in which the General invited Europeansibonit a coordinated plan for post-war
economic reconstruction. Thus the Marshall Plan ba®, and the speech of June 1947
may be now considered as one of the most impoptaisliic speeches of the twentieth cen-
tury. But it did not impress when it was deliveréd’

Due to political tactic the speech was very subdiféashington expected to include at
least some countries of Central and Eastern Eespecially Czechoslovakia and Poland)
into the planned recovery program. For this reatitere could be no question about the
any trace of ‘militant anti-communism’. Marshalbaldid not say explicitly that the eco-
nomic recovery in Europe should weaken the luréaofeft ideology; he only indicated
economic premises of the initiative. It is beyorailt; however, that the effectiveness of
the Plan should be examined precisely by assessings in support for Communist groups
in countries that in the end participated in thegoam.

General formulations, concerning the economic sptwere more precisely formulated,
among others, in the Foreign Assistance Act, signe@iruman on 3 April 1948. The Act
listed four objectives: increase in production, @epment of foreign trade, the establish-
ment and maintenance of internal financial balaaoéd, the development of economic co-
operation, which was to include the stabilizatidrewchange rates and the gradual elimi-
nation of trade barrie¥s The greatest importance was attached to theofajstctive. During

32 It was not until June 12; when at a press confaxréMarshall made it clear that his proposal also
takes into account the Soviet Union and Great Britihrough the concept of Europe he under-
stood ‘all these areas which are located west @&f.AQuoted after: M. MazuEuropejskie organ-
izacje gospodarcze [European economic organizaljdRseszow 2001, p. 322.

33 “The Harvard Crimson Review’, May 4, 1962.

34 R. PipesZylem. Wspomnienia niezatego [| have lived. Memories of an independewtarsaw
2003, p. 68.

35 Foreign Assistance Act of 1948 of 3 April 1948nited States Statutes at Large 1948l. 62,
Washington 1949, p. 137).
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the Senate hearings, before he was appointed b dfehe Economic Cooperation Ad-

ministration (the most important institution managERP), Paul Hoffman said: ‘My main

task will be to ensure the implementation of onedlamental issue: to increase produc-
tion’3®, This task was specified in the interim reportied OEEC countries in December
1948, according to which the total increase in gtdal production was to reach at least
30% in relation to the volume of 1948 and 15% fgri@ultural production in the same

reference period.

The nebulous demand, concerning the developmestafomic cooperation, has also
interestingly evolved. An Act to Amend the Econo@igoperation Act of 1948, of 19 April
1949, contains a provision that ‘It is further deel to be the policy of the people of the
United States to encourage the unification of EafpThe Act did not define precisely,
whether it was to be economic or political unifioatand, therefore, an attempt was made
to make this passage more speéffiFhis issue has returned alongside the adopti@mof
other foreign assistance act. In 1950 the billsswejected which proposed the continuation
of aid dependent upon the progress of economigalitical unification of Europe. It was
only the Mutual Security Act of 1951, that contalree provision specifying the objectives
of the subsequent American program. It was, ‘tl@nemic unification and political feder-
alization of Europe’. This more specific formulatioesulted from the conviction of the
dependence between European cooperation and thehgod Europe’s defense capabili-
ties. The commander of the combined armed forcé$AfO in Europe, Dwight Eisen-
hower, during a press conference in January 135@,tkat ‘Europe will not be strong or
stable, if it is made up of many independent ecaasmAnd he added that he could not
imagine an ‘effective economic union without paiiti union at the same tini&’It was an
extremely ambitious concept.

The essential purpose of economic aid plan foinLAmerica was formulated for the
first time in President Kennedy’s inaugural spe@emuary 20, 1964) The new president
said that ‘in a new alliance for progress, to a$sé&® men and free governments in casting
off the chains of poverty.” At the same time herped out that the US will oppose aggres-
sion or subversion activities run by the ‘hostiteygrs’: ‘And let every other power know
that this hemisphere intends to remain the magtis @wn house®”. This compendious
concept was outlined broadly as early as on 13 Mataring a meeting with diplomats
from Latin American countries. The crux of the aekdrwere the words ‘economic progress

36 First, it was about an increase in productio®&EC countries. Quoted after: Wexl&he Mar-
shall Plan Revisited: The European Recovery Progmanktconomic Perspectivé;reenwood
1983,0p. cit, p. 57.

37 Interim Report on European Recovery Programwad. |, Paris 1948, p. 128.

38 An Act to Amend the Economic Cooperation Act of 18548 April 1949(United States Statutes
at Large 1949, vol. 63, Washington 1950, p. 50).

39 Brief summary of the arguments in the discussioiméluded in Under Secretary of State James
Webb'’s dispatch to Dean Acheson (FRUS 1950, valplib54).

40 Quoted after: I. Wexlegp. cit, p. 224.

41 Motto ‘alliance for progress’ appeared officiafyr the first time in Kennedy’s election speech in
Tampa on October 18, 1960. The term ‘alliance fogpess’ was coined by Richard N. Goodwin
(A.M. Schlesinger JrA Thousand days. John F. Kennedy in the White HiNese, York 2002,

p. 194).

42 John F. Kennedy: ‘Inaugural Address’, January18B1. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T.

Woolley, The American Presidency Projebttp://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=8032.
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and social justice can best be achieved by freeweking within a framework of demo-
cratic institutions*®. The plan was calculated for 10 years - the 1968 to be a decade
of development for Latin America. As a result, iveng standards of every American fam-
ily were to increase, the accessibility of edugatias to improve, and the problem of hun-
ger was to be eliminated. Most countries shouldtéhe path of economic growth (irre-
spective of external aid). The US were to actsaigogplier of resources that were appropriate
in type and scale so that it would be possibleefmeat the process of reconstruction of
Western Europe. The task of each state was to fatenlong-term recovery program, tak-
ing into account, among others, the need for cayetability and support for private cap-
ital. Integration in the form of a common market,ab least a free trade zone was to be
a way to overcome fragmentation of economies, wrashilted in poor competitiveness in
the region.

The Alliance was to facilitate the completion loé¢ trevolution which began in Philadel-
phia (1776) and Caracas (1811) but this could takg place in a conducive political en-
vironment. A motto ‘progress yes, tyranny no!’ wiae confirmation of this postulate.
Therefore it was clear that the states ruled btatbcial regimes could not count on partic-
ipating in the program. Kennedy mentioned two scahntries: Cuba and the Dominican
Republic.

To confirm the credibility of the offer, Kennedgked Congress to appropriate $500
million to combat illiteracy, improve health cam@nd provide educational opportunities.
Also the United States requested to convene a ngeetithe Inter-American Economic and
Social Council, the forum which was to develop piptes of cooperation within the AFP.
It resulted in the Charter of Punta del Este (Audifs 1961), adopted by 20 countffes
The document introduced a number of details intirao the general concept presented
by Kennedy seven months earlier. The expectedfaeonomic growth was to be not less
than 2.5 per cent per capita per yedPriority was to be given to less developed caestr
to reduce differences in economic growth. In addito economic growth the development
of the countries was to be measured with indiceshiddl mortality rate (to reduce the mor-
tality rate of children less than 5 years of agableast one-half ), illiteracy (in relatively
rich Brazil and Venezuela percentage of illiteratesched 35-40%), and per capita daily
caloric intake. Moreover, emphasis was placed oroee even distribution of national in-
come and the elimination of poverty. Other objexgtiincluded independence from the ex-
port of single groups of goods (diversification aedtructuring of exports), rational indus-
trialization, and implementation of agriculturafaen,*® which would eliminate latyfundia
(large land-holdings) and dwarf holdings, increaédife expectancy by five years, and
access to 6 years of primary education. The statgsrtook to pursue a policy of maintain-
ing stable prices and exchange rates.

43 Public Papers of the Presidents of the United Statlohn F. KennedyWashington 1961,
pp. 170-81.

44 Cuban delegation, as a member of the OAS, repiebély Ernesto Che Guevara, took part in the
deliberations, but played a rather destructive, rafel left Punta del Este before signing the final
documents.

45 The indicated 2.5% growth rate was consideredns@rvative estimate and unnecessarily under-
estimated. American administration officials prelgt believed that growth might reach 5%
(J.N. Giglio, Stephen G. Rabeebating the Kennedy Presiden&xford 2003, p. 46).

46 In Colombia 1% of landowners held in control talthe land in the countrfybid.)
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The US undertook in turn to provide assistancatd¢ast of 20 billion dollars over 10
years. These were to be both public funds (mostly)well as private funds. The Charter
allowed for aid in the form of loans and grantsthe first year of the program, the US were
to deliver the funds in the amount of 1 billion ldo$. In addition, Washington promised to
assist by providing experts. It was also streshatl@xternal assistance was to be comple-
mentary. To guarantee the success of the Alliaactcjpating countries were to mobilize
their own resources in the region and release enmnactivity.

In total, these targets were largely differentrirthose designated at the creation of the
Marshall Plan. The latter was to rebuild a war-d¢a#ed Europe. The Alliance, in turn,
assumed the change in the economic structure afties (reconstruction of production
structure) and the need for ownership reforms,catitig the dysfunctional nature of the
distribution of land (predominance e$tancieroslarge landowners). For the developers of
ERP it was important to achieve the desired ceslifog coal mining, steel production, and
animal husbandry. The individual stages to achibeepre-war levels were assigned for
quarters. Meanwhile the message of the CharteunfaPdel Este was to distribute more
equitably what America already produced and hadreMmportance was placed on the
social consequences of the desired changes. Syinglifthe division of the pie was more
important than its size.

3. ACHIEVEMENTS AND FAILURES

The Marshall Plan cost the US a total of $13.Bdnil The amounts of annual transfers
declined in subsequent tranches years of assisthweas accordingly almost $6 billion in
the first year, $3.5 billion in the second, $2.4idm in the third, and $1.5 billion for the
period July 1951 - June 1952. The main beneficgarfeéhe program in terms of the absolute
size of the aid were the United Kingdom ($3.1 obil), France ($2.7 billion), and Germany
($1.3 billion). Per capita aid shows that statadticthe biggest beneficiaries of the Plan
were the Netherlands ($104 per person), Austri8)&thd Greece ($91). The vast majority
(90%), was the aid in the form of grants. Loansoaoted for only $1.3 billion. The share
of the latter was the highest in the case of neatantries (91% for Irelandy. Manufac-
tured goods (46%), and food (41%), dominated antbeggoods sent to Europe. Along
with the improving food situation in the Old Cordint the share of food was declining in
subsequent years, and the importance of agricukgrapment, vehicles, etc. was growing.
Other areas of expenditure - transport, recapéttin of the European Payments Union,
and transport services cost a total of approx. Billién“e.

If we were to determine whether the Plan was @&eagor failure solely through the
prism of achieving the objectives adopted in 1348 would rate the effects of the imple-
mentation of Marshall’s no higher than a satisfacttindustrial production index in West-
ern Europe exceeded the target ceiling, but faiethe case of agricultut® The volume

47 The Mutual Security Program for a Strong and FrearM Second Report to Congress, June 30,
1952 pp. 8-9; P. B. Spahithe Marshall Plan: Searching for a ‘Creative Pea@&len and Now
[in:] The Marshall Plan Today: Model and Metapheds. J. A. Agnew, J. N. Entrikin Routledge
2004, p. 196.Monthly Report of Mutual Security Agency to thelRubdvisory Board, Data as of
June 301952, p. 23.

48 The Mutual Security Program.p, 8.

49 For detailed calculations, see : B. Eichengreen#nThe Marshall Plan: Economic Effects and
Implications for Eastern Europe and the Former US&Ronomic Policy’, 7, (1992), 14, p. 20.;
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of trade between the beneficiaries of the Plan eded the 1938 level already in 1950 by
24% and by 36% a year later. The consecutive stefacilitate trade agreements were
successfully implemented (agreements on paymedt&aropean compensations), reduc-
tions of quantitative restrictions and establishinehthe European Payments Union.
Proposals to set up a customs union ended in daifstable levels of budget deficits were
successfully maintained, but do not always the tiéemof the Organization for European
Economic Co-operation, (OEEC) succeeded to kedgtiofi within acceptable bounds.

The OEEC itself did not become an institutionalebfs the integration of its members. It
was no more than a discussion forum, which wagctdt by the creation of the European
Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) outside the instibal structure of the Plan.

Contrary to the expectations of the West nonéhefdountries of Central and Eastern
Europe participated in the reconstruction of thatieent. The implementation of such
a scenario perpetuated the division of Europeblgtuse it was the Soviet Union which
stopped the negotiations and left the Paris Conéerésupported by its allies), then it was
Moscow to blame for drawing a clear dividing linetiee Old Continent. ERP perpetuated
the emerging two-block division of Europe, as euitkd by successive competitive insti-
tutional structures (NATO and the Warsaw Pact, OEBG Comecon). This resulted in,
secondary to the political consequences, the ecmmnsequences in the form of a decline
of trade exchange between two blocks, and restriston exports of technology. In a met-
aphorical sense the Plan closed the ‘Iron Curt#iough it is doubtful whether without the
Marshall Plan the situation would have taken funeatally different course.

Contrary to the intentions, the Marshall Planmid contribute to a decline in the num-
ber of votes among extreme left vof&rdntil elections in 1956 the French Communists
could count on the continued support of approx. ZbBe Italian Communist Party even in
the 1950s obtained more than 20% of votes. Althahghrepresentatives of both parties
did not sit in the government benches after 1947 jtowas not due to bad election result
but rather due to a policy of marginalization oé$b groups by the victorious Christian
Democrats (ltaly) or various coalitions (FranceleTimprovement of the economic situa-
tion has not caused the expulsion of the communigtsence in Greece. They were re-
pressed after the Civil War and initially were d=hthe right to political representation;
they achieved fairly good results in the conseeugikections: 10.6% in 1951 9.6% in 1952
and as much as 24.4% in 1958. In the electionsgCtremunists in Austria also obtained a
steady 5% of the vote. Analysis of the subsequarigmentary elections results does not
confirm the relationship between economic recovarg the progressive marginalization
of the Communists. It turned out that a higher d#ad of living in Europe (commonly
perceived as the result of the Marshall Plan) dit affect the popularity of communist
ideology. It continued to be an attractive alterreafor voters from Western Europe.

Similarly to the ERP for Western Europe, the Alta for Progress was the most versa-
tile and most ambitious project for the modernmatof Latin America. According to

The Mutual Security Program for a Strong and FreerM/ First Report to Congress, December
31, 1951, p. 75; The Mutual Security Program foBtaong and Free World, Second Report to
Congress, June 30, 1952, p. 24.; Bank for Intermai&ettlements, Twenty Second Annual Report,
1st April 1951 — 31st March 1952, Basel 1952, s. 43

50 Another view on this subject, see: C. Tarn®fie Marshall Plan: Design, Accomplishments and
Relevance to the Presefity] The Marshall Plan From Those Who Made It SucceddC. Menges
New York 1999, pp. 349-380.
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Marcin Fatalski ‘in the sixties Latin America reeed 18 billion dollars, both from state
and private sources, including 10 billion from No#merican public agenciéd’ This
meant that the region received on the average &d.6gpita annually. Unlike the Marshall
Plan, most funds were loans (70%). It should becdhtat both the sponsor and the bene-
ficiaries of the program failed to comply with @smmitments as to the amount of expendi-
ture for AFP. For every dollar coming from the W8Jy 10 cents came from countries in
the region, and according to the original princilee share of Latin America was to reach
259%2. Previously agreed principles were not honoredeeiby Washington, which until
1965 gave only $2 billion for the implementatioe #hFP objectives. Despite that, the scale
of the increase in US aid to Latin America was $padar, it tripled, alone in the years
1960-1961. In total, during the Kennedy and Johrm@sidencies Latin Americans re-
ceived 18% of US foreign economic aid, while ungéenhower it was 9% and under
Truman just 3%. Still during the program period, but after Nixmok office the amount
of aid decreased significantly ($760 million in 89@nd $439 million in 19764

The increase in national inconper capitawas the simplest, but most symptomatic
measure of the effectiveness of the Allianthe average indicator for the whole region
was 2.4%, reaching the expected level (2.5%) ies@ountries (Panama was developing
the fastest - 4.6% and Nicaragua - 3.9%). Only Uaygand Haiti ended a decade with
decline at the level of, respectively -0.1% and%>. The average increase of 2.4% can
be considered as satisfactory especially that Lamerica has noted the highest birthrate
among all continents. In the 1950s it developed &ite of 2.1%. On the other hand, the
difference of 0.4% was negligible, given the sa#l¢he resources used, propaganda, and
hopes for the initiative. The region still remairedarea of poverty: over half the popula-
tion had to survive on less than $10 a mdhth.

llliteracy among adults could not be eliminatedit® good results have been achieved
in terms of access to education, the number ofestisdin some countries increased two-
and threefold. The percentage of children with@aeas to education fell from 52% to 43%.
Mortality rates among the youngest children dediimeall countries except Guatemala, but
never reached the expected double decline compgaré860 (Venezuela and Honduras
obtained the best results). The worst defeat wasaiture of agrarian reforms which were
to undermine the position of large landowners anthe same time satisfy the hunger for
land. Just less than a million of the 15 milliomfhes living off the land, experienced the
changes in the structure of land owner¥hipy the end of the decade the progress was
recorded only in Chile, Mexico, and Veneziiéla

51 M. FatalskiWidmo rewolucji. Polityka USA wobec Ameryki Potudnjdl@61-1968 [The spectre
of revolution. US Policy towards South America 19668], Cracow 2011, p. 125.

52 J.S. TulchinThe United States and Latin America in the 196Imurnal of Interamerican Studies
and World Affairs’ 30 (1988), 1, p. 20.

53 P.H. Smithpp. cit, p. 152.

5 L.R. SchemariThe Alliance for Progress: Concept and Creativit\ew York 1988, p. 15.

55 |bid.

% R.M. Smetherman, B.B. Smetherma@hge Alliance for Progress: Promises UnfulfilléAmerican
Journal of Economics and Sociology’ 31 (1972),.18%h

57 L.R. Schemamp. cit, p. 28.

58 K. Derwich,Instrumenty polityki zagranicznej USA wobedstew Ameryki taciskiej 1945-2000
[Instruments of US foreign policy towards the coigtrof Latin America 1945-2000Cracow
2010, p. 140.
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This poor result was due to the misconceptionithedas the middle class (as in the US)
which was to be the driving force of the revolutiamder the AFP sign. Meanwhile, this
group did not intend to change its position, pnéferthe petrification of existing social
relations.

The Alliance was defeated in the field of promotand dissemination of representative
democracy in the region. This would require thett&bandon the policy of friendly rela-
tions with dictators, conditioned so far merelythgir anti-Communism. Democratic rev-
olution was supposed to be the alternative to §stievolution. The policy of favoring
democratic governments was implemented only duhied<ennedy presidency (rupture of
relations with Peru after the coup), but even ttieme were exceptions to this rule (cool
relations with Janio Quadros’s Brazil, just becaitiseas a country with ambitions to con-
duct policy independent of Washington, manifestethé refusal to break diplomatic rela-
tions with Cuba). After President Lyndon B. Johnswok office, Kennedy’s idealism was
abandoned and the US returned to the policy opthreacy of safety issues, military pre-
vention, and support for anti-communism regimesorgng the form of their internal poli-
cies. According to the Mann doctrine of March, 19688A allowed the possibility of co-
operation with unconstitutional governments andtioortion of economic aid, pointing
out that conducting another policy would be an egpion of interference in the internal
affairs of other states. This position was furtbeweloped in the Johnson’s doctrine an-
nounced on May 2, 1965, by making a distinctionreein the Communist dictatorships
which should be fought by all countries of the oegand the rest of dictatorships, which
must be approached individuafly Washington’s unilateral policy was expressed hmy t
Dominican operation (April 1965), motivated by tieed to combat the expansion of com-
munism. By intervening in the Dominican Republice tUS violated the prohibition on
intervention adopted in the 1930s, and confirmedhieyCharter of the OAS. Thus the US
abandoned the remnants of the ‘neighborhood potieglition, returning to the ‘gunboat
diplomacy.’

The climate imposed by the Johnson’s doctrinethadacit approval of rightist coups
resulted in major changes on the continent. In 1868 five countries in the region kept
constitutional form of governmefit Most, in spite of the rule of despots, could donm
American aid, as Brazil (military junta since 1964jich in the years 1964-1968 received
almost $1.6 billion, remained the largest (25% shbeneficiary of the dying Alliance. This
bleak picture became even more aggravated witlshifein the US foreign policy in the
direction of Asia, leaving Latin America with itggblems$®. ‘Decade of development’
turned out to be an unfinished decade.

The Alliance, therefore, did not repeat the sugcas it was seen, of the Marshall Plan.
Western European countries were indeed severelyagegnby hostilities, but had high-

59 A. Oberda,Latynoamerykaska polityka Stanéw Zjednoczonych [Latin Americaticpoof the
United States][in:] M.F. Gawrycki,Ameryka taciska we wspoétczesnyiwiecie [Latin America
in the contemporary worldled. M.F. Gawrycki Warsaw 2006, p. 55.

60 Coups took place also before formulation of nestdioes in relations with Latin Americans, under
President Kennedy. In the years 1962-1963 coupls pdece in Argentina, Peru, Guatemala,
Ecuador, the Dominican Republic, and Honduras.

61 In this context one should compare the US experai less than $20 billion on AFP, and $172
billion on the war in Vietham (PH Smitbp. cit, p. 221).
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quality political class, and sustained democratstiiutions. They also had advanced tech-
nologies, representing a high level of social depalent. Kennedy was right, therefore,
comparing the two programs, ‘then we helped toitdlzushattered economy whose human
and social foundations remained. Today we are gryincreate a basic new foundation,
capable of reshaping the centuries-old societiesegonomies of half a hemisphéfeln

the case of Western Europe, the aid which flowigerdlly) in 1948, found its way to the
economies in the process of economic reconstruciibae latter - even without the Ameri-
can help and not without additional costs - wowdrgually take place. The ERP was, as
Charles S. Maier, put it “like the lubricant in @ngine - not the fuef. In Latin America
the repetition of this scenario was doomed to Tdike ‘take off’ expected by Walt W. Ros-
tow did not take plac¢é
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AMERYKA NSKIE PLANY POMOCY GOSPODARCZEJ
NA PRZYKLADZIE PLANU MARSHALLA A SOJUSZ
NA RZECZ POSTEPU: PODOBIENSTWA | RO ZNICE

W artykule poréwnano dwa amerylskie plany pomocy gospodarczej: Europejski Program
Odbudowy oraz Sojusz dla Pgsti. Przedmiotem zainteresowania byly w pierwszej
kolejnasci uwarunkowania gospodarczo-polityczne, ktére lsbwiaty ogtoszeniem inicjatyw
przez przedstawicieli administracji USA. Wskazamstaly powody sformutowania obu
propozycji pomocowych, a zwtaszcza przestanki,&k@adecydowaty o tynie program dla
Europy uruchomiono trzy lata po wojnie, natomidatAimeryki tacihskiej dopiero w latach
60. W drugiej czsci uwaga zostata skoncentrowana na celach obuamraiw. Ich prezentacji
stuzy¢ miato przytoczenie wgpnych zatdgen wskazanych podczas przemowi€eorge’a C.
Marshalla z 5 czerwca 1947 r. oraz J. F. Kennedyz§3 marca 1961 r. Cele szczegotowe
zostaly omOwione na podstawie ustawy o pomocy récgaej z 1948 r. oraz zapisow Karty
z Punta del Este. Najmiejsz kwesth poruszan w czsci trzeciej byto zestawienie efektow
programéw, wypunktowanie sukcesow i niepowddabu inicjatyw oraz proba wskazania
ich przyczyn.

Stowa kluczowe:plan Marshalla, Sojusz dla Pegsti, zimna wojna, komunizm.
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