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In 1999, the volume of Official Assistance to

Development (ODA) in Latin America amounted to

US$6017 million, which meant a 7.6% increase from

1998. Although this rise is considerably higher than

the average growth rate of the past ten years, the

volume of ODA to Latin America still has not

matched what it reached in 1996. (See Graph 6)

The increase, amounting to US$423 million,

occurred despite the fact that some of the main

donors, particularly Holland and Germany, consider-

ably reduced their assistance to Latin America. These

reductions were counteracted overall by increased

assistance from Japan, the United States, the United

Kingdom, Spain and multilateral aid.

Increase masks downward trend

Federico Negrón, CEPES/ALOP
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Graph 6.  Latin America: ODA Net Total

(in US$million)

Source:DAC/OECD
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Table 12.  Main bilateral sources of ODA for

Latin America in 1999 (in US$ million)

Donor Aid volume % change

1999 on 1998

United States 1238 13%

Japan 814 47%

Germany 398 -15%

Spain 385 22%

United Kingdom 306 48%

Holland 268 -43%

Table 13.  Trends in Official Development

Assistance to Latin America, 1997- 1999,

showing Net Totals (in US$ million)

Donor 1997 1998 1999

United States 924 1093.75 1237.61

Japan 715.03 552.82 814.37

Germany 472.71 466.25 398.19

Spain 284.16 316.26 384.75

United Kingdom 287.95 206.73 305.71

Holland 450.37 467.03 267.62

France 173.69 175.17 166.69

Sweden 117.07 96.13 164.96

Canada 155.21 142.68 136.95

Switzerland 65.93 79.26 80.66

Others (bilateral) 317.23 434.86 296.17

DAC members

(bilateral) Total 3927.01 4016.25 4239.75

Multilateral Total 1504.56 1563.44 1763.52

Donor Total 5467.91 5594.38 6017.2

Source: DAC/OECD

The main destinations of ODA resources in 1999

were first Honduras and Nicaragua, the countries that

suffered the worst devastation in the wake of

hurricane Mitch. Then followed, according to ODA

significance: Bolivia, Peru, Colombia and Guatemala.

International cooperation still represented an important

percentage of the Gross National Product of many

countries in the region, such as: Nicaragua (31.4%),

Honduras (15.6%), Guyana (13%), Bolivia (6.8%)

and Haiti (6.1%).

Table 14.  Main recipients of ODA in

Latin America, 1997-1999.

Net Total (in US$million)

Recipient   1997    1998    1999

Honduras   296.83   320.54    816.89

Nicaragua   410.10   572.40    674.70

Bolivia   698.40   628.06    568.63

Peru   393.46   501.53    452.20

Colombia   194.54   167.57    301.29

Guatemala   263.00   232.59    292.94

Haiti   324.61   407.05    262.76

Dominican Republic   70.97   120.41    194.74

Brazil   273.40   329.08    183.55

El Salvador   272.47   179.79    182.69

Total for Latin America  5467.91  5594.38    6017.20

Source: DAC/OECD

A significant number of Latin American countries

experienced a sharp decrease in ODA; among those

that saw the largest drops in terms of percentage

were: Costa Rica (134.1%), Brazil (44.2%), Panama

(37.4%) and Haiti (35.4%). In turn, the countries that

saw significant increases in ODA were: Honduras,

with a 154.8% rise with respect to 1998, Colombia

(79.8%), the Dominican Republic (61.7%) and

Guatemala (25.9%).

A comparison of ODA by region with the world’s

highest poverty indices demonstrates that Latin

America was, per capita, the fourth recipient of ODA in

1999 (Graph 7). On comparing the variations in ODA

for the 1998-1999 period, both per capita (Graph 8)

and as a percentage of total ODA amount (Graph 9),

aid resources have clearly been redirected to other



93

The Reality of Aid 2002

Latin America

-20%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Eastern Europe East Asia &

Pacific

Latin America &

the Caribbean

Middle East &

North Africa 

Cent

Source: DAC/OECD

Graph 8.  Variations in ODA 1998-1999

Sub-Saharan

Africa

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

Eastern

Europe

Sub-Saharian

Africa

Middle East &

North Africa 

Latin America

& the

Caribbean

East As

Pacifi

1998 1999

Graph 7.  ODA per capita according to regional destination (US$)

 1998-1999

Sub-Saharan

Africa



94

The Reality of Aid 2002

Latin America

regions, due to the emergence of new ODA claimants,

mainly Eastern Europe and some Asian regions.

On analysing ODA in Latin America as a

percentage of Gross National Product (GNP), the

variation did not go over 1%, which in 1999 made it

the lowest in comparison with the rest of the regions,

and the one that declined most (in percentage terms)

since the beginning of the 1990s.
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Technical Cooperation still rising
Since 1997, International Technical Cooperation

(ITC) has been showing an increasing trend. In 1999,

the amount of ITC totalled US$2630 (see Graph 10).

This was mainly due to increases in US

cooperation contributions (US$275 million) and to

multilateral cooperation (US$189 million).

Sub-Saharan Africa
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In 1999, the largest ITC contributions (in US$

million) came from the US (1095), Germany (346),

Japan (323), France (166) and Spain (79). (See Table

15).

The main donor countries showing a reduction in

contribution percentages with respect to 1998 were:

Table 15.  Main sources of ITC in Latin America,

1997-1999 (in US$ million)

1997 1998 1999

United States 510.00 819.56 1094.96

Germany 362.39 386.95 346.11

Japan 317.21 276.15 322.94

France 154.71 170.56 165.38

Spain 78.40 96.41 79.46

Holland 170.19 159.57 77.55

United Kingdom 78.41 83.55 60.98

Canada 60.83 60.10 51.16

Belgium 43.99 41.97 38.74

Switzerland 45.59 42.49 16.92

DAC members Total 1886.72 2203.75 2305.26

Multilateral Total 285.78 135.52 324.88

Donor Total 2172.50 2339.27 2630.14

Source: DAC/OECD

Holland (51%), the UK (27%), Spain (18%), Canada

(15%) and Germany (11%).

At the receiving end, the main ITC destinations in

1999 were (in US$ million): Brazil (271) Colombia

(224), Peru (209) and Bolivia (192).
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Colombia, a country with enormous resources, has

been gravely affected by drug-trafficking and violence

problems that threaten its economic and political

foundations. Of the 30,000 violent deaths reported in

the year 2000, 3000 were politically motivated. And

the spiral of violence is growing. According to official

figures, at least 769 Colombians were murdered in the

first quarter of 2001, twice the number reported in the

same period the previous year.2

The issue is not of exclusive concern to the

Colombians. The repercussions of the conflict extend

to neighbouring countries. This concern is not limited

to the potential ‘vietnamisation’ of the conflict or its

expansion beyond borders by the military, guerrillas

and drug-traffickers. Also at play are American

geopolitics by which the US, beyond eradicating the

drugs trade, aims to maintain its hegemony over the

Andean region. This is at a time when ghosts, such

as Hugo Chávez’s populism in Venezuela, political

instability in Ecuador, and social mobilisation and a

weakened Quiroga-Banzer regime in Bolivia, are

looming. The extent of the implications of ‘Plan

Colombia’, as the regional reconstruction, develop-

ment and peace plan was first known, became

evident when light was shed on the obvious

connections between the Montesinos-Fujimori mafia

and the CIA, drug- and arms-trafficking.

Plan Colombia has gone through various phases.

It was initially proposed by the Colombian govern-

ment as a development and national reconstruction

plan in the context of a peace-making process. Later

on, it was reformulated under US pressure, which

induced a repressive approach to drug-trafficking and

Plan Colombia:
cooperation towards war or peace

ALOP

a geopolitical military focus. During negotiations with

the European Union, the Plan acquired new character-

istics as the priority was placed on peace-making and

social development aspects. Finally, the current

American President renamed the Plan the ‘Andean

Regional Initiative’ (Iniciativa Regional Andina – IRA),

extended it to neighbouring countries and included

socioeconomic cooperation programmes, some of

which had already been planned as part of previous

cooperation programmes.

Plan Colombia, the US and the Andean
Regional Initiative
Plan Colombia, as President Pastrana and his

advisors conceived it at the end of 1998, aimed at

peace, development, the respect of human rights and

strengthening of democracy, by emulating the

Marshall Plan applied to Europe following World War

II. In second place, the Plan included a law enforce-

ment/military approach to fight the illegal drug trade.

This proposal, valued at US$7441 million (US$3922 in

national contributions and US$3519 from international

cooperation), laid out five strategies:

1. Support to sustainable production processes

with the active participation of communities

involved;

2. Promotion of human capital and attention to

humanitarian issues;

3. Infrastructure for peace;

4. Development of institutions and strengthening

of social capital;

5. Promotion of environmental sustainability.
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However, towards the end of 1999, this ‘local’

Plan was transformed under US pressure with respect

to its strategy and components. The main focus of the

new strategy was on law enforcement/military action

against drug-trafficking. Most of the international

cooperation funding now came from the US and

went to military components: more than 75% of total

funds. President Clinton’s visit to Colombia in

August 2000 was key in transforming the Plan, when

he declared in Cartagena that he considered the

Plan a national priority issue for the United States.

Following this, on President Clinton’s initiative,

the US Congress voted in July 2000 to support an

assistance package for Plan Colombia that totaled

nearly US$1319 million for 2000-2001, in addition to

the US$300 million aid planned for the year. In this

new package, US$860 million was allocated to

Colombia and the remaining US$458.8 million split as

follows: US$170 million to neighboring countries

(Bolivia, Peru, Ecuador and others), US$116.5 million

to police/military FOL (Forward Operating Locations)

type bases in Manta, Aruba and Curaçao, US$68

million to radar for customs services, US$55.3 million

to the secret intelligence programme of the Defense

Department, and an additional US$37 million to

reconnaissance aircraft and other secret intelligence

expenditures by the US Defense Department.3

The greater part of American assistance to the

Plan was thus directed to the Departments of Caquetá

and Putumayo in the South of Colombia, a coca-

producing region with heavy guerrilla and paramilitary

presence. Battalions of 900 men each, equipped with

military helicopters – including up to 16 sophisticated

UH-60 Blackhawk – reconnaissance and crop-

fumigation planes, were formed.

In May 2001, the new Bush administration

proposed the IRA and requested US$882 million

for the 2002 fiscal year budget. On 26 July 2001,

the Senate Committee on Appropriations approved

a total of US$718 million. With respect to the

administration’s proposal, the cut basically affected

the anti-drugs programme by reducing its budget

from US$731 to US$567 million.

The Center for International Policy (CIP) in

Washington highlighted how the Andean region

(Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador and Peru) has turned into

a nodal point for American foreign aid for security

issues. The Plan Colombia package introduced

US$729 million in aid for the 2000-2001 period in

addition to the US$500 million planned for in the

normal budget. This represents 90% of the assistance

provided to military and police forces in the western

hemisphere, and 50% of the training budget.

The idea dominating the US anti-drugs strategy is

to impose prohibition in production areas through

repressive means. This implies an element of

American military intervention (military advisors,

equipment, etc.) and covert intelligence operations by

the CIA and DEA, combined with interventions on the

part of the local armed forces.4

US action in the fight against drug-trafficking is not

transparent. Anti-drug policies are clearly subordinated

to American geopolitical interests. Plan Colombia and

what is now called the IRA demonstrate how the US

concern is to intervene in Andean countries in order to

safeguard its own interests. This is expressed in

documents supporting US policy and has been

highlighted clearly by the former Secretary of State,

Henry Kissinger, who stated that Colombia had

become the “greatest threat challenging US interna-

tional policy”. The paramilitary and guerrillas could

create a situation of ungovernability, and there was a

fear that a radical Marxist government, supported by

money from the drug trade, could take power.5

In Latin America, US anti-drug policy has been

questioned from various angles:

� Crop eradication has affected producing farmers,

but not the drug trafficking industry.

� Forced crop eradication has aggravated conflicts

in producing areas and become a factor contribut-

ing to violence, given the enormous conceptual

confusion that bars the distinction between

producing farmers, guerrilla fighters and drug

traffickers. The American ‘bludgeoning’ policy,

designed at the time of the Cold War, does not

consider market issues and the population’s

survival.

� So-called alternative development programmes

have not worked.
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� Anti-drug policies have given cause for American

interference in the internal affairs of countries in the

region.

Nonetheless, the most overt questioning of this

policy stems from evidence of the United States’

curious relations with prominent individuals in Latin

American government circles, who are linked to drug-

trafficking. In the interests of American national

security, the US government has turned a blind eye

to, and is alleged to have been an accomplice in,

drug-trafficking operations. The cases of General

Noriega in Panama and of Carlos Salinas de Gortari,

and his brother Raúl in Mexico, are notorious in this

regard. In addition, the strange alliances established in

Peru between the United States and Fujimori and his

omnipotent advisor, Vladimiro Montesinos are now

being exposed. In the view of the United States and

its anti-drug agency, the DEA, Fujimori’s Peru was an

important ally in the war against the drug trade and in

US operations associated with Plan Colombia. It was

not without reason that the US presented Peru with

official certificates of good conduct  and the US drug

Czar met with Vladimiro Montesinos in Peru on two

occasions. Furthermore, the CIA allocated a million

dollars monthly to an anti-drug unit in the Peruvian

Intelligence Service. Up until a short time before

President Fujimori’s hasty flight to Japan, the political

and military leadership that governed Peru was

maintaining regular contacts with US intelligence

services. There is now overwhelming proof of the

overt relations that Montesinos and the military

leadership maintained with leading drug traffickers, as

well as their involvement in arms-trafficking to

Colombia.

European Support Group
for the Peace Process
Thanks to the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB)

and the Spanish government, a meeting was held in

Madrid in July 2000 to form a European Support

Group for the Peace Process in Colombia. This

initiative had first been proposed by a Donors’ Group

to support Plan Colombia, but several European

countries (Belgium, Holland, Germany and France)

distanced themselves from the direction given to the

Plan by the United States. At the Madrid meeting, the

most significant European commitment came from

Spain with US$100 million. The Norwegian govern-

ment allocated US$20 million. Other loans were

granted by multilateral organisations (US$300 million

from the IDB) and US$70 million by Japan.6

In the European Union, divisions have appeared

with respect to the US position on Plan Colombia. The

most enthusiastic were Britain and Spain, backed by

Javier Solana, the ex-Foreign Affairs Minister of Spain

and currently Foreign Affairs representative of the

European Union. Other European countries did not

share his position. The European Union ended up

explicitly distancing itself from the Plan in various

resolutions, insisting on its intention not to support the

Plan’s military and repressive components, but rather

its social aspects within the framework of the peace

process.7 Europe has been particularly conscientious

in demanding that human rights be respected and that

civil society be given a greater role to play, as well

as criticising the use of chemical herbicides and

biological agents that affect human health and the

environment.

The European Union has instead been creating

favourable conditions for peace talks between armed

groups, the government and civil society.8  At the

third meeting of the Support Group, jointly organised

by the European Commission and the Inter-American

Development Bank, in Brussels, on 30 April 2001,

the Commission committed 140 million Euros for the

period 2000 to 2006, to cover aspects such as

alleviation of the conflict’s social impacts (displaced

populations, children involved in armed struggle,

alternative development, human rights and peace

laboratories). A contribution of US$90 million is

expected from remaining European Union members,

to be added to the US$120 million already granted

by Spain and Norway.

The Colombian government’s discouragement

with respect to European cooperation is noticeable.

The Commission had initially talked about matching

American assistance to social development

programmes (US$300 million), but did not. Three

quarters of Spanish assistance took the form of



99

The Reality of Aid 2002

Latin America

refundable loans. The US$18 million pledged by the

German government had already been allocated but is

now incorporated into Plan Colombia. Something

similar occurred with the US$70 million from Japan.

A proportion of the European assistance has

been channeled through NGOs. The most important

case is that of the Magdalena Medio programme,

which is to receive US$34 million (14 in its first stage,

in November and 20 in two years) for a peace

laboratory. This is a holistic approach that touches

on various issues, is conceived regionally and

where a diversity of public and private organisations

converge, following transparency and joint-responsi-

bility principles.

Notes
1 We wish to thank our colleagues Hugo Cabieses and Federico

Negrón of the Peruvian Center for Social Studies (Centro Peruano

de Estudios Sociales – CEPES) for their collaboration.

2 The Social Solidarity Network (La Red de Solidaridad Social), a state

organisation, reported 529 killings by the paramilitary (Autodefensas

unidas de Colombia) as opposed to 159 over the last period.  The

remainder is due to guerrilla action (FARC, ELN).

3 Figures from the US State Department and the Center for International

Policy in Washington (CIP).

4 The United States follows a cooperation policy on alternative

development policy, which, due to its small volume, cannot achieve

the objectives set to encourage coca substitution.  It has instead

turned into an additional pressure mechanism on governments

obviously interested in receiving policy resources.

5 Henry Kissinger, Does America Need a Foreign Policy? Simon &

Shuster, 2001.

6 See the report ‘Europa y el Plan Colombia’ in Drogas y Conflicto,

Basic Document Nº 1, edited by the Transnational Institute of

Amsterdam, April 2001.

7 A first resolution, approved by a large majority in the European

Parliament on 1 February 2001, warns that “Plan Colombia contains

aspects that go against cooperation strategy and projects to which

Europe is committed, and puts its cooperation programs at risk.”

See also the communication of Foreign Relations Commissioner, C.

Patten,  to the European Commission on the issue of Colombia,

17 October 2000.

8 See European Parliament Resolution on Plan Colombia and peace

talks of 1 February  2001.
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Out of the Tower of Babel

Mariano Valderrama (CEPES-ALOP)1

We are in need of a new common agenda as the

starting point for improved coordination between the

various cooperation agencies and NGOs, between

northern and southern NGOs, and among southern

NGOs. Although the official discourse insistently

reiterates the importance of ‘country coordination’,

‘North-South partnership’ and ‘Southern ownership’,

in the real world, activities are fragmented and

dispersed, and relations between North and South

are very asymmetrical.

The issue of fragmentation in the work of NGOs

and international cooperation has emerged in several

studies conducted in Peru. Despite the fact that they

manage a significant percentage of international

cooperation resources, national and international

NGOs have been unable to produce a common

agenda in the national and regional arenas. They are

institutions that, as the Tower of Babel, speak many

different languages in spite of facing the same

challenge. Each institution wishes to see its stamp on

results and obsesses over projects that have little to

do with the agendas of the peoples and the regions on

which they are imposed.

NGOs: the increasing weight
of conditions
When foreign aid conditions were discussed in the

1970s, they usually referred mainly to adjustment

programmes from multilateral financial organisations,

or related to donor governments imposing aid, with

commercial and political strings attached, on southern

governments. More recently however, this policy of

conditions has also become a frequent practice

between public and private international cooperation

and southern NGOs, despite the proclaimed right to

‘ownership’ that official donors attribute to the South,

and the discourse on South-North partnership laid out

by northern NGOs and foundations.

A group of researchers who recently carried out a

study on partnership pointed out that, even though the

partnership model is officially considered an ideal that

should rule North-South relations, in practice, the

concept of partnership seems to be doing more harm

than good in improving the system’s credibility and

results.2  Another expert stressed that the notion of

partnership had become a rhetorical one, empty of

meaning.3

The type of conditions imposed on southern NGOs

varies according to the cooperation agencies involved.

In the case of official agencies, the tendency is to put

projects out to tender by calling on southern NGOs to

carry them out within certain parameters. Nowadays,

the importance that agencies such as USAID have

acquired in funding projects on food security, the fight

against poverty, alternative development, health, etc. is

highly significant. The margin left to NGOs to contribute

strategies and formulate projects is therefore greatly

reduced. Their fundamental role is that of a hiring office

or contractor. A different and positive experience has

been the case of the Peru-Canada Fund, which has

become the second most important source of bilateral

funding of Peruvian NGOs and has shown greater

receptiveness to local organisations’ ideas.

Conditions on the part of northern NGOs vary.

The development agenda is increasingly defined in

the North, around issues such as the environment,

gender and democracy. Other conditions are added to

these thematic impositions. They relate to project
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planning and monitoring and evaluation. The precept

of accountability is now also being imposed.

However, this accountability is curiously owed to the

sources providing funds, instead of to the people to

whom cooperation is supposedly directed (‘the poor’).

Unlike in the past, when there were attempts to

establish a dialogue on agendas and forms of

cooperation, decisions are now increasingly made in

the North with the message to ‘take it or leave it’,

implying a philosophy of ‘he who pays the piper calls

the tune’. It is true to say that not all northern NGOs

act this way; there are some that hold horizontal

conversations with their counterparts. The tendency,

though, is increasingly to impose specific criteria.

In spite of years of sustained collaboration with

southern NGOs, northern NGOs are reluctant to affirm

confidence in their counterparts.4  In the 1970s and

1980s, attempts were made to create various forums

for dialogue between northern NGOs (for example,

NOVIB, CORDAID, Bread for the World) and their

counterparts. These forums were based on joint

responsibility. The original meaning of ‘partnership’

was understood as a code of conduct that reflected

moral, political, ideological or spiritual solidarity

between northern and southern institutions that shared

a common concern for the cause of social change,

and established the basis on which to define a single

agenda and common action plans.5

Many of the forums were set aside later on, or

turned into information clearing houses or project

monitoring and execution databases. In previous

times, agencies had more resources available to them

to maintain regular conversations with their counter-

parts. Nowadays, due to rationalisation, NGO

workers must cover a greater number of projects,

produce numerous reports and deal with endless

bureaucratic procedures. And to compound this

situation, successive and often chronic

reorganisations take place in northern NGOs. The

quality of the dialogue is therefore diminished. A

general view of social processes is disappearing and

being replaced by a project-based rationale. The

resulting agenda is thus increasingly changeable, as

are the reasons for funding approval.

The anguish that institutional survival

generates is the spectre that haunts NGO

directors and distracts them from

reflecting on fundamental issues.

Today, a new context of global networks and

alliances on issues such as human rights (Amnesty

International), fair trade, social spending (Social

Watch), international cooperation (Reality of Aid), debt

(Jubilee 2000), and NGO capacity building (Interna-

tional Forum for Capacity Building) has emerged.

These forums seem to facilitate more horizontal

dialogue in increasingly political perspectives.

Nonetheless, a very small part of NGOs’ human and

financial resources go into network activities. It must

also be noted that even networks such as Jubilee

2000 seem tinged by asymmetrical North-South

relations. Demonstrations such as the one in Seattle

are also basically northern. Northern and southern

perspectives can be difficult to mesh. The North’s

analysis tends to emphasise the analysis of their

countries’ official policies, while the South’s analysis

focuses more on practices.

Limitations to dialogue are not only the result of

different perspectives from North and South. They

also have to do with the absence of common

agendas, the institutionalisation of NGOs and their

absorption into the international aid regime – aid

industry. The anguish that institutional survival

generates is the spectre that haunts NGO directors

and distracts them from reflecting on fundamental

issues.

NGOs and Development Coordination in Peru

In recent years, Peru has been one of the countries

with the highest concentration of grants from private

international technical cooperation in Latin America.

This coincides with a rapid growth of national and

international NGOs. Today, more than 100 foreign

private organisations operate in Peru and at least 500

national NGOs are relatively consolidated.

In spite of this, the absence of a method to

determine the amount and origin of the funds the

sector manages, as well as the characteristics of the

projects conducted (considering variables such as
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