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America’s foreign policy experience in Latin America has been labeled as 

imperialistic and portrayed as inadequate for advancing the needs of Latin 

American Countries. Many argue that U.S.-Latin American relations would 

benefit from a less imperialistic approach in favor of a social and less 

militaristic policy.  Nonetheless, the former policy has historically proven more 

effective than the latter in strengthening ties between Latin America and the 

United States.  Either by force or willingly Latin American governments have 

traditionally entered into military and economic accords with the U.S. which 

advance the needs of both parties. On the contrary, when both parties opted to 

experiment with a social contract, The Alliance for Progress, the results were 

marginal at best. The purpose of this study is not to alienate the social option as 

a choice in United States foreign policy but rather to highlight the effectiveness 

of “imperialistic policy,” and mark the ineffectiveness of “social policy” in 

Latin America through the context of their respective applications.  This study 

will portray this message through a comparative analysis of Kennedy’s Alliance 

for Progress and “Imperialistic Policy,” which this study will refer to as 

“traditional policy.”   
 

 

 
The failures of the Kennedy Administration in regards to Foreign Policy 

in Latin America, vis-à-vis the Alliance for Progress, provide great insight as to 
the effectiveness of American social assistance policies when applied out of 
context. Decades before this initiative American foreign policy had been 
criticized and labeled as imperialistic. However, the humanitarian agenda 
proved to be less effective in promoting American interest and advancing the 
needs of Latin America.  This study will seek to identify the shortcomings of the 
Alliance through a comparative analysis between it and the “traditional policy” 
(hereafter referred to without quotation marks) executed by most Presidents of 
the twentieth century.  Traditional foreign policy will be defined as one that 
utilized a bilateral approach towards the region, one of aggressive military and 
economic influence. Whereas, this policy had capitalized and improvised on 
precedent and contained diverse political and economic influence, the Alliance 
for Progress was a radical transition from years of Presidential rhetoric, action 
and genuine American interests. Moreover, it did not properly assess the actual 
situation of contemporary Latin America and assumed change would occur 
seamlessly from within with minor assistance from the outside. This study will 
also analyze the political and social situation in Latin America that the Alliance 
failed to take into consideration. It is through these perspectives that one is able 
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to understand why a social-financial aid approach is not always a viable 
alternative.  Future executives should apply social policy, such as the Alliance, 
only after careful observation of the social, political, and economic situation of 
recipient nations and after assessing the needs and priorities of America.  

The aforementioned transition of the Alliance from traditional foreign 
policy has been highlighted before; however it should be noted, that normally 
studies undertake a unified approach when assessing the effectiveness of the 
Alliance for Progress. In contrast, this study will identify the shortcomings of 
the Alliance for Progress through multiple perspectives: historical perspectives, 
content analysis, and empirical evidence. The study itself will be broken into 
four sections. 

First, it will map four major cornerstones of American Foreign Policy in 
Latin America: the Monroe Doctrine, Roosevelt Corollary, Taft’s Dollar 
Diplomacy and Kennedy’s Alliance for Progress.  Having placed all four 
policies into historical context, the first part will trace the evolution of and 
highlight the similarities between the first three doctrines and then discuss the 
contrasting nature of the Alliance for Progress. The second section will 
concentrate on the formulation of the doctrine itself. Technical formulation of 
the Alliance for Progress set strict terms for assessment of the policy; in 
contrast, the three traditional doctrines were vague in nature and allowed 
multiple options for interpretation. The third section of the paper will 
concentrate on the empirical evidence that confirms failure of the Alliance for 
Progress through analysis of the situation in Latin America. This section will 
provide evidence that the initial objectives and priorities set by the Kennedy 
Administration were not in sync with the state of affairs of Latin America. Latin 
American society and its economy simply were not ready for such a bold 
revolution as demanded by the Alliance. More importantly American foreign 
policy was not ready for this transition as well given the security needs of the 
era. In fact, Kennedy endangered the future of American influence by 
challenging the military regimes of the region, most of which America held 
amicable relations with. The final section will summarize the failures of the 
Alliance and briefly discuss the contemporary situation in Latin America. 
Collectively this analysis will provide a fresh perspective on the Alliance for 
Progress as has rarely been presented, and reassert the effectiveness of 
traditional policy despite it’s “imperialistic” orientation. 

 
Section I 

From the historical perspective, Monroe Doctrine was the first document 
in United States - Latin American relations. It laid the foundation for the three 
subsequent policies and American foreign policy in general. Under the Monroe 
Doctrine European powers could no longer interfere with the affairs of the 
Americas. In exchange the United States planned to remain neutral in wars 
between European powers and their colonies, if European powers were to 
interfere with the independent nations of the Americas, this action would have 
been viewed as hostile.1 Either unwillingly or knowingly President Monroe 
marked the commencement of American influence in the region by extending 
the American principle of isolation to the entire continent.2 
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Latin America never officially recognized the Monroe Doctrine, since it 
gained a reputation as a method to extend American power and secure global 
positions instead of a tool of hemispheric unification. In deed, the Monroe 
Doctrine evolved into the right of American intervention over the nations of 
Latin America.3 The amendment introduced by President Theodore Roosevelt, 
the Roosevelt Corollary, officially integrated an important tool of American 
influence into the Monroe Doctrine, as the United States now had justification to 
intervene militarily as the policing power of the hemisphere. At the turn of the 
century Latin America quickly became a key agency for spreading the interests 
of the United States. Direct and indirect military involvement became the status 
quo during the rest of the century. The Corollary has been cited to justify 
interventions in Cuba in 1906 – 1910, Nicaragua in 1909 – 1911, 1912 – 1925, 
and 1926 – 1933, the Dominican Republic in 1916 – 1924 and in numerous 
other instances.4  Roosevelt viewed the area as paramount to American security 
needs; this was especially the case with the Panama Canal.  Traditional foreign 
policy was also exercised during the Cold War; here America offered military 
aid and intelligence to countries threatened by Communists including many 
Latin American nations. The most important point is that the Monroe Doctrine 
took different meanings and interpretations depending on the shifting policies 
and preferences and at the same time remained a mainstay when it came to 
articulation of U.S. goals and purposes.5  It goes without mentioning that Latin 
America benefited as a protectorate of America. As it stood, however, the 
Corollary did not emanate a relationship of mutuality both in theory and 
practice.   

The Dollar Diplomacy undertaken by President William Howard Taft 
and Secretary of State Philander C. Knox provided the necessary economic 
complement to traditional policy. The policy was undertaken to enhance 
commercial investment in Latin America and the Far East. Taft’s aggressive 
diplomacy to secure American investment in these countries was intended to 
encourage American bankers to invest their surplus dollars in Latin America, as 
this region was of primary strategic interest. The policy took many forms and 
included extension of commerce treaties, acquisition of naval bases, 
establishment of protectorates, military intervention to coerce debtors as well as 
direct intervention in the elections.6  Although substituting dollars for bullets as 
stated by Taft did not come to fruition it diluted, at least in theory, America’s 
appearance as a military aggressor. At last the bilateral approach of economic 
and military tactics had been established and was in the archives of presidential 
policy readily available to future executives.  

The major trends that the traditional foreign policies shared was their 
emphasis on expansion of American influence beyond its borders to ensure 
national security through military and economic policy. America can not be 
criticized for promoting its own interest during times when national security was 
an imperative. American foreign policy merely aimed to correct the political, 
social and economic inertia of Latin America before extra-hemispheric nations 
capitalized on this vulnerability and gained strategic positions closer to the 
American home front.  Despite the fact that traditional foreign policy was an 
outcome of U.S. “bully imperialism,” the results were fruitful for all. Latin 
American countries benefited as they received military protection, training, 
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equipment and American capital that facilitated integration into the global 
economy. Simultaneously, America ensured its stability and a presence in the 
global arena. Vague formulation of the traditional policy allowed for 
adjustments of the foreign policy in accordance with the changing needs of the 
United States and changes in the global arena. In contrast, the Alliance for 
Progress was very specific, set targeted goals for development for Latin 
America therefore, leaving less opportunity for maneuvering and shaping future 
American foreign policy.7 

The transformation from traditional policy was announced by President 
Kennedy on March of 1961.

8
 Only three weeks later President Kennedy 

announced his decision to proceed with the planned invasion of Cuba9. The 
coincidence between the two events was by no means accidental. Kennedy 
simply attempted to garner support of America’s position in Latin America by 
providing a plan that would receive greater acceptance in the region. However, 
since its conception the Alliance was surrounded with vulnerabilities.  How 
could Kennedy’s social experiment gain legitimacy while coexisting with a 
covert application of traditional policy in Cuba? Castro considered it sufficient 
to attack the Alliance as a coalition between the American Government, the 
International Banks, and the ruling powers in Latin America. As such, the 
Alliance for Progress should have been treated with skepticism; especially 
considering that during the first two years of the Alliance Somoza of Nicaragua 
received American aid for cooperation in the Guatemala coup as well as for 
provision of the territory for the Bay of Pig invaders in 1961.10 These actions 
demonstrate that resorting to the military component of traditional policy was 
inevitable for the Kennedy administration and proved that American executive 
policy was not ready for the transition proposed by the Alliance.  

The Alliance for Progress also failed because in response to CIA plots to 
kill him Castro asked for help from the Soviet Union.11  Thus, the Monroe 
Doctrine was violated and Kennedy failed in his primary objective of ensuring 
national security, now the enemy was only miles from the home front. By 
deviating from traditional policy Kennedy did not have the political 
maneuverability necessary to continue military influence in Cuba.  Ironically, 
despite the newly implemented social agenda American policy appeared more 
hypocritical than ever.  Kennedy’s failed Bay of Pigs was his sole opportunity to 
overthrow Castro; persistence in Cuba after the Bay of Pigs would have 
continued to weaken an already frail Alliance.  Going even further the situation 
worsened, as reflected by the intensity of Soviet influence; they sent military 
forces equipped with medium-range ballistic missiles that were able to carry 
nuclear warheads against potential targets in the United States. The Kennedy 
Administration formulated various alternatives in an attempt to rescue the 
situation; however, the group was forced to choose diplomacy in light of their 
previous transition from traditional foreign policy and their Bay of Pigs 
experience. To be more specific, Kennedy authorized a naval blockade and 
demanded the Soviet Union to withdraw both the troops and missiles. In 
exchange, Kennedy promised that he would not invade Cuba and withdraw 
missiles from Turkey. Despite the fact that Kennedy avoided the nuclear war he 
had self initiated, Cuba remained under the protectorate of the Soviet Union.12 
America had lost access to a strategic location and market in the Caribbean.  
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It should be further noted that the Alliance for Progress had a different 
ideology and origin as compared with traditional foreign policy. Kennedy 
intended to put an end to precedent in Latin America; therefore, his Alliance 
was based on the scientific articulations of Rostow, whose theory of 
modernization became very popular in academic circles around the1950s’. 
According to Rostow, every country had to reach a certain point in economic, 
political, and social preconditions after which it would start growing rapidly.13 
The Alliance for Progress essentially was based on these scientific notions 
rather than on decades of presidential rhetoric, action and American interests. A 
quick glance at traditional foreign policy investments shows a distinctly 
different tendency from the Alliance. Since the Marshall Plan pre-Kennedy 
administrations spent $50 billion on foreign aid out of which as much as $30 
billion was spent on military equipment. Out of the $20 billion remaining, as 
much as 85 percent of funds were spent on military equipment indirectly. The 
remaining $5 billion were spent on developmental loans and technical assistance 
in education.14 It is obvious, that traditional foreign policy was distinctly 
different from the Alliance for Progress executed by the Kennedy 
Administration. Going even further, the Kennedy Administration significantly 
underestimated the scope of dilemmas faced by Latin America.

15
  This latter 

point will be explored with greater detail in later sections. 
Given the context of global politics, in particular Castro’s rise to 

prominence it was unwise to take a dovish position towards Latin America 
during the Cold War. Traditional policy was deeply entrenched within the 
Executive branch and Latin America after decades of application. As such, 
despite the desire to shift American Policy Kennedy eventually succumbed and 
unsuccessfully resorted to traditional policy as a means of mediating the Castro 
situation. Although the fundamental ideals of the Alliance had potential their 
introduction into a volatile environment doomed it to failure. However, to 
completely understand this point it is necessary to conduct a content analysis on 
the Alliance to comprehend how its idealism was out of tangent with actual 
events and experiences in Latin America.  

 
Section II 

There were distinct differences between formulation of the traditional 
foreign policy and the Alliance for Progress. President Kennedy proposed a ten 
year plan under which Latin America was supposed to show an annual increase 
of 2.5% in income per capita, complete elimination of the adult illiteracy by 
1970, economic and social planning, equal income distribution, and 
establishment of democratic governments.

16
  Land reform was to be 

implemented, and the tax system had to be changed to place greater burden on 
those with higher incomes. The goals set by the plan were very ambitious 
considering the situation in Latin America throughout the1950s. At the time 
when the Alliance for Progress was implemented; adult illiteracy reached as 
high as 70%, per capita income was only $200, and as much as 55 out of every 
100 children died before they reached the age of five, most importantly 
democracy was nonexistent. Goals set by the Alliance were very specific, and 
had little possibility for interpretation. Lastly, it disregarded accountability as 
President Kennedy gave a guarantee to supply $20 billion within one decade 
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regardless of the results attained in Latin America.17 In addition, the Alliance 
did not directly support any American interests.  

The major distinction between the Alliance for Progress and traditional 
policy is the latter’s emphasis on the American interests. Over the years of 
application, Monroe Doctrine took various meanings and interpretations as it 
was paramount to promoting American goals and purposes in the Western 
Hemisphere. The Monroe Doctrine was formulated using the language of 
idealism and high principle; it was embedded in the primary American interests 
of democracy, freedom, and peace.

18
  

The Alliance for Progress never marshaled significant support from 
American politicians because it placed Latin American interest at the forefront 
of American Foreign policy. Before the Alliance Latin American nations, 
assisted by social scientists across the United States, had submitted similar plans 
for review. Despite the fact that the fiscally conservative Eisenhower 
Administration rejected these proposed plans outright, Kennedy Administration 
integrated them into the Alliance and U.S. funds flew directly into the pockets 
of Latin American elite.19 Although empowering the elite was not intentional it 
was an inevitable action given other problems, which will be discussed in more 
detail, which plagued Latin America 

The Alliance intended to stimulate economic growth in the countries of 
Latin America through the influx of public funds in areas that were not 
profitable or were too risky for private enterprise. Going even further, this was a 
conflict in formulation from the traditional policy economic standpoint, as 
economic development or the ends, should have been achieved through private 
capital, or the means. The review of the two year performance of the Alliance 
for Progress also proved this point: private investment and social reforms simply 
could not work together given the situation in Latin America. The two year 
performance review for the Alliance supports the fact that the Alliance was not 
adequately formulated, as the loans provided under the program were channeled 
directly to development projects that did not necessarily have to be social in 
nature, such as what took place with Somoza in Nicaragua.20 Again this was 
inevitable considering the security needs of America at the time, simply put, 
social reforms where to difficult to implement during this era. 

Finally, the very goal established by Alliance for Progress was distinct 
from traditional policy. While traditional foreign policy aimed at expansion of 
America’s own positions and interests, the goals set by the Alliance for Progress 
were to preserve in the anti-revolutionary sense. The Alliance for Progress was 
an attempt to buy a democratic revolution in Latin America with a very modest 
amount of investment considering the scope of problems faced by the region at 
the time when the policy was set in force.      

Alliance for Progress is a specific case of how social reforms, when 
applied without objective research can be counterproductive. The long list of 
goals set by the Alliance for Progress appeared to be unrealistic despite the fact 
that a number of consultants, advisors, and policy makers worked on its rhetoric, 
the plan development and selected “appropriate means” for achieving them. 
However, solutions were formulated with only a vague and superficial 
comprehension of the problems. The research conducted was not sufficient and 
based on an innovative theory that set unattainable goals for Latin America. The 
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social reforms, on which the ideas of Alliance for Progress were based, 
functioned as both an analytical and cognitive framework. Alliance for Progress 
was an outcome of the shift in the U.S. ideology initiated by Kennedy 
Administration that never succeeded.    
 
Section III 

The Alliance for Progress was a serious failure of the Kennedy 
Administration, as it raised but was unable to fulfill the serious objectives set by 
the program. The primary reason for the failure was the inability to estimate the 
scope of the problems faced by Latin America and, consequently, estimated 
results would be produced by the foreign investment of the $22.3 billion.21 In 
the 1960s, the annual per capita income in Latin America was about $200 and 
the economy centered on raw material production. As much as 90% of land was 
concentrated in the hands of a 10% minority. The level of illiteracy reached the 
high point of 70%, basic housing and sanitarian conditions were below the 
accepted minimum. In addition, a steady decline in prices for raw material 
compounded to the economic situation in Latin America. Coffee, the major 
source of income for countries of Latin America also showed a steady decline. 
A drop in price in international prices on coffee by 1 cent generated losses of 
$50 million for Latin America, since 1954 the prices more than halved. 
Consequently, the rate of growth for countries of Latin America sharply 
decreased. While in 1940-1950 it was about 3.5%, by 1960, the year before the 
Alliance for Progress, the rate hardly reached 1%. 22 In order to correct the 
situation, the Alliance utilized $20 billion in foreign aid to ensure that the 
growth rate reached at least 2.5%. It should be noted, that this was never 
accomplished.23 

A similar program to the Alliance for Progress was offered for Cuba by 
the Foreign Policy Association in 1935 and by the World Bank in 1950.24 
Nonetheless, Latin America’s social ills were beyond economic assistance.  The 
region needed more than economic reform to further develop given the 
contemporary social and political conditions across the continent. However, the 
necessary changes would never take place without American influence in Latin 
America’s domestic policies. It goes without mentioning that the Alliance did 
not provide the necessary tools to exercise this power.  

In addition to miscalculating the scope of economic problems the 
Kennedy administration set the wrong priorities for a policy that stressed social 
reform and justice. The starting point of implementation of the Alliance for 
Progress should not have been a large inflow of American funds more emphasis 
should have been placed on land reform. As the plan stood it would continue to 
empower the aristocracy. However, despite the many attempts to redistribute 
latifundia, the attempts were never successful.25  Unless redistribution of land 
had taken place, the necessary minimal economic conditions for implementation 
of the Alliance for Progress would not have been established. The issue 
becomes evident when taking a closer insight on the program of land 
redistribution that took place in Mexico. Redistribution of land in the country 
was a high priority during the years from 1900 to 1930.26 Within the period 
from 1924 to 1930, President Cardenas of Mexico aggressively undertook the 
policy of land redistribution. However, at the end of Cardenas presidency the 
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policy was doomed to failure.27  In 1950 The Partido Revolucionario 
Intstitucional, the only powerful party for the past 30 years openly stated that the 
policy of land distribution was not effective. At the time, less than 1% of 
population occupied as much as 76% of the total farmland while 46.6 percent of 
the total population was landless.28 Apparently land redistribution would never 
manifest from within Latin America.  In order for the policy of land 
redistribution to be effective in Latin America, the foreign policy of the United 
States would have benefited from being more traditional in nature. Therefore, 
influence in the internal politics of Latin America would have been justified, at 
least from the United States perspective.  

According to the analysis of the Marxist Critics, Huberman and Sweezy, 
the land reform, as laid by the Alliance for Progress, had no chances for success. 
The urban bourgeoisie in Latin America would not have given up its’ positions 
easily.29 Land reform in Cuba experienced similar failure as measured by the 
Alliance. The Agrarian Reform Lay prohibited anyone from owning more than 
995 acres of farmland and 3,316 of ranch land. Compensation for the land had 
been issued in the form of twenty-year bonds with 4% annual interests.30 
However, this compensation was never issued. This was an unjust and extreme 
case of land redistribution gone wrong. 

It should be noted, that the traditional land reforms were centered on 
resettlement. In the case of Alliance for Progress, America called for 
reformation but did not interfere with the social structure of Latin America as 
traditional policy would have called for. Therefore, it definitely underestimated 
the power of landowners and corruption of the nations in the region.31  The 
discussed above “Revolutionary” land redistribution policies in Mexico and 
Cuba set the trend for all farmland policies in Latin America. A significantly 
stronger push was needed for policy to be effectively implemented rather then a 
“Peaceful Revolution” undertaken by Kennedy Administration.32 

For the stated above reasons the outcomes of the Alliance for Progress 
were not “revolutionary” for the countries in Latin America. The situation in 
Latin American faced up until 1960s was too complex to be resolved through a 
mere $22.3 billion of foreign aid. After the two years of reformation of land 
ownership in Latin America, no substantial improvement had been made.33 Out 
of the ten countries in which the land reform had been carried out, five had 
already had a history of failed land reform including the land reform in Mexico 
since 1917, Bolivia and Guatemala since 1953, Colombia since 1961, and 
Venezuela since 1954.34 The experience of these countries suggests that land 
reform under the Alliance for Progress was doomed to failure, considering the 
plan had no intentions to directly interfere with the politics of Latin America. 

Tax reform had a similar story; the landlords that opposed the land 
reform, obviously, refused to impose a greater burden of taxation on their own 
income. In the presence of these two failed economic and social reforms, it was 
difficult to imagine the Alliance would be successful. No amount of American 
aid could have compensated for taxation systems and landownership that 
equated to stagnation. Economic growth during the second year of 
implementation of the Alliance for Progress actually declined and constituted 
between 0.6 to 1%. Needless to say, this was not even half way to the target set 
by Kennedy Administration. Eleven Latin American nations experienced an 
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increase in inflation rates that was followed by a decline in private foreign 
investment, and an increase in the foreign debt.35  Obviously, American foreign 
policy had to be much aggressive in Latin America to attain the goals set by the 
Kennedy Administration. 

 
Section IV 

Having assessed the failure of the Alliance for Progress through multiple 
perspectives, it becomes obvious that the policy was doomed to failure from the 
moment it was formulated. Let us now summarize the failures of the Alliance. 

Firstly, the Alliance for Progress was based on social reforms and the 
ideas of Rostow which assumed Latin America, with modest foreign aid, would 
enter a stage of steady and continuous development. Apparently as this study 
has proven Latin America was not at this stage given the context of its economic 
and social situation. In addition, The Alliance for Progress failed to consider the 
primary interests of United States; finical aid was historically utilized to further 
spread and establish American interests across its’ borders and in Latin America 
in particular. Of course national security was always inclusive amongst those 
interests. Consequently, this surrounded aid policies with a sense of 
accountability as the promotion of American interests was contingent on the 
success of the programs.  In the case of Alliance, resources were spent to 
enhance continuous development and growth primarily for the benefit of foreign 
countries, in exchange for mere political support during the Cold War. These 
actions were futile considering America under its “imperialistic traditional 
policy” already had the support of numerous Latin American nations. The very 
formulation of the Alliance for Progress had conflicting concepts in itself: 
capital was invested in risky projects that from the very beginning contributed to 
stagnation rather than economic growth. The goals set by the Alliance for 
Progress were unrealistic as a result of lack of assessment of the situation that 
Latin American nations faced. It ceased to consider past experiences of Latin 
American apathy with policies such as land redistribution, a policy reform that 
was imperative to the success of the whole investment project. Most 

importantly, Alliance for Progress was a radical shift from the traditional U.S. 
foreign policy that had been implemented for decades through the Monroe 
Doctrine, Roosevelt Corollary, and Dollar Diplomacy.  

From national security perspective, Alliance for Progress was one of the 
largest failures in the history of the whole nation. None of the foreign policies 
implemented ever managed to bring an enemy so close to U.S. borders.  As a 
result of the Alliance for Progress, United States lost a strategic point in Turkey 
and failed to combat communism in Cuba. From the Latin American 
perspective, Alliance for Progress only worsened the situation. The annual 
economic growth went from 1% to between 0.6 to 1%, well below the goal set 
by the Alliance.36 At the same time, policies that intended to carry out the land 
reform were a total fiasco, as much stronger and aggressive policy was needed 
to combat the landowners in Latin America. 

It is apparent that the Alliance for Progress was unsuccessful in 
improving U.S. – Latin American relations, despite its “non-imperialistic 
orientation.” Nonetheless it is not to say that social policy is ineffective, 
constructive suggestions can be made for the future based on U.S. experiences 
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in Latin America through the Alliance. Primarily, it is suggested that Executives 
approach each Latin American country with a separate agenda. It is not 
acceptable to view the entire region as a bloc, especially when considering that 
during the past decades the political, social and economic disparities between 
countries in the region has grown.  While policy with some countries might 
benefit from a social approach, such as the Alliance, others require executives to 
resort to traditional policy. For example, it is imperative for America to reassess 
and modify its relations with Venezuela in order to salvage its influence in Latin 
America. In the modern era perhaps, the largest obstacle to bettering the 
relationship of America with Latin America is President, Hugo Chavez of 
Venezuela.37 Venezuela is currently a major supplier of oil for the United States; 
and possesses some of the largest reserves of oil that are located outside the 
Middle East. Consequently, Venezuela is a strategically important point for 
United States. In addition Chavez has already garnered the unconditional 
support of Bolivia in economic and political affairs through his Bolivarian 
Revolution. Hugo Chavez not only publicly criticized United States military 
support to Columbia, but also supplied Cuba with oil despite the U.S. 
embargo.38 It is imperative to counter his influence in Latin America. When 
developing U.S. foreign relations with Venezuela, Executives should consider 
the previous experiences in Latin America in order to choose the best alternative 
to counter Chavez. Assessing the situation in Venezuela is beyond the capacity 
of this study. However, it is suggested that the United States seriously consider 
adjusting the current policy towards Venezuela in order to be more in 
accordance with the traditional foreign policy, especially in instances when it 
was applied in a covert fashion. Steadfast action is necessary for the United 
States is quickly distancing further and further from our Latin American 
neighbors. 
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