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1. Setting of the '"unified approach' project

In February'1971 a team organized jointly by the United Nations
Research Institute for Social Develepment, the Economic Commission
for Latin America, andltheASocial Development Division of the UN
Headquarters Secretariaf met.in Geneva to plan an exploration in
search of a ”unified approech tq.deﬁelopment analysis and planning“.
Resolutions aphroved the previous iear by the Unite& Nations Economic
and 5001al Council and General Assembly spe01f1ed the kind of social~
Justlce~or1ented development to be sought. A grant frpm the Government
of the Netherlands, later‘supplemented by grants'from Canada and
Sweden made possible the b;inginé together”ef the team, with a pers-
pective of some eighteen months for the'ekploration. |

It isdherdly surpfising that fhe‘team did noélproduce a “unified
approach! méefiﬁg the specifications of the'resolutions’during its
life spah or that subsequent efforts by'ﬁNRISD staff haveAnot been
able to‘synthesize such an approach from fﬁé matefials it left
behind. As the decade of the 1970's nears its end the shortcomings'

of current development processes and p011c1es are even more conspicuous

than at its beglnnlng, and the range of contradlctory attrlbutes demanding

“unlflcatlonﬂhas w1dened the reconc111at10n of technocratlc rationality

wlth populars part1c1pat10n, of contlnually expandlng productlon with

protectlcn of the human envlronment and resource endowment, of continuall;

dlver51fy1ng human wants with priority to the satlsfactlon of ba61c
human needs .poses questions that may be somewhat clearer than before,
but that are far as ever fronm plausmble answers. The unlfled

approach proaect has been one omong many attempts to °rapple
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with this recalcitrant'realityo' In some respects, it has been left
behind by other explorations comméndingllarger resources ahd»starting
from mofe radical challengesltd the conventional wisdom of development.
Nevertheless, the unified approach project helped to incubate
ideas and slogans that continue to evolve and ramify in sometimes
unexpécted ways in fhe ihtergational organizations and in different
'regional and national settings. It may be useful to take a critical
Yook at its history, not as a source of developmental prescriptions
but as a source of insights into the ways in which the quest for such
prescfipfions has been and is being pursued in the international orga-
nizations; the ideological preconceptions and bureaucrati¢ rituals
shaping this pursuit; the disciplinary and theoretical'positioﬁs
that convefge and seek compromises (or ignore-each other) in a team
such as that undertaking the ?roject;’and"the interactions, if any,
between initiatives of this kind and the evolution of‘public'policy
and public opinion. ' B ‘ ' ‘ ‘

. The qﬁest for means of bringing‘thé human future into closer
éofréspondeﬁée with profeésed values has been prone to substitute
terminoldgiéal innovation ‘for conceptual'ihnovatiOn, to reinvent
A"practical" solutions that have 16ng been current, and to evade
definitions that would reVeal lack of consensus on the presént nature
of human societies and on the nature of the Good Society that is -
soﬁght. These traits derive from the constraints under which the
quest is conducted, particularly within' the international organizations,
and from the rolevof development research as an employment-providing f
industry that eﬁcoufééés its préctitioners to éttempt'a judicious -
mixture of innovativeness with conformity. The traits are too intimately
related to the very processes of conflictive change and masked pursuit
of perceived group interests that shape '"development' in the real world
to be controlled simply through exposure; in any case, an underground
literature of jokes and verses circulating among development practitioner -

éontinually does this. However, a historical-critical approacﬁ to
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the unified approach may contribute some useful correctives, particularly
because the team undertaking the project struggled aéainst the different
forms of evasion and explioitly recognized then.

The publication oyvfhe United Netions in 1952 of the Preliminarx

Report on the World Soclal Situation is a convenlent startlng p01nt

for a sketch of the pre-hlstory of the unified approach._ It goes
without saying that such a sketch 1gnores many parallel or overlapplng
initiatives w1th1n and without the United Nations famlly of organizations
The United Nations reeolutions calling for the preparation of this
Report assumed thaf the 'world social situation“wes a definable reality

that could be studied and’reported on like the 'world economic situa-

tion", already the subject of annual UN reports. 1/ However, the

resolutions left 1mp11c1t the content and boundarles of the "soc1ai
situation'.

The small Secretarlat team charged with preparatlon of the Report
could not start from a unifying concept of 1ts subgect, it confronted
scanty and unrellable 1nformatlon Tor most of the world relating to an
unmanageably wide range of questlons that mlght be con51dered "gociall.
It confronted polltlcal pltfalls der1v1ng from the Cold War and the
incipient processes of decolonlzatlon. It also confronted bureaucratic
pltfalls oer1v1ng from the compartmentallzatlon of "soC1al" activities
between agencles and unlts wlthln agencles that the UN system had
already achleved._ It sought a manageably modest 1nterpretatlon of
its terms of reference, the Report would focus on "ex1st1ng social

conditions", dealing only 1nc1dentally with "prog;ammes to improve

1/ Resolutions on social questions have usually origirated in the
Social Commission (later renamed Commission for Social Development),
an advisory body to the Economic and Social Council, and have
then been confirmed, with or without modifications, in resolutions
of ECOSOC and finally of the UN General Assembly.

/those conditions’,




those conditions"- The "social conditions" with which it would deal
were to be practically synonymous with "standards of living"; it

would assess these as far as possible through quantitative indicators.
The sobject matter was to be broken down into "eociallsectors"

(or ‘Ycomponents" of the standard of living), in practice delimited

by the jurisdictional boundaries of the United Nations agencies dealing
with these sectors and generaliy’contfibutipé chapters on them. In
order to compensate to some extent for the;resultihg compartmentali-
zation by sectors and worldoide generalizations by sectors, in which
the "social' unavoidebly became divorced from referenoe to specific
societies, the Report contained chapters on three of the)world regions
then labelled "under-developed": Latln Amerlca, the Middle East, and
South and Southeast Asia.

The Preliminary Report was well enough received to originate a

series, in which successive efforts to go beyond the self-imposed

‘limitations of the Preliminary Report can be traced. These efforts

had a good deal to do w1th the way in whlch the "unlfled approach"
was eventually concelved ‘and puréued. o
"Programmes to 1mprove condltlons" were tackled separately

'in two International Surv;ys of Programmes of Soc1al DeveIOpment

(1955 and 1959), then (from 1961) incorporated in succe561ve ‘Reports
on the "8001a1 81tuatlon"’ Reportlng on programmes 1argely on ‘the
basis of gOVernment reports, suggestlng evaluat;ons and comparisons
without incurring proteets,'fequired the steering of a ¢areful course,
but'proved less conflictive than the Secretariat team had feared '
at first. |

| The term _"soclal development" gradually pushed aside ''social
51tuat10n" with its static connotatlons, but did not receive a more

precise deflnltlon. ﬁSoc1a1 development" became current as a’
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counterpart to.''economic development'’, and its users identified it
mainly with measurable improvement in standards or levels of living
(the former term now referring to_norms, the latter to realities).

Its use conveyed a supposition that objective criteria for allocations
of financial and human resources to ''social development" could be
achieved and that "soclal development" called for "soclal plannlng".

However, the obJectlve of unlfylng the concept of standards or levels

of living and measuring changes through a composite statistical indicator

comparable to the natlonal income or gross national product was
considered and regected as impracticable. The_treatment of the social
in successive reports remalned pnedom1nant1& sectoral, even in the
regional chapters and in explorations:of'a‘few broad "pfoblem areas"
.in particular urbanization and the introduction of social change
at the local level. ",' ' '

~From the beglnnlng, the reports encroached on "economlc" topics,
partlcularly in relation to crlterla for the 31ze of allocatlons to
social programmes and the supposed tenelon between capital accumulation
and immediate raising of levels of 11v1ng. Soon the reports began to
discuss the social impact of economlc phenomena and vice versa; the
social gustlflcatlons of economlc pollc1es and vice versa; and to
afflrm that ”the separatlon between the '3001al' ‘and the 'economlc'
is often an artlfact of academic analy81s and government departmentall-
zation'. _/ In thelr treatment of these questlons, the reports
reproduced, w1th occa51ona1 crltlclsms, certain stereotypes concerning
development economlsts and planners that were already current among
UN social spe01allsts the economlsts were powerful but narrow»mlnded
figures who could insure adequate attention to the social" once the

right arguments were fonnd to convince them of its importance.

2/ Report on the World Social Situation 1961, p. 23.
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Although successive reports became bolder in interpretation
and notes of radical criticism of policies and the power'structures
behind policies begen to appear in theﬁ as the range of the pefﬁissible
in the UN family broadened, throughout the 1950*'s and 1960's ‘certain
traits persisted:

Conclusions maintained a tone of qualified opfimism. The
"social’situafion" was continually imﬁrdving according to the statistical
indicators, although the‘improvement was unevenly distributed and
"much remains to be done". (Practically the only relevant indicators
offering a certain degree-of international availability and compara-
bility referred to school enrolment mortallty rates, life expectancy,
and per cap1ta 1ncomes.) Governments were continually introducing
new and 1mproved social programmes. Practlcally all governments, by
different paths, were advancing toward similar social goals; differen-
tially hampered by mlslnformatlon, scanty resources, and the short-
comlngs of the human agents of their purposes.‘ The interests of
"developed" and ”underdeveloped" countries in a world future of
rising levels of 11v1ng were baslcally harmOnlous, aid by the former
to the latter was an 1mportant real ity, however poorly planned and
1nadequate in extent._ The 5001al policies of all countries offered
"lessons" deserv1ng study by their nelghbours, although the flow’
of appllcable lessons, and of experts to teach the lessons, mlght be
predomlnantly from the developed to the underdeveloped. The plcture
was of a predomlneptly ratlonal and benevolent although hiéhlyj
imperfect world oraer.v Durlng the 1960'3 insistence on the impef-
fectlons became more v1gorous and doubts concernlng the refionality
"and benevolence more v1s1ble. -

Durlng the same Years, development economists and United Nations
dependencles domlnated by economists were beginning to deal with the

"social" on their own terms, through formulations of '"social aspects
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of economic development’ or ‘social obstacles to economic development',
_and occasionally to call on sociologists to incorporate the missing
ingredients into economic development plans and modelsaé/

The proponents of “social development’, as represented by the

compilers of the Reports on the World Social Situation,zave rather

grudging approval to these efforts and entered into a dialogue
“hampered by the stereotyped mental picture each side had of the other,
and by a mutual tendency to disregard factors not readily assimilable
to their conceptions of “social’ or "economici rationality.

The social spokesmen tried to envisage development as a complex
process of societal change and modernigzation, in wh;ch the "economich
and the ‘social’ were separable only artificially and for purposes
of analysis, but their distrust of global theories and models (or
their institutional -inhibition from choosing any one theory of societal
change), together with the kinds of information available to them and
the intellectual habits generated by the sectoral organization of the
reports, continually crowded them back to -a narrower vision of social
development made up of progress in separate components of levels of

‘living; measurable through a number of inescapably heterogeneous

statistical indicators, and promotable. through aqual;y heterogeneous

3/ The Economic Comm1551on for Latin Amerlca was probaoly the flrst
economically-oriented United Nations body to try to incorporate
(from the early 1950'5) a thedretical sociological approach into
its thinking on ‘economic development!’, in terms of "social aspects®
and ‘obstacles’. This approach, under the intellectual leadership
of José Medina E\havarrla, soon escapéd from its ancillary role and
led to a quite different kind of development dialogue. See, in
particular, José Medina E- havarria, Consideraciones socioldgicas
sobre el desarrollo econdmico (CEPAL, Santiago de Chile, 1963) and
Filosofia, educacidn y cesarrollo (Textos del ILPES, México,

Siglo XXI, 1973).
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‘social programmes. They could not accept investment for the maximi-
zation of production as the core of development, nor rates of increase
in the Gross National Product as an agsregate indicator of development.
Criticisms of the irreclevance of the GNP to human welfare became a
recurrent symbol of social rejection of economic dorminance of the. .
theme of development. :

Discussions in the UN, of course, stimulated and were stimulated
by similar discussions within national societies of many types, where
justifications for higher priority to the ‘feconomic' or the "social'
had more practical importance, and national representatives in the UN
bodies were attracted by the idea of objective guidelines for allocations
and better mutual support between economic and social programmes.
During the 1950's various United Nations resolutions called for
"balanced economic and social development' and asked the Secretariat
for reports pointing the way to such development. The contemporary
debate among économists over “balanced" vs. ‘unbalanced® growth
strategies contributed to the popularity of the term, although the
gonceptions of what was to be "balanced’ had little in.common. The
resolutions conveyed a vision of “social® and ‘economic® fields™
as distinct realities deserving equal shares of fertilizer. Some

~of the resolutions embroidered the imagery of 'fields” by urging that
action in the two "fields" should "go hand in hand'. ' ‘

The interest in "“balance" had a more concrete motivation: the

. growth of international techniéal assistance to "uﬁﬂerndeveldped"
countries was beginning to confront the international agencies with
a competition for allocations to social and’eéonomicbprogrammes

'coﬁparable té that expériencéd by the national administrations and
the UN policy-making hodies had'ﬁeither gengrally accepted criteria

nor allocative powers for controlling the competition. Thus, -

/one of




one of the resolutions called for M... studies of actual government
experience in integrating social ‘programmes with each other and
with economic programmes and in deciding upon size and priority of
allocations in general develepment plans'., kL/

The Secretariat team responsible.for the Reports on the World

Social Situation, after some years of speaking of 'balance' as a

desideratum, began to tackle the question systematically around 1957,
and presented its conplusions-in the 1961 Report,.which began by
stating: "From a governmental point of view, the question of balanced
social and economic development is to animportant extent a question
of the pattern of public expenditure. There is no over-all conception
or theory of balanced development applicable to the expenditure policy
of the economically underdeveloped countries at the present time;
there are qnlyafragments of a theoryland:'common,sense',"

The treatment of the question in 4he 1961 Report maintained
the cautiously empirical tone of the above quotation, summarizing a
wide range of possible interactions between the ‘'social' and the '
“economic' and of ﬁheories concerning such interactions, concluding
~that "while it is theorétically not possible to state what levels
of development in the various social -components should go with given
levels of economic development, it is quite possible .to -state whaf
social -levels do go with given economic levels', and that studies
of-"actual'patternsﬁof(developmént can assist the practical process -
of decision-making... by providing evidence of social levels that can
demonstrably be achieved at given levels of economic davelopment /and/

by proving evidence of imbalances.' (p. 39).

L/ See Introduction to Planning for Balanced Economic and Social
Development: Six Country Case Studies (United Nations, New York,
1964) . ‘

/Certain features
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Certain features of the "balanced social epd.economic development"
studies desefve emphasis as pert of the pre-hisfory of the Yunified
approach' : o o - _’

(i) The supposition, exp11c1tly reJected but continually
creeping back in the dlscu551on, of balance“ or ‘integration" between
ifields" with ‘boundaries, each d1v1ded into smaller fields, with
allocations to fertlllze the different fields and sub-fields suscep—
tible to norms, if only norms besed on empirically observable general
practice. The likelibood that public allocations to and statistical
indicators of education, health,‘etc. will have quite different
relations to human welfare within specific social and political
settings is recognized, but this recognition does not preveht a kind
of reification of the “fields'.

(1i) The reliance on 'country case studies” as the main technique,
aside ffom ahaiysis of national statistics; for the aésembling of
information. The commissioning of country case studies has been
almost a reflex response of UN soclal units to requests for research
into problems large and small. The countrles are always selecteéd so
as to ‘represent" dlfferent geographlcal reglons, polltlcal systems,
and levels of deVeIOpment.- In practlce, the selectlon has depended
also on the obtalnlng of government assent to the study and on the
»aVallablllty of a local 1nd1v1dua1 or 1nst1tut10n quallfled to under-
take it. The 'balanced development“ studies differed from most in
the number carried out and in the efforts of the research team to derive
- general concluéione from them. Between ﬂ957 and 196# thlrteen ‘such
studies were completed and 1ssued as background documents. The
commissioning of one or two studies per major region has-been more
typlcal the executlon has usually been under pressure of a deadllne
- for a report to some policy-making body, and the utility of the

exercise, except as a means of demonstrating action in response to
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resolutions, has never been seriously evaluated.

(iii). The supposition that the countries being studied are
seeking a balance between their social and econonic programmes through
something identifiable as ‘planning”, whether the planning is formal
and institutionalized or nzt. This supposition is more evident in the
‘common title of the series of country case studies than in the overall
discussion in the 1961 Report, in which planning is barely mentioned.
In fact, during the period in question economic development planning
was gaining in prestige if not in application in the "developing"
countries. The proponents of social policies, impressed by the self-
assurance and the apparent power of - economic planners, were reaching
the conclusion that the construction of an equally potent doctrine of
"social planning" and the integration of social with economic planning
into “comprehensive planning", would bring them more adequate allocations
enhanced prestige, and greater efficiency in relation to social goals.
From the 1950's on, this supposition-uhderlies. reports and.resolutions
emanating from all the sectors of sdbiél‘action,<demanding that their
concerns should be integrated into planning ""at the ‘highest level'.:

Thus far the discussion has focissed on one line of intellectual
work within the United Nations Secretariat that started from: the modest

objectives 6f the Prelitinary Report on the World Sovial Situation,

accepted the compartmentalization of activities in the United Nations
family and in national govérnments and the impracticability of arriving
at a coherent theory of development acceptable to the representatives

" of the different political systems in the United Nations, but neverthe-
less had to respond to increasingly insistent demands for practical

and universally applicable solutions to the manifest deficiencies

of the "social situation'.

/During the
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During the 1960's two other approaches proceeded, if not hand
in hand, in juxtaposition with the attempts to bring the multifarious
activities relating to human welfare under a roof of 'social development!
and measure their results. .The most influential, of course, was that
of formulation of norms for economic development, symbolized by the
_fiist Development Decade and watched over by a United Nations Committee
for Development Planning composed of eminent economists. At the
international level, interest centred on goals for investment, financial
and technical flows from ''developed" to '"developing' countries, terﬁs
of trade, and, as.the expected result, rates of increase in the
gross national product. The second and more visionary approach was
that of formulation of normative declarations on social and economic
~rights, which, undeterred by the obvious chasm between governmental
votes for such rights and governmental_cabacity to implément the@,
reached its culmination in the Declaration on Social Progress and Deve-
. lopment approved by the General Assembly in 1969 as Resolution 2542 (XXIV
In 19691the firat Development Decade was drawing to. a close
amid disillusionment of several kinds: over thetacit, refusal of the
"developed" countries to act.on its recommendations and over the con-
sequences for human welfare of the kinds of economic growth-and
modernization that were taking place in the resi of the world. Overall
.rateé4of‘ecéﬁamiéAéréwfhLﬁéfe no£'féo'faf‘ffbm'tqé_pyoclaimed.goals,
-and. neither were the gains in certain Qsocial"‘indicatops,_bptv'
optimistic interpretationsﬂof,the statistics were decreasingly plausible,
-although the range of future disbenefits and dangers was only beginning
to be visible. If what was happening was ''development' it was not
an unmixed blessing, and suspicions that it might never become such
a blessing were becodﬁng stronger, even among a good many development

economists.

/The immediate
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The immediate reaction was to prepare for a second Development
Decade, and the proponents of social development and human rights
saw the opportunity to gain more adequate representation for their
concerns in its "Strategy". Studies and meetings of various kinds
began to revolve around this objective; the hope of enlightening
the supposedly powerful economists became stronger.

One manifestation, deriving directly from the pursuit of
"balanced development", was the convening of a Meeting of Experts
on Social Policy and Planning in"Stockholm in September 1969. More
than half of the ten experts, selected by the usual criteria of'géogra—
phical and political distribution, were economists who had already,
in various ways, tried to-incorporate:non-economic. factors into their
thinking. t . ‘

One finds in their report, as in all reports of meetings of
this kind, echoes of different voices 'with different preocupations,
theoretical backgrounds and terminologies:5/ The report pays its.
respects to the whole range of ectoral social questions by now
traditional in the United Nations, in terms differing little from the
Reports on the World Social Situation. - Whether-the experts had any-

thing new 'to' say or not, théy could not leave themselves open to .
" the accussation of néglecting the impertance of education, health,
etc. The more central propositions of the report, however, constitute
an interesfing demonstration of the ways in which the problen of :.
rethinking deVéloPment was generally conceived at the time, and shaped
the terms of reference of the unified approach project.

"The purpose of the meeting was to clarify further the role
of social factors in development with a view to ensuring their

adequate inclusion in development plans and programmes." This image

5/ The Report of the Meeting of Experts on'Social Policy and Planning
was published in the United Nations Social Development Review, 3,
1971 ] ppﬂ L""”l‘%o
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of development as a jigsaw puzzle with "factors" constituting the pieces,
and the proposition that '"the .economic approach to development analysis
and planning had to be integrated with a social approach that was
different in nature and would be more relevant to the problems of
developing countries in the coming=decade“; were juxtaposed .to less
simple formulas: "it is most necessary to view the develop-
ment process as a. complex whole, comprising economic elements sensu
stricto, but also other social, as well as political,and'administrativé
elements. Any design for a development strategy, national or inter-
national, must cover all the above-mentioned: fields if it is to be
meaningful, internally consistent and capable of: effective implementation.
Governmental and United Nations compartmentalization should give way
to a "more unified treatment™, in which 'the idea of & single social .
system in which development occurs' should be "taken seriously as-
its starting pointl. _ .

‘Misleading dividing lines between economic. and social phenomena,
and between economic and .social development, have been 'due in, part
to the rather narrow approach to the development process characteristic
of past thinking in economics, which relied heavily on simplistic
econometrlc models with highly aggregated varlables“, and. in part
to governmental and UN bureaucratic compartmentalization. .An
"over-emphasis ‘on economié growth rates of production.has been based
on the apparent ease of quantification in the concept of the national
income or gross national product of developing countries'. '"The domi -
nance of economists among the 'social scientists and the earlier.:
development and easier quantification of their concepts, has meant
that certain non-market aspects. . --those unappropriately labelled
'social'-~ have been neglected in approaches to development.' The
experts recommended that those aspects should be dealt with as
"neglected areas’ rather than as 'social factors’, but did not follow

this recommendatidn in the remainder of their report, prbbabiy-because

/of their
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of their terms of reference and their convening by the UN Social
Development Division, |

The report endorsed one vergion of the "duallst” label around
which a great deal of 1deolog1ca1 polemics and semantlc confusion
had focussed during the 1960's '.“..o a Eeanlngful approach to develop-
ment plannlng must take account of the dualist structure of many
developing societies --duallst‘ln terms of the difference between
modern and traditional sectors, differences within thoseAsecto?s and
vdifferences between those pafticipating in developmeﬁt and those left
behind or on the margin. «e. The fact that developmeot either leaves
behing, or in some Qaye even createe, large areas of poverty, stagnation,
merginality and actual exclusion from social and economic progress
is too obvious and too urgent to be overlooked." _ .

' The report came down to earth by singling out one broad problem .
area as central to an accepfable oevelopﬁeht'strategy: “"The major
problem for the Second DeveloPment Decade 13 llkely to be unemployment
and underemployment. sy In the absence of v1gorously enforced employ~
ment policies, the grlm prospect of the Second Development Decade 1s
one of rising unemployment, accompanled by 1ncrea51ng concentratlon
of the worst aspects of poverty 1n the cltlee, and grow1ng gaps in the
level of welfare am qg. soc1al groups and regions in 1nd1v1dual countrles,
as well as growing gaps among countries. All this can take place w1th
rates of increase in national income in most developing countries
as high as or higher thah the rates achieved Sy the technically
advanced countries durlng their periods of 1ndustr1allzatlon.

The report juxtaposes the technocratic vision of development
engineered from the top and the partxcxpatlonist vigion of development
emerging from popular 1n1t;at1ve, but shows more affinity with the

former: In the past, the analysis of social development processes and

/policies has
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policies has focossed on "social development objectives" and on "social
obstacles to development'. The processes and policies should be
viewed also "in terms of englneered soc1al change. ..;Apolicies

could and should be devised so as to actlvate wider 5001al strata to
1ncrease their partlclpatlon in the development process" A magor
prerequlslte for development is "'peaceful radlcal social change, as
rapldly as possible " "Peaceful domestic movements committed to
urapld change should be permitted to flourlsh and, whenever possible,
 should be supported if they would help to promote a sense of partici-
pation and social engagement."” However, for the social planner, it
would be of importance "to obtain knowledge and guidance as to whether
.;. radical changeszfln attltudegj’can be more easily made than a
succession of small changes" ‘

Flnally, ''to achieve effectlve development plannlng, all planners
should think in terms of all goals

The above quatatlons, together w1th other formulatlons in the
Report, suggest certaln papered-over dlfferences between "experts"
as to the nature of the "5001al" but they also indicate a kind of
compromlse consensus on cert a1n key supp031t10ns ‘that had already
come under question durlng the 1960's. ‘In mlnlature, they p01nt to’

2 number of conceptual problems that ‘were to plague fhe 7ater quest
for a unified approach ' ' ’

i. The Report assumes that a common process ‘idéntifiable as’
"development' is under way in the so-called’ "developing" countrles.
This process is, almost hy definition, good and nécessary; although
its present shortcomings,‘from the standpoint of human welfare, may

be more easily demonstrable than its goodness. Thése shortcomings
| can be attributed in large pert to deficiencies in government

pollCleS and these in turn to the domlnance of economic planners’

/with over-narrow
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with over-narrow conceptions and inappropriate tools. While the
report voices many of the criticisms‘df‘current processes of economic
growth and dependent modernization that were to become more insistent
during the 1970's, it treats these as remediable defects. It does not
entertain the possibility that the defects are inseparable from the
functioning of the current international order, or that this order -
is-basically incompatible with enhancement of human welfare over the
long term. Still less does it entertain the possibility that 'develop-
ment'" is an inspirational myth, originally justifying the attempted
reproduction throughout the world of certain patterns for the organi-
zation of production characteristic of the récent,past of parts of
Europe and North America, then overloaded with additional attributes
to reinforce its supposed desirability and inevitability.

(ii} The report (probably in part because of the terms of reference
of the meeting) places unlimited confidence in the potential capacity
of planners to take everything into account in an integrated fashion
and reveal to policy makers the oheé~best way to-'do whatever they want
to do. It assumes that. development ¢an be largely what planners
and policy makers maké of i%; and that' if sufficiently enlightened
"as to the importanceAOf Visocial'. or neglected factors they can make -
of it something much better than héretofore. ' There 'is no trace of
the various old and new disciplinary and theoretical pesitions that
were Questionihg human capabify to plan comprehensively so as to reach
predetermined ends, and were (sometimes) finding reasons for moderate
optimism in the market, in the "hiding hand" stimulating would-be
change agents by concealing difficulties from them, in the interplay
of democratic political institutions, or in the acceptance and informed
manipulation of "limited rationality" in bureaucratic organizations.

(iii) The report does not entertain the possibility that the

international organizations and govermments to which it addresses

J&tself, deriving
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itself, deriving_from the power structures responsible for the

iniquities to which it points, might be neither able nor willing

to undertake radical changes; that, indeed, they might look on their

own requests for such feports as a harmless.ritual testifying to their
good intentions. , The.report refers to the inadequacies of governments
only in terms of Gunnar Myrdal's concept of the '"soft state"'with
"insufficient power or will to carry out a number of desirable policies".
and -implicitly supposes that a "hard state' could have such_power and
will. Governments advised by the right kind of planners are supposed

to promote rapid and radical but peaceful social change and are entitled

to permit or support social movements according to their informed

judgement of the movement's peacefulness and its potential helpfulness
in promoting "a sense of participation and wider social engagement'.
"Participatioﬁ in the development process' of "wider social strata' is
to be achieved through policies of '"engineered social change’. From
the vantage point of the end of the 1970's this faith is the rational
benevolence of hard~state§‘engineering peaceful radical social change
s0 as to enable the "wider strata' to participate in a development ‘
process; whose adaptability to meeting thgir needs i@stead of excluding
or exploiting them is taken for granted, seems the most ingenuous aspect
of the report. .In the context of the end of the 1960's, howevef, it
constituted a cautious recognition, tailored to the intended public
of the report, of the reyolutiqnary cri;icism of,existing_social
.structures that were thenla;ising on all sides. o

The United Nations Economic and Social Council and General
Assembly approved the report of the experts in 1970 and decanted it

into instructions to. the Secretariat. for further work. 6/ These

é/ The International Social Development Review, 3, 1971, contains the
text pf these resolutions.

/resolutions affirmed
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resolutions affirmed ''the need for a unified approach to development
analysis andlplanning which would fully integrgte the economic and
social components in the formulation of policies and programmes

at the national and international levels'. They laid down specifi~
cations, deriving from the report of the experts, for the kind of
"unified approach" wanted. It must 'include components" designed:

"(a) To leave no section of the population outside the scope
of change and development, ,

~(b) To effect structural change which favours national develop-
ment and to activate all sectors of the population to participate in
the development process, ; 4

(c) To aim at 8001a1 equity, 1nclud1ng the achlevement of an
equitable dlstrlbutlon of 1ncome aod wealth in the natlon ’

(d) To give high prlorlty to the development of the human po-
tentials, ;nc}udlpg vocational technical t;elplng‘and the provision
of employment opportunities agd“oeeting_the needs of children."

The above components ere to be “bogne in mind in development .
analysis and planning processes, as wellbas in their implications,
according to the partlcular developmental needs of each country?',

The Secretary—General is to submit a report on the un1f1ed approach
. " at the "earliest poselble date.f The General Assembly ‘resolution,
more speéificaily,creéﬁeefs him to "evolve methods and techniques -
for the appllcatlon of a unified approach to development, to be put
at the dlsposal of Governments at their request'.

During the same year, under the influence of the spifit of the
times rafher than the experts® report, the Generel'Assemny approved
an '"International Development Strategy" for the Second Development
Decade, the 1970's. The Strategy was prepared mainly by the UN i

Commlttee for Development Plannlng, a permanent adv1sory body whose

/preliminary work
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preliminary work had been criticized in the réporf of the social |
policy experts es ihsufficiently human-welfare~-oriented. The”text '
of the Strategy contains a series of conﬁentional social sectoral’
recommendations, mainly in rather vague terms of 'more and better”,
in contrast to relative1y~precise'ecenomic recommendatiens, but it
also contained a formulation of the “"unified approach' somewhat

more vigorous than that of the resolutions derfving from the social
pollcy experts' report: '

‘ H,.. qualitative and structural changes in the society must go
hand in hand with rapid economic growth, and existing disparities
--regional, sectoral and social-- should be substantially reduced.
These objectives are both determining factors and end-results of
development; they should therefore be viewed as integfated parﬁs of
the same dynamic process, and would require a unified approach.'

The '"unified approach' had thus followed “Ealanéed‘development"
into the 1nternat10nal repert01re of aspirations that mlght mean almost
all thlngs to almost all men.

2. Methodological and"inetitutional conStraints

Preceedlng pages have . suggested certaln methodOIOglcal and 1nst1tutlonal
constraints in efforts by United Natians bodles to deal w1th the

"social" or with "development”'

(i) The problem to be studled vas normally deflned through a
resolution deriving partly from past reports presented by the
Secretariat, ‘partly from the interests and points of view of the
representatives of governments in the pollcy making b0d1350 In practice,
governments rarely tried to impose a coherent ideological formulatlon
through their representat;ves, they were generally content to seek
recegnition of their own achievemehts, refute cfificisms, and occasionally

score off adversaries. In the case of the ''social', more or less

~ /marginal to
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marginal to the central preoccupations of the governments, the formula~
tion of problems by the Secretariat, modified by personal interests
and opinions of some representatives, usually prevailed, as long as
it was clear that such formulations did not commit the governments
or the United Nations to additional expenditures.
(ii) Definition of the problem normally preceded a request

to the Secfetary-General, as ultimately responsible for the work of .
"the socigl units of the Secretariat, to produce a report containing
"practical'recommendations within a fixed period, determined by the
calendar of future meetings of - the policy-meking bodies and by the
need to allow ample time for prior trahslation and distribution of
documents. During the 1970's timetables were also increasingly
influenced by provisions for periodic review and appraisal of progress
within the Second Development Decade and by the international “years"
focussed on broad social problems. The practicazl recommendations were
to be addressed to governments, on the gupposition that they would
be willing and able to act on prescriptions couched in very general
and qualified terms. The COnvéntionS‘of the exercises permitted
considerable latitude in criticism of "some governments', '‘many govern-
ments', etc. as inefficient, corrupt, short-sighted, or compartmenta-
lized, as long as these traits were 'treated as shortcomings remediable
through good advitce. - Hypotheses that the problems addressed were not
‘of a nature to be solved by the planning énd actions of governments
of whatever kind, or that typical existing governments would be unable
to act on them because of: the character. and the objectives of the forces
dominating these governments were ruled out a priori.

(iii) Research techniques, beyond the compilation and synthesis of
available published information, followed a limited. range of paths,

usually specified in the governing resolution:

/(a) A
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{(a) A questionnaire might be circulated to governments asking
for their views on the problem and their methods of dealing with it.
This technique had been used in earlier stages of social policy
studies, and was resorted to again later in the quest for 'practical
applications" of the unified approach, but did not enter into the work
deriving immediately from the.1970 resolutions. The use of questionnaire
had the “practical' advantage of distancing .the Secretariat from res-
ponegibility for producing solutions to the more controversial questions,
but had the disadvantage of eliciting incorrigibly heterogeneous
materials, .generally from a small minority of member zovernments,
that had somehow to be ‘'taken into account' in reports.

(b) "Country case studies' might be prepared through national
' iinstitutions, individual consultants, or members. of the Secretariat.
This.techniqﬁe offered a greater likelihood of obtaining fresh infor-
mation and ideas in a relatively coherent form. However, the con-
ventions demanded that the countries to be studied be selected for a
maxinum of geographical and political diversity, and within this
constraint selection depended on too many extraneous factors te permit
“clear definition of what the “'cases' were supposed to demonstrate.
‘Budgetary limitations and short deadlines. (since the case studies
were generally supposed to contribute to reports due within less
"than two yeérs)‘restricted,the selection of executors and hampered
the consultations and revisions needed for comparability and critical
‘analysis. Typicelly, the reports made only slight use of the country
.case -studies because they were completed after the '‘deadline, because
changes in the circumstances of the country left them quickly out of
date , or because they presented.an unassimilable mass of detail.

(c) The . governing resolution usually envisaged consultations

with and contributions from appropriate specialized agencies and other

Junits of
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units of the UN family having social responsibilities (ILO, FAO,
UNESCO, UNICEF, etc.). The consultations might or might not be
perfunctory, but overlapping jurisdictions and sensitivity to
criticism of certain dogmas and programmes introduced additional
inhibitions into the preparation of broad, ideally "unified" reports.
(d) At some stage in the response to requests for reports

and recomwendations, a "meeting of experts" was practically obligatory.
The conventions demanded that the Secretariat select the experts,
like the countries for case studies, for maximum diversity, within
limits imposed by the Secretariat's contacts and information concerning
- their qualifications and availability. In relation to{broad'topic54
such as social policy, balanced development, or the unified approach,
the term "expert' was stretched far beyond its usual sense. The
participants in meetings might be "experts'™ in many relevant épecializa-
tions, but hardly in a field yet to bé explored and mapped. As time
went on and meetings ﬁultiplied the repeated participation of planners
and scholars undoubtedly contributed to a common understanding that
has flowered in the formulations of "another ‘developmentiduring the
1970's. The role of "expert” supposed to evaluat® and improve ideas
presented by the Secretariat, however, was ambiguous. ' IT the experts
exercised it vigorouély théy exposed their ‘own differences of back-
ground and viewpoint and complicated the Secretariat's task of producing
a coherent "practicai” report."The more deeply an expert was committed
to a comprehensive theory or strategy of his own, the less fitted he
would be to enter into an unavoidably eclectic exercise.

" In their combination, the instructions and techniques here
outlined seemed to rule out the selection or construction of a single
theory of social change, an integrated strategy for social development

or a genuinely '"unified approach'. The instructions and techniques,

/insured that
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insured that heterogeneous, incomplete, and erratically selected
information would have to be taken into account; that representatives
of different points of view and different terminologies would have

to reach a léast common denominator, or incorporate all proposals not
definitely unacceptable to other participants nor self-evidently
incompatible. The most likely outéome of the pursuit of a unified
approach within these constralnts would be a "“technocratic utopia made
by aggregation of obgectlves", according to a characterlzatlon that .
will be discussed later. A : _

The Secretary General decided .to centre the study of a "unified
approach to development analysis_and planningf, once a grant from thé
Netherlands made it possiblelto unde rtake such‘a study outside the
routine of periodic world social reports, in the United Nations
Research Institute for Social Development, an 1nst1tutlon less bound
by constralnts and conventlons than the Secretarlat 1tself but with
a staff and work programme deriving hlstprlcally from, the concepts of
level of living, social development and balanced developmenf that had
evolved in the Secretarlat and accustomed to similar research methods,
in partlcular the pursuit. of 1nformat10n on broad toplcs through
country case studles. , : , ‘

The core of the research feam that first met in‘February 1971
and engaged in discussions of preliminary drafts and conceptual papers
durlng the greater part of that year, was made up of the Director of
UNRISD, who had taken a leading part in the evolution of. UN soclal

thinking since the Preliminary Report on the World Social Situation;

the Chief of the Social Development D1v151on of the Economic Commission
for latin Amerlca,,where more polltlcally -oriented and conflict-oriented
lines of thinking had been pursued for some time; an gcpnomlsﬁ with

experience in the plan organizétion of France and in the study .of

/development indicators
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development indicators; a specialist in the study of decision-making
processes;and an economist who had written extensively on development
and served as policy and planning consultant in different parts of

the world. Other persdns joined the team during the course of the
year, contributed conceptual papers, or entered into discussions with
the team; directors of national planning agencies, consultants on
development planning, members of the United Nations Committee on
Development Planning, specialists in regional planning, in econometric
techniques, etc. expected to cover questions outside the competence

of the core team but relevant to a ‘‘unified approach'.

Even the core members of the team had other responsibilities in
the Secretariat, in other UNRISD research projects, in academic ins-
titutions, and as national development planners and consultants. . It
was evident from the beginning that a team of this kind, with less
than two years at its disposal, would not be able to reach a theoretical
consensus nor produce a comprehensive set of. prescriptions for unified
development. The team entertaiﬁed the more modest hope of reaching
agreement on certain central concepts, of clarifying theoretical or
disciplinary sources of.divergence on others, and of producing two
kinds of report: first, a’synthesis of central issues and unifying
concepts for rethinking development, along with a few cautiously
ipractical" guidelines;second, a report covering in some detail all
the aspects the team considered relevant and important, in chapters
to be written by individual team members and consultants, reflecting
their different points of view, but given a reasonable coherence through
discussions with the team as a whole.

The deadline for the first report was October 1972; it was
determined by the requirement of submitting a report to the next session

of the Commission for Social Development. The deadline for the second

/report was
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report was relatively elastic, but it was hoped that this would be
 published by the end of 1973. - A tentative annotated outline for
the second report went through several versions during the first half
of 1971, . . S : . :

The chapter headings of the proposed final report and the .
selected papers indicate some but far from all of the "approaches to
a unified approach' that emerged during the course .of the project .
and of the later attempts to bring it to a. ooherent conclusion that
will be discussed below.. For the present, it is enough to note that
budgetary limitations, deadlines, and. other commitments .of the team
members made it impossible ‘to continue beyond--1971 the dialogue that
had begun. In later stages, a series of individuals; struggled to
impose order on a mounting accumulation of disparate materials.

The team devoted a good deal of attention during 1971 to plans
and negotiations for a series of studies--of national experience,
and eight such studies were eventually completed by national -institutions
or consultants, -although only one of them by -the intended deadline
of May 1972, so that they could be used only in a very limited way in
preparation of the preject's . Preliminary Report.. UNRISD evéntually,

issued five of them in mimeographed texts. The specifications for the
studies gave -the executors considerable. flexibility in pursuing aspects
they considered nationally important, but. sought -a measure of uniformity
by asking them to discuss the relevance tq;their'national.situatioqs

of certain preliminary hypotheses of the project: in particular, on the
emergence of a "triple crisis'" in development planning: in its basic
philosophy or final goals, in its links with policy formation and
decision~taking, and. in the: adequacy of its techniques, mostly of

economic origin'.

/In spite
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In spite of the small number of studies, the differences in their
content and in the approaches of their executors deserves some attention
as indicative of differences in the real world of national societies
to which the quest for a unified approach addressed itself.

Two of the studies dealt with Asian countries (Philippines
and Sri Lanka) having extensive and bureaucratized social programmes,
formal planning mechanisms, and competitive party politics, with
social service, consumption subsidy, job creation and public works
accomplishments and promises critical to success in periodic elections.
These studies were carried out collectively by institutions --a univer-
sity School of Public Administration and a private economic research
institute staffed largely by persons having previous experience in the
pational planning system. They documented in detail the functioning of
programmes and the deficiencies of co-ordination and overall policy gui-
dance. Under conditions of open political tompetition for limited electoral
objectives and bureaucratic compartmentalization of soc¢ial ‘and economic
activities, with diffuse dissatisfaction at the malfunctioning of
the system but no immediate prospect of major changes in the distribution
of power and the expectations of different interest-groups in the
societies, these studies could make various practical suggestioné
for improvements in policy formation and execution, but offered ﬁo hope
of a radically different "unified approach''. Both texts indicated that
the contradictions in the functioning of the societies were likely to
-become more pronounced in the future but that the deterioration probably
would not overcome their basic stability for a long time. Mean-
while, planners had to try to understand political realities, adapt
their proposals to such recalities, and help to educate political

leaders and public opinion.

/One study
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One study dealt with another Asian country, Iran, that was
undergoing rapid modernization under autocratic leadership, with
resources at its.command vastly larger than those of most 'developing®
countries, with formal planning machinery, but without open channels .
for the competition ' of interest groups and pplitical movements. This
study was. carried out by a political scientist.in contact with the plan
organization. Its dominant note was intense frustration of . two kinds;;
first, at the high social costs and inequity of the modernization ‘
'proaess; second, at the limited and erratic use made by the leadership
. of the advice of technocrats and planners. Here a certain unification
of policy was present at the top.and bureaucratic, political, and finan-
cial constraints were less formidable,. but the human welfare objectives
of the unified approach did not have first prierity, socially-oriented
-planning could not depend on a hearing, and transmission belts between
the léadership and the society functioned poorly. )

.Two stndies, carried out-by individual economists, were of newly
independent African countries, Kenya and Togo, with formal planning:
-~ machinery inherited in part from.the colonial past-and in .process of: .
adaptation to,neQ policy objectives, with political competition open but
not intense. Here the. note is one of cautious down-to-earth optimism:
policy formation has.been erratic and planning has not . been. very
effective owingto poor.infofmation,;faulty administrative machinery,
and scanty resources. -Gradual improvement in planning, adjusted to
the capacities of the state, offers a good deal of hope as a means of . -
making policy more coherent and more equitable. A radically different.
and ambitious unified approach, however, is hardly advisable and
probably impracticable for its.demands on information .and scarce gqualified

human resources.

/Two studies

\
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Two studies, carried out by individual political scientists,
dealt with Latin American countries, Chile and Perfi, that were then
experiencing semi-revolutionary changes (since frustrated) within
settings of considerable unceértainty concerning the real distribution
of power and the capacity of the political regimes to transform the
system of production and the distribution of incomes, wealth and
consumption while simultaneously presiding over the emergence of new
forms of political participation of the "marginalized’ masses. These
studies described the national planning mechanisms and the current
social and economic programmes, but their attention lay elsewhere.
Unlike the other studies mentioned above they could not treat the
political and economic systems and the distribution of power as
constant constraints on policy and planning, for better or worse.

In Chile and Peru initiatives were under way, under the quite

different auspices of a coalition mainly of Marxist-Sccialist poli-
tical parties and of a nationalist military government, to transform

the systems and structures, against the opposition of other oombinations
of forces. Under these cornditions, the problems of planners seeking

to improve their methodologies and exert more influence over political
leaders and sectoral bureaucracies receded into the background, although
both regimes were favourably disposed toward planning. The questions

in the foreground were the character, degree of coherence and relative
strength of the forces supporting and opposing structural changes in

the control of land, industry and mineral resources; their tactics

and ability to mobilize major sectors of the population for or against
these changes; their ability to carry out the changes with a minimum

of efficiency under unavoidably conflictive circumstances; the
possibilities for compromises or shifts in political alliances; the
compatibility of the changes with open political processes and the

observance of laws generally weighted against them; the alternatives

/for future
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for future political regimes . and forms of popular participation if the
changes accomplished their immediate purpose; the finding of ways to
enlist international support.and neutralize the opposition of certain
governments and transnational enterprisess

In these studies the differing institutional, valorative . and
theoretical preoccupations of the exécuting institutions and individuals
seem. to have coincided with real differences in the national situations
confronted. If the project team had not dispersed by the time they
were completed, their comparative examinationh could have provided &
valuable corrective to the normative, universalistic and technocratic.
bias given the project by its ternms of reference. They suggested that
possibilities for human-welfare-oriented  rationalization of policy
were real but -limited; for all their differences none of the: studies
could envisage short-term removal of the stumbling blocks to a unified
approach; more likely, the problems would evolve through the inter-
action of political and economic factors into other problems, not
necessarily less formidable. : Would-be agents. of human-welfare-
oriented development had to seek opportunities within these processes,

rather than devise ideal prescriptions.

/3. Différing
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3. Differing approaches_to_a unified approach

Two documents set forth the elemeqts of consensus reached in the
"unified approach" project while it retained a measure of

interdisciplinary teamwork: (i) Report on a Unified Approach to

Development Analysis and Planning: Preliminary Report of the

Secretary-General, 25 October l972;‘this'report was prepared by one

member of the team and amplified and revised on the basis of comments

from other team members. (ii) Report of the Secretary-General

on the Expert Group Meeting on a Unified Approach to Development
Analysis and Plannlng held at Stockholm from 5 to 10 ‘November, 1972.

The majority of the team members participated in this meeting along

with a small number of other economlsts, 5001ologlsts, planners, and
representatives of UN agencies. Both documents were presented to
a8 session of the Comm1551on for Social Development in February 1973.
Because of the Comm15s1on s deadllne ‘the Prellmlnarx Report could not
be further revised to take into account the comments mede at this
meeting. | ; ' N

Eveﬁ in these two documents d1fferent voices can be detected,
but in at least some respects they go beyond the "aggregatlon of j
objectives" in striving to formulate a realistic and flexlble frame
of reference for thinking about development objectives and strategles
and the national societiee that are expected to choose the objectives
and apply the strategies. V

A "unified approach", accordlng to the Preliminary Report, "needs

to make use of two complementary ways of looking at development
(i) Development as a perceived advance toward specified ends based
on societal values; (ii) development as the system of interrelated
societal changes that underlies and conditious'tﬁe~feasibility of
the advance'. f '

"The first sense assumes human capability of shaping the future
for human ends. It also implies that the existing society has

the right and the ability, through general consensus or through

/agents claiming
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agents claiming to represent the:bestainterests of the society,

to make choices and enforce sacrlflces 1n the name of development.p .

«o« The second sense assumes that development is an 1nte111g1b1e

phenomenon susceptlble to diagnosls and to ob;ectlve prop051tlons

concerning the 1nterrelat10ns of factors and the, probable w1der

consequences of change in or actlon on key components of the 'system' "
"From the standp01nt adopted here development is not a 81ngle

uniform process or dlmen81on of change and it cannot be .assumed

that 'development' tieans the transformatlon of the countrles,

now labelled 'developlng' into repllcas of countrles now labelled

‘developed' All national societies w1ll be developlng, or trylng

to, durxng the foreseeable future, and at the same, time wrll be |

trylng to cope with the contradictlons and dlsbeneflts that arise L

from their development processes. There 1s no reason to expect

their efforts to 1ead to unlform futures, or to final resolutlon

of thelr struggles 1n a blessed state of ;belng developed'

The Prellmlnary Report went on to assert that "reallstlc

discussion of the poss1b111t1es of more ratlonal and effectlve actlon
by human agents requlres recognltlon of the exlstence and - )
unavo1dab111ty of dlfferent stzles, that 1s, dlfferent comblnatlons
of ends and means applled to dlfferent real patterns of growth

and change.. It also requlres the taklng 1nto account of two _
different klnds of limitations on styles of development - 11m1tat10ns
in terms of 1nterna1 coherence and fea81b111ty, and llmltatlons 1n
terms of compatlblllty w1th human welfare and equlty values."

The Prellmlnary Report dlstlngulshed between the "real style

of development" ("what 1s actually happenlng 1n a glven nat10na1
soc1ety") and the "preferred style of development“ ("what the '
national polltlcal 1eadersh1p, the planning agency, or some other
81gn1f1cant political actor wants or expects to happen"). It
rejected the p0851b111ty of a "detalled unlversal set of spec1flcatlons
for development or partlcularlzed 'definltlon'", but prOposed a
"minimum criterion" for assessment of styles of development

/"the extent
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"the extent to which a style of development enables a society to
function over the long term for the wellbeing of all its members'.
Assessed by this criterion, certain styles might be viable but
not acceptable, and others acceptable but not viable.

The criterion implies choices, explicit or implicit, with
regard to: "(i) The extent and nature of national autonomy.
(ii) The extent and nature of popular participation. (iii) The

emphasis given to production in general, to specific lines and
techniques of production, incentives, and forms of control over
the means of production. (iv) The distribution of the fruits of

development and mechanisms for redistribution. (v) The encouragement

or discouragement of specific forms of individual or collective
consumption of goods and services. (vi) The extent and nature of
protection of the human environment. (vii) The extent and nature of
protection of human relationships contributing to solidarity,
security, self-realization,and freedom. These choices are
complexly interdependent. If they are mutually contradictory beyond
a certain point, the style will not be viable., If the choices are .
made in isolation from one another the probability is -that they
will be mutually contradictory to a dangerous degree."

"After elaborating on the implications of these areas of
choice, the Preliminary Report proceeded to sketch a typology
of real national styles of development, then to propose certain
strategic orientations for policy and certain approaches to develop-
mental decision~- making and diagnosis. At this point, the "aggregation

of objectives", the compulsion to say something about the relation
of all the conventicnal major social policy areas to the unified
approach, and the predisposition toward comprehensive rationality
in planning make their appearance, but are pericdically offset

by notes of skepticism and by the reintroduction of the theme of
styles and choices within styles controlable only in small part

by technocratic rationality.

/The differing
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The“differing approaches that we shall now discuss emerged

not only during the periéd of team activity but also later, in
the successive ‘attempts to synthesize the materials into 'a "unified”
final report. " One might conclude that each'membér of the team’
began and ended with his own "unified approach", more or less
compatible with the positions summarized above and more or less
‘modified by exposure to other positions, but:retaining its premises
deriving from the participant's' ideology, discipline, and previous
expefience."'Meanwhile. the international scené'cohtiﬂually»threwu.
up additional major problems, approaches and slogans. The 1970's
saw, instead 6f progress toward consensus on-a ‘"unified approach", -
a contiﬁual1diversification‘bf interpretations of development,
continually more ambitious international ‘declarations aspiring
to reconcile them{iandialso‘a mounting ériticism”of "development",
from several quite different' viewpoints, as an outworn and’
misleading myth. - o e '

The following pages do not try to réproduce the positions
of participants in the unified approach project.” Rather, the
intention is to' use these positions as a springboard toward a
discussion of the différent approaches that’héVe“cohtinually“
confronted one ‘anotheér and entered into compromises in the intermational
debate. Somé of these positions were moré strongly and typically
represerted in the project than others, a few 6f:them were formulated
more explicitly than before during the course of the project; some
are more ambitious and exclusive in their explanatory and operational
" claims than otherssy All of them are, in one way or another,.
interventionist; the only influential approach to development not
represented was laissez faire or reliance on market forces. -

(a) Development economics re-examined and broadenéd -

" This approach assumed the centrality and at the sameé time
the insufficiency of economic development theories.and-tools
for diagnosis and planning appiied to market or mixed economies.
‘Economics offered the closest approximation to a coherent view

/of development,
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of development, but it had not yet "taken into -account" all the
relevant factors. The approach also aseumed the centrality of
economists as advisers to governments. The "unified approach"
must therefore be presented to economists in terms they coulad
accept, incorporate into their methodologies, and communicate

to political leaders having their own preoccupations and limita-
tions of vision.

The approach had several main components:

(i) An interest in sociological and psychological diagnoses
of "social obstacles to development" or "social preconditions for
development". The supposition was that "traditional" values,
attitudes toward work and saving, class or caste barriers to
mobility, child-rearing practices, extended family ties, etc.
stood in the way of a development process requiring accelerated’
capital accumulation and investment, continual technological
innovation, formation of a disciplined and qualified 1labour force,
and predictable responsiveness of the population to market incen-
tives. This development brocess could progress faster and more
smoothly once the social experts diagnosed the obstacles and
prescribed how to remove them. -

(ii) An interest in educational, health, social security
and other social sectoral programmes for their claims on public .
resources and their contribution to economic development through-
the improvement of "human resources'". Quantification of this
impact and calculation of the ideal size of allocations to social
programmes were considered key desiderata in a unified approach,
although difficult and perhaps impossible to achieve.

(iii) A preoccupation with the measurable aspects of
social justice and improved levels of living as the legitimate ends
of development. The economists in question had already abandoned
the expectation still current among many of their colleagues -
that these endsnﬁould eventually and more or less amutomatically -
derive from the maximization of investment and rates of increase
/in the
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in ‘the national product. The most obvious disbenefits of economic
growth in developing countries were. increasing disparities in levels
of income and consumption; new patterns of impoverishmenf and
insecurity; and .incapacity:of the economies to offer productive
employment to a large part of the labour force. Therefore, the
approach affirmed'employment,policies,income redistribution polieies,
and agrarian reform policies to be essential components of a »
unified approach. . : y

(iv) A'preoccqpation with the improvement of quantitative
- methods for reconciling multiple objectives and guiding.the.
selection of development projects. The proponents of the approach
felt most at home with quantitative methods,.and such methods
responded to the political as well as planning demands made on
them, but they could not help being aware:.of the fragile factual
basis of:their calculations. - Thus they hesitated between the .
pursuit of continually more elaborate and data-demanding techniques
for the cantructﬁsnﬂbf composite development indicators, preferably
convertible into monetary terms, to replace .the. gross national
product; to quantify improvement. in levels and distribution of
welfare; to calculate '"returns" on.social investments, etc., and
techniques, such as shadow-pricing,. permitting an ordering and -
rational choice between alternative allocations with a minimum .
of data. In the last analysis, -quantification might function,
‘and ‘be mecessary, more as. a heuristic device or a means of
‘convincing the laity than as a reliable reflection of reality.

- During the 1950's and 1960's: variants on this approach

had continually been discussed in the international agencies and
elsewhere. '~ In particular, it . had inspired a series of inter-
’ goVerﬁmental'conferences-on education and development, co-sponsored
‘'by Unesco and the regional--economic commissions, in which national
educational authorities and authorities for ‘economic planning .
and budget preparation were brouglit together with the aim-of

convincing, them mutually that education should be planned so to

/qualify”human
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qualify "human resources' for economic'develdpment and that
education should receive a larger share of public expenditures.

It was an approach that came naturally to economists
deriving mixed sentiments of achievement and frustration from their
experiences as development planners and consultants. It was also
congenial to most social sectoral specialists, in spite of their
uneasiness at submitting to the predominance of econdomic justifi~ -
cations for social programmes. It gave them a means that they ’
lacked of ordering coherently what they were doing and also a -
more sympathetic hearing from circles believed to have a decisive
influence o#er the allocation of resources. '

During the 1970°'s the approach has evolved new variants.
It can be traced in the ILO studies on employment policy and in
the Report to the Club of Rome entitled B?shéfiﬂﬁ,ﬁhﬁ;£§t§523§i99§1
Order (Jan Tinbergen, Co-ordinator, E.P. Dutton & Co., New York,
1976). ' S - ‘ L
(b) Development planning rehabilitated and perfected. -

This approach derived from the'preoccupatiohs‘of planﬁing'
@ractitioneré in a good many “developed'" countries with market -
or mixed economies and 'in a much larger number of developing
countries. During the 1950's and early 1960's the number of
countries possessing’ planning agencies and preparing fixed-term
plans had increased many fold. Even governments having no interest
in such planning for theﬁselves began to favour it for the
"developing'" countries, if only as a means toward more effective
use of their "“aid" to such countries: the support by the United
States of ten-year economic and social development plans as a
condition for aid under the Alliance for Progress is the most
conspicuous example. The colonial powers had also left a heritage
of "development plans' and somé'rﬁdiméntary planning machinery '
in many of the newly independent countries. Courses training
"planners" to fill the posts opened in the new planning agencies

/proliferated, and
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proliferated, and a body of professional planners with a vested
interest in the success of planning came into being. In the
training of these planners egqnomic theories and tgchniques
predoﬁinated, but other kindsuof planning with their own
history, in particular phjsicaliplanning associateé with the
d15c1p11nes of architecture and englneerlng, entered in.
Educational and health plannzng began to develop as dlstlnct
specializations, and in the other sectors of social action
planning techniques of their own began to figure at least as
aspirations. A L A |

While the preoccupations of the élanners coincided to
a large extent with those of the development economists described
above, they were more concerned with the_legitimaqy of{théir
own function, their ties with politics,,the nature and effectiveness
of the transmission between planning and application. By 1970,
experience had introduced a large meaéﬁre of frustration and
insecurity to mingle with the earlier claims fo: planning
as a body of rational politically neutral teéhniques thrqugh
which governments could maké sounder decisions on objectives
and marshal their resources more éfficiently to achieve such
objectiveses The relevance of formal development plans was .
beginning to seem rather doubtful. The planners could not help
seeing that theirAﬁréscriptions were being folloyed_only
sporadically, and that:the reéglts-of such partial'glannigg
deviated widely and unprédictably from their objectives aﬁd.
their proaectlonso- Moreover, in the setting of radical ,/
challenges to pover structures at the end of the 1960'5, a good
many planners could no longer accept the role of(technlc;ans
at the sefvice,of the state behind théh they had shelteféd themselves
when planning firstvbegan fo be institutionalized.v Should they
not serve the people rather than the state? But if so, how,
since the state was their employer? Plannlng, according to an
early hypothesis of the unified approach team, was in a "triple crisis",

/relating to
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relating to its basic philosophy, its links to decision-making and
action, and the adequacy of its tools.

One reaction was to propose broader and more ambitious
roles for planning. This approach dominated Part III of the

Preliminary Report, which posed the following conditions for

effective planning.

(i)"... planning should be a continuous activity, that is,
an effort at rationality applied to various phases of the one
process comprising the preparation of decision-making, its
implementation, the control over action taken and the eventual
revision of the orientations taken.'" Planning should not 'be
confused with the periodical elaboration of a document called
the 'Plan'%, . . oo

(ii) "The second condition of effective planning is the
diffusion of planning activities in the whole of society. .
eee First, planning activities should be extended to all central
government departments instead of being confined to a 'Mimnistry
of Planning' or '0Office of Planning's ... Second, planning
activities should be diffused to other administrative levels
besides to central government." Third, the private sector should
be drawn actively into planning, with "a reciprocal flow of
techniques" between private enterprise and public sector planning.

(iii) Planning should be a "diversified but coherent activity"
involving the co-ordinated utilization of financial planning,
allocative planning, physical or spatial planning and institutional
planning.

(iv) Planning should function as "part of the real decision-
making process', and thus should be recognized as a political
activity. - The idea that planning is a neutral techniéél exercise
is a myth, although it may be a useful myth for planners under
some conditions. "Plans always express choices, models make
assumptions about what are to be accepted as constants (constraints)

in the socio-political environment, values intrude into the choice

/of means
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of means as well as ends, techniques such. as cost-benefit
analysis rely on value judgements, and indicators, whether
'economic' or ‘'social', express ... some theory or interpretation
of the functioning of a society." 1Ideally, there should be a
"bringing-together or fusion of training and.interests" of
decision-maker, administrator and planner. '

Effective planning supposes "the diffusion of an attitude.
~or approach of rationality or efficiency at all levels of
decision-making". It supposes a "strategic approach', in which
key issues are selected for an "intensified planning effort",
and an "innovative approach" "in the definition and organization
of resources, the kinds of objéctives and means chosen and their
interrelations, in the manner of evaluation and execution of
programmes and projects and in the general orientation of
planning offices and administrators'.

~ In fact, this approach seems to envisage a future social
order in whith planning becomes an activity and source of
guidance as pervasive as religion in some other éocial orders
with professional planners functioning as teachers and prOppets,
but with the laity as well confinualiy learning'andvapplyiné
hore comprehensive planning techmniques and resolving their,"
unavoidable conflicts of interests and values by integrating
their plans. ,

The next two approaches to be discussed implicitly
. negate this vision of planning societies, although the vision
itself might incorporate them as legitimate facets of the .
all-encompassing activity of planning. '

(e) Pragmatic‘social and economic ameliorism

This approach-gave priority to -the identification of policies
and measures- that have worked, in the sense of demonstrably
enhancing human welfare; to the consideration of how they
might be made to work better; and to pragmatic criteria for

/their combination
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their combination into mutually supportive packages. It derived
naturally from the "programmes of social development' side of
the Reports on the World Social Situation, which, in principle,

identified programmes that were working in the expectation that
they would provide "lessons" for the governments of other
countries confronting similar problems. (In practice, the
information available to the compilers of the Reports had been
too scanty and the political constraints too confining for them
to state with any confidence whether programmes they described,
mainly  summarizing official documents, worked or not.). The
same approach dominated-United Nations technical assistance in
social questions, in which "experts" set forth to apply methods
learned in their home countries, on the supposition that they
would be able to adapt such methods to the pelitical and social
setting of the country to be advised. (In practice, .as often as
not, the experts really set forth to advocate methods that they
had never been able to apply .in their home countries.)

The approach of pragmatic social. and economic ameliorism had
. met with harsh and .obvious criticisms over-the yéars, but :its
proponents had plausible. arguments on their side. After all,

throughout the'world human-welfare-oriented programmes of many

kinds were continuing . to appear and expand. By now they accounted
for sizeable shares of public expenditures and the national product

in most countries, irrespective of their structure and level
of production, their political system, or their distribution of
power. Presumably some of them worked better than others, and
comparative study could throw light on the reasons and on
ways of raising the generdl level of effectiveness. Presumably
some rough criteria could be established for the distribution
of resources. Arguments to the effect that such improvements
could be no more than palliatives in the absence of a unified
theory of devélopment, or profduﬁd structural changes, or a
transformation of values, or truly comprehensive planning,

/or social
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or social revolution, might be excuses of intellectuals for not
undertaking the painstaking and unglamorous but necessary
activities that were within their reach. Gfeat care should be
taken not’ to encourage the impermissible conclusion that
“"nothing can be done'.

It followed that the "unified approach" project, whatever
else it might include, should aim at a'set of practical down-to-earth
recommendations that could be applied by the kinds of governments
present in the real world. It should describe‘the more promising
development activities and methods of integrating them that could
be found. It should not formulate over-demanding preconditions and
methodologies, and it should not pursue very far lines of thinking
about human societies that might cast doubt on "development' as an
objective or on the practicability of a unified approach to it.
As will be noted below, the approach of pragmatic ameliorism was
one of the two that persisted in later demands made by United
Nations policy-making bodies for pursuit of a unified approachf-

(d) Capacitation of national societies.

This approach emphasized the building up of institutions
for diagnosis and problem-solVing; participatory mechanisms and
educational programmes enabling societies to function better
through the informed and cooperative action of their members.
It did not figure in the initidl research scheme of the project
although a study of deciéion-making processes that entered into
the scheme could have led to it.7/ It emerged-in the later
stages as an alternative to comprehensive planning and as a
complement to pragmatic social ameliorism and was first given
a name in-a 1974 report prepared by\UNRISD.§/

7/ Sée J.F. Collette

8/ Report on a Unified Approach to Development Analysis and Planning
(E/CN. 5/519, 5 December 1974).This report w1ll be discussed
later in the present chapter.

/According to
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According to this report, "development planning first arose
in connection with material production ... In the last few
decades, planning has spread to more and more fields of development
activity, including social fields, but in this process, objecti#es
have become less amenable to direct measurement,. causal relations
- have become more complex and obscure, and control of the future
has taken on a different complexion". Moreover, "conventional planning
tends to lead to an over-emphasis on capital investment in physical
structures and equipment, especially in social fields, since these
objectives are easier to handle under the methodology of planning
(and are likely to be more in demand politically) than are various
other kinds of activity that may be equally or more desirable
for development and possibly also much cheaper's
Another kind of rational. approach to. development is therefore
needed. '"The doctor or the teacher does not make- plans or blueprints
of the future like the architect but is equally rational.
Similarly at the societal level, it is desirable to think in terms
of a 'capacitating' operation which does not try so much to define
or control the future as to establish present conditions or.
capacities which will permit a given society to meet its problems-
in the future. The emphasis in such an approach is not on setting
future output targets but on diagnosing current weaknesses and
potentials, finding appropriate policies, and constantly monitoring
the course of development.® ~¥"An example of such a capacitation
activity would be the undertaking of structural or institutional
change, which conventional planning does not readily deal with
through. its technical methods."™
- . The implications of a "capacitation approach" were not further
puisué&'wifhin the project, and in its bare bones it suggests a
faith in the existence of some rational and benevolent entity
qualified or qualifiable to direct the capacitating. However, it also
suggests a conception of development policy-making as an educational
experience, in which societal actors learn to cope by struggling
/with problems
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with problems under conditions of limited rationality, an approach
applicable to local groups and organizations as well as to national
societies, and this relates it to the positions of such economists
as Albert O, Hirschman and such political scientists as Warren F.
Ilchman, Norman Thomas Uphoff, Michel Crozier and Erhard Friedburg.g/
This could have been one of the most promising paths for exploration
by the project, if the project had been able to count on a longer
time span to take advantage of dialectical reactions to the approaches
initially presenting themselves.
(e) Informational enlipghtenment.

This approach derived from lines. of research present in the

Reports on the World Social Situation since the 1950's and in -

UNRISD since its foundation. .It envisaged a transformation of ‘the
conditions for public action through improved methods of obtaining,
disseminating, interpreting, and integrating accurate and relevant
information for diagnosis of problems and evaluation of progress.

If was associated ﬁith chronic frustration among 'proponents of social
development at their inability to match the elaborate quantifications
And manipulations of ~economic data, ‘their anxiety to escape from the
‘domination of economic methodologies-in use of the information they
did command, and, in the case of UNRISD, a long-standing distrust

of ngtional aggregate indicators such as the GNP and of the adequacy-
of ipcome distribution studies to throw light on levels of living.

This point of-view deserves fhe label of "approach'" only
to the‘extent to which its proponents supposed that the central

reason yhy development was so little oriented to human welfare

2/ Albert O. Hirschman, Journeys toward Progress, Development Projects

‘ Observed, and A Bias for Hope. Warren F. Ilchman and Norman
Thomas Uphoff, The Political Economy of Change (1969), Michel
Crozier and Erhard Friedburg, L'acteur et le systeme (1977).

/was that
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was that goveraments were poorly informed, and this supposition
was usually implicit or even unconscious. Part IV of the

Preliminary Report in dealing with diagnosis, information and

indicators, for the most part takes too cautious a line to
justify such a label. It subordinates information to the
propositions advanced earlier in the Report: "Ideally there should
be a continual interplay between diagnosis, redefinition of
prreferred styles, and strategic orientatiomns. ... In practice,
the mutually stimulating relationship is less often found than
a kind of vicious circle; the types of information sought and their
uses in diagnosis are governed. by borrowed, inadequate conceptions
of style and strategy, while conceptions of style and strategy
are cramped by the types of information used for diagnosis.
ees If development is to be understood as an interdependent system
of changes rather than the expression of a single quantity, then
methods of measurement and quantitative analysis appropriate to
this conception need to bebuilt up'. '

At the same time, the treatment of information retained certain

propositions common to the Reports on the World Social Situation

that made the possibility of unified policy depend on the correct
manipulation of information and the rejection of certain informational
fallacies: . \

(i) Development had to be disaggregated for measurement
before being "unified". '"Diagnosis for unified development involves
first an attempt to see if the different factors of development
are properly covered in proper proportions -that some are not
neglected causing a general drag on the system while others are so
advanced that their putput cannot be absorbed." ("Factors" are
stated to include the conventional components -education, health,
nutrition, houSing; industry, conditions of work and employment, etc.-
-and subcomponents- higher education, secondary education, etc. -around
which the Reports on the World Social Situation had been oréereda)

/dhile it
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While it is impossible to specify simple quantitative requirements
in one factor for growth in other factors, "through‘comparafive
international analysis, normal 'correspandences"among»social
and economic factors at a given level of development can be
determined. ... Where a country shows marked abnormalities ... questions
may be raised about its real styles of development'. Since
"development is not a unidimensional phenomenon', what is needed
is not a single indicator but a"pattern or profile of indicators
for each country". '
(ii) "Systems for collecting and analyiing information

should be designed 'as far as possible to facilitate understanding
of relationships between different phenomena. This cannot be done
through aggregates referring to the national population as a whole
or to large groups;‘ Interrelationships can be traced more readily
at the local or operational level. ... one difficulty with most
indicators is that they are used as national aggregates or averages
and fall to reflect distribution. - Another difficulty is that the
indicators that seem to make sense at the national level may
not make much sense when examined at the local level." "... to
understand and diagnose the causal .relationships between different
developmental‘féctors it is usually necessary to go to the level
where the interactioﬁs_actually take place rather than deal with
"abstractions at the national level."

Development thus becomes a multidimensional jigsaw puzzle)
its large pieces divisible into small pieces fitting into each
other vertically as well as horizontally. A unified approach
must aim at :techniques expressing the full complexity of their
relationships, but they remain pieces with distinct contours,
susceptible to meaningful quantitative description once sufficiently
disaggregated and comﬁinable by the well-informed governmental
player into a coherent whole at the "national level".

(£) Inﬁtitutionalizéd
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(f) Institutionalized Marxist socialism and "far-reaching
structural change'.

This is the first in the series of approaches to be discussed

that questioned the possibility of development rgsponding
to the minimum criterion of acceptability and viability within
the framework of market or mixed economies. . It did sb, hqweyer,
in a peculiarly ambiguohs and stereotyped fashion that derived
from the role of the socialist bloc in the United Nations and
the ways in which policy-making»boéies and the Secretarigt”
simultaneously paid respects to and. evaded its ideological position.
The representatives of the nafional societies identifying themselves
as socialist, in which the state controlled the means of production
and the sources of investment and exe%ciéed power in the name
of the working class, asserted that these societies could offer
lessons in a functioning "unfied appfoach" to the rest of the world.
The fruits of this unified approach were guaranteed full employment,
a relatively even income diétributibn, énd universa;ization of
social security and éccess to the major social services. The
preconditions for thése achievementéiéould be labelled "far-reaching
structural changes®, a formula éoyering many kxinds of change,
such as agrarian reform or popﬁlar_participation in developmental
decision-making, to Qh;ch most governments had committed
themselves through their votes. in the United Nations. It had to be
assumed that gpvernﬁents could carry out such structural changes
if they wantgd,to,\and that they had recognized the duty of doing so.
The questipn whether abolition of private ownership of the means
of production was not the key structural change couid be left '
unanswered. The traditional Marxist-Leninist hypothesis on the-
necessity of destruction of the bourgeois state and seizing of
power by. the proletariat as a precondition for such structural change
remained in the shade. i ‘ :.

Its terms of reference inhibited the unified approach pfoject
from deciding whether socialism, ugder whatever definition, was

/a necessary
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a necessary condltlon for a unified approach, and in any case most
members of the team saw no need to do so0; they considered thezr
various approaches appllcable to socialist as well as market or
mixed systems, and they endorsed the ”strategic orientations"
described’ above, which c01nc1ded in many respects with the less
controversiai “far;reaching'etructural changes". Their affirmation
of the’legdtimac& of different styles of development within a
minimum crlterlon of acceptablllty and v1ab111ty implicitly denied
the nece531ty of soclallst revolution without ruling it out

as an optlon.' In any case, the state remained in the centre

of attentlon ‘a8 executor of whatever structural changes were
feasible within the style of developmert. :

(g) Neo-Marxist, participationist, self-reliant socialisme

This approach, for which it'is'particularly'hard to find
an adequate label, entered the unified approach pro;ect at a
late stage, 1ntroduc1ng a comblnatlon of prop051t10ns deriving
from dependency theory, Ma01sm and other new currents in Marxism,
"consc1entlzatlon" doctrlnes, etc., that had become current durlng
the 1960's, malnly outside the 1nter—g0vernmental framework
of debate over development, and’ that during the 1970's entered
into proposals for "another development" " The- approach accepted
the areas of ch01ce der1v1ng from the "minimum criterion" set

forth in the«Prellmlnary Réport, but it brushed aside the

legitimacy of different styles of development. An attempt to
reformulate the unified approach in these terms introduced a
flavour of:uncompromieing and exclusive theoretical and valorative
positions in place of the earnest endeavour to find something
good in4a11'positione which lingered even in the reception of
the "far-reachlng structural change' approach discussed above.
It also transformed the framework of 1nternat10na11y—a1ded|g§£32nal'
development more or less accepted by the other approaches.

"Thlrd world countrles are facd with an alternative. Either they
accept thelr dependence or they pursue the path of their own -

' /self-reliant
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self-reliant autonomous development. In the first case, they are
bound to increased polarization, inequality and mass poverty.
They continue to accept the mobilization of their resources
primarily in function of foreign requirements. The mobilization
of the immense reservoir of dormant productive and creative
potentialities of the mass of their people will remain unutilized
or underutilized. ... It is proposed that the countries of the
third world can only overcome their poverty and stagnation if and
when they decide to pursue a new alternative and original road
to development which qualitatively differs from that followed
by the industrially advanced countrlesoﬁad/ _
Since the dominant forces of.the "industrially advanced“
countries are responsible for the "under-development' of the
rest of the world and require its exploitation, the latter cannot
look to them for "aid", and still less  take them as models for
development. In fact, their style of development is morally
indefensible and will become practically untenable once the
Third World has taken another path; their real meed for transformation
is just as urgent and ineluctable as that of the Third World.
Market incentives cannot guide the transformation, nor
can bureaucratic centrally-planned versions of socialism, in which
objectives decided from above seek to speed up capital accumulation by
depressing levels 'of popular consumption and wringing a surplﬁs
from the peasantry. The arousing of the creativity and active
participatioh of the masses of the people is both a central end

and a central means of a unified approach to development.

lO/ Joost B. W. Kuitenbrouwer, Towards Self-rellant Integrated Urban-
rural Development (The I.C.S.W. Regional Conference for Asia
and Western Pacific, Hong Kong, September 1975). This approach
to the unified approach is also presented in some detail in
Kuitenbrouwer, Premises and Impllcatlons of a Unified Approach
to Development Analy51s and Planning (United Nations Economic
and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific, Bangkok, 1975),
a text originally prepared for the pr03ect after dispersal of
the initial team.

/The aim
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The aim must be a '"new man in a new society", with egalitarian
ﬁalues, frugal consumption aspirations, and cooperative. social
relationships very different from the’present" Policies and
mechanisms for production, distribution, and the provision of
sociai services, in particular education, must be shaped s0 as
to contribute to this central aim. )

In the version that entered into the unified approach
project this position, in spite of its radical challenge to
more accomodating approaches, retained an ambiguity that was :
practically a condition for its entering at all. According to
its premises, existing governments and the world system of
states reflect relationships of domination and exploitation.
For authentic developmént, the liberation of popular creativity
must sweep away these relationships. -Yet it suggests that
Mcountries'" represented by their governments can ''choose" to
do this and that the offering to them of detailed advice on
~how to do this is a legitimate activity. The nature of the
catalytic force enabling the masses to change from objects of
exploitation, cowed by repression and blinded by the lures of the
consumer society, into creative participaﬁtS‘in control of their
,.own.destiny remains obscure.

" This ambiguity;'however; which persists in'iater versions
of Manother development®, did not stem simply from the effort to
adapt a revolutionary position to theé project's inescapable
task of "advice to governments": - It corresponded to an ambiguity -
in the self-perceived role of. the state in Third World countries
that was to become increasingly evident during the 1970's.

Some national ﬁoiitical-leadeﬁshibs and,somé groups within
national public admiﬂistrations and €éven planning agenbigs did
identify themselves with a Neo-Marxist, participationist, self-
‘rg;iagt'gpproacﬁ or parts of it. The countries in which such
an:approach ekerted~an,appr¢ciab1é influence.wihhin_thevstate
were generally outside the sphere of domination of any one.
centiél.poﬁer; their domestic interest—groups identified with

/market-oriented
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marked-oriented economic growth were incipient or weak; and
the political leédership and the bureaucracy thus_ha@ an apparently
wide range of autonomy in choosing a style of development.
Under such conditions, however, their capacity'to insbire a
predominantly rural population to become creative participants
could be expected to be minimal and voluntaristic mobilization
could easily slip into bureaucratic compulsion.
(h) Ecodevelopment. _

This approach centred attention on the objectives of bringing

production, consumption and human settlement patterns into harmony

with the carrying capacity of the earth and of reéohciling this with
an equitable distribution of resources among the world's peoples,
implying a drastic lowering of the consumption levels of the

richer countries.

The initiation of the unified approach project coincided
with the posing by the Meadows Reporﬁ to the Club of Rome of the
problem of "limits to growth" and wiﬁh the rapid intensification
of international cohcern over the énviionmental disbenefits of
technological innovations in yroduction.and of artificialiy
stimulated consumptiéﬁg The project iﬁitially tried to pay its
respects to these céncerns:without_admitfing them to a central

position. Thus, the consensus set forth in the Preliminary Report

included "protection of the human environment" among its areas

of policy choice, but discussed it rather perfunctorily

and mainly in terms of trade-offs. The Preliminary Report
included a qualified affirmafion of the necessity and féasibility
of production increases; such affirmatioms were becoming obligatery
disclaimers, in texts that mentioned the disbenefits
of economic growth, of affiﬁity with "zero growth" positions
that would congeal the advantages of the rich countries and the
poverty of the rest of the world:

NIt is premature to go to the other extreme of advocacy

of zero growth rates. Levels of production in most of the world
/are much



-52- '

are much too low to be reconcilable with any acceptable style

ot eocietal development, and production objectives will:un-
avoidably preoccupy many national societies for the foreseeable
future. Acceptable and viable styles of development demand of
these societies that they should direct their production much
more systematically to basic human needs, and that they should
seek productive techniques that minimize environmental degradation
and waste of natural resources, and maximize creative involvement
of their human potential. ... In the longer term, the poorer
national societies should raise théir per capita production by -
several fold. ... However, raising them by the multiple required..
to 'close the gap' with the present high-income societies’ is not

: necessariiy relevant to the achievement of acceptable styles of
development.. "

In the later stages of the project theories of- "ecodevelopment
were considered more positively for introduction as a "missing
ingredient". Such theories, identified in particular with the
work of Ignacy Sachs at'thé Centre Intérnational de Recherche -sur
1'Environment et léidéveloppement-in Paris, enphasized planning .
for the mahagemént'of’%ﬁe“hétural and so¢ial resources of specific
Meco-regions", seeking technologies, settlement patterns, systems
of prd&uction-and'distribution adapted to esch "eco-region" and
" substituting as far‘aé.poséiblelthe use ‘and husbanding of local ..
renewable resources for non-renewable resources. Such a localized-
apprqgctho dévelopment,“implying‘thé'building'up‘bf self-contained
gYsﬁéms'éapabIeSOf‘rénewing themselves and gradually enhancingi
the welfare of the local population, presented interesting |
possibilities fdr“crOSS—fertilizatioh‘with”sevéral of the other. .~
approachéé desgfibéd’éboVe‘1—capaéitation, informational : -
enlightéﬁﬁent,“particiﬁatidﬂisf and self-reliant development-
and also a challenge to the universalist bias of thé,project's‘y
terms of reference. Unfortunately, by the time ecodevelopment

. ‘/was presented
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was presented to the project as a distinct altermative the opportunity
for team discussion had passed.ll/

(i) Political and social structural analysis.

The preceding pages have indicated the author's preference
for an approach different from any of the above: that of trying
to identify and explain political and social factors that condition
the character and limits of public intervention 'in societal change,
the circumstances under which development policies approximating to
the minimum criterion of acceptability and viability might emerge,
and the identity of potential social agents for interventions
furthering such "unified approaches'". Such an approach rejects the
eclectic supposition that national societies can pick and choose
among "lessons" from abroad and put the fragments together as they
please,as well as the supposition that there is only One Right VWay
to develop which national societies must find and adopt under
penalty of catastrophe. It starts from the premise that each
national society faces é‘certain‘limitéd range of choices, depending
on its historically conditioned political, social, and economic. structures,
its prodﬁctiﬁe capacity, its natural and human resources, its
dominant values, and its place in the international order. These imply
differing advéntages, degrees of equity or inequity, costs and "«
dangers. Certain choices are either permanently outside its'reach
or feasible only through a revolutionary transformation that cannot
be deliberately willed by a regime shaped by existing values and
power relationships. ‘

The organizers of the "unified approach" project incorporated

political and social structural analysis from the beginning as a
{

11/ See Ignacy Sachs, "Population, Technology, Natural Re%ources
and the Environment: Eco-development: a Contribution to the
Definition of Development Styles for Latin America", Economic
Bulletin for Latin America, XVIII, 1 and 2, 1973. This
approach obviously links with the quest for "appropriate
technologies" and similar initiatives that have flourished
during the 1970's.

/corrective to
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cofrective to the normative, technical and institutional approaches.
whose integration they envisaged. The proponents of the latter »
approaches could not help being aware of-the political and social
stumbling blocks, which most of them had encountered directly, -
as developmeot planners and consultants. However, .they naturally
wanted not a panoramic view of all the stumbling blocks in the“Wayj
of their vision of the Good Society but ideas on how to remove them
so that their preferred strategies could advance.
The approach of political and sécial structural analysis- -
was open to the criticism that ‘it led to the demoralizing conclusion -
that "nothing could be done". While the version that entered '
into the project affirmed that many things could and should be done’
by many kinds of social agents, it remained frankly skeptical about
the unified approach conceivéd aé a set of universally applicable.
prescriptions -whether prescriptions for the allocation of resources,.
for techniques of diagnosis and planning, or for transformation
of societal structures and values. Human institutions, from the
international order to the local group, were engaged in games so
complex and for eﬁdhivaried”prizes'that,attemptewto make sense of
‘them and influence them in the name of development called for an
exceptional combination of audacity and humility. - The unified
approach project might contribute ‘something along these lines if it
remained iconoclastic, aware of the ritualistic side of the
activity in which it was engaged, ‘and: the ambivalences in all human
endeavours. It could not take for granted either that natlonal
societles ‘were potentially perfectable, once their shortcom1ngs_
were dlagnosed correctly, nor that.their irrationalities and .
1nequ1t1es called for root-and-branch destruction and transformation,
The team phase of the project was to0 short for the tens1on =
between this approach and others to realize -its creatlve potentlal,
but the project inspired the remalnlng chapters of the present

volume.
/Several alternative
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Several alternative criteria for classifying ''approaches"
bring out other tensions and ambiguities in the questvfpr
unified development prescriptions. In terms of polar-éositioné
one can distinguish:

Technocratic vs. participationist approaches. The former

supposes that properly qualified specialists can find the one
correct or optimal solution to each problem, adding up to the
optimal style of development. Development policy can be

unified tothe extent that such specialists:.can .seek and apply

the solutions without compromises to meet incompatible demands

and resistances. Ideally, then, "participétion" should mean
indoctrination in the nature of the optimal solutions and
corresponding behaviour.. .The latter supposes either that the
optimal solution can emerge only from the creativity of the people,
in control of its own destiny, or that there is no one optimal
solution but that various satisfactory solutions can emerge from
democratic political competition. Technocratic imposition, or
reliance on policies that do not require popular understanding, is

inherently sterile.

‘Centrality of economic or.spciological laws vs. human-welfare-
oriented voluntarism. The laws looked to by the former approach

might be those.of the market, or of the psychological conditions

for planned modification of human. behaviour, or of the socio-
economic conditiens for transition to socialism. The supposition
is that unified development depends on correct understanding of the
laws and some combination of submission to and manipulation of the
preconditions they impose. The latter position denies'either

the bindingness of the laws or the possibility of their infallible
interpretation. Social agents should therefore guide their efforts
primarily by their values. The extent to which these values can be
realized and human welfare enhanced wili be revealed only in the
course of struggle and innovation. While the former of these
positions seems to have more affinity with the techmocratic approach
and the latter with the participationist, either can co-exist with

a predominantly technocratic or participatiomist outlook.
/Reliance on
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Relian¢e on theoretical or methodological frames of reference

vse pragmatic acceptance of whatever works. This contrast resembles

the preceding, but with both polar - positions more modest. The-"

frame of reference does not pretend to explain the laws of
development or societal change, 'but those of planning under specified
- conditions and with specified tools. The pragmatism applies.

itself to the amplification and 'adaptation of scocial and economic
techniques that seem to 'have proved their usefulness,.without
aspiring to a voluntarist "big push" toward the Good Society. -’

Universalist vs. particularist approaches. The former

position supposes that development must mean approximately the

same thing for all national’soéieties. whatever that meaning

may be: all societies'must become predominantly industrialized,
urban and market-oriented; or all societies must become .démocratically
egalitarién: or all societies must become collectivist and frugal
in their life styles and use of resources. Universalism often
combines with catastrophist all-or-nothing positions: unless

mankind :as a whole rapidly achieves certain objectives of productive
cépacity, technological restraint, social justice, disarmament, -
‘freedom, consumption austerity, or population limitation, mankind

as a whole, or the "world", or "civilization" is doomed. - The
univeréalist'épproaches also sometimes carry the connotation-that -
"development' should mean a transition from a static "bad"
situafidn to a static "good" situation; once mankind as a. whole

has overcome poverty, injustice, violence and waste it had better
rgmain'in harmony or ‘balance with its environment. - '

The variants of the particularist position suppose:that
?ational societies, or whatevéer forms of social organization
reéplace them, will continue to develop along many different lines,
‘some” more "acceptable! for their valuées and somé more "viable"
for their internal cohererce and efficiency than others.  None of
them is likely to reach a harmonious and static perfection, .and
some of them can 'be expected to degenerate or even perish, because
| “ ' ’ ' A o /of their
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of their mistakes or because of an insuperable combination of
disadvantages. There may or may not be an objectively definable
optimal style of development for each society but, except in
terms too general to be useful, there can be no universally
optimal style. This inevitable diversity has its dangers,
particularly of conflicts between national societies and
exploitation of the weak by the strong, but also its advantages;
the homogenization of mankind is neither possible nor desirable;
the wider the range of styles of development, the greater the
likélihood that a positive cross-fertilization will take place
in the future. The particularist as well as the universalist
position can, of course, combine with a technocratic or a
participationist bias, with a belief in iron laws of development

or in voluntarism.

/4. The
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L, The changing international market for propositions on
- development during and since the unified approach

project.

The unified approach project; it has-already been stated, was one
manifestation, -and a relatively modest one, of the divergence‘in
interpretations of development. and :the multiplication of attributes
of development that had gained momentum during the 1960'5 and that. . .
was td:becomeﬁmore-pronounced and complex at the beginning of the
1970's, ‘‘Development’ must stand for something worth‘striviqg for,
and the idea of increasing productive capacity, particularly industrial
capacity, through capital ~accumulation, investment and technblogica}
innovation was still at the core of this something at the{beginn;ng
of the 1970%'s. Experience was making it harder to beliéve,.howeyer,
that growth in production by itself, whether guided by the market
or by central planning, would bring about equitably distributed gains
in human welfare, or that sufficient growth to permit accompiishment
of this end was within the reach of the poorer countries without
majof changes in their internal policies and their place in the world
system. Advocates of a very wide range of objectives and policies
were arguing that their concerns constituted essential attributes
of authentic development, and also that achievement of the other
objectives of development required priority to their concerns. The
“unified approach” project was expected to find out how to unify what
was unifiable in these different positions from the standpoint of one
of them: the composite of human welfare objectives and social sectoral
programmes that had come to be labelled ‘'social development.' Before
it could accomplish this, however, the range of positions to be unified
had widened considerably.

Later chapters in this volume (in particular III and VII) will

discuss the continuing aggregation of objectives for development and

/prescriptions for
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prescriptions for development in the face of widening consciousness
of crisis and disillusionment with all prescriptions. For the
present, it will be enough to summarize certain features of the
changing international market for propositions on development inside
and outside the intergovernmental organizations.

Within the latter the main framework for debate was the
Second Development Decade, to be governed by an International Develop-
ment Strategy approved by the United Nations General Assembly in.
October 1970. The Stratégy provided for procedures of periodic 'review
and appraisal' of progress by the various United Nations organs, and
these generated a formidable volume of reports. As long as the _
Strategy seemed to have some potential relevance to government policies
the proponents of different approaches and priorities presented their
proposals as amplifications of points:.in the Strategy, or changes of
emphasis, or means of implementing the Strategy..  One justification
for the initiation of the "unified approach" project-had been the
enrichment of the Strategy's social content.

The Strategy juxtaposed two main kinds of propositions, the former
clinging to the expectations of:the first Development Decade, the
latter responding to the criticisms of its. exclusive focus on
economic growth:

i. On international economic relations and on the duty of the
richer countrieg to aid the development of the rest of the world
through allocation of a minimum percentage of their national income
and through fairer trade policies. The Strategy presented propositions
of this kind in considerable detail but in ocompromise formulations
that emerged from bargaining between representatives of governments
that wanted binding commitments and representatives of governments
that wanted to ward off such commitments without a flat rejection. As

the decade progressed the struggle for and agzainst commitments was

/repeated in
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repeated inlforum after forum. By 1974; the compromises reached in the
Strategy were obvioﬁsly inoperative and the Third World governments
turned their attention to a Declaration and 'Programme of.Action'
toward a New International Economic Order, for which most of the
First World govérnments, now constituting a small minority in. the
United Nations, disclaimed any concrete responsibility. The debates
over intgrnational economic relations fall outside the scope of the -
present chapter, but it degerves emphasis that- for the representatives
of the majority of Third Worid<governments-these remained central and
the hope of obtaining firm.commitments remained alive; many of these
representatives looked on the questions to be discussed below either
as harmless expressions of good intentions or as dangerous distractions
from their central demands. These representatives also continuad to .
assune that deye%opment could mean -for thgir,countries_what it had meant
for the countries now industrialized, and that international interde-
pendence through trade and financial flows could persist indefinitely,
reformed but not transformed. . . ' : -
ii. On the content of development at the national.level.. The
Strategy's,c:itgria for a . unified .approach- have already,been'quoted@j
The Strategy . also listedvsocial,sectoral objectives in some detail,
but mainly with rather vague géals in terms of improvemeﬁt,-contrasting
with the concreteness‘of certain economic objectives: During the
1970's some regional United Nations organs, in particular the Economic
Commissioq.for Latin America; approved more elaborate and somewhat .
more radical formulas on the ¢ontent of development through their
appraisals of progress under the Strategy. - Non-governmental institu-.

tions and meetings went farther toward the construction of utopias,

“without finding an alternative to the "aggregation of'objecfivesq”

The most ambitious of these attempts was the proposal of the Dag Hammar-

skjold Foundatiqn.for "another development', published in 1975.

/The most
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The most striking feature of the international treatment of
development during the 1970's, however, was the successive_bringing
into the foreground of a series of "major prdblems" treated with what
became a stereotyped ritual. _

Population, the human environment, the status of women, habitat,
employment and hunger were taken up in this way. In each case the
problem was real éenough and had long been the overriding concern of
some institutions and sectors of opinion, mainl& in the First World
countries. Their. persistence and usually'some evident intensification
of the problem brought it into the forefront of gttention°

The United Nations General Assembly might then proclaim an
International Year to recognize the importance“df the pfoblem. A
world conference would be convened, preceded by regional conferences
and meetings of "experts'" on the relation of the problem t@ other
problems; the World Conference would gpprové a Elan'of Action, and
more regional conferences and specialized meetings would be convened
to discuss application of the Plan of Action (geherally little more
than another aggregation of aebjectives). A temporary or permanent
international secretariat would come into being and a fuﬁd.to
finance practical measures to deal with the proﬁlem would be sef upe

Recognition of the problem would go through several phéses,
Simple cause-and-effect interprétations of the problem and diréct
remedies would be intensively publicized and then subjected'fo criticism
from many directions. Representatives of the Third World wpuid indicate
their suspicions of the origins of initial interpretations of the
problem and their disposition, to recognize the need for action only
to the extent that this would not divert attention from development
and from the duty. of the rich countries to help. their development.

In any case, it.could be demonstrated that the problem was complexly

/related to
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related to all other major problems; it ‘could be solved only in the
context of development. Thus, all roads led back to the unified
approacho v R -

But who was to do the unlfylng ? Conselvably, any of the

. major problems mlght prov1de the starting point toward ‘a comprehensive

conceptlon and strategy of development, ‘around which the other
problems and de51derata mlght be grouped but they could not all
occupy the centre ‘at once. The gap between the capacity of goveérn- -
ments and other human 1nst1tutlons in the real world to dlagnose,
choose and set prlorltles, and the demand that they advance toward
multiple obgectlves 1n a unlfled way was wide enough already, and each
"ma jor problem" threatened to w1den it further. At the samé time, it
could be argued that, overwhelmed as' they were, governments would not
act on the major problems unless these were brought to their attention

insistently, backed by'organiZed“popular‘ﬁressures and warnings as to

the'indispensabilitj of"quiok>SOlutidns‘to ward off catastrophes

Meanwh1le, outside the international bureaucratic’ and academic
circles of obllgatory falth in the benevolence and rationality of
governments and their capaclty to act on maaor probleins once convinced
of thelr 1mportance, several klnds of challenge t6 the whole structure
of 1nternatlonal development strategles, new international economic

orders, plans of actlon, and prescrlptlons for "another development"

became more 1n51stent. Each of these challenges included variants

ranglng from wholesale negatlon to quallfled eriticisms of the con-
ventlonal w1sdom. ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘

i°, "Development" was reduced to the status of a mob1llzlng

myth, most eloquently by Celso Furtado: ”Myths function as lamps that

1llum1nate the field of perceptlon 'of the social ‘scientist, allowing

him to have a clear v1s1on ‘of certain problems and to see nothlng of

/others at
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others at the same time as they give him spiritual tranquility, since
the value judgements that he makes appear to his spirit as a reflection
of objective reality.

"Today we know irrefutably that the economies of the periphery
will never be developed in the sense of becoming similar to the
economies that form the present centre of the capitalist systems.

But how can one deny that this idea has been very useful, to mobilize
the peoples of the periphery and induce them to accept enormous sacri-
fices, to legitimate the destruction of archaic forms of culture, to
explain and make them understand the necessity of destroying their
physical environment,-to justify forms of dependency that reinforce
the predatory charactef of the productive system."

"It can thus be affirmed that the idea of economic development
is a simple myth. Thanks to this it has been possible to divert
attention from the basic tasks of identifying the fundamental needs
of the collectivity and the possibilities‘fhét the progress of science
opens to humanity, so as to concentrate attentlon on abstract obgectlves
such as investment, exports and growtheﬂ__/ ‘

iis Faith in the market as arbiter of develoPmental ch01ces,
in the inexhaustiblllty of natural resources, and in the ability of
human ingenuity, spurred‘by market incéntives, to solve problems as
they arose, persisted and became more aggressive during the‘1970's
as the shortcomings of governmental and intergovgfnﬁental interven-
tionism became more glaring,i According to the proponents of variants
.of this position, from Daniel Moynihan to Herman Kahn and Milton
Friedman, the main danger for the human future lay in the zeal to bind

it by regulations and the main stumbling block in the way of the

12/ Celso Furtado, El Desarrollo Econbmico: Un Mito (Siglo Veintiuno
Editores, México, D.F., 1975).

/development of
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development of poor countries lay in their hsankering after welfare
state policies and socialist planning. The dominant'forces in

a good many Third World countrles had clung to such views even during’
the years of rising prestlge for plannlng and "social development"
measures. Durlng the 1970's thelr 1nfluence on government policies
became more open and even doctrlnalre, partlcularly in certain "semi-
developed" countrles of Latin ‘America and’ Southeast Asia: While the
governments of these countries part1c1pated 1n Third World solldarlty
in demands for changes 1n 1nternatlonal economlc relatlons, that is,
for better access to markets and credits, they remained aloof from the
accompanylng formulas on s001a11y-or1ented of unified- deVelopment, and
actively opposed some of the more speC1f1c commltments for actlon on
"major problems". ’ ‘

iii. Two kinds of challenges emerged from alarm over the prospects
for resource exhaustion, env1ronmenta1 contamlnatlon, potent1a1 des~-
tructiveness of new technologles, ‘and over-populatlon° ' The more direct
challenge denied the p0551b111ty ‘or desxrablllty of anything identi-
fiable with previous conceptlons of development. Some variants of this
pos1tlon derlved from 1t conclu51ons on the duty of the - rlch natlonal
societies to 11m1t thelr consumptlon and a551st the poorer countrles
in an equltable tran51t10n to 'zero pOpulatlon ‘growth" ‘and "zero
economlc growth“ thus approx1mat1ng to one of the approaches to a-
unlfled approach descrlbed abOVe° Other variants concluded that the
rich 5001ét1es should set their ‘own houses in order and help other
SOC1et1es only to the latter showed promlse of viability. 'Still others
concluded that the momentum of current trends and the limited capac1ty
for fore81ght and rational actlon ‘made the av01dance of catastrophe
unlikely elther for humanity as a whole or for the better~off socletles.

Small groups and famllles mlght be able to shleld themselves by

/preparing in
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preparing in advance for austere and self-reliant life styles and by
withdrawing from the urban-industrial centres where catastrophe wou;d
be most sweeping. In the international discussions of development and
of such "major problems'' as population, environment, and food supply
the variants of this challenge figured prominently as heresies to be
renounced.

Variants on the other challenge emerging from this diagnosis
admitted the possibility of solutions to the resource, environmental
and population problems, but insisted that these solutions would have
to be comprehensive and "counter-intuitive'. Piecemeal "practical
regponses to problems as they arose would only make matters worse
through their impact on other systemically related areas. One variant
then questioned the capacity of human institutions to devise and manage
such comprehensive solutions; social and political limits would cripple
development before the environmental and resource limits were reached.
Another variant reasoned. that solutions guaranfeeing human survival
would require a high degree of regimentation and suppression of
dissent; under these conditions the values of human welfare, equity
and creativity along with freedom would go by the board. |

ive Diagnoses of  the inherently exploitative character of the
internationél capitalist order and.of the structures of class and
power in national states led to many variants of the conclﬁsion that
both must be destroyed as a precondition for authentic development
or acceptable human social relationships. These positions, through
their links with the dominant forces in certain Third World countries,
with organized terrorist movements, and with international political
struggles, on the one hand, and with participationist and "another
development' visions, on the other, had complex and ambiguous relation~-

ships to the international discussions- of prescriptions for development,

/as was
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as was .suggested in relation to-.one of the approaches to a unified
approach, but logically negated their relevance. The dominant
forces in the central countries could not be committed to end their
exploitation of the rest of the,world} even if the governments they
controlled entered into agreements to do so. The most that could
be expected was an unacceptable “renegotiation of the terms of
dependence“- benefitting only the exploiting ﬁinoritigs in the
dependent countries. i .

The only solution for the latter, once thelr own peoPle gained
control of them, would be ‘to cut all economic and political ties and
accept the consequences in_auéterity and in liquidation of the
minorities identified, through their economic roles and their consumption

patterns, with the previous ties of dependency,: Relations could then
‘ be reopened selectlvely, and mainly with national societies having
similar genuinely. revolutionary regimes. More qualified proposals for
"delinking" gaiﬁed wider influence and also challenged the suppositions
on the benefits or possibility of intensified international inter-
dependence on fairer terms that continued to dominate the proposals
for a New International Economic.Order. . ;-

The same revolutionary positions denied that exlstlng national
governments, whatever the intentions of individuals within them, had
‘any ability to achieve authentic development. Even those labelling
themselves "socialist! were really 'bureaucratic capitalist” . The weak-
nesS'of.fheir.pplitical leaders and bureaucracies in the face of the
‘international order and the transnational enterprises; their inability
to idehtify themselves with the people; and their consumerist aspirations
ruled them out. . A profound and creativel&'destructive uprising of
‘the masses was called - for; ‘and the will of these masses rather than-

flnternatlonal prescriptions would govern the longer-term future.

/5. Ihe
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5. The place of the unified approach project
in the international rethinking
of development

The term "'unified approach to development" has rétained a certain

currency in international circles durihg the 1970' s, and a good many

of the ideas put fofward under this label in meetings or by development
advisers can be traced to the project here discussed. Variants of

these ideas, however, would have circulated in any case. The main

feature that distinguished the partial consensus reached in the project
has barely received a hearing in the rising chorus of voices proposing

or demanding universally applicable sélutioné to the problem of development

The Preliminary Report,'as has already been stated, did not .

pretend to offer either an originél theory of'develbpmént or a com-
prehensive set of practical prescriptions. Despite some internal
inéonsistencies, it tried to propose a flexible.way of thinking‘about
development, of confronting itsbmihimﬁm qritérion of acceptability
and viability with national situations and an international order in
which nothing could be taken for granted, in which planning and formu~
lation of norms tended to become ritual_activities compensating for
inability to influence real trends within the constraints under which
social agents, inside and outsidé.hational_governments, acted. A
.study under intergdvernmentalvauspices could not honestly do much
more than say: if your society has such-and-such characteristics

and the institutions or gfoups you represent want to achieve such~-
and~such objectives, You should take into account certain factors,
and you may find certain methods more helpful than others. These
bare bones of a proposition, of course, might be given life through
intensive studies of national experiences, but thelimited material

‘ability of the @rojééf to do this had been exhausted at an early stage.

/The Commission
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The Commission for. SOClal Development and the Economic ‘and

Socigl Council, to which the~ Prellmlnary Report was: presented,

naturally wanted more than thls, and requested that a final report

Ybe prepared in such & way, as tolbe of the greatest posslble practlcal
use to plannere, declslon-makers, and admlnlstrators" ' Since the
proaect team had already dlspersed and its budget was exhausted,
preparatlon of a final report on the scale orlglnally envisaged was

no longer practlcable. UNRISD responded to the request with a brief
4.”f1nal report” submltted to the 1975 session of the Commission for

| Soolal Development. This report spelled out 1n more detail some of
the proposals on development analy51s and plannlnv conta1ned in the

Prellmlnary Report and 1ntroduced the idea of ”capa01tatlon”, but also

relterated that: "It is a conclu51on of the study that action for
tunlfled development should depend on diagnosis of partlcular circums-
tancesaPractlcallty, therefore, must lie largely in general pr1n01ples
of approach and suggestlons of ways of g01ng about reachlng concrete
_solutlons, rather ‘than in a unlversal actlon model of unified
development presumed eultable for all types of developlng countries.
,Even so, suggestlons 1n a report of thlS kind on such a vast subaect
"must be put forward w1th conslderable modesty.“ a3/

| .‘ The Unlted Nations pollcy-maklng bodies did not allow this answer
to be flnalo They next requested the Secretary-General to 'prepare

a report on the appllcatlon by Governments of a unlfled approach to
development ana1y51s and plannlng," and also to prepare ‘proposals
forl"pllot progecte" demonstratlng the practlcal appllcatlon of a -
unlfled approach._ B

12/ Report on a Unlfled Approach to Development Analxels and Plannlng
(E/CN/.5/519, 5 December, 1974).. .. ‘

/These requests
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These requests, in faét, juxtaposed two very different visions
of the unified approach that were advanéed by repfesentatives of
different governments. The first derived from the thesis that
"far-reaching structural changes' within national societies were the
essential precondition for a unified approach. Certain governments
felt they possessed the correct specifications for such changes; while
they could not expect to 6btain inter~-governmental consensus on them,
they could use the unified approéch to kéep‘them in the forefront
of attention and demonstrate their"own'achie{rements°

The second derived from the conception of the unified approach
as mainly a question of integrating éocial prdgrammes, and also from
a supposition going back to the beginning of Unifed Nations social
activities that the conceqtration of advanced methods and integrated
services on a local populatibh would provide lessons and achievements
that could then be duplicated on a national scale. Although this
expectation had farely if ever been gratified, the perpetuation of
small-scale social technical assistance projects, the obvious virtues of
integration of services, and the political and informational bureaucratic
difficulties in the way“of such integration at the national level had
continually revived it. The.uﬁified appfoach project had harboured
hopes of this kind, particularly in relation to the importance of
localized informatioh, but its ﬁain emphasis had been on the national
level. A unified approach focussing on pilbt projects might be
expected to appeal to gévernments that had no intention of sponsoring
far-reaching structural changes and preferred to direct attention to
the potential of modest but better-administered incremental changes.
In practicé, the appeal ﬁroved limited to a few aid-providing countries.

Since the Secretariat was not in a position to decide which

governments, if any, were applying a unified approach, however defined,

-

/or to
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or to evaluate their efforts, it fell back on its traditional method
of deallng w1th controver51al mandates. It 01rculated a questlonnalre
to governments, as 1t had alsc done recently 1n response to another
resolutlon requestlng 1nformatlon on the 1ntroductlon of far- reachlng
soclal and economlc changes. It sorted out the twenty countrles

that responded into "countrles w1th centrally planned economlesh
"countrles w1th developed market economles” and countries with develop—
ing market eCOﬂOmleS"'(10) and’ summarlzed the information they
provided, malnly on thelr plannlng systems, concludlng that "while
many countrles have 1ntroduced an 1ntegrated or unlfJed approach to
development plannlng, clearly there 1s no unlque approach that can

be consldered appllcable to all countrles "-__/ Some members of the
bodles to Whlch this report was presented expressed dlsapp01ntment

at the 1nconc1u51veness of thls oonclu51on, but 1n v1ew of the small
number of governments that had troubled to reply to the questlonnalre,
it was ev1dent that thls method of pursulng "the unlfled approach could
not yleld much more. , ’

~ The Secretarlat also prepared proposals for pllot progects, but

1n splte of thelr cautlous formulatlon these encountered res1stance '
in the Economlc and Soc1al Counc1l "Several representatlves expressed
the view that the progects on the unlfled approach must take fully
into con51deratlon the 1mperat1ves of the soverelgnty of Vember States.
They emphaslzed that full account must flrst be taken ‘of the develop-
‘ment goals set by each country for 1tself. Slnce each country had

its own conceptlon of the appr0pr1ate economlc, soc1al and political
systems, development plans and pollcy measures adOpted by Governments
’could be formulated and implemented only in the context of the actual

condltlons prevarl;ngtln‘rndlvldual countrles. A progect on 1ntegrated

LY Applicationﬁby Governments of a Unified Approach to Development
Analysis and Planning, Report of the Secretary-General,
(E/CN.540O, 22 September 1976).

/development planning
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development planning should therefore neither seek a universal
applicability of its findings nor be used to monitor and pass judge-
ment, based on a single set of criteria, on the development objectives
- and performance of developing countrieé.“ jé/

ECOSOC requested reformulation of fhe’proposals, but by this
time the unified approach 55 a distinct line of iﬁquiry seemed to
have reached an impasse; moreover, its consideration in the UN policy-
making bodies was being submerged in that of several other kinds of
normative approach of considerablygmore interest to most governments:
first, the reformulations of international development policy, in
particular the Programme of Action on the Establishment of a New
International Economic Order, the Charter of Economic Rights and
Duties of States, and the 1975 Genéral Assembly Resolution on 'Develop-
ment and International economic co-operation'; second, the various
crusades for attention to "major probiems"; and third, the proposals
emanating from the International ﬁabour‘Organization and the World
Bank for development policies focussed on satisfaction of basic needs
or elimination of critical poverty. Thése last approaches were some-
times identified with éhe unified afproach.

- The reformulated project proposals of tﬁe.Secretariat were
limited to studies of changing priorities revealed by the national
plans of developing countfies, studies of national experiences in
the implementation of plans, and training for officials of developing
countries on the "main aspects of integrated development planning '.
The skeptical and radically revisionist aftitude toward plans and
. planning that had been prominent in the unified approach project
seemed to have faded away. Jé/

15/ Projects on the Practical application of a Unified Approach to
Development Analysis and Planning, Report of the Secretary-General
(E/5974, 4 May 1977).

16/ The 5~page report cited in the preceding footnote seems to be the
most recent manifestation of the unified approach as a separate
topic in UN deliberations.

/The unified
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The unifiéd approach project éxerted some influence in:-the.: -
regional commissions of the United Nations and was influenced’ by
currents of thinking alréady present in them, but the élements -
interchanged differed, in part because of the nature ‘of the contacts -
between the project and the commissions, in part because of the
'diffefing'natiohal situations and policy preoccupations faced by
the commissioﬁs. The project's studies of national:experiences
had'already Sugéesfed the latter differences.

o In'LatinFAﬁéricg,‘a region that was beginning to be labelled
"semi-developed", questions of viable choices between styles of
develépment and the relation of such choices to ideologies and to
the distribution of political power were in the forefront of attention.
JDid the capitalist '"development" or ‘modernization of peripheral coun~
tries such as those of Latin America ‘unavoidably ‘generate increasing
dependenae on thHe world centres, increasing inequalities in the dis-
tribution of consumption and wealth;-inCreasing'inseCurity and relative
if not absolute poverty for large parts of the population, and in- .-
creasing repression of protests ? How'could the evident gains in
productive capacity, economic and social infrastructure, qualifications
of the labour force, and goverﬂméhtal“adminisfrativé resources be
converted into gains in human welfaré and who ‘would be the social
agents of such a conversion é'The‘expériencé of different countries
of the region sugéesféd’thattpolicies*cdncéntrutéd on rapid economic
growth'thréugh gbvérnmental stimulation of market forces, 6r on. struc- o
tural transformation and’ social equality, could be successful on their
own terms, at'diffefiné'hiéh costs, and if backed by sufficient power,
but that the prospects for policies trying to reconcile multiple
objecﬁives of growth and welfare under conditions of open political

,Vcompefitiog ﬁequﬁafhéxhpoof.'Sfylég'of'development'meetihé the minimum

/criterion of
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criterion of the unified approach seemed to call for a transformation
of values and - expectations.as well as power structures, but the
circumstances of semi-development, in particular the consumption
aspirations of the ''modern' sectors of the population, made the way
to such a transformation hard to envisage.-

The Economic Commission for Latin America had posed problems
of this kind in sevéral studies, 12/- and contributed to the project
the approach labelled above '"political and social structural analysis'.
The ideas generated in the project in turn influenced further studies
and polemics in the ECLA Secretariat on styles of development. 1§/

Moreover, the ideas entered into a series of normative declara-

tions approved by the ECLA member governments at its 1973, 1975 and
1977 sessions, within the context of their periodic appraisals of
progress under the Second Development Decades 12/ The propositions
on "integrated development" in these de¢larations, while actively
supported by a minority of governments, show a surprising degree of
acquiescence by the majority in what amounted to-a“condémnation of
what was visibly happening in: the. name’ of development and an affirmation

that '"the objective of development in Latin America must be the creation

17/ See, in particular, Raul Prebisch, Towards a Dynamic Development
Policy for Latin America (United Nations, New York, 1963); Trans-
formation and Developdéntf'Thé Great Task of Latin America (Report
presented to the InterfAmerican-ngelopment Bank by Raul Prebisch,
1970); and Social Change and Social Devélopment Policy in Latin
America (United -Nations, New York, 1970).

18/ See, in particular, the papers by Raul Prebisch, Anibal Pinto,
Jorge Graciarena and Marshall Wolfe in CEPAL Review, 1, First
Semester 1976, g

29/ RegibnallAppraisals of the International Development Strategy:
Quito,  1973; Chaguaramas, 1975; Guatemala, 1977

Jof a
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of a new society and a new type of man'". The 1975 Declaration placed
this aspiration in a more sober perspective: "In spite of the professed
aims and of the greater material capacity to eliminate poverty which
ought to be implicit in the favourable economic growth rates of

several countries, it is ... not surprising that the rate of progress
toward the attainment of social development goals is extremely slow.

It is now more important than ever that the governments of Latin America
-should not --either through excessive optimism regarding the spontaneous
results of accelerated economic growth or through pessimism regarding -
the possibility of looking into the future and influencing the processes
of social change in such a complex and changing situation-- lose sight

of the fact that, in order tb achieve equitable and integrated develop-~
ment, greater efforts are needed together with a thorough, realistic
knowledge and appreciation of what is happening."”

Finally, an exhaustive study of development theories and their .
application in Latin America carried out by the Planning Institute
associated with ECLA dismissed the unified approach and the inter-
governmental normative declarations: associated with it.in terms that
have already been mentioned: »

""The unified approach is not only the clear expression of .

a technocratic utopia bhut also, in spite of its name, it is a utopia.
made by aggregation-of objectivés, whose validity bylﬁhemsé;ves',
hardly anyone can dény, accompahied by continual reserves to the effect
thét the particular’situation“can'1eéifimate'their not being achieved
and. even their being set aside for an indeterminate and interminable.
future. A ’‘unified -approach to'déQeIOPMGnt worthy of the name supposes
a unified social science, which does not exist at present ahd which
could only be constructed on cértain~philosophical pbstulates, dérivéd

from a general theory, which in turn could not count on general

/support for
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support for a long time to come. At the same’ time, an international
declaration of objectives can be poséible only through evading phi~-
losophical-political differences, so that the only possible base of
a unified approach, a common philosophy, is ruled out from the beginning
When such a declaration purports to be d unified approach, the only
way to do it<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>