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Foreword
by the editors

Journal: Global Trends & Regional Issues” its

Editorial Team proudly presents this special
edition: “Evolving dependency relations. Old and
new approaches.” This volume of papers presents
the results of spirited, multi-perspectival and
utterly up-to-date exchange of ideas during the
International Conference: “Old and New forms of
Dependency - Attempts at forecasting,” which was
hosted at the Faculty of Political Science and Jour-
nalism of Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznan
on March 20"-21%2014. The conference was the
outcome of a recently launched cooperation be-
tween a R/evolutions Project and the SGroup Eu-
ropean Universities Network in cooperation with
the Faculty of Political Science and Journalism,
AMU related with the facilitation of academic
mobility between SGroup member universities,
co-development of research competences in the
field of social sciences and establishment of long-
term cooperation in this field among SGroup
members.

In addition to publication of “R/evolutions

| FOREWORD |

which have coalesced around six topic areas: world

system & dependency theories; global norm diffusions;
democratization and good governance; dependency in the
Middle East & Asia; the post-colonial mind and dependency
in the Slavic world. The panelists, together with Faculty’s stu-
dents, participated in a workshop led by prof. Larry Ray on
the topic of “Colonial Violence, Post-colonial Violations and
the Global system.” In its course a wide range of questions
has been raised concerning the state of the global system and
the possibilities for alternative resolutions of present crises,
especially how to avoid escalating violence across the world?

Participants have presented a diverse range of papers,

We would like to thank the Faculty of Political Science
and Journalism (AMU) which hosted and supported our
projectand provided a friendly space for discussion and work.
Moreover we would like to thank Wioletta Wegorowska,
Executive Director of the SGroup European Universities’
Network who made the whole project possible. Furthermore
were grateful to Anna Wlodarska for language editing and
to our volunteers Tatiana Andrusevych an Natalia Kusa for
corrections.

Last but not least we would like to thank our Head Review-
er prof. dr hab. Andrzej Galganek and other reviewers:
prof. UAM dr hab. Radostaw Fiedler, dr hab. Przemystaw
Osiewicz, prof. UAM dr hab. Anna Potyrala, dr Remigiusz
Rosicki and dr hab. Agnieszka Stepinska, who supervised
the quality of the papers.

In addition this project could not have been realized without
our diligent authors, which we sincerely thank for the effort
that they have put in this volume and their patience during
the publication process. We look forward to work with you
in the future, even beyond the framework of the SGroup.

The R/evolutions Editorial Team
Agnieszka Filipiak

Eliza Kania

Jeroen Van den Bosch

Rafal Wisniewski
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Introduction

Evolving dependency relations
— old and new approaches

ANDRZE] GAEGANEK

A historical analysis of processes

taking place in Latin America has been
both a source and intention for dependen-
cy theorists. The essence of these processes
has been framed as a fight between classes
and groups, which defined their interests
and values under conditions of expanding
capitalist mode of production. The stake
in this fight has been the control or refor-
mulation of the existing order as its result
could take the form of a historic legitimi-
zation or a transformation of the
dominant structure.’

The first theories of dependency, built by (among
others) André Gunder Frank, Immanuel Wallerstein and Samir
Amin, shared the thesis that dependency is a way to explain
underdevelopment. Those approaches blamed capitalism as
a world system for the underdevelopment of the so called Third

1 Cardoso 1977: 15-16.
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World countries and pointed out that international market re-
lations are a mechanism for exploitation of underdeveloped
countries. The peoples of underdeveloped countries will not be
able to “eliminate the meager reality” — claimed A. G. Frank - by
importing from the metropolis counter-productive stereotypes
unfit for their economic reality; nor will they be able to effect
political liberation. Thus, the dependency theory “(...) will help
the peoples of underdeveloped countries to understand the
causes of underdevelopment of development and development
of underdevelopment and eliminate them from their reality.

Another group of dependency theorists, representa-
tives of the French economic anthropology (Pierre-Philippe
Rey, Georges Dupré, Emmanuel Terray, Claude Meillassoux),
believed that capitalism should not be blamed for underde-
velopment and capitalists should not be accused of bad will.
They have stressed that the goal of capitalism is to destroy and
replace historically older modes and relations of production.
Under the influence of L. Althusser’s and E. Balibar’s theoreti-
cal analysis, they rejected the thesis that international market
relations have been the mechanism for exploitation and high-
lighted that the mode of production is the crucial concept to
analyze and explain underdevelopment.’ The key feature of
this approach has been the combination of thesis on capita-
lism’s transformative dynamic in combination with other forms
of production in specific societies, especially the underdeve-
loped ones. It has been stressed that capitalism requires those
subsidiary forms of production, which lower the costs of re-
producing the work force in the capitalist sector. It amounts to
a transfer of value to capitalism as a dominant form of pro-
duction. According to economic anthropology approach, what
A. G. Frank saw as a transfer between regions, has been a trans-
fer between forms of production. If capitalism does not develop
fast enough, it is because historically earlier social and econo-
mic structures are to blame. Capitalism could develop fast only
in places where it has been protected during its early stages by

2 Frank 1987: 104.
3 Larrain 1989: 180-181.
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feudalism.* It means that in non-Western states the landlords
played a different role, not conductive to the birth of capita-
lism. Rey called the contemporary version of this feudal form of
production “neo-colonial” The key difference between them is
that the neo-colonial formation is dependent on foreign capital
and the most important processes of this capital’s reproduction
are controlled by the financial capital of the metropolis or (to
a growing degree) by international financial capital. The
essence of Rey’s analysis has been based on an assumption that
no differences exist in the way capitalism works and the various
positions of different underdeveloped countries can be traced
back to the characteristics of their traditional forms of pro-
duction and their specific patterns of capitalist transformation.

It seems that, while Rey correctly highlighted the cha-
racteristics of traditional forms of production, he missed the
dependent nature of capitalism itself. Jorge Larrain reinforces
this criticism by rejecting the thesis of a necessary connection
between underdevelopment and the existence of traditional
forms of production. After all, there are states in Latin America
(Argentina, Chile, Uruguay), which remain underdeveloped
despite the fact that it is difficult to find traditional forms of
production there. However, if underdevelopment is being co-
nnected with the resistance of traditional forms of pro-
duction,thenunderdevelopmentin fully capitaliststateshasbeen
overlooked.’

Criticism on dependency theories has also came from
Marxist side, despite the fact that the roots of the theory’s di-
fferent versions are predominantly Marxist. For some Marxists
dependency theories are conceptually imprecise, theoretically
underdeveloped and not rooted in any rigorously understood
deductive theory (1). Dependency theories are being criticized
as ideological concepts replicating the errors of modernization
theory. Colin Leys highlighted that the presence of such no-
tions as: developed/underdeveloped, core/periphery, dominat-
ing/dependent in dependency theory is not accidental. They

4 Rey 1978:11.
5 Larrain 1989: 186.
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are similar to notions used by the liberal development theory:
traditional/modern, rich/poor, advanced/backward. From this
viewpoint, dependency theories constitute a critic of moder-
nization theory but do not avoid its problems (2).® Another ob-
jection to dependency theory is described by Leys as “econo-
mism.” It amounts to treatment of social classes, state, politics
and ideology as exclusive derivatives of economic forces. For
example, classes are being treated as categories emerging from
structural evolution of undeveloped or dependent develop-
ment. Thus the landlords are technologically backward; do-
mestic bourgeoisie is weak and comprador; wage labor is small
and highly diverse (3). Moreover, critical Marxists believe that
dependency theories incorrectly assume that imperialism is
a monolithic structure. Such an approach limits the options
available to Latin American societies (4). Dependency theo-
ries are also being criticized for their stagnant character and
under-appreciation of perspectives for capitalist development
of the peripheries. Contrary to their expectations, empirical
data point towards progress in industrialization and transfor-
mation of agriculture in the “Third World” Dependency the-
ories explain the exploitation and underdevelopment of the
“Third World” through drain of surpluses (capital gains in the
form of profits and dividends significantly higher than the in-
flow of foreign investment) and unequal exchange. However,
for such a drain to lead towards underdevelopment, it would
have to be an “absolute drain” and not only an unequal “tran-
saction” which in fact improves the position of both partici-
pants (5). Other Marxists stress that the thesis on “exploitation”
of poor countries by the rich ones masks the real exploitation
of workers or diminishes its significance (6). Finally, Marxists
believe that dependency theories play a negative ideological
role in relation to Marxism (7).

In the context of this criticism it is worth remembe-
ring that dependency theories are theorizations in order to re-
search capitalism in the peripheries. Their goal is not to replace
Marxist analysis of class relations of production and produ-

6 Leys 1977: 95.

10
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ctive forces, but only its contextualization. Such contextualiza-
tion is necessary when one accepts the distinction between the
core and periphery. Analyses of dependency are then based on
the core-periphery concept, which is based on the assumption
that peripheral capitalist economies are not identical with the
economies of the capitalist core but remain in a relation of su-
bordination to them.

This volume is composed of selected papers that were
prepared for an International Conference: Old and New Forms
of Dependency - Attempts at Forecasting, held on March 20™-
21%, 2014 at the Faculty of Political Science and Journalism
of the Adam Mickiewicz University in Poznan.

All chapters deal with evolving dependency rela-
tions (both old and new approaches). The chapters by Marcin
Fatalski and Larry Ray deal with issues related to “old” depen-
dency. Contributions of Kacper Van Wallendael, Daniela Irrera
and Michael Spang explore what can be described as examples
of “new” dependency.

Marcin Fatalski (Paradoxes of a modernization theory
in the US policy: petrifying the authoritarianism and building
client states in the third world during the Cold War) explores the
issue of foreign investment in economic development. Refer-
ring to A. G. Frank’s analysis of relations between the United
States and Latin American states in the years 1956-1961, the
author proves that the inflow of capital from Latin America
to the USA was 47% higher than the flow of American capi-
tal in the opposite direction. For the entire underdeveloped
world this deficit amounted to 63%. Larry Ray (Colonialism,
neo-colonialism and globalism - reconfigurations of global/local
inequalities) contrasts world system theories with globaliza-
tion theories. The author shows how postcolonial dominance
incorporated the peripheries into a new division of labor. The
structure of this new division of labor proved to be more fluid
than expected on the grounds of dependency and world sys-
tem theories. At the same time, neoliberal globalization ques-
tions the hegemony of United States and may lead to the birth

11
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of a post-sovereign global order. Kacper Van Wallendael
(Legal transplants: profitable borrowing or harmful dependen-
cy?) shows the essence of “new” dependency through analysis
of borrowing and imitation of European Union law in the case
of Croatia, while Daniela Irrera (NGOs and EU humanitarian
aid policy: continuity or change?) does the same using the ex-
ample of NGOs’ participation in the European Union’s humani-
tarian aid policy. Mikael Spang (Hegel and Haiti: Three Inter-
pretations), referring to Susan Buck-Morss’s work, proves that
Hegel created his master-slave dialectic in connection with the
Haitian revolution. Buck-Morss recognizes the political action
of slaves as the most important process aimed at abolition of
colonial slavery. Mikael Spang argues in his chapter that Hegel
did not stress that slaves rebelled against their masters. Thus
he proposes to interpret Hegel’s attitude to slave revolt in other
categories than political action, namely the meaning of work
for the salves and “unhappy consciousness.”

Dependency theories exerted the greatest influ-
ence on understanding of the world in the 1970s and 1980s.
When development opportunities offered by capitalism are
being highlighted, its particular form (present in the pe-
ripheries) is often omitted. At the same time, the “Third
World” did not disappear and dependency theories (to
a degree in which they constitute the application of K. Marx’s
materialistic concept of history to analyze peripheral capitalist
states) are not dead. Interdependence does not eliminate he-
gemony and dependency from international relations because
power in global trade and financial markets is distributed very
unevenly.” That is the reason why dependency theories are still
a strong tool for analysis of a world in which global inequalities
are on the rise.

7 Burchil et al. 2005: 66.

12
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Paradoxes

of a modernization theory in the U.S.
policy: petrifying authoritarianism and
building client states in the third world

during the Cold War

MARCIN FATALSKI

The questions of development and
global inequality appear to be the crucial
problems of modern world. These ques-
tions played significant role in the post-
war world after 1945. One of the pheno-
mena of the Cold War period was

a decolonization in the then emergin
Third World. After 1945 the world%iag
entered into the phase of radical changes
because of the fall of existing European
powers’ position. The colonial empires like
Great Britain, France, the Netherlands,
Belgium were unable to control their colo-
nies anymore, however they made
attempts to do it. The political elites of
those colonial European countries were
unable to accept the fact that the nations
of Asia (later Africa) expected indepen-
dence and the right to self-government.

17
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The Colonial powers couldn’t restrain the will of the
peoples to gain control over the main assets of colonies and
dependent territories. The process of decolonization was in
fact inevitable as the position of the colonial states, especially
France and the United Kingdom, became considerably under-
mined as a consequence of the Second World War. The inter-
national community led by the United States, the main founder
of the United Nations, rejected the idea of maintaining colonial
ties. This new approach, declared primarily by the Allies in the
Atlantic Charter (however the British Prime Minister later dis-
tanced himself from the anticolonial meaning of this procla-
mation of war aims), found full expression in the UN Charter.
Both documents expressed the anticolonial sentiment which
started to prevail in the postwar world.!

However the European states were unable to keep the
colonies and territories under their sovereign power, they were
able to secure their control over main economic assets of for-
mer colonies. In the next years and decades many nations of
Asia and Africa gained independence. All them, with older
Latin American nations, were depicted as Third World coun-
tries. All of them were extremely vulnerable for radical ideolo-
gies: communism and nationalism.”

The Third World played particularly important role in
the Cold War era; it was in the center of US and Soviet policy.
Both superpowers aimed to attract developing countries be-
cause the potential of Asian and African nations couldn’t be
neglected in the global rivalry of East and West. Latin America
was a somewhat different case since historically it has always
been in the US sphere of influence. However, this region be-
came also vulnerable for the influence of communist ideology
after the Second World War. The rise of communist sentiment in
Latin America, as well as in Asia and Africa, should be ascribed
to tremendous social inequality and tensions. The colonial rela-

1 Latham 2011: 25-26; Judt 2008: 330-333.
2 Hahn, Heiss 2001; See also: Kula 1991: 54-82.

18
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tions were based on an idea of natural resources exploitation
by European powers. That kind of development characterized
also Latin America. Thus, the economic and social situation of
developing countries was the infamous heritage of their colo-
nial past and/or dependency. This has clear consequences for
the political attitude of both nations and elites in developing
countries (Third World). Since they rejected the idea of coope-
ration with former metropolises and looked for the ideologi-
cal expression of their national and economic aspirations, the
Soviet Union appeared “natural” ally of developing countries.

The USSR was determined to use the ideological
“appeal” of international communism to spread Soviet influence
over the Third World. In the 1960s Soviet determination to sup-
port revolutionary movements even grew. Soviet leader Nikita
Khrushchev proclaimed aid for “wars of national liberation”
and the USSR transferred ideas, money and advisors to Asian
and Latin American states which were “infected” by a revolu-
tion.> But it would be a mistake to attribute the development
of revolutionary movements to the Soviet interference only. It
was a mistake made by many leaders of the Western World,
especially Americans, who falsely assumed that revolution is
“exported” by their communist rival.* It is true that Soviet lea-
ders generously helped Castro’s Cuba, indirectly exporting re-
volution to other Latin American countries due to its alliance
with Cuba (it is doubtful that the idea of a continental revolu-
tion could have been promoted by Castro without Soviet aid
for his country). But in many areas of the world, revolution was
a consequence of the local situation.

The United States have never been a colonial superpo-
wer. For that reason American political leaders believed that
their country was not discredited in the emerging Third World
and could attract new and old nations of Asia and Latin Ameri-
ca. To some extent such views were justified. On the other hand,
the United States were and still remain the leader of the West.

3 Zubok, Pleszakow 1999: 309-312.

4 US secretary of State John Foster Dulles is good example of such a false
logic that Latin American revolution was “imported” form the Commu-
nist powers. See: Rabe 1988: 31.
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In the perception of developing countries, this superpower was
naturally inclined to economically and politically dominate
the “peripheries.” The United States, as a homeland of modern
capitalism was perceived as a power interested in expanding
the export markets for American products and securing the ac-
cess to natural resources. Thus, the elites of “emerging” nations
were afraid that close relations with the USA would have pe-
trified their underdevelopment. Anti-Western resentment was
an additional factor, which discouraged the Third World from
searching closer relations with the United States. In this situa-
tion, they were interested in an alliance with the Soviet Union —
the anti-Western force which evoked the idea of racial equality
and self-determination of oppressed peoples.

The United States’ post-war administrations intended
to present an ideology alternative for the Soviet communism.
American values and its model of development should attract
emerging developing countries. The US concept was embo-
died in modernization theory, which was developed particularly
in the 1950s and 1960s. This theory played a significant role in
formulating US policy toward developing countries especially
in that period, but also later. It is important to realize that the
United States had always been prone to influence the world and
aim to change it positively. Americans were (and still are) con-
vinced about their exceptionalism and the superiority of their
political system and economic model from the very beginning
of their history as a nation. The opposition between “freedom”
and “oppression” which was emphasized by the Founding Fa-
thers and ideologists of American Revolution was also exploit-
ed by American anticommunism. The Americans envisioned
themselves as the leader of the free world in the 20th century
as they did in the past. Thus, the “Manifest Destiny” shouldn’t
be treated only as a historical document. The idea, which was
the fundament of the Manifest Destiny, dictated that the Uni-
ted States had an exceptional political system, distinct from any
other in the world, influenced by the strong American convi-
ction that the US was entitled to spread its values as morally su-
perior. Moreover, this constantly influences US foreign policy.

20
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It is a matter of dispute whether the Manifest Destiny was re-
placed by US imperialism or, rather the former influenced the
latter.

The United States as a growing power in the turn of
nineteenth and twentieth century, began to exceed its influence
over the foreign territories and nations, like the Philippines and
Cuba. The motives which pushed the United States towards ex-
pansion were mainly economic and political, and imperialistic.
The United States aimed to expand its markets and gain access
to new sources. But in the same time US politicians coined the
idea of civilizing the underdeveloped nations, they intended to
bear a kind of American “white man’s burden.™

The concept that the United States could be a civilizing
force developed together with the position of states in the inter-
national system of the twentieth century. According to scholars
on that subject, the myth of the chosen nation was reflected
in the history of American foreign relations after the Second
World War in the context of global revolution. The revolution-
ary nations expected to achieve the same material level and val-
ues that Americans had reached.” US leaders sought for ways
to allow them to achieve this aim without a Marxist revolution.
The US political elite did this not only for idealistic reasons (de-
scribed above) but also because of national security demands.

In this text the author tries to answer the question what
was the nature of American involvement in the developing
countries after the Second World War? How did the US admi-
nistrations envisioned the process of progress in the countries
that emerged or regained independence in the Third World?
What elements constituted mutual relations between the
American superpower and developing countries in the Cold
War period?

The engagement of the United States in foreign coun-
tries in the 20th century, especially after the Second World War

5 Coles 2002: 403-404.
6 Latham 2011: 12-14.
7 Coles 2002: 406.
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can be considered a fulfillment of the US mission in the world,
a mission proclaimed as a consequence of their Manifest Des-
tiny. It is a “mission by intervention,” justified by the nature of
the goals, which the USA wants to realize. The belief that devel-
oping countries required American tutelage in the process of
social and political modernization determined US policy from
the beginning to expand it beyond the borders of the continent.

The position of the developing countries and their at-
titude towards the USA contributed to dependency theory, de-
veloped in the postwar economic sciences, particularly in the
countries of the so-called global South.? In the perspective of de-
pendency theory, underdevelopment was not a stage of growth,
nor a phase of development. It was a social and economic stag-
nation petrified both by developed countries and local elites,
not interested in changing a situation, which was profitable for
them. According to one of the most prominent postwar Latin
American economists, Raul Prebisch, the inequality was fro-
zen by the deteriorating terms of trade in the world. Develo-
ping countries had to export more products just to receive the
assets for more expensive products imported from developed
countries. The inequality of prices between mainly agricultural
products of mono-export developing countries and advanced
industrial products of developed ones created permanent trade
deficit. The desperate need of capital in underdeveloped coun-
tries made them to take out loans in countries like the United
States. It deepened the dependency of the South.’

The economists from the United Nations Economic
Commission for Latin America (structuralists) looked for
a solution to that Gordian knot. They believed that the deve-
loping countries should focus on building their own industry.
The process of industrialization required the protection of de-
veloping economies by applying high tariffs and, at least in the
beginning of this process — the growth of foreign debt. The de-

pendency theorists and structuralists influenced a brand new
8 In opposition to the wealthy North, the underdeveloped, poor South
seems to be the most popular depiction in modern development studies

recently.
9 Franko 2003: 52-54.
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economic policy in Latin America: import substitution and in-
dustrialization."

This policy was not successful and contributed to the
further decline of Latin American economies. The other path
of development was worked out by American economists who
perceived the deteriorating economic situation in the Third
World as a main factor, which fueled revolutionary movements.

We can analyze the tools of US foreign policy in the di-
mension of economic aid on the basis of programs addressed
to developing nations. Let’s consider Alliance for Progress as
an example of US economic but strictly politically motivated
program. Alliance is one of the best examples of modernization
theory which have played significant role in US foreign policy
after the Second World War. The basic reason why the Uni-
ted States was interested in implementation of such a program
was the Cuban revolution effect. Alliance for Progress was not
the first, neither the biggest aid program offered by the United
States after the Second World War. One should remember that
the fear of Communism motivated also the European Recov-
ery Plan, called the Marshall Plan. The United States was afraid
that if living conditions in Europe were deteriorating, Com-
munist parties in Western Europe would seize power in demo-
cratic elections. This scenario was not unrealistic since Com-
munists received growing electoral support in leading western
countries like France and Italy."! The economic motives of the
Marshall Plan should not be neglected. The US economy, which
productivity grew tremendously during the Second World War
(effectively making an end to the Great Depression), needed
the European market for its export. With an European econo-
my in stagnation, the US economy would have faced recession.

The two factors of equal importance drove the United
States to offer generous aid programs to European countries.
Political developments in the next years confirmed the dia-

10 Franko 2003: 55-56.
11 Krasuski 1988: 18-52; Janus 2001: 38-39.
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gnosis of American policymakers that economic aid was the
proper answer to the challenge of Marxist radicalism in Wes-
tern Europe. Moreover, the Marshall Plan implementation
made it possible to put nation-building ideas into operation in
Germany. In fact, Germany and Japan are the only examples
of successful nation-building in the post-war world."”> Western
Europe avoided the threat of spreading communist influence.

The same motives were behind the decision on delive-
ring aid to developing countries during the Cold War. Prima-
rily, the United States offered rather limited economic aid, fo-
cusing on military support. It was characteristic for the 1940s
and 1950s. Moreover, in those decades, the United States poli-
cymakers rejected the repeating requests of Latin American
countries which expected a kind of Marshall Plan for Latin
America.”” However it was probably the first time when Latin
America was ready to accept a dominating role of the USA in
the hemisphere, Washington focused on other regions of the
world." US administrations believed in the “depend on trade
not aid” theory. It meant that growing trade relations should
have been the best way to fuel economic development of Latin
American countries."

The situation changed radically after the Cuban revolu-
tion. Even before the Castro revolution a group of American
politicians emphasized that focusing on military aid for deve-
loping countries was an insufficient tool. Without economic
help the United States was unable to stop the growth of revolu-
tionary sentiments in the Third World. Senator John F. Kennedy
was among those politicians. The future US President believed
that the United States had to diversify its political instruments
toward developing countries. The successful containment of
Communism required more sophisticated tools then just mili-
tary aid and repression. Kennedy correctly assumed that deep
social inequalities and poverty made the developing countries

ripe for revolutions. The United States had to act to improve
12 Dobbins et al. 2003: 3-51.
13 Smith 1994: 62-63.

14 Kissinger 2002: 487-510.
15 Schoultz 2003: 332-333. See also: Gildherus 2006: 8-9.
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living conditions in Latin America and democracy promo-
tion.'® The Cuban victory and the threat of a Castro-promoted
revolution in the whole region made Latin America “the most
dangerous area in the world” as Kennedy said. The postulate
of democracy promotion came from a strong conviction that
maintaining dictatorships with US support increased the dan-
ger of Marxist revolution.” The US administrations’ attitude
towards dictatorships in the beginning of the 1960s. was in-
fluenced not as much by moral outrage but by fear that if the
di-ctatorships were not ousted under pressure of USA, they
would have been destroyed by revolution. As Kennedy said
“those who make peaceful revolution impossible, will make vio-
lent revolution inevitable” But the idea of a peaceful revolution
for Kennedy and his team meant an evolution leading to demo-
cracy and free market as the only option.

Cuba was not the only subject of concern for the US ad-
ministrations in the 1960s. American policymakers were also
afraid of the developments in Indochina, where the French re-
treat created a kind of political vacuum. Both regions — Latin
America and Indochina - became the areas of strong US in-
volvement during the Cold War. The American intervention
in Vietnam, which was disastrous for US foreign policy, ended
in the 1970s but it was an equally important example of mod-
ernization attempts like US policy toward Latin America.'®

Kennedy’s administration’s attitude and policy reflected
the views of an influential group of American intellectuals. They
were convinced that there was a way of development alterna-
tive for the Marxist ideology of revolution. The academics who
studied development questions of underdeveloped countries
intended to create a coherent concept, which could be offered
16 Kennedy 1957; Kennedy 1960: 132-133; Knothe 1976: 63-64.

17 This conviction led to the position that the Kennedy administration
took vis-a-vis Rafael Leonidas Trujillo’s regime in the Dominican Republic
in 1961. US policymakers were afraid that a continuation of the Trujillo
regime would provoke a Castro-like revolution. For that reason the USA
supported the assassination of this Dominican dictator. (Fatalski 2013:
7-18)

18 Latham 2006: 27-41.
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to the nations of Latin America, Asia and - later — Africa. They
coined or rather developed the modernization theory, which
became the main inspiration for the new aid policy of the John
E Kennedy administration. The implementation of this mo-
dernization theory was not limited to Latin America in the
1960s, but US policy in this part of the world is a very illustra-
tive example of that stream of American political thought and
practice. It is also justified to asses that it was the first attempt
of the USA to implement such a solution in order to make the
world better.

The architects of this new approach to foreign aid were
called the Charles River group. The leading modernization
theorists, economists Walt Rostow and Max Millikan, worked
at the Massachusetts Institute of technology. Their studies on
modernization began in the beginning of the 1950s. The econo-
mists examined the role that foreign aid might play in US for-
eign policy. The main question they tried to answer was whe-
ther and in what circumstances US economic aid could stimu-
late and maintain economic growth in developing countries.
The idea that the United States administrations were able to
change the world through foreign aid was expressed in the study
“A Proposal: Key to Effective Foreign Policy” Rostow developed
the concept of modernization in his later work “The Stages of
Economic Growth: A Non-Communist Manifesto.” The basic
assumption of that new philosophy was that the United States
should help the underdeveloped countries to make economic
and social progress and promote democracy.’” Among the aca-
demics who contributed considerably to development of the
modernization theory Lucian Pye, Daniel Lerner, Gabriel Al-
mond and James Coleman should also be mentioned.?

Modernization theory was crucial for Millikan and Ros-
tow’s concepts. This theory tries to answer the question how
mechanisms of development work. In other worlds, what fac-
tors decided that some nations took a leading position in so-
cial and economic progress and whether the same factors could
be adapted to other, underdeveloped countries. To express it

19 Taffet 2007: 20-21.
20 Latham 2000: 3.
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briefly, what is the mechanism which turns the traditional so-
cieties into modern ones.* The title of Rostow’s work “A Non-
Communist Manifesto” was an expression of his presumption
that modernization theory was an alternative to the ideology of
communist revolution, which had started to spread in the de-
veloping countries of the Third World. Rostow defined several
steps of the developmental evolution, from a traditional socie-
ty to a society of mass consumption. The United States should
help the nations in the phase preceding “take oft” to develo-
pment because the USA was able to help them to accelerate the
process of moving to a more advanced phase.*

Commonly accepted opinion indicates that foreign in-
vestment plays a significant role in economic development of
a country. The process of modernization of underdeveloped
economy is impossible without significant foreign investments
since developing countries always suffer from lack of capital.
An inflow of foreign capital is necessary to change the produ-
ction structure of a developing country and stimulate its pro-
ductivity. Otherwise it would be impossible to take the cha-
llenge of rivalry with developed economies.

One of the most prominent dependency theorists
Andre Gunder Frank analyzed the flow of capital in and from
Brazil on the basis of official data. The analyses were made in
the 1960s. Frank questioned the popular conviction that the
flow of investments and aid to developing countries was greater
than the flow of capital from them. He stated that in fact, un-
derdeveloped countries pay more to the rich ones then they
receive from them. Frank quoted the data of the US Depart-
ment of Commerce on US - Latin American economic rela-
tions to prove the statement. The data proved that in the period
1956-61 the ratio of inflow to the United States to outflow from
the US was 147 percent for Latin America. The ratio for under-
developed world as a whole was 164 percent and for the Wes-
tern Europe 43 percent. In his opinion the quoted data proved
that, at least in the analyzed period, the developing world re-

21 Taffet 2007: 21.
22 Taffet 2007: 21.
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ceived less from the United States then the USA received from
those countries. It is particularly visible when one compares the
flows between the USA with developing countries and the USA
with Western Europe.?

Even though the US administrations stated that the ca-
pital flows from developing countries were profits earned from
US capital invested there, the example of Brazil in the 1960s
questioned such an opinion. The US corporations owned Bra-
zilian corporations, but they were based on capital of Brazi-
lian origin.** In other words, the US corporations used Brazil-
ian capital to increase its profit. Other factors which boosted
such an effect were government loans for US-Brazilian eco-
nomic enterprises. This process can be exemplified by loans,
which were given to two US cotton merchants by the Brazilian
central bank. They received 47 percent of that bank’s total loan
portfolio for agriculture and industry. The companies re-loaned
the money that they received at higher interest rates, bought
up harvest stocks, kept them in silos provided by government
and speculated the stocks later. This way the companies sized
control over the Brazilian domestic cotton market and the ex-
port of that product. The profit was transferred to the United
States of course.”” The same process could be observed when
we consider the public utility sector in Brazil. American and
Canadian companies, which operated in that sector were based
on governmental concessions and privileges provided by public
authorities. In other words, they also used Brazilian capital and
received profit this way.

The problem of creating new forms of dependency was
not the only failure of the very promising modernization theory
practiced by Kennedy and Johnson administration. Democrati-
zation, which was the second crucial aim of US administrations
and the theorists was even more difficult than economic prog-
ress. The US policymakers declared the support for democratic
process but quickly appeared that it was not unconditional.

23 Frank 1969: 163-164.
24 Frank 1969: 164.
25 Frank 1969: 164-165.
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American leaders were afraid that suppressing Latin Ameri-
can right-wing dictatorships might open the way for the ele-
ction of radical and Marxist leftists. Washington initially tried
to support the reformist left but the growing electoral support
for movements and politicians, usually incorrectly defined as
“Communists,” made the US administrations to limit the pro-
motion of democratic process. Moreover, the United States was
involved in coup détats which led to the overthrow of legal
leaders (like in South Vietnam and the Dominican Republic).*

The idea of civilizing the underdeveloped nations by
Western powers embraced the use of force and maintenance of
dictatorial, violent regimes. This presupposition was part of the
very nature of imperialism, which also influenced US foreign
policy mechanisms at the turn of the 19th and 20th century.”

US leaders were determined to implement the moderni-
zation mechanisms in developing countries to avoid the risk of
them falling in the communist trap. This determination caused
that — however liberal the modernization theory was - the tools
of US policy in many Third World Countries were far from
liberal. The United States supported coercive, undemocratic re-
gimes and believed that political stability was a conditio sine
qua non to introduce all other necessary reforms. This approach
towards Latin America was particularly evident when the L.B.
Johnson administration adopted a policy which was called the
Mann Doctrine (after Thomas C. Mann, Assistant Secretary of
State for Inter-American Affairs). It guaranteed the acceptance
of undemocratic regimes by the United States if they controlled
the territory and were staunchly pro-American and anticom-
munist. The Doctrine assumed that the USA should focus on
economic development of Latin American countries and pro-
tect US business there. Political stability should create condi-
tions for development and allow local governments to achieve
social progress.*®

26 Taffet 2007: 47-65; Klare, Arnson 1981: 138-168.
27 Latham 2011: 14.
28 Taffet 2007: 60-61.
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There are more examples of such an approach adopted
by US policymakers during the Cold War. Next to Latin Ameri-
can cases (like Guatemala after the overthrow of Jacobo Arbenz
Guzman) and Chile (the Augusto Pinochet dictatorship), South
Vietnam and Iran (Shah Reza Pahlavi) can be mentioned.

South Vietnam is one of the examples of nation-building
policy. This ambitious US plan was based on the assumption that
modernization would diminish the devastating consequences
of colonial past and would make Vietnam less vulnerable to
the communist ideology from the north. US policymakers be-
lieved in a new Vietnamese nationalism, which was to be one of
the consequences of the modernization process. Vietnam was
one of the biggest recipients of US aid until 1961, and after J. E
Kennedy became the president, political and military engage-
ment even grew. The growing number of failures in the process
of modernization in Vietnam led the United States to blame
the Vietnamese authorities. Americans sought a way to create
a more legitimate government in South Vietnam, which would
be able to carry out its transformation to modern state under
the US aegis.”” As we know, the US policy of intervention in
Vietnam failed. The USA was unable to create a Vietnamese
government with actual popular support or the ability to per-
form necessary reforms.

The practices which are analyzed in this article are not
historical. The context has changed after the Cold War, but the
United States still try to implement economic solutions, which
are considered the only way to achieve economic and social
progress in developing countries. The Washington Consensus
has been one of the most illustrious examples of that concept.
American policymakers still face the same dilemma related to
the limits of democracy promotion. Limits which are deter-
mined by the present definition of US national security.

Another weakness of the modernization theory has
been theorists’ belief that the rejection of traditions and culture
of the underdeveloped country is natural and have to take place

29 Latham 2006: 33-38.
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in countries in order to develop. American modernizers, both
theorists and policymakers considered local political culture,
traditions and economies as ineffective and doomed to dis-
appear. The modern political and economic solutions, imple-
mented by the United States (or by local governments with US
support) should destroy old forms of governance and produ-
ction, which blocked the development of Third World coun-
tries. Especially capitalism was considered the main moder-
nizing force.”

The source of the paradox of modernization promo-
ted by the United States in the developing countries should be
sought in the American attempt to tie together mechanisms
that are in fact incompatible. The United States attempted to
promote development and good governance and - at the same
time — accepted dictatorial, repressive regimes. The idea that
implementing solutions, worked out and promoted by US theo-
rists, would inevitably bring social progress, failed. Moreover,
the United States built new forms of dependency.

30 Latham 2011: 16-17.
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<<< go back

Colonialism,

neo-colonialism and globalism -
reconfigurations of global/local

inequalities

LARRY RAY

The post-2008 crisis has long his-
torical origins that are discussed here
with reference to theories of world
systems and globalization - two bo-
dies of literature that have only inter-
mittently engaged with each other.
The discussion addresses the transi-
tion from colonialism to post-colo-
nialism as movements in the global
system that is currently undergoing
further restructuring, one feature

of which is growing inequality both
within and between developed and
developing counties. Although not
yet well articulated, this could require
some rethinking of the global rela-
tions of ‘core’ and “periphery’
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The legacies of colonialism are com-

plex and have been compounded by mul-
tiple transformations and crises in the
past half century. But colonialism always
involves the violent subjugation and de-
humanization with long term traumatic
consequences.' The end ot colonialism was
accompanied by rapid economic growth
in the developed countries under %JS he-
%emon between 1945-70, which was fol-
owed by deindustrialisation in the deve-
loped world and the growth of industrial
production in the developing world.

Meanwhile the end of the Cold War was met with wide-
spread optimism that as capitalism now had access to the whole
planet there would be rapid growth in world trade, prosper-
ity for the poor, peaceful dialogue and progress to democracy.?
This was expressed in early globalization theories and a brief
resurgence of modernization approaches that Wallerstein® had
declared ‘dead” a decade earlier.* But the optimism of what
Holmes called the ‘long post-communist decade 1989-2001°
that opened with the Fall of the Wall, dissipated with the fall
of the Twin Towers.” We now live in generally less optimistic
times, or at least with foreboding about the future. The 2008 fi-
nancial crisis has revealed and exacerbated structural problems
of longue durée, which various periods of global restructuring
have left unresolved. Wallerstein argues that the ‘bifurcating’

1 Rapadas 2007.

2 E.G.: Friedman 2000.

3 Wallerstein 1979.

4 Apter 1987:27; Outhwaite, Ray 2005: 90-95.
5 Holmes 2001.
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world system is in terminal crisis and will tip into a different
system in the next 20 years or so, the nature of which cannot be
predicted.® However, against this view others such as Norberg’
point to rising living standards for many millions, the spread
of democracy and the decline in wars, conflict and violence to-
wards the end of the twentieth century, particularly following
the end of the Cold War. Anyway, declining US hegemony and
a more fragmented uncertain pattern of global connectedness
does not in itself entail a final crisis of the system, and while
global capitalism is in crisis, it has historically restructured and
emerged from crises in new forms.® This paper discusses theo-
retical attempts to understand these processes, the long term
consequences of colonialism, and the emergence of an uncer-
tain world, noting thecomplexities of risks of crises in climate,
food and fuel and finance.’

VICISSITUDES OF THE WORLD SYSTEM

The tendency of capitalism to create a world market,
Marx argued, arises from the pursuit of capital accumulation,
which “tears down all the barriers which hem in the develo-
pment of the forces of production”'® It ‘posits every such limit
as a barrier and hence gets ideally beyond it’ (emphasis origi-
nal). Capitalism then becomes a world system that creates,
organizes and dominates global space as a system of complex
inequalities. Combining world systems theory with global eco-
logical history, Moore argues that the impetus to geographical
expansion arises from a combination of limits to economic ex-

6 Wallerstein 2013. The world system is ‘all the people of the earth and
all their cultural, economic and political institutions and interactions and
connections among them.’ (Chase-Dunn 2007).
7 Norberg 2003.
8 ‘Crisis’ is a moment of decisive intervention or rupture (from krisis) in
which the existing order cannot be preserved in its present form but does
not necessarily precipitate the collapse of institutional structures, even
though it will be perceived to threaten them. It is also a bifurcation point
when intensification of process requires some resolution.
9 Urry 2003; Urry 2013; Wallenstein; et al. 2013.
10 Marx 1973:4 10.
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pansion combined with ecological exhaustion.'" Thus he says
that the impetus to initial European colonization of the Carib-
bean and American continent came from the exhaustion of the
growth potential in European feudalism. By the 14th century,
soil fertility was exhausted, epidemic disease had wiped out the
‘reserve army’ of peasant labour, which shifted the balance of
power away from landlords and prevented a reintroduction
of serfdom in western Europe. Geographical expansion into the
Americas was a response to this crisis and plundering of gold
and silver protected capital accumulation against the devaluing
effects of poor harvests. It also instituted an unequal transna-
tional division of labour within Europe (between west and east)
and across the Atlantic. The new capitalism racialized inequali-
ties through the slave regime from which labour could be ex-
tracted without concern for its socio-ecological implications.
In this way European colonization of the Americas and the
slave plantations generalized commodity production, fuelled
accumulation in Europe’s leading cities and locked peripheral
monocultures into the new global division of labour.

This process of restless global expansion continued after
European decolonization. Once capital accumulation and state
geopolitics became dominant the sequence of rise and fall of
territorial empires was replaced by a system of hegemonic core
powers."? US hegemony was established after WWII in several
ways — the 1944 Bretton Woods agreement that ensured wes-
tern currencies were linked to the Dollar, political dominance
over western allies and the Yalta agreement with the Soviets
for separate spheres of domination, military expenditure® and,
during the 1950s at least, US global monopolies in key indu-
stries, such as automobiles." The heyday of this period lasted
until the onset of economic crisis in the 1970s, signalled by the

11 Moore 2003.

12 Chase-Dunn 2001.

13 Military budgets are only one gauge of military power but do reveal
something about a country’s capacity for coercion. US military spending
rose from 5 to 15 percent of GDP 1948-56; Walker 2014.

14 Varoufakis 2013; Wallerstein 2011.
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collapse of Bretton Woods in 1971, the US defeat in Vietnam
and consequent indebtedness," the oil price shock, which was
paralleled by growing turbulence in the Soviet sphere of influ-
ence too, notably in Poland.'

By the mid-1960s Britain and France had largely com-
pleted the process of decolonization prompted in part by wars
of national liberation and partly by exhaustion of resources and
political will to maintain an imperial role."” However, the lega-
cies of colonialism continued to be evident over the following
decades and remained subject to controversy. Some such as
Grier'® argue that there were developmental benefits from co-
lonialism or that its negative effects had been exaggerated since
‘the huge variety and diversity of colonial experiences (...) is
a challenge to all attempts at coding the factual impact of colo-
nialism and (...) its legacy.'* While this is true, there are many
examples of the profound impact of colonialism on the post-
colonial world. While initially supportive of decolonization,
the US then combated Soviet-supported national liberation

15 The war cost the US USD 113 billion and US corporate profits de-
clined 17 per cent in 1965-70, while South Korea, Thailand, Malaysia and
Singapore ‘grew fast and in a manner that confounded the pessimism of
those who predicted that underdeveloped nations would find it hard to
embark upon the road of capital accumulation’; Varoufakis 2013: 91; See
also Zimmerman 2003. That is, the war contributed to the fracturing of US
hegemony and metropolitan power.

16 Varoufakis (Varoufakis 2013) argues that the US deficit ended its ability
to manage a ‘surplus recycling mechanism’ By this he means a mechanism
for recycling surpluses from the surplus regions (e.g. London or Califo-
rnia) to the deficit regions (e.g. Wales and Delaware). Such recycling can
take the form of simple transfers (e.g. paying unemployment benefits in
Yorkshire by taxes raised in Sussex) or of increasing productive and pro-
fitable investments in the deficit regions (e.g. directing business to build
factories in North England or Ohio).He claims that from the late 1940s to
1971, the US actively recycled surpluses to Europe and Japan. No market
mechanism could do this. It was a mechanism that was run and fine-tuned
by skilled officials. By the 1960s it ran out of steam, as the USA turned into
a deficit country, and from that point the Bretton Woods system could not
work.

17 Adler, Pouwels 2014: 633-41. Wars of national liberation include the
Indochina War 1946-54, the ‘Malayan Emergency’ 1948-1960, Mau Mau
uprising in Kenya (1952-1960) and the Algerian War (1954-1962).

18 Grier 1999.

19 Ziltener, Kiizler 2013.
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movements, either directly or via proxies. The decisive event of
this period, the Vietnam War, which in many ways prompted
the decline of US hegemony, has been described as a ‘colonial
war in a postcolonial era’?® This was a legacy of colonialism, its
origins lying in the 1946-54 Indochina War of national libera-
tion.”!

Further, colonial structures and cultures were inscribed
into both metropolitan societies and post-colonial nations. In
metropolitan societies this is exemplified by marginalization of
migrants from former colonies, and their spatial segregation
into impoverished zones, such as North Africans in Paris banli-
eues. Postcolonial societies are inflected with legacies of coloni-
zation. For example, the dichotomy of ‘tradition vs modernity’
— the idea central to modernization theories — was embedded
by colonial legacies. Rather than see ‘traditional practices and
identities (such as ‘caste’ and ‘tribe’) as pre-colonial survivals,
these were created or at least codified, reified and sustained by
colonization itself. So ‘caste’ has been seen as ‘the sign of In-
dia’s fundamental religiosity, a marker of [its] essential diffe-
rence from the West and modernity at large’ But caste is not
‘some unchanged survival of ancient India’ but rather ‘a mo-
dern phenomenon’ constructed and strengthened by colonial-
ism through ‘cultural technologies of rule’ especially in areas of
indirect rule through Zamindari.*

Again, while ‘tribalism’ in Africa promotes the myth of
exotic primitive timelessness and savagery, it was colonialists
who made linguistic and cultural groups rigid as forms of co-
lonial rule.Berkeley says, ‘Gathering Africans into identifiable

20 Adas 2003.

21 The Vietnam War was one of the most violent post-War conflicts. The
Hanoi government estimates that in 21 years of fighting, four million ci-
vilians were killed across North and South Vietnam, and 1.1 million com-
munist fighters died. US figures covering the American phase record 200-
250,000 South Vietnamese soldiers killed and 58,200 US soldiers dead or
missing in action; BBC News.

22 Dirks 2001. Similar arguments have been made with reference to com-
munalism in India which ‘stands for the puerile and the primitive - all
that colonialism, in its own reckoning was not’ (Pandey 1990: 6) and that
colonial policies facilitated the development of ethnicized religious com-
munities divided into Hindus and Muslims (Shani 2005).
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“tribes” (...) solved the colonial dilemma of how to dominate
and exploit vast numbers of indigeno