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1. Introduction

| offer these three essays as sketches of insights gained from my experience with
one particular African country, Tanzania." ldeology and Development' was written
in 1970, whileworkingin Tanzaniaasa university teacher. Asaresult of the Arusha
Declaration and the Second FiveYear Plan, in the years 1969-71 "socialist
ideology" had reached a crescendo among politicians and students dike in
Tanzania. For the greater part, the existence of such an ideology was taken for
granted. In the debates that raged at the time no one that T know of suspected that
there might be no material basis for such a manifestation in Tanzania and,
therefore, fed compelled to explain the anomaly and to contemplateits practical
implications for future development. When | sat down to write "Ideology and
Development”, "where cometh ideology?* was the nagging question. In order not
to offend local sensihilities(somethingI am not noted for),| broached the subject
in ageneral and philosophical way, so much so that one of my Tanzanian friends
once accused me of having written the essay whilel was under anaesthesia at the
hospital after aseriouscar accident. My reply wassimply that hedid not understand
because he was under palitica anaesthesia and that he stood to suffer a worse
accident than me. It is Sx yearssince and 1 believel was right.

Anecdotaaside, in my paper | tried to raise three basic questions, pertaining to
the diaectica relationship between: (@) theory (noumenon) and practice
(phenomenon); (b) science and ideology; and (c) subject and object. All three
dialectical unities were discussed by way of a contrast between positivist and
materiaist epistemology (theory of knowledge);and, finaly, in the context of
revolutionary transformation, as is espoused by socidist idedlists, and of
"development theory”, as is advocated by neo-positivists whose ideas il
predominate in academia even in countries such as Tanzania.

In the light of continuing debatesin East Africaand non-resolution of some of
the pertinent questions in Tanzania — the sociadlist laboratory, a return to these
fundamental issues might not look as in-appropriate as it seemed six years ago.
What isand what could be the objectiverel ationship between sociaistideol ogy and
practical existence in Tanzania is the immediate question with universa
implications. My idea was, and ill is, that socidist ideology in countries such as
Tanzaniaislargely an epiphenomenon which will take revolutionary organisations
to transform into a material force. In my view, organisational formsin Tanzania
have not come anywhere near meeting this requirement and, therefore, the
country's socidist ideology remains hollow.



Thesecond essay," The Fallacy of Dual EconomiesRevisited" waswrittenin 1973.
Once again, it was a culmination of discussions that started in Tanzaniain 1971.
More specificaly, it was a response to an interesting treatise entitled "Dual
Economiesin East Africa’ by a colleagueand afriend, Dr. Ann Seidman who was
then teaching economics at the University of Dar es Salaam. While | agreed with
her description of the East African economies and learnt much from it, | wasin
fundamental disagreement with her "dudistic" conceptualisation. Profound as my
reasons were, my initial statement on the issue, which appeared in the East African
Journal, was necessarily shallow and unrewarding. The entailed dissatisfaction led
to more work on the subject between 1972 and 1973. The scope of the study got
extended, empirically, to southern Africa and, theoretically, to "dependency"
theorists such as Gunder Frank, Samir Amin and Tamas Szentes who was aso a
colleagueat Dar es Salaam University. The result was more satisfyingand appealed
to a greater audience, though it remained unpublished due partly to itslength and
partly to the fact that it encompassed more than one topic.

The basic thesis of the paper was that in a combined and unevenly devel oped
world, there can be no dichotomies but rather dialectical unities— an hypothesis
which has already been establishedfor Latin Americaby Gunder Frank and tested
empirically for West Africa by Samir Amin. Having myself done studies which
involved migrant workersin South Africaand in Uganda and having kept up with
similar studiesin Rhodesia (Zimbabwe) Zambia, Tanzania and Kenya, | felt that |
could make a complementary contribution to the pioneering work of writerssuch
as Frank and Amin. Needlessto say, | was also concerned to give vent to my own
theoretical predilections.

Among these was the problem of form and essence. As everyone dse, | was
acutely aware of the persistenceof certain tribal formsin east and southern Africa
in contrast to modernised enclaves in the towns and in export agriculture.
However, in my view, the prevalenceof labour migrancy over a period of 75-100
yearsin thearea pointed to an essential, underlying mechanism which could not be
explained by recourse to mere forms. In al the countries investigated |abour was
found to be moving in relation to CAPITAL, whether in the mines, the plantations,
or in the modern industries, and whether fredly or coerced. Independently of the
will of the natives. this produced a very powerful mechanism for economic
integration. Precisdly, becauseit relied on dichotomous forms — the native village
and the modern sector, native labour and foreign capital, its socia character
became highly antagonistic. The process of modem production did not necessarily
lead to a progressive divison of labour in the form of an expanding, settled,
industrial proletariat, on one hand, and an emerging national bourgeoisie,on the
other. Instead, in principle al labour remained itinerant, interchangeable and
rustic, whilein practice capital continued to be foreign and metropolitan (white).
In my view this combination constituted the essence of underdevelopment,
reducibletoaretrogressivedivision of labour internally and lossof valueoutwardly.
In other words, I attributed the distorted and contradictory nature of productive
forces in Third World countries soldy to colonia capitalism, mindful of the fact
that European transition to capitalism was consistent with itsdf in that it was
unambivalently a negation (not incorporation) of a system that had become
unserviceable i.e. over-ripe feudalism.



| insisted that if it werenot for the retrogressiveand antagonistic social character
of colonial economies, metropolitan capital would not have been able to fulfil and
sustain over time its objective, namely, extraction of surplusvalue across the seas
and, thus, divide the world into dominant and subordinate economies. Here, |
contended, coincided the essentid phenomena of imperidisn and
"underdevelopment”. It is important to note that "underdevelopment” is a
counterconcept which is meant to signify the contradiction between the historical
roleof central capital to raid peripheral economiesfor valueand theobjective need
of these economiesto maximiseinternal accumulation, if development isto occur.
| urged that in the epoch of imperialism the problem cannot be resolved, except
through disengagement from the system by underdeveloped countries or by
renunciation of the right to exploit by the developed countries. The latter was
dismissed as a mereiillusion, as it was tantamount to calling upon central capital
toliquidateitsalf by abandoning itshistorical role. Therational eisthat the external
expansion of central capital (imperialism)cannot be dispensed with whilethe mode
of accumulation which occasioned it ill survives, viz,, capitalism. As a corollary
tothis, it wassuggested that underdevel oped countries could not hopeto repeat the
history of the developed countries. In the capitalist scramble for value they could
only serve as milch cows. Insofar as that is true and insofar as central capital is
destined to intensify its cravefor profits, the general conclusion reached was that,
logically and historically, there was little ground for any underdeveloped country
to suppose that it could beat the developed countries in their own game in the
manner of Japan. Insofar as advanced capitalism cannot resolveon a world-scale
the contradictions it has created, insofar it cannot be regarded as a progressive
force. Therefore, anti-imperialism and anti-capitalism remain the only hope for
underdevel oped countries. How the poaliticsof that will manifest itself is something
that will be determined by the objective conditionsin the underdevel oped counties
themselvesand by the international balance of forces.

To some minds, " The Falacy of Dua Economies" might sound too ideological
and polemical . But to some minds, especialy young intellectualsin the Third World
who happened to have read it in draft, it makes perfect sense, as is shown by their
frequent inquiries about the fate of the manuscript. That in itself is not without
theoretical and philosophical signifiance. First, each historical epoch has its own
subjects. When one epoch is being overthrown by another, a head-on collison
between contending subjects is inevitable. This is the true meaning of
"contradiction", as no two historical epochs can be founded on one and the same
fundamental truth. Otherwise, "antithesis" as a historical concept would lose its
meaning. For example, capital and itscontinuous realisation (accumul ation)arethe
diagnostic characteristic of the imperialist epoch. Their negation will definitely
bring toan end an era. If thelogic of the point weare trying to makewerein doubt,
socid theory over the centuries would have been quite incapable of generating
historical categories or general concepts. The fact that social development is
multi-dimensional and that social reality occursat differentlevelsneed not be taken
as evidenceto the contrary. Far from it, it points to one of the ironies of science.
Science becomes science only when it is able to penetrate appearances and to lay
bare underlying general principles. Empiricistsclaims notwithstanding, all science
would be superfluous if the appearance and essence of things immediately



coincided. But then what is "truth", scientific or otherwise, in moments of
contradiction?

"Dua Economies” sought to demonstratethat contradictions between developed
and underdeveloped countries did not reside in any ontological differences but
rather in historical relationships which can be changed by men and women, who
in the meantime have become not only an essentia part of that historical
relationship but aso its antithesis. When the question was posed in the paper,
"Neo-colonialismor Revolution?',it was with the intention to highlight both the
problem of human agency and that of science or historical necessity. We have
already stated that the negation of one historical epoch by another is of necessity
arevolutionary process. It is a struggle between particular groups or classes. In its
intellectual forms the struggle cannot but be critical and polemical. Revolution
impliesan intensifiedattack on bad manifestationse.g. exploitation and repression
in our time. It then transpires that polemics are an integral part of critique. It is
not a matter of style, as is often supposed, but a matter of theory trying to
overthrow theory. The incongruity between potentiality and actuality incites
critical theory to be part of the practice of transformation, to be a factor in the
historical strugglesthat it aims to comprehend. This does not amount merely to
a denial of the positivist episternology of "neutrality" and its treatment of theory
and practice as two modes of existence but, more importantly, to the recognition
of the fact that critical theory entersinto a practical struggle against conservative
theory which by its justification of present existence creates an impediment, a
disavowal of the possibility of another redity, radically different and inherently
superior. On its part, critical theory by pointing theway from the bad current state
of humanity to a mankind that disposes of the goods available to it in such a
manner that they are distributed in accordance with the true needs of the people
constitutes not only an indictment but also an imperative. In this context the
polemical demand for socidist transformation in "Dud Economies' was
historically consistent and scientifically founded.

"State Capitalismin Predominantly Agrarian Economies’, written in 1975, was
in pursuit of this imperative. The polemic was carried into the radical camp. A
conference in Madagascar, attended mainly by radical scholars from the Third
World, provided an opportunity to scrutinisefrom closequarters the content of the
so-called anti-imperialist strugglesand strategies. The basic argument in the paper
was that if imperialism is the essential explanation for the postulated historical
structure of " devel opment-underdevel opment”, could then a socidist revolutionin
a backward country encircled by triumphant world capitalism be anything but an
instance in the process of capitalist accumulation? If the latter was thought to be
the case, was state capitalism, as a strategy against imperialism, therefore, a mere
appearance?If it is could it be assumed that in underdevel oped countries, where
classes are dill inchoate, the state is unambiguously a universal repository of
capitalist property? Would not a rigid adherence to classical postulates in fact
deprive us of any dynamic explanation for what prompted the adoption of state
capitalism in underdeveloped countries?If it is assumed, as it must be, that it was
the weakness of the two appropriate classes, the bourgeoisie and the proletariat,
then in the absence of state capitalism as a potentia line of defence against
imperialism, what is likely to stimulate the development of the proletariat in these



countries, as the ultimate antithesis of capitalist accumulation on a world scale?ls
it not the historical role of CAPITAL, public or private, to produce its diaectical
opposite? What theoretical grounds could there be for denying the same role to
state capitalism in backward countries?

At this point answers become mechanistic,derivative,or idealisticand, therefore,
unscientific. Yet, there are ways of maintaining the polemic at a scientific leve,
without destroying its innovativeness or suppleness. It may be pointed out, for
example, that by maintaining the tension between essence and appearance and
between authentic potentiality and immediate existence, dialectical theory makes
it possibleto deal with phenomena at both their apparent and real instances. For
example, while materialist theory correctly postulates that the problem of
capitalism derives from the antagonistic character of socia process astheidentity
of the production process and the realisation of capital, and while it is
acknowledged that thisantagonism permeates al spheresof life, it has to be borne
in mind at the same time that apparent forms such as " nationalisation”," ujamaa
villages', "workers participation”, statutory abolition of "landlord-tenant" and
"employer-employee"rel ationshipsare no lessreal than anything else. It cannot be
denied that they influence the thought and actions of men and women, as true
subjects and objects of production processes. The same reified forms may in due
course help the subjectsto comprehend the antagonistic essence of the production
process which hitherto has been hidden from them.

It is well to remember that it is only when possibility overcomes itself that it
becomesredlity. Likewise, redity is overcome by being comprehended as the mere
possibility of another redlity. In other words, the relati onships between possibility
and reality and between form and essence are analogous and both arereal in the
emphatic sense, though neither is ever transcended except in actual action. There
isno way of discounting socia experience, no matter how vulgar or mystified. The
struggle towards sociadism can only take place within the vulgar womb of
capitalism. Furthermore, it is only natural that the vdidity of such struggles does
not become self-evident or universal until the moment of compl ete transcendence.
Perhaps, this is what is meant by loca history as being an instance of universal
history, or by changing parts in order to change the whole. Compromised
development in countries such as Egypt, Algeria, Ghana, Mdi, Guinea, Tanzania
and, more recently, Somalia, Mozambiqueand Ethiopia, even in its perversity does
provide positive lessonsfor future action and strategies. The same cannot be said
of those countries which have contented themselves with decadent orthodoxy. It
was apparent at a conference on "The Non-Capitalist Path to Development in
Africa' held in Helsinki in 1976 that countries such are mentioned above are the
new subjects of development theory. Moreover, lack of theoretical consensuson
their exact historical status convinced me that they are a welcome counterweight
to dogmatism and status ante arguments. As such, they are afertile ground for new
insights. This in itsdf gives a new significance to controversy and polemics.
Consequently, no apology need be offered for presenting these three essays which
in some respects are controversial and polemical.






2. The Role of State
Capitalism in Predominantly
Agrarian Economies’

A number of roles, both positiveand negative, are attributable to state capitalism
as a specific socio-economic from. Historical experiencefrom Eastern Europe and,
more recently, from the Third World has predicated that. Thus the problem of
ascertaining the objective historical role of state capitalism has become intractable.
Answers both from supporters of state capitalism or from its detractors remain
necessarily incomplete. The classica Marxist supposition that state capitalism was
necessarily a universal repository of collective property, or that it was a prelude to
socialism has not been confirmed by events. Nor has it been proved that state
capitalism necessarily leads to bureaucratic entrenchment and economic
stagnation — an antithesis of sociaism. This leaves the field open for further
enquiry, refinement and, possibly, formulation of entirely new hypotheses. It isin
the spirit of the latter that we undertake the present investigation and, as a result,
our suggestions cannot be but tentative.

To counteract any socialist idealism which might be an expression of a certain
revulsion against the perversions of state capitalism in most sociaist countries, it
must be stated that we do well by starting from the concrete and avoid
extrapolation. The historical development of Eastern Europe, for instance, is not
analogous to that of present underdeveloped countries. Secondly, it has to be
recognisedthat the existence of state capitalismin thelatter isan objectivefact which
is not reducible to purely subjective exigencies or attributable to the same
predisposing factors as in Europe. Therefore, before we can assess the desirability
or not of state capitalismin thesecountries, we need to know with greater precision
what objective determinate conditions made this strategy a historical imperative
for them. It would be a strange thing if such a widespread phenomenon in the
Third World, differencesin perspective notwithstanding, were merely an accident.

1 Originally prepared for a conference on An appraisal of the Relations between Agricultural Development
and Industrialisation in Africa and Asia, Tananarive, July, 1975. For thesake of presentation, references were
kept at the absolute minimum. That has been retained and literature that has been consulted appearr
in the select bibliography at the end of the essay.



The struggle against foreign economic domination

When we consider the circumstances underlying the emergence of the Third
World countries, a few basic historical facts are observable: (i) their political
subordination;(ii) their economic expl oitation; and (iii) their dependence on aworld
market system that is dominated by a few, rich, advanced capitalist countries.
Anti-colonia nationalist struggles were essentialy a bid for political power and
liquidation of colonial domination. It was generaly assumed that executive
authority would terminate colonial exploitation, as is shown by the assumptions
underlying the first development plans of most underdeveloped countries.
Experiencewas to prove that it is a very short step from political independence to
economic dependence. In the euphoria of independence |eadersin underdevel oped
countries had not studied carefully the mechanisms for accumulation in advanced
capitalism and had underestimated the substantive power of monopoly capital. It
was in response to foreign economic domination that most underdeveloped
countries gradually and pragmatically arrived at the idea of 'nationalisation’ as a
strategy for self-defence. It is important to note that, with a few exceptions such
as China, North Korea, North Vietnam, Burma, Egypt, Syria, Irag, S Yemen,
Algeria, Cuba, Guinea, Mdi and, more recently, Tanzania, Somalia, Peru,
GuineaBissau, Ethiopia, Mozambique and Angola, nationalisation policiesin the
Third World were not inspired by socidist ideology but smply seized upon by
nationalist governments out of sheer expediency. This is in sharp contrast to
Eastern Europe where nationalisation was an essential part of the communist
ideology and revolutionary strategy. One of the immediate implications of this
observation is that attempts at nationalising the 'commanding heights of the
economy in theThird World were not necessarily anti-capitalist, asis often imputed
by Eastern European analysts. What then are Third World countries?
Unlikethe Western capitalist or the Eastern sociaist countries, the Third World
countries are not a world system. Neither their political nor their economic forms
are characterized by any consistency which gives them a definite coherence. Their
political identity derives from a negative condition — underdevelopment and an
ex-colonial status. Their successful strugglesagainst colonialism have earned them
the historical characterisation of 'national democratic' stage. At the point of
emergence when the movement was characterised by popular participation in a
united front of all classes in society, this was an unambiguous categorisation
becauseit referred to substance as well as form i.e. anti-imperiaist struggles.' But
subsequent class strugglesfrom within havelargely emptied the term of itsoriginal

1 Infact, thisis what constituted the kernel of the notion of the"New Democracy" among communist
theoreticians in the aftermath of the First World War and the first socialist revolution in Russiain 1917.
It referred to the content of the struggle and not to traditional bourgeois freedoms such as freedom of
the press, freedom of speech etc. etc. Whether "anti-imperialism" always got identified with socialism,
internally and externally, seems to be the issue and no other.



meaning. The preponderance of military oligarchiesin Latin America and the
consolidation of bureaucratic power by petty-bourgeois dites in Africaand Ada,
has meant a gradual excluson of the popular masses from democratic
participation in theaffairsof the nation. Thiscallsfor amorecritical categorisation
of state formations in the Third World. Indeed, references have been made to the
emergence of a'corporate state' in Latin America, meaning the alliance between
the military establishment and the national bourgeoisie, 'bureaucratic state
capitalism' in Africa and, in general, to ‘non-capitalist’/‘socialist-oriented’ states,
representing a third and progressivealternative to development.

Underlying all these distinctions is an awareness of differences in cdass
articulations and in strategiesfor development in Third World countries. We have
dready noted that at birth underdeveloped countries found themselves
encumbered by the hegemony of the developed countries and by an unfavourable
international division of labour. They could only hope to improve their position
by seizure of discretionary power over the alocation of their resources. In many
cases, as has been pointed out, this entailed nationalisation or vesting of some of
the available capital in the hands of the government which would then use it
sdlectively to strengthen the national economy against critical external economies
and competition. The militancy and the thoroughness with which this was done
varies tremendously. There are those countries in which the new power was
exercised in aliance with foreign investors and where the state was seen as an
intermediary for the nascent national bourgeoisie.On the other extreme, there are
those countries quoted earlier where state intervention took an anti-capitalist twist
and proclaimed the working peopleitsobjectsof solicitude. In theformer category,
wdll represented by theolder underdevel oped countriesin Latin Americaand Asa,
state capitalism has succeeded neither in producing arobust, independent, national
bourgeois nor in promoting real development. Instead, it has produced an
economically dependent comprador-class whose firstline of defence has become
the well-known military oligarchiesof the Latin American type. Wheregrowth had
occurred, initidly, in such countries as Argentina, Chile, Mexico, the Philippines,
and a few others, it seemsto have been followed, without exception, by prolonged
periods of stagnation and politica strife. New candidates such as Brazil and
Venezudlain Latin America; the Ivory Coast, Kenya and Nigeria in Africa; and
South Korea, Taiwan, Thailand, Singapore and Pakistan in Asa have come to the
fore. The prospectsfor them have become something of an ideologica test ground.
Bourgeoisscholarsare hedging their bets on them as proof of the feasihility of the
capitaist route even in present underdeveloped countires. Socidist anaysts are
anticipating their ultimate collapse as further evidence of the unfeasihility of the
capitaist route to development under the modem conditions of monopoly
capitalism and theforeclosureof any new frontiers such as wereopen toJapan and
the former British Dominionsat the end of the 19th century and the beginning of
the 20th century.

Predictionin the socid sciencesis a hazardous occupation. But even so there are



some undeniable truths which can be used as a launching ground. It is true that
underdeveloped countries by virtue of their technological backwardness and
financial poverty are dependent on a few leading capitalist countries for supply of
the requisite capital and technology. It is aso true that the objective share of the
same capital and technology necessarily means a smaller share for the recipient
countries and, therefore, alower possihility for rapid internal accumulation and a
dynamic takeoff. It is aso true that investment by its very selective nature
influencesnot only imports but also exports insofar as it determines the domestic
resource use. It is aso true that by the same token the latter determines the whole
production structure and the direction of development of the total economy,
including price proportions among the different sectors of the economy. Implicit
in this dialectic is a number of contradictions which are the objective ground for
a variety of subjective choices by national governments in underdeveloped
countries.

First, underdeveloped countries, irrespective of ideological orientation, desire
maximum retention of domestic incomes. Second, they wish to break out of the
technological rut which is a consequence of their being, traditionally, suppliers of
raw materials that rely for their production on low-level technology and largely
unskilled labour. Third, as evinced by their struggles for independence from the
former colonial powers, they wish to bein full control of their national resources
and life chances. As has been pointed out in the preceding paragraph, al these
aspirations, genuine as they are, are negated by the logic of external dependence
for capital and technology and its attendant modes of accumulation. These
contradictions have been experienced in actual practice and, as a result, every
underdeveloped country has come to know that: (a) partial or complete
nationalisation of the ‘commanding heights' of the economy is a prerequisite for
the protection of itsflagging economy; (b} partial or complete control of trade by
the government ensures less wanton use of scarce foreign reserves; and (c) land,
which dill accounts for the bulk of the national income in underdeveloped
countries, cannot be left entiredly to the vagaries of individual owners and
producers.

Seizure of assetsand resourcesis a minimal negative condition which does not
tel us how resources so seized will be used. Therefore, while not denying the
suggestion that for underdeveloped countries which suffer constant foreign
domination development is seizure of power, we should be careful not to reduce
the history of underdeveloped countries to imperial history. The history of
underdevel oped countries themselves forbids us to treat them as purely victims of
imperialism which can only bejudged by the most minimal standards - an attitude
which is shared by both western European liberals and eastern European
communists. In the meantime some of the most interesting political advancesin
the present epoch seem to be taking place in the Third World. The new
sociopolitical subject there, the state, is producing such contradictions as do not fit
easly into classicd categories. Therefore, to ask what is therole of state capitalism



in these countries is not an idle pastime but an important historical, political and
economic question.

State capitalism and underdevel opment

In underdevel oped countries state capitalism as a development strategy takes two
apparent forms. First, it assumesthe role of protecting the national economy and
of compensating the economic weakness of the nascent national bourgeoisie,
without meaning necessarily to liquidate it as a class. In the second form it adopts
thesamerole, but with the express purpose of liquidating the national bourgeoisie.
These orientations have given rise to antithetical characterisations which tend to
obscure thereal nature of the processesinvolved. Therefore, a step-by-stepandysis
rather than taxanomic categorisations based on a few apparent features might be
a fruitful way of broaching the subject. For instance, we notice that most
underdevel oped countries, irrespective of orientation, went through the national
democratic dage Its diagnostic features were: (i) anti-col onialism; (ii) anti-imperialism;
(iii) a united front of classesled by petty bourgeoiselements; and (iv) a commitment
to therebuilding of theeconomy.' It is thelatter which provided scopefor positive
action and later brought out significant divergencesamong different regimes. But
in al cases it raised unequivocaly the question of economic prioritiesand input
provision. Thelocal bourgeoisiewas, initially, too weak to be entrusted with input
provison on a large scale. Consequently, provision of capital, technology,
infrastructure, training of labour and research, credit and socia services became
theresponsibility of the state. Combined with nationalisations of any sort at al, this
assured the dominance of the state and its agents, particularly the bureaucracy. Not
unexpectedly,the dominance of the state in underdevel oped socia formations has
become a source of severe contradictions and acrimonious theoretical exchange.
On the practical level thiscould not have been otherwise becauseit involvessocia
and economic priorities. At the theoretical level the complexity and novelty of the
issueis such that it doesnot lend itsalf to analogic presuppositionsabout China or
Russa

On this score there are a few points which are worth emphasising for they are
often lost sight of in the wake of populist disillusionment with petty-bourgeois
regimes in underdeveloped countries. While the reflexes of the state in
underdeveloped countries are to a great measure attributable to subjective
manipulations by the ruling elites, the state itsalf is a historical product of objective
conditionsand so is its dominance. It emerged to fill a political vacuum where al
classesweredtill inchoate after thedeparture of the colonial powers. Likewiseit was
the only viable force to undertake the enormous task of national and economic

1 Once again, this is perfectly consistent with the principles of the "New Democracy"



integration. In other words, it was the price paid for political independence. But if
political independence is insufficient, as we dl agree, then we should not deny the
given fact, the state, for we will miss out on a very important theoretical point,
namely, the historical sequencewhich in thisinstance gaveriseto priority ofpolitics
over economics. This is a more positive way of understanding the state than
depiciting it purely as a colonial overgrowth. If in its organic form it is ill a
continuation of colonialism, in its historic form it is a negation of colonialism,
insofar asit represents a new division of politica power. Indeed, it ismy belief that
the problem of development in the postindependence period is precisely how that
power shall be used. Posing the question this way alowsfor a dynamic marriage
between voluntarism and determinism and avoids the idedlistic one-sidedness
which has become so rampant in revolutionary rhetoric.

Neo-colonialist or sociaist development?

Formal political independence, by virtue of the discretionary power it confers to
the new rulersin underdevel oped countries, createscircumstanceswheredivergent
subjective choices can be made in countries which have otherwisesimilar material
conditions. In the circumstancesthe dogmatic or orthodox materialist can assume
compl ete correspondence between superstructure and infrastructure and vouch for
the absolute priority of techno-economic factors only at his own peril. The latter
are as much an object of human creativity as they are a condition for human
self-creation. Our interest in the politicadl and ideological choices made by
governments in underdeveloped countries derives from this essential point.
Projectively, it also enables us to distinguish between progressiveand retrograde
strategies, or between what is generally known as 'neocoloniaist' and
‘socialist-oriented’ regimes. While admitting that underlying these orientations are
certain imperatives which are a reflection of the world situation as a whole, |
believe that thereis till value in distinguishing between different initiatives at the
national level. A single theory of revolution is an absurdity in a world so grosdy
uneven in its development.

a. Neo-colonialist strategies

Apart from politica liberation, the struggle for independence aso implies
emancipation from economic exploitation and backwardness.In dealing with the
latter problem there are those countries in which the leadership has chosen
basicdly to identify with foreign capitalist interests, while reserving theright to use
its newly acquired political power to negotiate for better terms of economic
interaction and distribution of surplusvalue. This is what has come to be
recognised as a neo-colonialist strategy for development. It is the norm in Latin
America, with the notable exception of Cuba and, possibly, the short-lived regimes



of Allendein Chile and Vdasco in Peru. In Africathere is greater differentation
and uncertainty. The same is true of the Middle East. In Asa there is amost
complete polarisation between neocolonialist and sociadist states. Mild
protectionist measures notwithstanding, neo-colonialist strategy usualy means not
only awillingnessto cooperate with foreign monopoliesbut aso heavy relianceon
them for capital, credits, suppliesand technology. In return they get opportunities
for lucrative investments, managerial contracts and protected markets for their
local products. This often produces measurable growth in the favoured sectors of
the economy, allowing worthwhile appropriation by the indigenous elites and
living wages for a tiny section of the local labour. In such cases the state actsas a
broker for foreign firms and the emerging national bourgeoisie.In the process a
number of insoluble contradictions, both external and internal, are created. These
include:

i. increased domination of the economy by foreign monopolies and continued
loss of domestic income.

ii. increased discrepancy between resource use and domestic demand, asforeign
capital concentrates on extractive industrieswhich produce commodities that are
not consumed locally, e.g. mining and export agriculture;

iii. increased technol ogical dependence on foreign suppliersand retardation of
domestic capability;

iv. monopolisation of the local market through import substitution industries
and further losses of added vaue due to inducements offered in order to secure
licences and capital; and

v.increased imbalancesin incomes between those engaged in the modern sector
— usudly capital-intensive — and those in the neglected sectors adways
technologically backward and inhabited by the great majority of the population.

The contradictions enumerated above universally have given rise to loca
antagonisms even within the dominating classes. For instance, those among the
petty-bourgeois who have aspired to an independent national economy begin to
experience frustration. The original national movement sooner or later gets
fragmented into those who are strongly adlied with foreign interests — the
compradors — and those who oppose them on nationalist grounds — progressive
patriots. In addition, the mass of the people who are naturally cut off from any
economic benefits and whose material situation might be getting worse than
before begin to be restive. In the seesaw struggle that follows the right, with the
support of their foreign dlies and the army, usualy wins out. Thus, the national
democratic movement, which started off as a united front of all classes comes to
its ultimate contradiction, suffers a complete collapse, and is superseded by bitter
class struggles. The state, which by reason of its birth under conditions where no
particular class enjoyed universal hegemony within society, losesits original role as
mediator between contending classes, or itstemporary but historically determined
partial autonomy. It becomesdecidedly an instrument of classoppression and loses
entirely its permeability to pressures from below. That more or lessforeclosesany



serious talk about development, as there cannot be development without the
support and effective participation of the vast mass of the people. Latin America
and parts of Ada bear witness to the processes sketched out here (in Africa they
are just beginning to express themselves openly) and they have produced their
dialectical opposite, namely, anti-capitalist feelings among the suppressed classes.
Itisherethat theanti-imperialist fedingof earlier strugglesgetsdecidedly identified
with anti-capitalist responses.

b. Socialist strategies

At theleve of politicsand ideology it iseasy to confuseanti-capitalist fedingswith
socialism. But subjectiveresponses, while a product of objective conditions such as
are described above, are not in themselves an accurate guide to what might be the
dialectic of preferred adternatives. Attempts at socialist transformation in
underdeveloped countries have thrown up many and original contradictions,
whose twists and turns defy assimilation into classica categories. Consequently,
countries which have chosen this path of development have been described
inconsistently as ‘'socidist’, 'noncapitalist’, ‘revolutionary democracies or
'bureaucratic capitalism'. Broadly interpreted, all these characterisations point to
vigasof thesame phenomenon. They are certainly an indication that thereismore
than one side to state capitalism.

As has been mentioned, state capitalismin underdevel oped countries could refer
to either of two things. It could smply mean the assumption by the state of the
historical role of capital, irrespective of the internal political conditions under
which that occurs. In Africa this would presuppose that there was no difference
between Tanzaniaand Kenya, or Algeriaand Nigeria. The second referent of state
capitalism is that the state, while assuming the major role in the investment of
capital and distribution of the product, does not play the historical role of capital
but, instead, intervenes against capital. This is what has been referred to by the
Chinese theorists as "the regulation of capital by the state so that private capita
cannot dominate thelivelihood of the people”.' In Latin Americathis would imply
areal differencebetween Cubaand Peru' (notto say anything about such examples
as Brazil); or between Burma and Indonesia in Ada In Africa the lines of
demarcation are as yet blurred, notwithstanding the fact that some African leftists
have reached pessimistic conclusionseven about such popular cases as Tanzania.'

Nevertheless, the association of state investment and distributivefunctions with
anti-imperialism and anti-capitalism is very essy to justify under the concept of the

1 Mao Tse-Tung, “The Economy of the New Democracy". Selected Works, Vol. 11, Foreign Languages
Press, Peking, 1967; p. 353.

2i.e. If we accept as accurate Annibal Quijano’s account in Nationalism and Capitalism mn Peru. Monthly
Review, 3, 23,Jul-Aug., 1971.

3 This is particularly true of the Tanzanian left, as is shown by their recent publications.



"New Democracy", whether one is a Maoigt or a Muscovite. The basic argument
is and has been since the end of the First World War and the Russian Revolution,
that in ex-colonial or underdevel oped countriesit is not national capitalism which
is developing capitalism internally. It is rather international capitalism. Likewise,
it is maintained that it is not the national but rather the international bourgeoisie
which is exercising bourgeois dictatorship in these countries. Under the
circumstances, it is concluded, consolidation of the state sector favours a socialist
economic and political development. This is especidly so, it is added, that
international imperialism is averse to the development of any autonomy by
underdeveloped nations, which after dl are its objects of exploitation.

Moreover, this orthodox communist view, whether Soviet- or Maoistinspired,
does not rule out the role of private capital in the evolution of state capitalism as
a prelude to a socidist transformation:

'In the new-democratic republic under the leadership of the proletariat, the state enterprises will be of
asocialist character and will constitute the leading forcein the whole national economy, but the republic
neither confiscate capitalist private property nor forbid the development of such capitalist production
as does not "dominate the livelihood of the people™ (Mao TseTung, op.cit; p. 353).

The Soviet view, based largely on the Decree on Concessions which was inspired
by Lenin himself and approved by the Council of Peoples Commissars of Soviet
Russiain November, 1920, goes even further. In contrast to the Chineseeconomic
strategy which left no room for foreign capital, it maintains that '‘a country can
develop along a non-capitalist path and, at the same time, offer to foreign capita
opportunities to exploit part of its natural resourcesand the working masses. The
basic rationalefor thisis the need for underdevel oped countries to develop their
productiveforces as fast as possibleand to liquidate their economic backwardness
as soon as possible. This second school of thought even sees multi-national
corporations as sources from which underdeveloped countries can obtain
"machinery and equipment", "loans’, "licences' and "scientific and technological
assistance”. The more uncompromising and nationalistic point of view of the
Chinese has an obvious appeal to Third World revolutionaries, who are basicaly
"anti-dependency” theorists. But Vietnam, a country with which they are strongly
identified, has confused the issue by applying for membership in international
monetary organisations and by entering into agreements with international
corporations. This would seem to confirm the Soviet view-point. However, it isfair
to state that both the Chineseand the Soviet Marxistsseeliquidation of domination
by foreign capital as the ultimate objective of socialist-oriented development.
Nonetheless, differences on the importance attached to, on one hand, rapid
development of material forces and, on the other, to consolidation of political
consciousness gill remain. They raise at afundamental level the question of what
arethe practical limitsof either strategy, granted that it is not a matter of either-or.
First of dll, it is wel to remind ourselves that changing world perspectives also
determinein nosmall manner the choiceof strategies. State capitalism asa definite



strategy for development in Third World countries is a post-World War 1I
phenomenon and coincides with the era of anti-colonial revolutionsin Ada and
in Africa. As shall be remembered, this was also a period of great American and
European capitalist expansion. In that context state capitalism in the Third World
was undoubtedly a reaction to insecure control over the national economy by
independent governments, to continued siphoning off of surplusfrom their wesk
economies by aggressive international capital, creating a criss of accumulation
internally while constantly pressing for repayment and servicing of loans, and to
unequal exchange in general. As has been warned aready, not dl nationalisations
were accompanied by anti-capitalist feelings or ideologies. Only in a minority of
cases was this the fact. In Africa Egypt was the first, followed by Ghana, Mdi,
GuineaConakry and Algeria; then Tanzania and Somalia; and more recently
GuineaBisseau, M ozambique, Ethiopia and Angola. In Asa the only comparable
exampleis Burma. Countries such as China, North Korea, Vietnam and Cambodia
managed to combinetheir attack on foreign capital with asimilar attack on itslocal
agents, namely, capitalistcompradors and landlords. Thiswas made possibleby the
fact that in their case the political struggle was led and conducted by communist
parties backed by popular classes, the peasants and the workers. This promises to
bethemain trend in Asig asis evidenced by the continued communistied guerilla
movements in Laos, Thailand, the Philippines, Malaysia,Si Lanka, East Timor and
even in Burma. We might well wonder what is so exceptional about Asa, as
compared with LatinAmerica where the tendency for the communist parties has
been to 'lead’ from behind and with Africa where there is dearth of communist
parties.

The question then is whether these distinctions merit new typologies. Would
there be any theoretical value,for instance,in restricting the term " state capitalism™
to the Latin American and African type of state intervention. If so, how would we
characterise the state involvement in the processes of investment, accumulation
and distribution in the Asian-type of development? It is perhaps noteworthy that
both Lenin and Mao TseTung emphasized the class character of the state, while
acknowledging that the maintenance of commodity relations under regulation of
capital by the state was contrary to socialist relationsi.e. it perpetuates aienation
of labour from its products. This admission has deep implications even for the
Asian and East European communist-dominated type of development. Thisis the
more so when we recall that even in these societies market relations, money and
prices have nat bemn eliminated. Hence Lenin designated state capitalism in a
socialist-oriented society as a "form of class struggle”, while Mao Tse-Tung
maintained throughout his life that there was a "contradiction between the state
and the people". It is obvious from these injunctions that there is no "sate
capitalism" or "regulation of capital by the state”" (whatever we wish to cdl it) that
isimmune to the alienating logic of capital accumulation and, therefore, to socia
and economic counter-revolution. The fact that the predisposition is greater in
cases where the socid character is ill largely petty-bourgeois does not seem to



invalidate our basic proposition. Far from that being the case, it emphasizes the
fluid and transient natureof socialism. While it iscommon to talk about "transition
to socialism”, strictly-speaking, that isa contradiction in terms, sincein accordance
with Marxist historical categories, "socialism™ is not a mode of production but a
transitional stage between capitalismand communism. If it is subdagesthat weare
concerned within contemporary history,then only anti-capitalist driftsor impul ses,
not unrealised complete historical epochs, can be used as a vdid guide to action.
This would seem to approximate more to the Soviet position than to the Chinese
one, and yet Mao Tse-Tung in his‘Refutation of "Left" Phrase-Mongering' chastises
dl those " metaphysicsmongersplusa few Trotskyiteswho, brandishing their pens
like lances, are tilting in dl directions and creating bedlam. Hence the whole bag
of tricks for decelving those who do not know what is going on around them -
the "theory 6 a single reuolution™ (Mao, op.cit.; p. 359).

Once again, thereis another subtledifference here between the Chineseand the
Russian communists. Whereas the Chinese "theory of stages' was conceived
dynamically and alowed for perpetual motion in the form of periodic " cultural
revolutions" within the same sddy, the Russians, who talk about "advanced sociadist
societies' as reference pointsfor " backward countries”, seem to have relativised the
theory into stages between "socialist” and "socialist-oriented" countries. Unhappily,
this seems to exonerate them from saying at what stage their own society is
internally. Regrettably, this casts a datus quo perspective on the " advanced" socialist
countries. If "state capitalism" or "regulation of capital by the state" is one of the
phases in the socidist transition and if it is susceptible to the corrupting logic of
capital accumulation, as we have argued, then it needs to be reviewed constantly
S0 asto ascertain its progressivenessor otherwiseat different stages. Thisistheonly
way unity of theory can be maintained and purely geographical divisions be
dispensed with. This is not to say that differences in historical experience are
unimportant. What is at issue is the specific meaning of "advanced" and
"backward" as opposed categories and in relation to the concept of "' permanent
revolution”. For instance, how "backward" is China compared to most of eastern
Europe and the Soviet Union?

At times we may have a similar problem in dealing with underdevel oped
countries. While at the level of logic we are able to make easy categorisations
between "neo-colonialist” and "socialist-oriented" regimes, in practice a priori
judgementscan be very misleading,as anti-capitalist strugglescontinue even within
avowedly neo-colonialist statesor, obversaly, pro-capitalist strugglesin the socalled
"socialist-oriented” countries. Indonesia, Ghana, Egypt and Chile are undeniably
examples of the triumph of procapitalist forces in what was regarded as
"socialist-oriented” countries. To ascertain the exact drifts of the revolutionary
movement, it might be useful to investigatewhether any of these struggles occur
becauseof state capitalismor that entrenched state capitalismisaresponseto them.
It would seem, for instance, that in Latin Americawhere the bourgeois revolutions
occurred oneand-a-half centuriesago and where class contradictions have reached



critical levels, state capitalism is a rear-guard action against revolution. It is the
consolidation and the bolstering up of a flabby bourgeoisie against excessive
external economic pressures as wel as a vitiation of internal pressures for
revolution. Therefore, it must be concluded that in the caseof Latin Americastate
capitalism has been preemptied of its progressive potentiaities. Even in the case
of Peruthe exclusion of al progressiveforcesfrom key positionsand the intensely
anti-communist and anti-Marxist ideology of the state confirms this supposition.

In non-socialist Asa, with the exception of Burma, state capitalism, wherever it
has appeared, camedtrictly asan extension of bourgeoisand feudal power. Despite
that, it has continued to be challenged, paliticaly and militarily, by communist
guerillas who, unlike their Latin American counterpart, seem to be on the verge
of tilting the scales in their favour throughout the region. Accordingly, the
prospects for "regulation of capita” by a communist-led state in the fashion of
China or Vietnam are undoubtedly high. The pattern in the Middle East is
confused. It ranges from feudal, oil-rich monarchies, through inconsistent cases
such as Egypt, Algeria, and Iraq to the Marxist People's Democratic Republic of
South Y emen. In Egypt, once upon a time the prime example of the " non-capitalist
path" in the Middle East, Nasser carried out what is probably the greatest
nationalisation policies anywhere in the Third World. He effectively liquidated the
old bourgeoisie of the 1920s plus its Ottoman aristocratic remnants.
Simultaneously, he went out of his way to smash the Egyptian communist party
and predictably failed to politicisethe true subjects of the revolution, the workers
and the peasants. | nstead, he established a monstrous state bureaucracy, including
the military, which eventually expropriated dl the other classes, politicdly and
economically.Hethus paved theway for acounter-revolutionary takeover by Sadat
and his cohorts.

On theother hand, Nasser's anti-imperialism was an objectivefact which would
not be denied even by his worst enemies. It manifested itsalf externally by an
unflinching support for the Algerian and the Yemeni revolutions, and the
liberation movements in southern Africa. In the Organisation for African Unity
(OAU) he supported the progressive wing of the African nationalists.
Internationally, he cooperated more with the socialist countries (especiadly the
Soviet Union) than Western powers. At home he was rightly criticised for his
anti-communist stance and consequent failure to carry the revolution to the next
stage. But then are we to conclude that, because of Sadat’s coup de grdce, Nasser
brought about nolasting qualitative changesin the Egyptian society ?It seemsfutile
to give an unqualified "yes', as Mahmoud Hussein does in his book, Class Conflict
inEgypt! Itisconcevablethat Nasser's scandal ouscompromise constituted a period
of gestation in Egypt, whose outcome might well transcend both Sadat’s bourgeois
counter-revolution and Nasser's petty-bourgeois reformism. The Egyptian
working-class has since 1974 exhibited increasing militancy and has shown itsdlf

1 M. Hussein, Class Conflict in Egypt 1945—1970. Monthly Review, N.Y. 1973



open to approaches by student activists and progressiveintellectuals. Meantime,
despiteSadat’s " open-door"” palicy, Egypt's indebtednessis creeping up towards the
20 billiondollar mark and promised foreign aid and loans have not been
forthcoming in the quantities anticipated. As is usud in this kind of situation,
inflation is soaring up, as is shown by the February, 1977 food riots. Whatever the
arguments, there is a big difference between Egypt and, on one hand, Indonesia
or Chile where wholescae massacres of the communists and complete
disorganisation of the working-class occurred and, on the other hand, Ghana
where there was neither a communist party nor aformed proletariat but instead
acoterie of largely sdlf-seeking petty-bourgeois bureaucrats and CPP functionaries.

In Algeria development after the revolution was fairly undramatic both
politically and economically.ldamic traditionalism and economic petty-reformism
prevailed. However, during the time of Ben Bella Algeria, like Egypt, took an active
interest in liberation movements in Africaand supported the progressivewing in
the OAU. In the meantime and despite increasing politicd and economic
revisionismunder Boumedienne, there remained a small section of critical Marxist
intellectual swhose existencemight have been germinal in the recent constitutional
changesin Algeriaand the attempt to re-direct the economy along socialist lines.
While dl this is gill an open question, it is important to note that neither an
outright takeover by the right nor a move towards workers' participation or an
emergence of a communist party has occurred in Algeria. An uneasy and
dangerous truce prevails. Iraq is perhaps the nearest thing to Algeriain the Middle
East. A kind of a Nasserite compromise obtains there. The petty-bourgeois
dominates the state organs. However, in Irag, unlikein Egypt and Algeriain the
first phase, a concerted effort is being made to mobilise the masses for economic
production. This economic commandism has produced results. Industrialisation
programmes under state capitalism have met with a great measure of successin
Irag; so have the rural development programmes. This has given the regime
sufficient self-confidenceto challenge the Communist Party to join the "national
effort" or to proveif thereis any material difference between its programme and
that whichis beingimplemented by the regime. In the short-run, this has obvioudy
put the Communist Party at a disadvantage and has given greater creditability to
a regime which was once openly hostile to the communists, as al Baath Parties
are in the Middle East. Irag and Algeria are middleway cases and might sail
evenked ye for a while, if only because oil revenues have spared them an acute
crigis of internal accumulation.

In contrast, the South Yemen — another sociaist path-finder — small, militantly
Marxist but surrounded by reactionary, feudal monarchs (Saudi Arabiaand North
Y emen)suffers from extreme lack of natural resources. It is, therefore, faced with
the more basic problem of sheer surviva in a way which is reminiscent of Cuba
in the early yearsand, even more closely, of present-day GuineaBissau.The South
Yemen presents us with a number of new theoretical problems. It aspiresto a
socialist transformation and yet it has neither the " nesessary"” material base nor an



identifiable proletariat. It is Marxist, without being fully reconciled to the idea of
communism or acommunist party, as that would come into serious conflict with
the degp commitment of itsleadersto Idamicreligion. At thesametime, externally,
it does not show any strong aversion to communism, as is shown by its strong
political and economic association with the Soviet Union. If it were not for the
latter, South Yemen might have been smothered by now by Saudi Arabia and
North Y emen. Does the existenceof the South Yemen prove, therefore, that: () the
presence of socialist countries makes dependence on foreign capital optional;’ (i)
thelevel of development of material forcesis not a necessary condition for socidist
transformation; and (iii) the existence of a proletariat or communist party per ®is
not a sine qua non of a socialist transformation. Or is the point of focus going to
be the leading ideology itself, irrespective of its actual organic embodiment? This
raises more questions than can be answered on the strength of one case.

The African historical experience

A number of cases parallél to that of the South Yemen occur in Africa. Whether
this is due to the historical youth of the African countries or to excessive
bal kani sation of the continent is something which need not detain us here. It istrue
that effective incorporation of the African countries into the capitalist system
started late relative to other continents i.e. it did not begin until the last quarter
of the 19th century. Bardly fifty yearsthereafter strugglesfor "'independence” took
place, issuing in ashort period of ten yearsinto sovereign states. What these states
had in common at Independence was, thanks to colonialism, distorted economic
structures, to which they reacted differently. The short timespan of their existence
makesany attempt to draw hard distinctionsamong them hazardous. But through
careful analysis we may hope to make some valid distinctions.

Oneof the crucia questionsistowhat extent the observabledifferencesamong
African countries are attributable to indigenousor exogenousfactors. A great deal
of nonsense has been written about the so-called" African mode of production” and
about "traditional and feudal elements". The variety of modesof production which
were extant in Africaat the time of colonial contact makes it impossibleto talk
about the "African mode of production”. At this time in West Africa market (or
mercantile) economies jostled with primitive communalism and pastoral
aristocracies. In the Sudan and Ethiopia, where feudalism proper existed, it was
intermingled with mercantiiism, primitivecommunalism and pastoralism. Moving

1 This over estimates the financial capacity of socialist countries and their impartiality in giving aid.
All modem states are till very much guided by strategy and power considerations. In the case of the
Soviet Union and China an interesting report has been written by Jens Eric Torp (see Select

Bibliography).
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eastwards i nto Somalia pastoralism became more dominant and more egalitarian.
Thesame pastoral pattern continued downwards, through Kenya,into Tanganyika
and acrosswestwardsinto the southern Sudan and into northern Uganda. In south
western Uganda, Burundi and Ruanda once again it became more aristocratic as
in West Africa. However, for most of Eag Africa, primitive communalism
predominated, barring the emergence of some political (notlanded) aristocracies
around Lake Victoria.Unlikein West Africa, there was hardly any development of
indigenous commerce in East Africa. Central Africa, like East Africa, was
characterised by primitive communalism. A certain amount of pastoralism
occurred in Angola and parts of the Congo. While a limited amount of trade took
place along the Congo river, it was not characteristic of the area. Political
centralisation on the pattern of the interlacastrine kingdoms of Uganda was
confined only to the Congo and Barotseland in Zambia. The impact of such
processeswas further reduced by thefact that even in the case of the Congo, since
the Kingdom of Kazembe subsequent kingdoms were marked by great instability
and fissiparous tendencies. In southern Africa, yet again, primitive communalism
and pastoralism, lack of commercial institutions, absence of any significant
processes of political centralisation beyond the scale of chiefdoms prevailed.'
From thisbrief survey, it can be argued that "feudalism" or "landlordism were
not the general problem in sub-Saharan Africa. Concerning the question of
whether or not differences among the various states in Africa are attributable to
preexisting forms, better approximations can be reached by treating each set of
factorsrelatively rather than absolutely. For instance, what might have happened
during thecolonial period isthat primitivecommunalism, which wasthe pervasive
mode of production, got serioudly disrupted by a demand for labour and less by
alienation of land for plantations and thorough-going capitalist agriculture, except
in afew casessuch as the Ivory Coast, Kenya, Rhodesiaand not to mention South
Africa. In those areas where highly centralised kingdoms existed, the political elite
took advantage of their greater access to resources and engaged in trade and
capitalist agriculture. This was particularly true of West Africaand the kingdoms
of Uganda. The pastoral economies, whether aristocratic or egalitarian, remained
largely unaffected. Even where indigenous capitalism was beginning to emerge,
production and trade were not the greatest breeding ground for the
petty-bourgeois who inherited state power at Independence. Rather, it was the
missionary schools and the colonial civil service which acted as incubators. It is
absolutely important to grasp this point as it explains a basic anomaly in the
African development. It means that those who came to dominate state power were
not recruited because of their excellency in economic production but mainly by
virtue of their formal education and bureaucratic skills. Conversaly, it means that
the economic wing of the petty-bourgeois remained secondary, owing to its

1 The Ngwato in Botswana might be one of the few exceptions.



usurpation by colonial capital which was able to supplement its role by mobilising
the peasantry for primary production. Theideaof "progressive” (capitalistfarmers
wasintroduced in Africaonly in the midfiftieswhereby the colonial governments
were hoping to create a "buffer class' against "hotheaded" nationalists.
Consequently, in various surveys carried out by the new governments in the
mid-sixties those enumerated as "progressive' or "commercia" farmers fdl
between 3-5 percent of thefarming population. In industry the situation was even
worse. Hardly, any Africans participated in industrial production, except as labour.
This was a colonia preserve — limited as it was.

It then becomesevident that at Independence African countrieslacked a national
bourgeoisie of any sort, unless conceptsare used in a loose and meaningless way.
Under the circumstancesstate capitalism became but alogical imperativeto insure
rapid accumulation. It must be remembered that even when production was in
African hands during the colonial period, it was usualy small-scale, family-based
production. Thisis so much so that it became the standard complaint of bourgeois
economistsin the fifties, describing the African extended family as an "incubus”,
"burden” or "drag" on economic effort (meaning capitalist accumulation).Put in a
correct perspective, this bourgeois observation is more accurate than the facile
assumptions made by some African Marxistswho, in their over-anxiety to establish
pure class categories,fail toseethe nedi ati ng dialectic of such thingsaslineagesand
clansin Africa.In theimplementation of the ujamaa policiesin Tanzania, it became
apparent that it was not only the bureaucracy and "class enemies’ who were the
problem. It was also the vertical solidarity of such groups at the village level. It
cannot be emphasi zed too often that incorporation into the capitalist sysem isone
thing, and crystallization of the appropriate classes another.

Similarly, while it is fashionable nowadays among the African left to impute
original sin to state capitalism in Africa, | see no virtuein doing that analytically
and strategically. African state capitalism is neither a colossal class conspiracy in
origin nor an outcome of preexisting African forms. It is a product of as well as
aresponse to colonial underdevel opment. Aswe have tried to indicate, the modern
African state itsalf was a colonial contrivance and not a natural outcome of the
interaction between the various modes of production mentioned earlier Thisisin
sharp contrast to the older societiesof Asaand Latin America. However, contrary
to Cabral's belief that imperialism made the Africans "leave for another history",
it must be acknowledged that it became part of their history in a very real sense.
Thisis what contemporary strugglesare about and this what makes Africa part of
theworld history.On the positiveside, it would be difficult to discussthe emergence
of such leaders at Nkrumah, Modibo Keita, Sekou Toure and others, without
reference to Pan-Africanist ideas in London or Marxist ideas in Paris.

Of course, over timeideasget assimilatedinto local thought systemsand acquire
a specia flavour such as did Nkrumah's PanAfricanism and Madibo Keitds or
Sekou Toure's "African socialism™. Consequently, for leaders such as Nyerere of
Arusha (1967)we do have to look abroad for historical antecedents. Not only had



these ideas become current in Africa but also experience after Independence had
brought about valuableinsights. For instance, thefally of equating "independence”
with economic development had been exposed' and progressive nationalists such as
Nyerere had learnt from Ghana's experience and in particular from Nkrumah's
later warnings against the dangers of "neo-colonialism". This applies with even
greater force to the Portuguese ex-colonies — GuineaBissau, Mozambique and
Angola,wherean armed revol utionary strugglehad to bewaged with thedirect help
of such countries as GuineaConakry, Tanzaniaand Zambia. What in effect weare
arguing is that there is a recognisable, radical lineage in Africa, starting from
Ghana, Guinea, and Mdli to Tanzania; and then to GuineaBissau, M ozambiqueand
Angola. Thisleavesout Somaliaand Ethiopiawhich in many waysare misfits. Their
political ties with the aforementioned countries had been, if anything, tenuous.
Secondly, their revolution came all of a sudden via military coups. Admittedly, in
Ethiopia there had been an on-going political struggle spear-headed by, of dl
things, students and given substance by sporadic peasant rebellions. In contrast in
Somalia there was not even semblance of an organised political struggle prior to
the military takeover.

The different and problematic routes to the revolution notwithstanding, it is
arguablethat in thelineage of African countriesjust traced out thestateintervened
against capital, if only because foreign capital was causing intolerable
contradictions for their leaders. Tanzania, backward, poor, and disadvantaged
within the East African Community, is the clearest example of what wearealluding
to. Itsleadership code, forbidding state officials to engage in private accumulation,
itscurtailment of thesalariesof the higher echel ons,the proclamations on workers
rightsin 1971 and massdismissalsof redundant bureaucrats in 1976, dl were not
in favour of capital. Whereas al theseinterventions occurred on an ad koc basisin
Tanzania, in GunieaBissau,Mozambiqueand Angola, state intervention was both
theresult of a sustained armed struggle and of an explicit anti-imperialist ideology.
In Ethiopia and Somalia, although no such struggles took place, the military
regimes espouse a Marxist ideology and have pledged themselves to the struggle
against capitalism. While nationalisations and expropriations are a common
feature of al theseregimes, it is worth noting that the regimes themselves are at
the same time marked by absence of communist parties and domination of the
stateapparati by the workers. Along with that observation, it must be recorded that
none of them are anti-Marxist, though in a country such as Tanzania a certain
ambivalence towards communism prevails even among the progressive
nationalists such as President Nyerere.

There has been a great controversy over the exact meaning of "intervention
against capital” in these countries and dismissive conclusions have been reached.
There is, however, the problem of time perspective here. For instance, it is obvious
that nothing conclusivecan besaid about the twoyear old statesof GuineaBissau,

1 Nkrumah's naive slogan: "Seek ye first political kingdom and all else will be given unto you"
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Mozambique and Angola. The struggle continues there against al sort of odds. It
would, for example, be intolerable over-simplification to judge GuineaBissau by
the extent of its dependence on Swedish and Soviet aid. Mozambiqueis caught on
the horns of a dilemma and will have to condescend to foreign aid, whether she
likes it or not. In the meantime she is helping in furthering the revolution in
Zimbabwe. If a collapse were to occur in Ethiopia, it would be sheer lunacy to
attribute it to any grievious character of state capitalism. In the oppositedirection,
it would be equally foolish to deny that the demise of Nkrumah's Ghana and the
paralysis of Mdi and Guinea are attributable to the debilitating effects of state
capitalism and bureaucracy. Even so, can it be claimed that countries such as
Tanzania and Somaliaare unqualifiably a repetition of these earlier examples?Or
in the contemporary scene do they represent the same thing as Zambia, to quote
one instance of frequent comparisons.

Thecaseof Tanzaniaand Somaliawill haveto beargued in extenso, as both reved
certain underlying ironies of a socidist transformation in situations of
backwardness and imperialist domination. As to the second question, we submit
that Zambia has been mistakenly included among "socialist-oriented" countriesin
Africa. Despite the fact that Zambia has one of the biggest state sectors in
sub-Saharan Africa, afairly big and concentrated labour forcein the copper mines,
at no stage the Zambian state can be said to have shown itself willing to intervene
against capital. Instead, it has consistently sought ways of making workable
aliances with foreign and domestic private capital. It has, accordingly, given free
rein to its petty-bourgeois dlites to consume and accumul ate, where possible. The
salariesand perquisitesenjoyed by its bureaucratic elite are among the highest in
Africa. At timesthisamounts to as much asthreetimesthesalariesreceived by their
Tanzanian counterpart. Findly, its state ideology, ""Humanism”, which in some
respectsis populist,is distinctly anti-communist and anti-Marxist, as was so rudely
revealed by the criss in Angola. Therefore, the inclusion of Zambia among the
"socidlist-oriented” countriesin Africacan only act as a source of confusion and a
hindrance to critical anaysis.'

Tanzaniaand Somalia: two interesting examples

Apart from the fact that Tanzania and Somalia contrast well with countries such
as Zambiaand Nigeria, as far as predisposing factors towards nation-building are
concerned, they have certain important featuresin common. Both have a national
language. While the Somali constitute a singlecultural entity, the different cultural
groups in Tanzania are bound together by a pervasive Pan-Swahili culture.
Materially, both countries are poor and backward even by African standards.

11 might mention herethat in 1976 | had the honour of being one of the consultants to the Zambian
Government for FAO.



Tanganyika was the neglected part of the British East Africa colonial empire.
Consequently, at Independence Tanzania had hardly 5 percent industrializationor
trained manpower, except civil servants who had some experience as junior
officersin the colonial administration. Somaliawas even worse off than Tanzania
for entirely different reasons. It had a very unsettled colonial history, having been
tossed about between colonial powers— the French, the Italiansand the British. Its
administration, as a result, lacked coherence and continuity; and its educational
system was smply chaos. Ironically enough, it is instructive to suppose that
precisaly because of these factors Somalia escaped effective incorporation into the
capitaist system. Its nomadic pastoralists had neither structural nor cultural
predispositionsfor incorporation. This is also true of Tanzanids large pastoral
communities, as well as the famous Masal herders in Kenya.

Therefore, it would appear prina facie that with the turn of the tide imperialist
actsof omission and commission can prove advantageous, i.e. when the tables are
turned on imperialism, thelast will bethefirst. Indeed,aformal argument hasbeen
put forward along these lines.' The conception is that on the positive side
backwardness and lack of incorporation into the capitaist syssem means the
preservation of the integrity of the indigenous sysems. Given a desire to
"disengage" from the capitalist camp, the presumed internal capacity becomesan
as=t in the building of a self-reliant, autonomous economy.

Thisis an attractive hypothesis and it can be sustained on grounds other than
postulating a correlation between "backwardness' and possibilitiesfor a sociaist
transformation. It can be argued with some force that poor countries such as
Tanzania and Somalia, Guinea-Bissau and M ozambiqueare seriously handicapped
and cannot hopeto compete successfully in the capitalist jungle. “Auto-centredness”
on their part might in fact be making virtue of necessity. However, that virtue
might turn sour, if the question of economic necessity is not perceived at a deeper
ideological and palitical level. Even national leadersare capabl e of political naiveté
and economic miscalculation. For instance, instead of believing in a deliberate
conspiracy by the Tanzanian leadership against the masses, it could be accepted
that the Arusha Declaration was a genuine statement of intent, born of necessity.
But then, if the Tanzanian Government fully appreciated the economic difficulties
towhich Arushawasaresponse, then it horribly underestimated the political effort
it would require to push through itsannounced programme. First of al, it assumed
its own ideologica unity — an illusion which was shattered when it belatedly
discovered in 1970 that not only wasitsformer Minister of Foreign Affairs, Oscar
Kambona, a renegade but was aso in league with some of the cabinet ministers
in a conspiracy to overthrow President Nyerere who was denying them the
opportunity to “reap the fruits of Independence”. The second crisis camein 1971
after the Uganda coup d’état. Some naively believe that the Mwongozo Guiddines

1 eg. by Samir Amin — personal communication in Madagascar, July, 1975.
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were just a fortuitous document. On the contrary, it was a result of a big struggle
in which Nyerere was nearly outvoted in his own executive. The struggle for
leadership continued thereafter and the assassination of the Vice President in
Zanzibar, Karume, gave the right-wing added ammunition. The 1974 food criss
and the patent collapse of the Ujamaa policy spelled doom for Nyerere, unless he
was prepared to retreat. His bureaucracy had made sure of that by carrying out
systematic sabotage economically, including deliberate failure to distribute limited
suppliesof food in 1974-75. The opening up of the Uuamaa villages to World Bank
finance and the invitation of the Harvard Team to advise on the new economic
plan were an admission of defeat on Nyerere's part. Whether his current
comeback, as reflected by the thorough-going cabinet reshuffleof 1977, will bear
fruit remainsto be seen. But in the meantime we note that the country has moved
from 20 percent dependenceon foreign aidin 1969 to 70 percent in 1975. Secondly,
we note that the position of the workers has, if anything, worsened paliticaly.
Tanzanian politics is over-dominated by the bureaucratic elite and state
functionaries, despite theformation of theintegrated "revolutionary™ party (Chama
Cha Mapenduzi) Thisis partly due to the unevennessin the development between
the petty-bourgeois, on one hand, and the workers and the peasants, on the other.
The capacity of the latter had been taken for granted in the Arusha Declaration.
That was another serious underestimation. "Education for Self-Reliance” was
smply an idea which gave no immediate possiblities for mobilisation of the
political energies and productive skills of the labouring classes. This gave the
bureaucracy an undue advantage which was certainly not intended at the time of
Arusha. Otherwise, we are not able to explain the variousinterventions which we
argued were not in favour of capital.

Tanzanian workersarereported to have" gained tremendously in consciousness'”
between 1971 and 1974, but no explanation is offered why such a rapid
development. Proclamations such as the Arusha Declaration and the Mwongozo
Guidelinesgave Tanzanian workers more than average leveragesfor pressing their
political claims. Another dimension we are not able to explain is Tanzanias
principled support of anti-colonialist strugglesin Mozambique, Angola, Zimbabwe,
Namibia and South Africa. If it were ssimply a matter of opportunistic self-interest
there are other neighbouring countries such as Zambia which did not behave
likewise with any consistency. Internally there is no immediate gain for Tanzania
to be deeply committed to such struggles.

The third and ultimate factor the Nyerere leadership underestimated is the
tremendous advantage imperialism has over any poor underdevel oped country. It
isextremely difficult to combine poverty with a strong sense of independence. Poor
in natural resources, technology, advanced skills and pecuniary capital, the only
wealth Tanzaniahad wasits people. Politically and scientifically nobody knew with
any precision in Tanzania(atleast when | wasthere)what the peoplecould or could
not do. On the question of "backwardness':while"backwardness' isarelativeterm,
it is definable. Ethiopia, as a feuda social formation, could have been considered
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more backward than Tanzaniaasa flagging capitalistsociety with afree peasantry.
As history would have it, Ethiopian peasants (or serfs) are endowed with greater
productive, political and military skills than the Tanzanian peasants. They can
fashion a wooden plough, apply it in cultivation, using oxen; they produce
highgrade cotton fabrics; can use and maintain guns and ov a the decades have
grown accustomed to political and military rebellion against landlords. None of
these things have been proven among Tanzanian peasants. In a basic sense the
Ethiopian peasantry is an old peasantry comparable to that of Asaand the Middle
East. In my opinion village, as against household, economy, maintenance of
complicated irrigation schemes and the need to support large concentrations of
population gave rise to a wider scale of operation in Ada than is usual among
African peasants. Therefore, | see a correlation between the greater success in
mobilising the peasantry for collective, socidist transformation in Asa than has
been possiblethusfar in Latin Americaand in Africa. It would seem, therefore, that
the level of the material basis from which one starts is more decisive than the
degree of marginality of a given economy to the capitaist system. It is ill a
question, whether the Somali nomads, who, we admit, stubbornly resisted
incorporation into the capitalist system, will be able to provide a viable material
base for mounting the double takeoff to socialism. Already the severedrought in
Somalia has played an usualy preponderant role in dismantling the economy of
the nomads. The crisis presented the government with a fdt accompli and
precipitated an immediate diversion of resources to the right place, namely, the
rural masses. A steady flow of grants from the Soviet Union, Sweden and other
agencies should prove compatible in the short run. But ill the problem of
skill-formation and the development of a national economy even under the
tutelage of the Soviet Union which has had experience in dealing with pastoralists
in Mongoliashould be of particular interest to Africans. Also, what is going to be
of great theoretical and practical interest isthe way the military regimeis proposing
to liquidate itsalf gradually and hand over power to itsown creation, the "workers
and peasants party"'. So far it has not happened anywhere in the world. (Anarmy
recruited from nomads might not be classbased.)Somalia,if successful, might prove
that there are no necessary conditions for a sociaist transformation — a big dap
in the face for dogmatic materialists!

Some further reflections

We have argued that "state capitalism™in present-day underdevel oped countriesis
a historical necessity born of a criss of accumulation under conditions of
imperialist domination. However, that historically determined reflex does not tell
us whether or not state intervention will be used progressively. Therefore, while
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upholding the inevitability of state intervention in underdeveloped countries we
werecareful not to overlook thefact that " state capitalism™isa doubleedged sword.
We get confirmation of this point from Sweezy when he cautions that:

This does not mean that we must reject state ownership and comprehensive planning. Without them,
it is obviously impossible to leave capitalism behind and take even thefirst steps on the long march.
But state ownership and planning are not enough to define a viablesocialism, oneimmune to the threat
of retrogression and capable of moving forward on the first leg of the journey to communism.
Something more, indeed much more, has to be added.'

Herein liesthediaectical contradiction. If that " something" were given, then state
capitalism would have been optional and the whole argument idealist, not
materialist. There is no retreating from the supposition that, whether intended for
the benefit of the nascent national bourgeoisie or that of the proletariat, state
capitalism is brought into being for the specific purpose of creating material
conditions which neither of the two contending classesis capable of providingon
its own. This throws specia significance on our choice of title for the essay. In
predominantly agrarian societies(whichappliesto most underdevel oped countries)
even the local bourgeoisieis not capable of playing its historical role — evidence
from the older societies of Latin Americais irrefutable. Then the full import of
Lenin's statement that "state capitalism is a form of class struggle” becomes
apparent. One might quote Sweezy again to illustrate the point:

I conclude that 'socialism' defined as a society characterised by state ownership of the means of
production and comprehensive planning is not necessarily a way station on thejourney from capitalism
to communism, and that reliance on the theory that such a society must automatically develop toward
communism, can lead to movement in the exact opposite direction i.e: reconstitution of class rule.

(Sweezy, op.cit,, p. 8.)

Now, it can be asserted more emphatically that state capitalism is a contradictory
and unstable social form. It carries within it the fruits of bourgeois rule and the
seeds of proletarian insurrection. This basic ambiguity can be summarized as
follows for underdevel oped countries, including those cases where a Communist
Party is in charge:

i. A predisposition towards monopolisation of power by the educated
petty-bourgeoisi€;

ii. a predisposition to place an overemphasis on technical skills which, of
necessity, are the monopoly of the technical and administrative staff;

iii. a predisposition to place the discretion to allocate or the appropriate state
surpluses in the hands of a politicobureaucratic elite who might divert to
themselvesstate surplusesand thus depreciate therate of accumulation by the state;

iv. a predisposition to create an anomaly by over-ruling politicaly the market

1 Sweezy: "On Studying the Transition Process', M.R. 9, 23, Feb., 1970: p. 9



principle, through central planning, while at the same time maintaining
commodity relations, where labour is treated as a commodity, where private
appropriation continues in the form of wages, where goods are exchanged for
money (prices)and where extraction of surpluslabour persists;'

v. a predisposition to put a bureaucratic economist premium on the problem of
primitive accumulation at the expense of political and social solutions;

vi. a predisposition to try to approximate to the standards of the advanced
capitalist countriesand thusinterpret economic devel opment and modernity in the
bourgeois sense and forsake the problem of socia alienation and the creation of
"socidist man".

The effect of these negative manifestations, some subjectively derived and some
objectively determined, has been:

i. disappearance of political democracy and consolidation of bureaucratic rule;

ii. retention of a production structure which is essentially the same as is found
in the neo-colonialist states. Among its characteristic features may be mentioned
heavy reliance on export agriculture and mining industries, subordination of
domestic demand for consumer goods (includingfood), both of which reflect a
continued inability to resolve the usual discrepancy between resource use and
domestic demand,;

iii. low technological progress because of three factors: (a) dependence on
foreign sources for technical equipment used in the export-oriented modem
sectors of the economy; (b) concomitantly, a skewed skillformation which is
incapable of benefitting the more backward sectors of the economy; and (c)
over-concentration of domestic capital in sectorswhich do not determine the fate
of the economy, eg. light industry and services;

iv.low growth rates compared to the neo-colonial typeof economy, the reason
being compromised state interference, bureaucratic inefficiency and
consumptiveness, both of which are a constant drain on limited state resources.

Dynamically, the four points mentioned above inevitably lead to a criss of
foreign reserves, chronic shortages and politica malaise. In Africa we have the
undeniable case of Egypt, Guinea, Mdi, Ghana and now Tanzania (Algeriawas
saved by the discovery of ail).

Some critical inferences and conclusions

For their failures and zig-zags, socialist-oriented underdeveloped countries have
been severdy criticized by Marxist intellectuas in the Third World. Although in

1 Whether or not the determination of these "values' is as Marx explained in his labour theory of
value, historically, they belong to the capitalist system of production and distribution.



some cases this has been tantamount to a complete denunciation, particularly of
state capitalism, the groundsfor it are at best open to doubt. We have argued that
the emergence of state capitalism in underdeveloped countries, irrespective of
ideological orientation, was a historical necessity which cannot be reduced to
subjective choices. For underdevel oped countries, imperialism meant a maturity of
the capitalist contradiction that was matched only by the immaturity of the
appropriate classes — the bourgeoisie and the proletariat. Contrary to this, the
predominance of colonial administration, commerce and export agriculture
guaranteed a quicker expansion of the petty bourgeoisin al waks of life. But,
despitethis, the emergence of state capitalismis proof of both their inability to play
the historical role of either the bourgeocisie or that of the proletariat and
simultaneously of their geater social maturity. Socidly and paliticaly they were
destined to be natural heirsto state power. Initially, the way they used that power
was discretionary (Subjective) as has been pointed out. But the objectivelimits to that
discretionary exerciseof power is therelativestrength of other contending classes.

If our analysisiscorrect, then it will not do to reject state capitalismasan interim
strategy purely on the grounds of petty-bourgeois lapses and bureaucratic
perversions. The failures of state capitalism must ultimately be traced back to the
uneven development of classesin underdevel oped countries. The weakness of the
working classand the frequent disorganisation of the peasantry in these countries
is a great handicap for any socialist transformation. It might be worthwhile for
revolutionaries to try and provide practicable strategies for overcoming this
fundamental weakness, instead of tilting at the windmillsof state capitalism, as if
history can be reversed. Give the absolute weakness of all classesat independence
and thereafter, without state capitalism, not even a beginning could have been
made in most underdeveloped countries. Engels’ warning against premature
takeoversand that 'whoever putshimself in thisawkward positionisirrevocably lost'
is well-taken. But under modern conditions of complete internationalisation of
capital thedanger isthere either way. Therefore, the most useful way of contending
with the problem under the given constraints is not to wish to by-pass state
capitalism in underdeveloped countries but to transcend it. Even the progressive
underdevel oped countries, as pointed out earlier, by wanting to ‘by-pass’ capitalism,
inevitably, get committed to state capitalism. Despite the contention of classica
theoreticians such as Bukharin that 'the system of state capitalism is the most
complete form of exploitation of the masses by a handful of oligarchs, it does not
seem that in the circumstances of the underdeveloped countries both private and
public capitalism can be by-passed simultaneously. At the most, it seems that only
private capitalism can be by-passed and might have to be by-passed out of necessity.

In its essence the problem of underdevelopment is a problem of accumulation,
socidly and materially. Some commentators make it appear as if this could be
achieved by walking on one particular leg called 'socialism’ versus'state capitalism'.
Ye in practice one has to walk on both legs. Indeed, it is my conviction that,
encircled by imperialism, in underdeveloped countries even a 'socialist' revolution



cannot be but a point in the development of capitalism, not understood in terms
of itshuman agents but mainly in terms of its basic mechanisms for accumulation.
Asis presumed in our basic postulate, state capitalismin underdevel oped countries
is meant to be an agency for rapid accumulation, necessitated by the backwardness
of the economy and the pressure of world capitalism. But insofar as the workers
are required to produce increased surplusvalue for accelerated accumulation by
the state and insofar as wage rises and consumption are subordinated to the
requirements of accumulation, state capitalism perpetuates exploitation of the
workers or alienation of labour from its product. Insofar as the state in agrarian
economiesrdiesfor its'socialist primitiveaccumulation' on appropriating surplus
chiefly from sources lying outside the state economic sector which is urban, it
exploits the countryside. Insofar as, initidly, it depends on bureaucrats and
techniciansfor its activities, it commits political expropriation of the producers.
Insofar as it alows significant and usudly arbitrary alocations for its own
bureaucracy it condones parasitism and creates grounds for divergent material
interests between workers and the bureaucracy. Insofar as it grants the principle
of 'from each according to his capacity and to each according to his contribution’,
it upholds a bourgeois right by recognising productive capacity as a natural
privilege of the individual and, ipso facte, the right to individual appropriation.

But thereisanother sideto state capitalismin those countrieswhich have chosen
to intervene against capital that is often played down by populist idedlists.We have
aready mentioned the function of state capitalism as defence against external
predation. Positively and dynamically,it may be mentioned that the regulation of
major economic activitieshy the state in these countriesis a partial negation of the
law of private property, i.e. instead of the usual anarchistic competition, the state
determines allocation of capital and labour and fixes commodity prices, which
otherwise might besubject to manipul ation by monopolies. Secondly, nationalising
of banks by the state is a partial negation of the laws of financecapital and their
determinations; it also creates a public form of book-keeping and possibilitiesfor
distribution of the means of production on a socia basis. Thirdly, by establishing
economies of scale, the state encourages rapid and concentrated growth of the
working class, which is not matched by that of the suppressed bourgeoisie. The
elimination of the separation between employer and government might also help
to demystify the workers. But of greater theoretical importanceis that it represents
a partial negation of labour-power as a commodity. Fourthly, transfer of
landownership to the state does not only mean partial negation of market value
inland but al so means prevention of expropriation of smaller producers. Over time
it raises the possibility of collective production.

The contrasting perspectiveson state capitalismthat have been presented in this
essay congtitute a series of contradictions which vary in intensity. The problem of
the revolution is to distinguish between primary and secondary contradictions and
to find the best balance in the given objective circumstances. In doing so it is
important to recognisethat even reversesin the revolution occur in spirals,i.e the



system never returns to the original point having been stretched out once. But that
is not to be assumed but checked by studying the qualitative implications of each
contradiction. For instance, instead of affirming tautologicaly that 'the
bureaucracy is a class by virtue of being an effectivedass, or that 'it is part of the
ruling class not by virtue of its organic or historic ties to private owners of the
means of production, but by virtue of thevita function which it exercises, wecould
ask a number of strategic questions such as.

— Can the endeavour by the bureaucracy in the determinate conditions of
underdevelopment to fulfil the historic mission of the bourgeoisie as rapidly as
possible be accomplished, without the separation of society into managers of the
genera business of society and the managed, the directors of labour and the
suppliersof labour power?Could such aseparation bedispensed with beforethose
who direct production have directed production in their own interest. Conversely,
it could be asked at what point can the exercise of supreme power by the workers
and dlied classes, without which a socidist transformation is impossible, become
an objective reality?In other words, the point hereis not to focuson the excesses
of the bureaucracy but more on the objectiveweaknessof itsantithesis, the working
class.

— Before the maturity of the working classin predominantly agrarian societies,
can the petty-bourgeoi siebe written off in tote, without running therisk of throwing
out the baby with the bathwater?Recent experiencein theThird World has shown
that some elements among the petty-bourgeois are quite capable of playing a
revolutionary role, not to say they commit class suicide, as Cabral presumes. As a
class, the petty-bourgeois aspire to a bourgeoisstatus. However, their troubleis that
they are a vaccilating class and cannot organise themselves into an independent
political party. But that is not to say afraction of it cannot take the initiative to
organise a party on the left. As is shown by all revolutions to date, this is the
historical role of the progressive elements among them. The fact that the most
vociferous critics of bureaucratic capitalism in underdeveloped countries are
themselves petty-bourgeois by class affiliation is further proof of the germinal
character of the petty-bourgeois. But balanced against that must be Lenin'swarning
that 'the workers brought prematurely to power, the technicians would be their
chief enemies, would deceive and betray them whenever possibl€.

— Irrespectiveof thereflexesof the different agents of the revolutionary process,
can it be said that the state bureaucracy under conditions of underdevel opment,
objectively,represents capital in relation to direct producers, as Bettelheim claims?
If under these conditionsthebureaucracy is the personificationof capital in essence,
can it be concluded in the absence of aformed bourgeoisiethat the state is under
the circumstances a collective organisation of the bureaucracy? Would this imply
non-existence of a qualitative difference between appropriation of surplusvalueby

1 See review article by Paul M. Sweezy, 'The Nature of Soviet Society”, in Monthly Review, 6, 26,
November, 1974.



the state and the wages paid to the bureaucracy by the virtue of their skills?In the
event would the quantitative share between the two be the main dividing line
between the potential classthe state represents and the agency which servesit, viz,
the bureaucracy?

After pondering these questions, | come to the inevitable conclusion that, state
capitalism cannot be but a negation of capitalism on the bass of capitalism and
capitalist inequality and that the loner the base from which it Sarts the more the features
it will have in common with the society from whose worrb it is emerging As such, it is a
contradictory, unstableand transient social formation. It isan advanced battlefield
for class struggle, insofar as it enhances the consciousness of the producers by
exposing the absolute limitsof itsintermediate solutions. According to report, the
workers in Tanzania have come to redlise this — thanks to Nyerere's bleeding
"socialism”.

The way ahead

To prevent seriousreversesin the transitional period, certain minimal conditions
have to be met even under the constraints of underdevelopment. The greatest
singleincapacity of underdevel oped countriesisladk of self-reliance. Not only doesthis
imply inability to process local raw materials and, therefore elimination of the
contradiction between resource use and domestic demand but, more serioudy, a
basic incapacity to produce capital goods to supply potential consumer goods,
manufacture, agriculture and, ultimately, heavy industry. Thisis the Achilles heel
of underdevelopment for from it derives external dependence which might defy
even progressiveideologies. At its most fundamental level it is a reflection of the
infinitesimally small share of underdeveloped countries in the generation of
requisite technologiesfor modern development. Control over technological goods
also means control over what they produce. The solution to that problem is more
scientific than smply ideological. The supposition that the Somali nomads can
dominate a modern state and inaugurate "scientific sociaism" is a delightful idea
which should appeal to every revolutionary but which is extremely difficult to
sustainin real life. In an age of unparalleled technological revolutionssince World
War II and a combined but unevenly developed international system, backwardness
is a dubious gift of the gods."In the morrow of the revolution the workers will be
deprived scientificaly and educationally" is a sobering thought.

This statement needs to be qualified for technology and science cannot be
contemplated independently of actual human beings. One of the necessary
concomitants of technological backwardnessis lack of skillson a significant scale
among the producersin the backward, agrarian societies. As we have seen, lack of
skills means not only economic expropriation but also political expropriation by
those who have them. This is the nasty link between technology and politics.
Therefore, in advocating technological self-sufficiency as the only guarantee for
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economic and political self-reliance, we must be understood to mean that, just as
self-reliance requires control over technological processes, likewise devel opment
requires that production be directed towards satisfying popular political and socia
needs. Thisiswhat Bettelheim calls'domination by theimmediate producers over
their conditions of existence'. The only rub, however, is that fundamental rightsare
never given but won. For whom a country produces will aso determine the kind
of technologiesit opts for. Ideologies of ‘transfer of technology' notwithstanding,
the viability of the strategy we are proposing depends entirely on the discovery or
rediscovery of existingindigenous technol ogiesthat are consistent with the objective
material base. Otherwise, we are forced to resort to the language of ‘intermediate
technologies, lower derivatesof imported technology — a dialectical contradiction
and logical nonsense. Theimplicit scientificlabour initially will fall on the shoulders
of the progressiveintelligentsiawho have come to identify with the workers and
the peasants. But as L enin warned, "if the workersbe weak, the petty-bourgeoiswill
betray". Thereverses weseein countriessuch as I ndonesi a, Egypt, Ghana, Chileand
partially Algeria and Tanzania are unmistakable signs.

In support of our strategy and as a logical consequence thereof, we should like
to urge that in the specific conditions of predominantly agrarian societies one of
the greatest prospects for a broadly-based technological start comes from
agriculture. Proper agrarian reform in these countries offers a considerable scope
for a progressivedevelopment of the labour force and holds tremendous promise
for the strengthening of the political factor as the 'noninvestment factor' of
economic development. Dynamically, it provides a dependable material base for
whatever effortsthe governments might be making to invest in new technologies
for the advanced sectorsof the economy. Thisis what the Chinese have done with
great success under the slogan "'Industry is theleading sector and agricultureisthe
base". By opting for technol ogiesthat can be produced locally at relatively low costs
such as are found in production of cereals and dairy products, if successful, this
strategy can also help to relieve pressure on foreign reserves which will
undoubtedly be neededfor certain critical technol ogical inputs. By raising prospects
for internal accumulation, it would avert the danger of the government having to
competefor foreign capital on terms that aresubversiveof itsdevelopment policies,
as has happened in the caseof Tanzaniaand will probably happen in Mozambique
and GuineaBissau; Angola will have the advantage of revenue from oil and
minerals. However the question is approached, it is inevitable that in agrarian
societieswhich opt for asocialist strategy, agriculture will finance technol ogical and
industrial development and will also supply the necessary raw manpower. In the
short-run this is more a political than a technical question and predicates the
primacy of politicsin underdeveloped countries. However, it is a question which
cannot be settled without facing the perennial problem of the alliance between
peasants and workers — the ultimate antithesis to petty-bourgeois hegemony and
the contradictions of state capitalism.
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On the aliance of peasants and workers

While in theory the aliance between peasants and workers may be seen as
"natural”, in practice the uneven development and the social differentiation
between the two classes may prove extremely refractory. In underdevel oped
countries industrial workers constitute an insignificant proportion of the
population and are, not too infrequently, inclined to be supportive of the urban
social classesand their values. In contrast peasants, who comprise thevast majority
of the people and who invariably fed excluded from the benefits of modern life,
are predictably deprived of education and scientific knowledge and often lack
organisational and political skills on a national scale. While they seldom lend
support to their urban class enemies and the state, in their context they are more
liable to rustic ideologies and hierarchies than the industrial workers are to
conservativeurban ideologiesand hierarchies. These discrepanciesand disabilities
often giveriseto urban-centred politica movements and an underestimation of the
revolutionary potential of the peasants.

Whereasit isa common feature of left infantilism to attribute entrenchment of
state bureaucracy to bad faith by particular leaders or to class conspiracy, it is
apparent that the relative weakness of the industrial proletariat in most
underdevel oped countries, which is not compensated for by a strong alliance with
the peasantry is one of the most important, predisposing factors. Even where
aliance have occurred, the social character of the peasantry itself has not been
unproblematic. The divergent results in peasant-based revolutions in China,
Mexico, North Korea, North Vietnam, Cuba and Algeria bear witness to this.
Peasantsat different historical stagesdo not represent thesamequality,asthey are
not necessarily products of the same contradiction. Their quality has to be
ascertained before any presuppositions can be made about their potential rolein
the revolution.

Earlier, we contended that the processesof international surplusextraction were
such that producers in underdeveloped countries, whether urban workers,
plantation hands, or parttime rural producers, were subject to absolute rates of
exploitation by metropolitan capital. Their active participation in nationalist
struggle can be taken as evidence of their awareness of the contradiction between
imperialist exploitation and local needs. Secondly,in the essay on"Dual Economies”
we argued that the kinds of labour mobilisation the would-be peasants have been
subjected to through the system of migrant labour has brought them into direct
confrontation with capital. Strikes by urban workers are readily acknowledged as
being symptomatic, and not so much widespread revoltsby peasantsin the Third
World. Prejudicesfrom classical theory not to the contrary, avariety of field studies
show that peasants have gone beyond the purely colonial identification of
exploitation and have come to recognise the fact that their own governments
indulge in exploitation through the marketing boards and the usual hierarchy of



cooperativesand middiemen. They arealso fully consciousof the exploitation they
suffer as cheap, unskilled, migrant labour on the plantations and in the towns, as
is shown by their various songs and utterances. Contrariwise, their willingnessto
migrate on a massivescaefor labour employment isfurther evidencethat they are
not as landrooted as the classicad peasantry. In the light of these objective
manifestations and the undeniable revolutionary role played by the peasantry in
countriessuch as China, Korea, Vietnam, Mexico, Cuba, Algeriaand, more recently,
GuineaBissau,M ozambiqueand Angola,and their participationin general socialist
strugglesin Ada and LatinAmerica, it is hard not to ascribe a certain proletariat
quality to modem peasantries in the Third World.

Consequently, it isone of our main thesesin thisessay that theso-called peasants
in underdeveloped countries are, historically, not only contemporaries of the
workers in the developed countries but are also their identical-objectsi.e. they are
objectsof exploitation by thesame international finance-capital. Theoretically,this
is an exceedingly important point to grasp. Peasantsin underdevel oped countries
are not only subject to exploitation in the market as petty-producers but are aso
objects of direct exploitation by capital as migrant workersor intermittently sellers
of labour-power. Objectively, this gives them the quality of semi-proletarians.
Insofar as they would prefer to remain in the countryside but cannot afford it and
insofar asthey dream of high wageswhen they migrate to the cities but are unable
to realise them becauseof lack of skills, subjectively, they regard themselves as the
least favoured category in society and say as much when interviewed. Above all,
when we consider them as unskilled labourers in town we are struck by two things,
at least, in East, Central and Southern Africa. They are the majority and the worst
paid labour and yet they do the hardest jobs. In other words, they are the human
industrial machines. Here comes the contradiction: they are the broad base of the
industrial labour force, without they themselves being fully industrialised or
urbanised, thanks to their itineracy. Are they an industrial proletariat domiciled in
the countryside or are they proletarianised peasants? However we look at it, the
proletarian part-quality remainsand to me that is what seemsto beof fundamental
importance.

Among urban workers in developing countries there can be identified other
categories of workers besides uneducated and unskilled migrants. These are the
so-called white and bluecollar workers. They vary in their occupations but have
relatively high salaries asa common feature. They have been referred to by various
names, "labour aristocracy", "sdariat", "sub€lites’, or "petit-bourgeois’. These
appellations are as nice as they are confusing. The simple fact is that al workers
who receive high salariesdo not represent the same phenomenon any more than
al people who enjoy the same standard of living constitute a class. What is
diagnostic is the way the income is derived. All industrial workers, irrespective of
the level of their incomes, form a specific category by virtue of exchanging their
labour power with capital ie. they produce surplusvalue and are, therefore,
exploited. As long as they produce added value, in no way can they be said to be



benefiting by the exploitation of the peasants.What cannot be determined with any
objectivity, except in extreme cases such as South Africa, is the exploitative
implication of the differential between the best and the worst paid among them,
e.g. managers/technicians and the migrant workers.

An interesting and contrasting group which is more difficult to categorizeis
thoseworkerswho derivetheir livelihood from exchanging their labour-power, not
with capital, but with revenue. It is a well-known fact that bureaucracy is one of the
greatest sourcesof employment in underdevel oped countries and that the service
sector is the most expansive part of the economy. Whatever the qualifying
arguments, it cannot be denied that labour exchanged with revenue cannot but
detract from the revenue it isincapable of reproducing i.e. it does not produce any
added value. Similarly, services, with notable exceptionssuch as education, medical
facilities and public transport which produce value indirectly, promote more
consumption than production. Insofar, as this kind of labour depreciates existing
gtocks (in this case revenue),it has to be underwritten by a more productive type
of labour such as the one mentioned earlier. In underdevel oped countries where
up to 85 percent of the national revenue comesfrom agriculture, it isobviousthat
bureaucratic and menial workers benefit by the exploitation of the peasants and
the industrial workers. Therefore, the level of wages of the former category of
workers can have extremely negative implicationsfor the other workers. In sensu
stricto it is this kind of workers which should be referred to as petit-bourgeois,
remembering that the petit-bourgeois is an intermediate and dependent class. Ipso
factosalary differential samong them matter very much asthey are more arbitrarily
determined and, most of all, predicatetheindividua's politica alegiance.ln Africa
two factors are observablein this respect. Promotion in the bureaucracy is fastest
and is accompanied by a disproportional amount of political power. Secondly, the
antagonism of the bureaucracy towards the peasants and the industrial workers
(tradeunions) is noticeable. More than the distinctions made here, particularly in
regard to thelower end of the hierarchy, thetheoretical point | wish to underscore
is that the behaviour of the bureaucracy cannot be objectified except by relating it
to the impulses of both the producing and the appropriating classes. In my view
this puts classtheory into perspective and dispenses with the muddles of
stratification theory.

In our quest for taxonomic categories we often dichotomise and impute
differencesin quality even in highly mediated situations. For instance, in most of
Africa the difference in quality between the average industrial worker and the
migrant worker isnot half asstark as conventional theory obligesusto believe. The
main reason isthat half thetime wearedealingwith identical agents.' Evenin those
cases where workers can be described unambiguously as rural or urban, it is well

1 In South Africaafter 11/2-2 years| was able to interview in the Transkel — arural area, the same
men as | had interviewed in Cape Town. In Uganda before | had finished my 15-month survey some
of the poorer farmers had disappeared to the city for employment or were commuting by bicycle.



to remember that, ontologically, contrasts are not necessarily contradictions.
Therefore, in reply to theusual Trotskyiteheresy about peasantsand the revolution
in underdeveloped countries, | would suggest that the rural and the industrial
producers be treated as a continuum which is constantly reinforced by the
intermittence of a high proportion of their number. | would also insist that when
we refer to them as dllies, it should be out of recognition of this objectivefact and
not out of ideological expendiency.

On the other hand, family-continuity theories such as is advanced in the
preceding paragraph should not, by the mere fact that they admit of a mean, be
interpreted as a denial of the existence of contraries. While fully industrialised,
highly skilled workers and partialy industrialised itinerant workers in the
countryside can be thought of as polar opposites whose mean is the fied of
gradation in which each subcategory is continuously interrelated with the other.
Didecticdly, it is as important to set up a further proposition which specifiesthe
direction of the gravitation of such moments. As in any movement, members of
aclassare at different stages of becoming: there are advanced workers and there
are less advanced workers. The fully industrialised workers represent the former
but, without the less advanced rural workers, they are like a head without a body.
In terms of strategy and perspective, the mandatory replacement of peasant
ideologieswith proletarian ideologiesshould be matched by acomplete realisation
of the revolutionary potentia of the so-called peasants. An absolute identification
of taxonomic categorieswith actual human agents at different junctionsin history
must be abandoned once and for al. Similarly, the incautious reduction of strata
e.g. bureaucrats, technicians and kulaks into an identical class mainly on the
grounds of their standard of living must be avoided as it obscures the major
organisational issue, viz, the uneven development of the proletariat in
underdeveloped countries. If conservative in their praxis, can the advanced
industrial workers be written off as subelites and, obversaly, should similar
behaviour by part-rural workers warrant their dismissal as petty-bourgeois?In its
generic sense the problem is one of determining which classes are dispensableand
which arenot. In our view, while bureaucrats and kulaks are dispensabl e,the same
cannot be said of technicians and other highly skilled industrial manpower.
Likewise, the vast supporting army of semi-skilledand unskilled migrants cannot
be spared, if the great transformation isto take place. Therefore, when confronted
with the problem of a divided working-class in underdeveloped countries, we
should not relapseinto the easy language of metaphors. Objectively speaking, there
are neither "aristocrats" nor " petit-bourgeois’ among those who suffer systematic
extraction of surplusvaluein society. Vulgar praxis and income differentialsare as
old as the history of the working-classitself,but they need to be acknowledgedin
order to bedefeated. In Africait isthe more deprived, semi-prol etarianised migrant
workers who are a potential counter-weight to thoose elements among the
industrial workers who are swayed by their immediate gains. Only when that
balance is achieved can the antithesis to state capitalism and bureaucratic



entrenchment become a redity. | have deliberately concluded this essay hy
discussing practical questions precisaly because in the fury of intellectual debates,
questions of strategy often get overlooked and everybody talks as if we livein a
cuckoo-land where everything has to be perfect before a beginning could be made.
Did not Marx chastisethe philosophersfor understanding the world, but failing to
pronounce on how to changeit. Thequestion is, in our circumstanceshow do we
transcend state capitalism so as to prosecute more effectively the revolution?
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3. Beyond " Dua Theories" of
Economic Growth

Societies in transition are often a source of controversy, as they characteristically
abound in ambiguities of both form and content. Historically, they represent a
dramatic juxtaposition of continuity and change. At best this admits of
contradictory emphases such as an emphasison continuity, on one hand, and on
change, on the other. Epistemologically, this might be seen as a problem of history
and its determinate manifestations. Nevertheless, specific manifestations are not
only conditioned but are aso conditioning, if it isacknowledgedthat thewholehas
no existenceoutsideits parts. In dialecticsthere is necessarily an underlying tension
between determinism and voluntarism. While it is normal in transformational

theory to assert that emergency cannot be treated de nove, that does not say what
are the safety margins of past dogmas and formulae. This is one of the
methodol ogical problems of dialectical materialism. And yet determinism isby no
means peculiar to Marxist theory. Ideological revulsion not to the contrary, | see
in development theory in Africa and elsewhere a definite liberal determinism
whose peculiarity is not only to assume that underdeveloped countries will

necessarily follow the capitalist route to development but also to treat Western
bourgeois society as the alpha and omega of development. It is an ahistorical
determinism whose terms of analysis are tautological as is exemplified by "dual
theories".

Consequently, the purpose of this essy is to expose the inherently conservative
and biased nature of this determinism by contrasting it with the Marxist
determinism. From there onward an attempt will be made to evaluate the efficacy
of the peculiarly European presuppositions of the latter as applied to
underdevel oped countries. Thiswill be done by confronting theory with historical
experience from East, Central and Southern Africa. More specific regional studies
are needed as an antidote to over-generalisation and facile assumptions derived
from classica theory. The underdeveloped countries are in a position to make a
contribution by reflecting more closdy on their own experience which is aready
raising some important question marks about the logic of history.

Dual theories of economic growth are well-known and have held sway in
underdeveloped countries for two decades. As a specific component of modern
liberal economic theory, they owe their origin to the work of Arthur Lewis, John
Fe and Gustav Ranis. It is not necessary for us to recapitulate the entire "dualist”
position, except select afew germane assumptionswhich underlieit. Descriptively,



they posit an existence of two sectors in underdeveloped countries which are
governed by different economic laws. These are the socaled
“traditional”/“subsistence” and “modern”/“capitalist” sectors. The former is
supposed to be characterised by surpluslabour, unchanging production techniques
and zero net savings. In contrast, efficient labour utilization and high savings rates
are believed to be the diagnostic features of the modern sector. Within this basic
schema growth is construed as a gradual shift from the "traditional subsistence"
sector to the"modern capitalist” sector. In the transitional period it is ascribed to
the"subsistence" sector the role of labour supplier and to the " capitalist” sector the
role of creator of employment opportunities through progressive capital
investments, accumulation and introduction of advanced technologies.

All these suppositions make sense if the initial premise is accepted and if the
processesof structural transformation are put in alineal, timeless sequence. But if
viewed more dynamically, certain questions arise immediately. For instance, what
is the time sequence between industrial expansion and the drawing away of
"surplus labour" from the "traditional" sector? In land-surplus economies such as
the African ones what isto be understood by the term "surpluslabour" ?In distorted
underdeveloped economies what constitutes "efficient” utilization of labour?
Secondly, what is the objective function of the hypothetical two sectors? For
example, with the restricted expansion of the modern sector in underdevel oped
countriesin relation to labour-supply, what are the processesof socia reproduction
of labour? What is the relationship between technological growth and labour?
Finaly, what is the function of unindustrialised economiesin the global system or,
aternatively, what are the limits of the theory of comparative advantages?

These questions have been raised by both radical liberalsand Marxists. But it is
only in thelatter group that they haveled to acomplete rejection of the Lewisthesis
and of the development strategy which derives from it, as is shown by the work
of writers such as Gunder Frank, Laclau, Mandle, Dos Santos, Aniba Quijano,
Samir Amin, Clive Thomas, Bagchi, Bangji — to mention just a few examplesfrom
underdeveloped countries. This latter flash of critical scholarship from the
underdevel oped countries, as shall be shown later, is heir to general debates that
had been raging among Marxist scholarssince the end of the Second World War.
Naturally, the empirical grounds for refutation vary according to the historical
specificity of different regions. Therefore, before we press any theoretical
preferences, we propose to establish our field of reference unambiguously.

The East, Central and Southern African historical
experience

While cognisant of the fact that theissue we are raising is not at the observational
or descriptivelevel but rather at thelevel of establishingvalid connections between
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observed phenomena, | ill find valuein asking mysdlf the question: what are the
economic realities of those African regionswith which | am most familiar? Aswas
stated earlier, the area we are specificaly concerned with is East, Central and
Southern Africa. Samir Amin hasidentifiedthis part of thecontinent asthe"Africa
of labour reserves'.

South Africa

For South Africa, the most industrialised country in Africa, the wealth of evidence
makes Amin’s statement incontrovertible. Labour studies' at least one
Government Report' and population census show that economic integration in
South Africais an accomplished fact® and has been so for the greater part of this
century. As a consequence of that, there has been complete obliteration of the
indigenous African systems. This is despite the fact that the South African
Government has, for itsown reasons," artificially maintained what it varioudly calls
"tribal homelands’, "Bantu areas’, or "Bantustans'. The mechanisms for
incorporation have, naturally, changed over time. The firs phase completed by
1894 was by military conquest’ and annexation. Thereafter the popular
mechanism for forcing Africans out of their tribal areas to white employment
centres was by taxation and land legidation.

1 Out of several scores of possible references, | only select a few strategic studies: ST. van der Horst,
Native Labour in South Afnca, London, 1942; D.H. Houghton and EM. Walton, The Econony of a Native
Reserve, Pieter Maritzburg, 1952; H.D. Houghton, Economic Developmentin a Plural Society and " Economic
Development", 1865-1965 in The Oxford History of South Afnca, Vol. 11, (eds) M. Wilson and L. Thompson,
Oxford, 1971; R. Horwitz, The Political Economy of South Afnca, London, 1967; |. Schapera, Migrant Labour
and Tribal Life, London, 1947; M. Wilson 'The Growth of Peasant Communities’ in Wilson and
Thompson, op.cit.; F. Wilson " Farming”, 1866—-1966 in Wilson and Thompson, and Labour in the South
Afnca Gold Mines, 19111969, London, 1972. In addition the reader is referred to South African Labour
Satistics, Specia Reports, Pretoria, sinceWorld War 11 (They cover al the main branches of industry, but
exclude agriculture.)Also, of special interest arethe Annual Reports of the Native Recruiting Corporation,
Johannesburg.

2 Summary of the Report of the commission for Socio-Economic Development of the Bantu Areas
within the Union of South Africa(Tomlinson) — UG. 16, Pretoria, 1955 (Cf. H.D. Houghton, Lifein the
Ciskei; A Summary of the Findings of the Kieskammahoek Rural Survey, 1947-51, South African
Institute of Race Relations, Johannesburg and Chirstopher Hill, Bantustans. Institute of Race Relations,
London, 1964.

3 Thisis a point of view which South African social scientistsshare, irrespective of persuasion. See,
for instance, Peter Carstens, The Social Structure of a Cape Coloured Reserve, Cape Town, 1966; Leo Kuper, An
African Bourgeoise, New Haven, Conn., 1965; M. Wilson, 'The Growth of Peasant Communities” and D.
Welsh 'The Growth of Towns" both in Wilson and Thompson, op.cit.

4 See G.M. Carter, Separate Development: The Challenge of the Transkei, Johannesburg, 1966 and my
Transkei Study, Leadership and Change, unpublished M.A. Thesis, University of Cape Town, 1963.

5See L. Thompson, "The Subjection of the African Chiefdoms, 1870-1989” in Wilson and
Thompson, op.cit.



Africanswere required to pay the so-called poll-tax and hut tax. Between 1894
and 1936~7 through aseriesof Acts,' they were deprived of control over 87 percent
of theland in South Africai.e. they were confined to about 13 percent of the land
notwithstanding thefact that they constituted about 85 percent of the population.
In thisway the South African Government created a reservoir of cheap labour for
the mines and the growing manufacturing industries. The demand for unskilled
black labour goesasfar back as 1867 when the first diamonds werediscovered and
when barely after seven years the labour force had increased from zero to about
10,000 blacks (Cf.Wilson, F, 1972, p. 1). The discovery of gold in the Witwatersrand
in 1886 intensified the demand for labour enormously and by 1900 the gold mines
alone were employing about 100,000 black labourers (Cf.Wilson, F., 1972, pp. 1-2).
In the meantime, agriculture was clamouring for its fair share of labour.
Afterwards manufacturing industriesbegan to absorb an equal proportion of black
labour.' By the midfiftieswhen the Tomlinson Report (op.cit.) was published the
process had not only reached completion but had produced its diaectical
contradiction. While every ablebodied black South African male was obliged to
make at least one tour (most of them spend two-thirds of their active lives away
in the cities) to centres of wageemployment, African rural areas had deteriorated
into what may be called rural slums. Over-population of up to 66 percent and
landlessness of anything between 25-44 percent had been reported.) The black
rural population earned more than two-thirds of their income by migrating to the
cities, which tolerate them merely as cogs in the industrial machine. African
workers are permitted neither permanent settlement in the towns,' collective
bargaining, nor free sale of their labour-power. Through the system of migrant
labour and Pass Laws, they are allowed to come into the city, do their job and then
return to the "Reserves' as soon as it is done. Insofar as the process continuesfor
twothirdsof their lives, the African villagesin which they areforced to reside have
been effectively turned into what Monica Wilson' imaginatively cals "dormitory
suburbs" — an industrial proletariat —domiciled in the countryside.Theimplication,
which invariably escapes South African anaysts, is that the urban-industrial areas,

1 Starting with the Glen Gray Act, 1894, the Land Act of 1913 and the Native Land Trust Acts
1936-37-

2 In South Africa black labour is shared equally between the mines, industries and agriculture. The
Government has an elaborate system of regimenting labour, the Pass Laws, which to a great extent
nullifies the effect of a wage differential of 1:4:10 between agriculture, the mines and industry
respectively.

3 M.E. EltonMills and M. Wilson, Land Tenure, The Kieskammahoek Rural Survey, Petermaritzburg,
1952, the Tomlinson Report, op.cit. and my own work in the Transkie.

4 Cf. D. Welsh, op.cit.,; P. Mayer, Townsmen or Tribesmen, Cape Town 1961; Wilson and Mafeje, Langa,
Cape Town, 1963. B.A. Pauw, The Second Generation, Cape Town, 1963; D.H. Reader, The Black Man’s
Portion, Cape Town, 1963; D.H. Reader, The Black Man’s Portion, Cape Town, 1961 etc. etc.

5 M. Wilson, "The Growth of peasant Communities" op.cit. pp. 67-68.



far from supplementing rural incomes through remittances, are holding the rural
areasto ransom. The South African employersfor yearshaverefused to pay to their
black industrial labour subggence wages on the assumption that they are
supplementing a subsistence income from elsewhere. In the event they have
obliged the already poverty-stricken rural areas to cortribute one-third of their indudtrial
wage fund. 1t must be recognized that contrary to popular opinion, in South Africa
it is the countryside, through labour migration and measurable financial
exploitation, that supports the cities and not the other way round.' Samir Amin
cannot be far off the mark when he states:

In order to obtain this proletariat quickly, the colonisers dispossessed the African rural communities -
sometimes by violence — drove them deliberately back into small, poor regions, with no means of
modernisation and intensifying their farming. They forced the tradiuonal societies to be suppliers of
temporary or permanent migrants on a vast scale, thus providing a cheap proletariat for the European
mines and farms, and later for the manufacturing industries of South Africa, Rhodesia and Kenya

Henceforth we can no longer spesk of a traditional society in this part of the continent, since the
labour reserves had the function of supplying a migrant proletariat, a function which had nothing to
do with "tradition”. The African social systems of this region, distorted and impoverished, lost even the
semblance of autonomy: the unhappy Africaof apartheid and Bantustans was born, and was to supply
the greatest return to central capital. The economists ideological mythology of "laws of the labcur
market" under the circumstances, formulated by Arthur Lewis has been subjected to merciless
criticism.. . {Amin, 1972, op.cit,; p. 519), he concludes.

To varying degrees,what is true of South Africaistrue of her "colony" South West
Africaand her satellites, Botswana, Lesotho and Swaziland. Namibia (SouthWest
Africa)is subject to the samelegal and economic pressures as the other subjugated
areas in the Republic of South Africa. The only differenceis that, paralel to that,
it is developing its own internal structure which is a mirror image of the South
African one, i.e. it is rich in mineral resources and has growing agriculture and
industries— al controlled by whites who depend on black migrant labour. In this
respectit isdifferentin itssocio-economic formationsfrom Botswana, L esotho and
Swaziland which have a black-controlled superstructure but a dependent economy.
The latter is less true of Swaziland which has good agricultural lands and a more
or less self-aufficient African agriculture. But even in Swaziland most of the
agricultural, commercial, and thelittleindustrial capital that existsis owned mainly
by white South African investors, including Harry Oppenheimer of the giant
Anglo-American Corporation. In contrast, for Lesotho, an extremely poor enclave
within South Africas physica boundaries, the dependence is almost complete. Up
to 80 percent of the working population in Lesotho migrate to South Africafor
employment and whatever capital will beinvested in the country in thefuture will

1Leo Marquard, South Africa’s Colonial Pelicy, Johannesburg, 1957, regards the phenomenon as
"internal colonisation".

2 See Ruth First, South West Africa, London, 1963, and C. and M. Legum, South Africa: Crisis for the West,
London. 1964.



doubtlesscomefrom South Africa. Thesame used to be true of Botswanauntil very
recently. Semi-arid and poor, Botswanaused to depend on South Africafor |abour
employment almost to the same extent as L esotho. But the discovery of diamonds,
copper and other minerals in the country and a conscious preference for
multi-lateral aid has helped Botswanato reduce her absol ute dependence on South
Africaand to cut down therate of migration of her labour to South Africato about
45 percent' — a gap which isbeing filled up by Maawi." However, she till depends
on South Africafor marketing her main export product, beef, and for outlets to
the sea. In the Portuguese colonies," apart from theinternal labour demand for the
mines and agriculture, there was a standing agreement between the Portuguese
and the South African Governmentsto an annual consignation of 100,000 workers
from Angolaand Mozambiqueto the South African mines. At this point it is well

to remind the reader that until after independence South African mines depend
for up to 70 percent' of their labour supply on the northern territories (including
Southern and Northern Rhodesia and Tanganyika).

Central Africa

Turning to Central Africa, at one time Rhodesia and Zambia had economic
features that were comparabl e to the South African ones, though less pronounced.
For instance, although there was never any wholesaledisposession of Africansin
Rhodesia, the demand for agricultural land by white farmers and the demand for
labour by the British South AfricaCompany for mining operations led to the same
pressureson the African population asin South Africa. The Land Apportionment
Act (1931) which created a reservation system, and the Native Husbandry Act,
which aimed at greater control of African agricultural enterprise, are but two
examples whose implications have been analysed by Arrighi and Yudelman.

1 Derek Hudson, Director of the Department of Statistics,Botswana— personal communication, 1972.

2 Workers were airlifted from Malawi to Botswanaand then shipped to South Africaby special trains
— personal observation, Francistown, Botswana, 1972. This continues at reduced rate since 1974.

3James Duffy, Portuguese Africa, Cambridge, Mass. 1959, and M. Harris, “Portugal’s African Ward. a
firsthand Report on Labour and Education™, American Committee on Africa, New Y ork 1958, E Mondlane,
The Strugglefor Mozambique, Penguin Books, 1964.

4 1n 1975, recruitment figures for the South African mines showed that far from declining the share
of black labour from the neighbouring African countries (including Namibia) has increased to 74.8 %.

5The Land Apportionment Act reserved 52 % of the land in Rhodesia for white settlers, 18 % for
the British Crown and the remaining 30 % for Africans. Although an attempt at redistribution was
carried out through the Land Tenure Act in 1969, it did not bring about any significant changes.
One-quarter of a million whites till held 50 % of the land (45,000,000acres) and 5 1/4 million blacks
have "reserved" for them the other 50 %, of which a high proportion has not yet been alocated. (Cf.
T.H. Mudzingwa, The African Clarion, Vol. 2, No. 2, Jan.—Feb., 1973, Hisings Backa, Sweden).

6 Amghi, op.cit, and M. Yudelman, Africans on the Land, London, 1964.



Putting aside the lesser intensity of the system relative to South Africa, it can be
safely stated that the combined effect of labour demand and control and the
gradual erosion of the traditional African economy in Rhodesia has been the
establishment of labour migration' as a necessary feature of the Rhodesian
economy and as seriousin itsimplicationsas the South African one. Stressing the
same point in relation to Rhodesia, Garbett in a more recent report states:

Typicaly, circulatory migration has been a prominent feature of colonia societies in Africa and
elsewhere, though not confined to them. It has been most persistent in those societies,such as Rhodesia,
where the degree of structural pluralism is high and where it is in the political and economic interest
of dominant sectionsof the population to maintain a high degree of residential and social segregation,
to control theallocation of political rights, and hence to influence wage rates and theflow of migration.

In Rhodesia, in the 1890’s, a hut tax was imposed to stimulate [abour for the mines and to cover the
administrative costsof the B.SA. Company. Thiswasraised several times.. ... .becauseat first, Africans
were unwilling to enter wage employment. However, once labour migration had begun, it increased
rapidly as new wants arose. In addition, as the African population began to expand, the effectsof the
alienation of large tracts of land to the white population began to be felt. The pressure of population
on the available resources led to a rapid decrease in soil fertility and to declining yields (Garbett, op.cit,;

pp. 1-2).

The diadectical effect of both the causes of labour migration and the
underdevelopment of the African "reserves' got accentuated after the Second
World War. The flow of international capital into Rhodesia, the consequent
expansion of industry, commerceas wdl as agriculture intensified the demand for
African labour. Echoing mainly the two studies by Yudelman and Arrighi, Garbett
comments:

After the Second World War, increased international investment in S Rhodesia, together with a large
influx of white settlers, led to a rapid expansion in industry and commerce as well as in agriculture
(Yudelman, 1964: 44; Arrighi, 1967: 41)." This greatly increased the demand for labour. In addition, the
stricter enforcement of the Land Apportionment Act led to the displacement of large numbers of
Africanfamiliesfrom what was designated as European land creating still further pressure onthe Tribal
Trust Lands (Reserves)By 1961, Johnson (1963) has estimated that of African men aged 15-50, some
53 % were in wage employment. In 1962, of Rhodesian-born African men, 48 % were resident in the
Tribal Trust Lands, 22 % of White farmsand 30 % in thetowns.. ...’ Itisclear that by thistimea high
proportion of the ablebodied men in the African population had been drawn into wage
employment...... (op.cit; p.3)

1 Which has been a subject of several studies, of which the most representative and up to date are
J.C. Mitchell," Structural Plurality, Urbanization and Labour Circulation in Southern Rhodesia" in JA.
Jackson (ed), Migration Sociological Studies 2, Cambridge, 1969; and G.K. Garbett, "Circulatory Labour
Migration in Rhodesia: Towards a Decision Model",a paper presented at the African Seminar, Lusaka,
September, 1972.

20n the role of monopoly capital and its effects on internal production and class relations in
Rhodesia Amghi is particularly illuminating. See, for instance, his Chapter V, op.cit.

3 Most of these figures have been corroborated in a parrallel study by J.C. Mitchell,"Factorsin Rural
Male Absenteeism in Rhodesia’. International African Seminar, Lusaka, September, 1972.



The case for the Southern African pigmentocraciesis clear and does not seem to
warrant any further elaboration.

In contrast to her southern neighbour, Zambia has never experienced any
largescale alienation of land to white settlers. The only white farmers who settled
in Zambia (then Northern Rhodesia) established themselves mainly along the
railway line. For the rest of the country, Africans were in effective occupation in
rather low densities even at that. But more than the Rhodesian economy, the
Zambian economy has always been dominated by a huge copper-mining industry,
whose demand for labour seemed practically i nsatiable. Taxation, accompanied by
alargely unproductive subsi stenceagriculture on relatively soils made migation for
wage employment by Africans almost inevitable. The growth of towns and the
expansion of the tertiary sector, meant mainly for a white expatriate community,
had an added impetus on the demand for labour. The genera direction of the
development of the economy was such that by the time of the Unilateral
Declaration of Independence (UD]) by Rhodesia in 1966, Zambia had hardly a
sector of its economy that was not foreign-owned and controlled.

Studies on the problem of migration in Zambia are far inbetween, compared
to Southern Africa. But earlier trends detected by writers such as the Wilsons,
Epstein and Watson' have been confirmed by more recent reports such as van
Vesen's and Ohadike's two surveys. As an illustration we here present a short
extract from the report by van Vesen:

..... the published results of the 1963 and the 1969 censusescan giveusat |east someidea of the trend
in the growth of Zambia's ten major towns. . . .. In 1963 the ten urban aress. . . . . had a total population
of approximately 649,000 out of a total population of 3,405,788, or about one fifth of the total
population. According to the preliminary report of the 1969 census... .. it had grown in six years to
approximately 1,146,000 or about 28 % of a total population of 4,055,995.Thus the urban population
had by 1969 increased by about threequarters since 1963. Whilst these calculations are rather rough
and ready more refined calculations regarding the growth of Lusaka can be found in a recent
town-planning report on Lusaka. According to thisreport theannual rateof growth of Lusakawas 5.3%
in the period 1953-58, 10.9 % for 1958-63 and 11.8 % (or an absolute increase of 94,000)for the years
1963-68' (van Velsen, op.cit,; p. 9).

It is apparent, therefore, that Zambiais no exception to the general phenomenon
of labour migration, which is a reflection of both sustained demand for wage

1 For reference, see W. Allen, The African Husbandman, London, 1965.

2 G.Wilson, An Essay on the Economics of Detribalisation in Northern Rhodesia,Parts | & 11, Livingstone, 1942;
G. and M. Wilson, The Analysis of Social Change, Cambridge, 1945; A.L. Epstein, Politics in an African
Community, Manchester, 1958; W. Watson, Tribal Cohesion in a Money Economy, Manchester, 1958.

3J. van Velsen, "Urban Squatters: Problem or Solution”, International African Seminar, Lusaka,
September, 1972 and P.O. Ohadike, "Urbanization, Migration and Migrants in Zambia: a Survey o
Patterns, Variations and Change in Lusaka', also International African Seminar, Lusaka, September,
1972.

4 In the Copperbelt the mines alone employ a black labour force of about 400,000.



labour in the urban areas and increasing underdevel opment of therural economy.'
In Zambia, likein the settler territories further south, the development of therural
sector haslong been subjugated to theinterests of foreign capital in thetownsand
the mines in particular. Such domination and monopoly is not hard to
demonstrate. One liberal observer' struck by it could not help remarking:

The extent to which this principle operates can be readily observed from the lists of directors of nine
companies chosen askey companies.. . . . because they, with their subsidiariesand associated forms, can
be seen as dominating the exploitation of all the mineral resources of southern Africa These 'key'
companies are: Union Miniére du Haut Katanga, Tanganyika Concessions, British South Africa
Company, Anglo American Corporation of South Africa, De Beers Consolidated | nvestment Company,
Rhokana Corporation, Mufulira Copper Mines, and Rhodesia Selection Trust. Eighty-eightmen occupy
the 130 directorships; ill closer to the hub, six men occupy twenty-two seats. Analysis of the
relationships of these.. . .. suggest that the interlocking may follow aregular pattern: roughly, the units
which are most similar in function and therefore most prone to compete have the highest degree of
interlocking. . . .. similar companies must create the conditions for cooperations on the bass of
reciprocity. Thus, Rhokanaand Rhodesia Selection Trust are alikein their emphasis on mining copper
in the Copperbelt, but they avoid the temptation to compete by interlocking through a third company,
Mufulira Copper Mines, whose sixteen-man board is nearly filled by nine directors of Rhodesian
Selection Trust and six directors of Rhokana. On the other hand, the British South Africa Company,
whose placein the systemis functionally uniquein that it does not operate minesbut 'owns' the mineral
resources over vast parts of the territory including the Copperbelt, needs only threejoint directors with
Anglo American Corporation of South Africa..... (Wolfe, 1963; p. 154).

Woalfées claims on the interlocking of Directorshipsin the Copperbelt have been
strongly challenged by M.L.O. Faber (onetime economic adviser to the Zambian
Government)in hisjoint publicationwithJ.G. Potter — Towards Economiclndependence
(1971). But C. Harvey and M. Bostock, two economistswho also worked in Zambia,
in their publication — Independence and Zambia Copper (1972)— do not share Faber’s
scepticism about the existence of corporation monopoly in the Central African
mines. Faber, himself, concludes his disclaimer by the following concession:
"Nevertheless, the general location of control of the five mgjor units we have
identified is fairly clear.

a The RST. Group of companies is effectively controlled by American Meta Climax, whose
share-holders are predominantly American.

1 Thisis notwithstanding the fact that in 1972 Zambiansfor thefirst time in the development of their
country produced enough grain for domestic use — personal communication with Professor Ann
Seidman of the Department of Economics, University of Zambia, September, 1972. But in the previous
year net imports of agricultural produce in Zambia comprised 8 % of al imports and had tripled
between 1967 and 1969. (4frican Social Research, University of Zambia, No. 12, Dec. 1971)

2 A\W.Wolfe," The African Mineral Industry: Evolution of a Supranational Level of Integration”, Social
Problems, Fall 1963, Vol. II, No. 2. For the distribution of the actual ownersin the area under discussion,
see chart on P. 56. | am mindful of the fact that in 1969 President Kaunda announced a partial take-over
of the copper mines in Zambia. But nationalisation of resources does not necessarly imply socialisation
of the instruments of production, which is the ultimate test.
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b. The British South AfricaCompany is effectively controlled by British, South African,and Rhodesian
shareholders, probably in that order of importance.

¢ The Anglo-American Corporation is effectively controlled by South African share-holders, with
British and other continental shareholders aso being important.

d. Tanganyika Concessions. The exact location of the control of TanganyikaConcessonsis difficult
to trace,since British, South African, Rhodesian, French and Belgian companiesand nationalsall retain
substantial holdings.. ...

e. The Union Miniére complex of companies is firmly controlled from Belgium, despite the
substantial interests owned by foreignersand foreign companies’. (op. cit., p. 27)

Unlesswe are to concern ourselves with juridical niceties, the substance of foreign
monopoly capital in Central African mining industry is hard to deny.

It is against such powerful interests that local agriculture has to compete. As it
happens, it had been reported in Zambiathat "the terms of trade which the farmer
faced in 1968 were less favourable by about 30 % than they were in 1964; and
production did not rise enough to prevent a declinein theincome terms on trade
aswdl".'Theexploitation of the countrysideby theurban sector isimplicitand the
overall exploitation of thelocal man-power and resourcesistheinevitableobjective
of international capital.

East Africa

East Africa, unlike Southern and Central Africa, has no big mining industries
(constituting a mere 10 % of Tanzanias, under 10 % of Uganda's and barely 1 %
of Kenyads exports) and, with the exception of Kenya, never had any serious white
settler problem. Furthermore, it is more backward industrially than Southern
Africa - the industrial sector contributing hardly 20 % of the GDP in dl three
countries. All this would suggest a differencein basic structures and processes,and
yet not. In the absence of any largescale mining industry, East Africa developed
a plantation-like economy which in Kenyawas solidly in the hands of white settlers.
In 1902 the British government in its efforts to encourage white settlement in
Kenya, had alocated to a handful of whites 13,355 square miles of the best
agricultural lands on the now famous Kenya Highlands, reserving only 52,146
square miles of arable land’ for the native population. Allocations to Europeans
included specia grants to private firms such as the East Africa Syndicate (320,000
acres), the uplands of East Africa Syndicate (350,000 acres), and Grogan Forest
Concessions (200,000acres).Accordingto Ann Seidman,” by 1960 there were about

1"TheTermsof Trade between the Rural and Urban Sectors', a paper circulated at the International
African Seminar, Lusska, September, 197 2 and a version of which had been published in African Social
Research, No. 12, Dec., 197 1, Lusska

2 Up to threefifths of theland area in Kenya (mainlythe Northern part)is arid and not particularly
suitable for agriculture.

3 Ann Seidman, "The Dud Economiesof Eagst Africd’, East Africa Journal, May, 1970; p. 7.



3,400 white farmers in Kenya with an average holding 2,400 acres each and,
collectively, employing about 250,000 African labourers. What emerges from this
account is another Rhodesia.

The parallel between Kenya and Rhodesia during the colonial period is even
more striking when we turn to the question of labour. The exact methods used by
thesettlersin Rhodesiato deal with the African population were repeated in Kenya
Curtailment of accessto land by Africans, as we have seen, was the first measure.
It isestimated that in 1956 whileeach settler owned on the average about 4 square
miles, the average African over 16 years of age had about 0.03 square miles
reserved (not allocated)for him in the lessfertile areas (the"reserves'). Right from
the onset, at least, two ordinances' were passed, providing for the registration of
al ablebodied men of over 15 and enforcing labour contracts for private
employers and establishing compulsory labour for public works. Other economic
measures were also enacted by the government so as to restrict effortsby Africans
to enter cash production or trade in competition with white settlers. The measures
assumed such forms as a differential price system in favour of the whites and a
discriminatory system of loans for commercia expansion.'

Apart from the labour requirement of the settler agricultural economy just
mentioned, Kenya, asafavourite country of the Britishin East Africa, had an added
need for servicesin Nairobi — the effectivecapital city of East Africa. Over timethis
need was to be augmented by the growth of commercein the city of Nairobi and
increased demand for supporting servicesfrom agriculture — ademand which only
ended at the port of Mombasa. Otherwise inbetween the various points of
production, servicesand exchange, it wasin the nature of thingsfor African labour
to move to and fro like a shuttle-cock. It is important to note that most of this
migration occurred within the rural aress, with a significant over-flow into
Uganda (about 20,000)and Tanzania (39,000).

Tanzania: Although in terms of aggregate figures Tanzania is separated from
Kenyaand Uganda, historically its earlier development is akin to that of Kenya. At
the beginning of the century when Tanganyika was under German rule, estate
farming, run by foreigners, was the general policy. At that time Tanganyika
produced about 20 percent of the goods imported by Germany from al her
colonies. Exertions on the African labour to increase production were great. Not
only were Africans required to pay taxes but were also compelled to grow cotton.
In the southern part of the country the pressure became so unbearable that
rebellion was seen as the only way out by the local population. The result was the

1 The Natives Registration Ordinance, 1915 and the Resident Natives Ordinance, 1916.

2 Cf. Ann Seidman, op.cit; pp. 13-14.

3 It isestimated that by 1960 as many as 250,000 African wageearners in Kenya were employed in
estate agriculture.



so-called Maji-Maji Rebellion’ of 1905. However, after the defeat of the Germans
during the First World War, Britain saw it fit to maintain the agricultural estates
started by her former enemy and only contrived a transfer of ownershipto British,
Greek and Asian buyers. The cool foothills of Mounts Meru and Kilimanjaro
attracted new coffee planters. In the period of economic reconstruction after the
Second World War a whitesettlement policy along thelinesof Kenyaand Southern
Rhodesia was projected in the Southern Highlands of Tanganyika, culminating in
theill-fated £ 35 million ground nut scheme, which had to be abandoned in 1947
as adismal failure. After that it does not seem that any strenuous efforts to settle
whitesin Tanganyikawere made. All the same, by 1962 some 2.6 million acresin
the territory were foreignowned estates, employing nearly 193,000 African
wageearners (cf. Kenya).

In order not to create any unnecessary misconceptions, it is only reasonable to
point out that in Tanganyika, unlike in Kenya, the estate system did not lead to
largescalealienation of land to foreigners even in those areas such as Kilimanjaro,
Bukoba and the Rungwe valey where rich agricultural soils were known to exist.
For instance, the 2 million plus acres referred to above amounted to only 1.2
percent of the total land area in Tanganyika. On the whole the Africans were | eft
in occupation and during the later phase of British rule were even encouraged to
engage in commercia agriculture on their own count. Consequently, by the time
Tanganyika attained independence in 1961, it is estimated that there were about
400,000 coffee farmers, primarily in the Kilimanjaro and Bukoba areas;
250-300,000 cotton farmers mainly in Sukumaland; and about 60—80,000
pyrethrum farms.

That would seem to augur very well for the Africans, but, unfortunately, it did
not solve the problem of labour migration and increasing underdevelopment in
thelessfavoured source areas. Inter-regional patternsof migration in Tanzaniaare
very complex.' But without going into the demographic complications, afew bold
lines can be sketched out. It is a well-known fact in Tanzania that there is a net
migration from the poorer regions of the south to the richer northern regions.
Most of thelabour, likein Kenya, is absorbed on thefarmsin the more prospermis
areas.' Nor is that all, Tanzania has an immigrant population of about 400,000 of
whom 250,000 aresaid to belooking for " better economic prospects”. Mot of them
come from the bordering states of Maawi, Zambia, Mozambique, Burundi and
Ruanda." But then according to Egero, well over 100,000 Tanzanians live outside

1 SeeJohn lliffe, Tanganyika under German Rule. Cambridge, 1969 and alsoJohn lliffeand H. Gwassa,
Records of the Maji-Maji Rising Dar es Salaam, 1967.

2 As shown by an unpublished demographic survey by B. Egero, "Internal Migration and
Interregional Differencesin Mainland Tanzania', Dar es Salaam, 1971-72.

3 Dar es Salaam, the capital city, absorbs only 8 percent of all the migrant labour in the country.

4 The 1969 census shows the following distribution for some of the countries mentioned: Kenya
39,000, Uganda 51,000, Zambia 22,700 and Malawi 11,200 for 1966.



their own Country. An earlier study by Prothero in 1965 (as quoted by Egero)
estimated that during thefiftiesover 20,000 workersfrom Tanganyikaleft annually
for the mines in Northern Rhodesia and South Africa The evidence is
overwhelming and the following general statement by Egero hits the nail on the
head:

Apart from producing a rather substantial continuous traffic of labour seekers al over the country —
Hurst (1959) cites the official estimate that the total African labour force (450,000 people) changed
completely in three to four years— this pressure led to a gradual redistribution of the population and
the establishment of pockets of alien settlers among the local population. The effects of the colonial
labour policiesgradually came to dominate over the earlier patterns of movements to the extent that
a recent study on migration concludes that 'Since the turn of the century the question of the relations
between the tribes or the whole between al parts of Tanzanias population has had virtualy no
hindering or directing impact on the migration".!

Thisis the crux of the problem we are trying to unravel and it goes beyond the
usual interpretation of labour migration as smply a search for better economic
opportunities ty individuals. Studies such as Gulliver's in Tanzania,' useful though
they are in some respects, are basically inadequate and belong to the second
category. Discussion on these points will be reserved for a later stage. In the
meantime we continue with our survey into Uganda.

Uganda: Like Tanzania, Uganda’ did not suffer any extensiveland alienation to
foreigners. In Bugunda, by far the most attractive region in the country, the
powerful traditional chiefs were able to hold their own against the British.
Consequently,in 1900 Britain signed an agreement with them by which over 8,000
square miles of the best land in Buganda was allocated in perpetuity to the then
ruling chiefs as personal estates measuring anything between 2-45 square miles.!
Theremaining 6,800 square milesof,admittedly, more marginal land wasreserved
for thecrown.' From thetime of theintroduction of cotton in 1904 estate farming
was the main objective of the British administration in Uganda. But future events
were to prove otherwise. By 1911 it was apparent that cotton cultivation was

1 Sources quoted are:'R.G.Hurst, "A Survey of the Development of Fecilitiesfor Migrant Labour in
Tanganyika During the Period 1926—59,” Bulletin, Inter-Africa Labour Ingtitute, 6, 52, 1959 and H.W.
Juergens, “Untersuchungen zur Binnenwanderung in Tanzania', IFO|Institute, Minchen, 1968.

2 P.H. Gulliver, "Labour Migration in a Rural Economy", East African Studies, No. 6, Kampala, 1955;
"Nyakyusa Labour Migration", Rhodes-Lmingsonefournal, 21, 22, 1957;" Incentivesin Labour Migration™,
Human Organization 19, 1960; "' Land shortage, social change, and social conflict in East Africa", Journal
of Conflict Resolution, 5.1, March, 1961.

3For a very long time "Uganda' meant "Buganda” the centre of the British administrative and
economic activities.

4 Giving rise to the so-called Mailo system, whose controversial nature and complexity has greatly
exercised the minds of both administrators and researchers: See: L.P. Mair, “Buganda Land Tenure",
Africa, 4,2, 1933; AB. Mukwaya,"Land Tenure in Buganda', Eat Africa Sudies, No. 1, 1953; HW. West,
The Mailo System in Buganda, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1972; A. Mafeje, "Agrarian
Revolution and the Land Question in Buganda' Occasional Papers, Institute of Socia Studies, The
Hague, 1973.

5 The churches in Buganda were granted 104 square miles in the agreement.



dipping out of the hands of the estate owners into those of peasant producers. By
1916 officid policy had swung in favour of the latter and against the landlords.

In the meantime competing demandsfor labour had devel oped between, on the
one hand, the white estate owners' and Baganda farmers and, on the other,
between agriculture and government enterprise and commerce. Increasing
involvement of peasant tenants in cotton production in Buganda implied their
unavailability for wage employment or their unwillingness to sdl their labour
power in exchange for money. Like elsewhere, the peasants were required to pay
taxes (includingtribute and dues to the chiefsin the case of Buganda) but, unlike
in the other regions discussed so far, that does not seem to have had the required
effect. They werenot coming out in sufficient numbers aslabour. | nstead, they were
meeting their variousobligationsfrom the cotton proceeds. Whatever hired labour
there had been in Buganda, it was drawn almost exclusively from outside, namely
from the Western, Eastern and Northern provinces of Uganda. These aress,
backward and neglected, were being gradually converted into reservoirsof cheap
labour for Buganda.” But in the circumstancesof theinsufficiency of labour supply,
the colonial government turned to the Baganda peasants.In 1918 it introduced a
compulsory system of labour for two months’ in a year for al those who were
registered as unemployed. Theiniquities of the system, locally known as Kasanvu,
not unexpectedly,' led to sustained political agitation even by the chiefs. It had to
be abandoned in 1921. In 1924 a happy coincidencefor the Uganda Protectorate
was to occur. The Belgians, overzeal ous to extract the maximum from the native
population, in that year had introduced heavy taxesand compulsory cultivation of
food and cash crops among the people and thereby causing acclerated migration
into Buganda. In the same year recruitment figures showed that out of 4, 834
immigrants, 1, 394(28.8%) were from the Belgian colony of RuandaBurundi.

By 1951 the ratio of immigrants from South West of Uganda to those from
Northern Uganda had increased to 3:1. Of the 62, 086immigrants from the South
the Banyaruandaand Barundi constituted 52 percent. Between 1948 and 1959 total
migration into Uganda increased by 64.9 percent from 413, 553 to 681, 914."
Bugandaal one attracted about 50 percent of these.One of the consequencesof this
was that most of the wagelabour in Bugandawas drawn from the less fortunate

1 By 1920 there wereonly about 220 of these, covering atotal area of 197 square miles, most of which
had to be abandoned after the rubber and coffee slump of 1920-21.

2 In 1923 a reported influx of 4,500 migrants from these areas went to satisfy the labour demand
among the Baganda "growers" (Powesland in A.l. Richards (ed.), 1954, p. 27.

3 In effect thisamounted to three monthsa year, asthe peasants in Buganda wereliable toone month's
work (luwalo) for the local authority.

4 The Buganda are an aristocratic people who do not suffer easily the indignities of manual labour,
let alone forced labour.

5 Figures from the Uganda Census, 1959.



surrounding regions. Buganda had becomethe centreof imperial interestsand was
inadvertently creating underdevelopment all around her.'

Once again, we see multitudes of men being driven likehelots to labour centres
and we want to know specificaly for what purpose. From the early years of the
century cotton production for export had become the predominating economic
activity in Buganda. In 1911 scarcely after seven years of cultivation of the crop
production stood at 13,378 bales and a money valueoff 165,412, and accounted
for more than half of the total exports of the Uganda Protectorate. In 1915 it had
risen to 32,000 bales worth £ 351,000 and amounted to about 70 percent of the
Protectorate's exports. Progress continued to be favourable and prospectsfor the
exploitation of the producers equally good, as is shown by the following
observation from Wrigley:

The increment of wealth that accrued to the people through production for export was hardly
spectacular. A rough calculation shows that in 1928-29, a season of high yields and good prices, the
cotton crop yielded approximately £ 7 to every tax-payer. . . in Busoga, and approximately £ 6 to every
tax-payer in other parts of the Eastern Province and in Buganda.

..... Taxation, too, was heavy. In 1929 the Uganda Government's revenue, at £ 1,682,990,amounted
almost to 40 percent of the national export income. The cultivator of the Eastern Province was mulcted
of Shs. 21 in direct taxation alone; and his counterpart in Buganda paid Shs. 15 to the central
Government and, unless he chose to do one month's labour on theroads, a further Shs. 10 to the native
authority. It is clear that the sums which could be spent on imported goods hy the average peasant were
not large.

A few wealthy chiefsand landowners could now livein brick houses, wear smart European suits and
ridein motor-cars, but asfar asthe mass of the people wereconcerned theimprovementin the standards
of living had not been particularly impressive (Wrigley,1959; p. 57).

During the late twenties yet another important addition to the Uganda export
industry had been made. This was coffee. Although at first progress was tardy,
during the late thirties and forties coffee production, particularly in Buganda,
gained momentum. In the beginning of thefiftiesthere waseven a greater upsurge
which was dramatically revealed in 1955 when the value of coffee grown by
Africans in Buganda exceeded the value of the entire cotton crop in the
Protectorate. In that year the two crops together represented 89 percent of the
country's agricultural exports and 77 percent of al exports.

Earlier, we referred to the East African economies as plantation-like economies,
an unusual characterization, given the fact that the bulk of cash-crop production
there (with the possible exception of Kenya) had been carried out by African
peasants on small holdings. Conventionally small-holdings are a charcteristic
feature of a peasant economy. But, historically, the basic function of a peasant

1 In some aresas such as West Nile development was actually deferred to ensure the necessary labour
supply in Buganda. After afew years, however, other regions such as the Eastern Province, Busoga and
Bugisu managed to break into Buganda's monopoly.

2 See ES Clayton, Agrarian Development in Peasant Economies, London 1964.



economy is production for subssenceand not for a market in any major sense. As
is well-known, the reverseis true of plantation economies. Differencesin the scae
of the unit of production notwithstanding, it is our submission here that the East
African economies have functioned, and have been made to function, like
plantation economies. In them the whole process of agricultural production has
been geared to cash-crop production for an external market. Unlikein any known peasant
economy, from its very inception agriculture in East Africa had been constrained
to provideamajor share of the GDP and export earnings. Ann Seidman’ has shown
that in the mid-sixties,confirming theearlier trends sketched out in this paper, two
major crops, coffee and cotton, contributed over 80 percent of Uganda's total
export earnings, coffee, cotton and sisa provided over half of Tanzanias; and
coffee, tea and sisal provided over half of Kenyas.

Secondly, the kinds of labour mobilisationwe have withessed in East Africaover
wideareas, including international boundaries, are aien to a peasant economy; so
aretheattendant production relations. In fact, in East Africathere can beno doubt
that what is conventionally known as peasant subsistencerequirements have been
subordinated to the interests of the foreign inspired plantation economies. For
instance, over thelast seventy yearsfood production has suffered compl ete neglect.
Nor could this be attributed to the peasants indolence, who before 1900 were
producing enough food for themselves in a supposedly backward traditional
horticulture.

There is little point in denying the ubiquitous foreign interest in modern East
African economiesand its predications. Seemingly backward and agrarian as these
economies are, monopoly capital has not been averseto bringing them under its
iron-grip. For instance,in al three East African countries exports and imports have
long been controlled by a few oligopolies such as Brookebond-Leibig, Ralli
Brothers, Baumann, Mitchell Cotts, British American Tobacco Company, and
Mackenzie and Dalgety, al of which have Nairobi as their entrepét in East Africa
As in Rhodesia, some of them have made common cause with domestic settler
capital and have goneintolight industry. A good example is East African Breweries
which has branches in Kenya, Tanzania and Uganda and capital investments
amounting to nearly £ 10 million.In addition, there is the usual link with banking
and financial institutions. Prior to Independence private banks such as Barclays,
DCO, Standard Bank, and National and Grindlays had a near monopoly in East
Africa' These interlocking interests are reminiscent of the Southern African
mining interests, nor do they seem to be redly distinguishablefrom the latter in
their modus operand;.

It would seem then that, despite assertions about "tribesmen" and "the
traditional sector”, in "the Africa of labour reserves’, as Samir Amin SO

1 Ann Seidrnan, op.cit., p. 6.
2 Ann Seidman puts their assetsat over 80 percent of all banking assetsin the region at that time
(op.cit; p. 15).



appropriately cdls it, Africans, whether peasant cultivators, wageearners,
petty-traders, fecklesslay-abouts, or intermittently all of these things, are subject to
a pervading dialectic whose historical origins can scarcely be traced to anything
called their traditional past. It might be an illusion to distinguish between
appearances and substance but, certainly,in specific historical contextsadistinction
is possible between determinant and contigent processes. In the next section that
is the task we set ourselves.

Some reflections

Proverhially-speaking, it will come as no great surprise to anybody to hear me
proclaim that in my life time | have encountered the nativesin South, Central and
East Africa in their "natural habitat", the rural hinterland. Superficidly, life
continues as it was during the time of their forefathers — the same clans, lineages,
customsand traditions; and even the same hoetechnology. Ye thereisadifference.
The villageis vishly different and removed from the city or the plantation but its
menbersare not. They are agents of processes they neither willed nor have come
to comprehend fully.

Recallingthe need for labour in thediamond and gold fieldsin South Africaand
the copper minesin Northern Rhodesia(now Zambia);the whitesettler agriculture
in South Africa, South West Africa, Southern Rhodesia, Tanganyika(now Tanzania)
and Kenya; thedemand for cash-crop production in Rwanda, Burundi, Ugandaand
Tanganyika and finally, more demand for labour in manufacturing industriesand
servicesin Southern Africaand to a lesser extent in Central and East Africa, we
cannot but concur with Samir Amin when he states:

"Under these circumstances, the traditional society wes distorted to the point of being unrecognisable;
itlogt itsautonomy, and its main function was to producefor the world market under conditionswhich,
because they impoverished it, deprived the members of any prospects of radical modernisation. This
traditional society was not, therefore,in transition to 'modernity’; asadependent society it was complete,
peripheral,and hence at a dead end. It consequently retained certain 'traditional’ appearanceswhich
congtituted its only means of survival. The Africa of colonia trade economy included dl the
subordination/domination relationships between this pseudo-traditional society, integrated into the
world system, and the central capitalist economy which shaped and dominated it. (Amin, 1972, op.cit,;
pp. 520-21).

The classical economists(Adam Smith, Ricardo and Karl Marx), quoted by Arthur
Lewis in hisfamous article, used the concept of "dualism™ to describe a society in
which, owing to internally generated revolutionary changes an antiquated mode of
production and social organisation was being superseded by a new and superior
one. A differencein the"laws" or logic of social production and reproduction set
the two systemsin an irreconcilable contradiction. This notion is of such critical
importance that it calls for some elaboration. Working within an evolutionist
theoretical frame, the classical economists were concerned to comprehend the
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origin and use of economic surplus, to distinguish between productive and
unproductivelabour and to analyserelationsof socia production (i.e. social classes).
Their points of reference were the feudal society and emerging capitalism.On the
basis of the factors just mentioned they were able to make sharp distinctions
between the two systemsand to postulate an inevitable expansion of capitalism at
the expense of feudalism. In fact, they saw disappearance of feudalismasthe natural

outcome of the genesisof capitalism,which they believed wasan objectively superior
mode of production. The greater rationality of capitalismin the use of labour and
surplus, or its greater efficiency in the process of capital accumulation and socia

division of labour had been proven. Hear one of the classical writers speak:

There is one sort of labour which adds to the value of the subject upon which it is bestowed: thereis
another which has no such effect. Theformer, asit produces a value, may becalled productive; thelatter,
unproductive labour. Thus the labour of a manufacturer adds, generally, to the value of the materials
which he works upon, that of hisown maintenance, and of his master's profit. The labour of a menial
servant, on the contrary, adds to the value nothing.. ... A man grows rich by maintaining a multitude
of manufacturers: he grows poor, by maintaining a multitude of menial servants.

Furthermore,

Capitalsareincreased by parsimony,and diminished by prodigality and misconduct. Whatever a person
savesfrom hisrevenuehe adds to hiscapital, and either employs it himself in maintaining an additional
number of productive hands or, enables some other person todo so, by lendingit to him for an interest,
that is for a share of the profits.

Finally,

Theannual produce of theland and labour of any nation can beincreased initsvalue by no other mean,
but by increasing either the number of its productive labourers, or the productive powers of those
labourers who had before been employed. The number of its productive labourers, it is evident, can
never be much increased, but in consequence of an increase of capital, or of the funds destined for,
maintaining them. The productive powers of the same number of labourers cannot be increased, but
in consequence either of some addition and improvement to those machines and instruments which
facilitateand abridge |abour; or of more proper division and distribution of employment. In either case
an additional capital is almost aways required — Adam Smith.

Here we are listening not only to a description of the mechanisms of capitalism
and their necessary conditions, but also to an implicit advocacy of the system by
one of itschampions. There was no doubt in the minds of the classica writersthat
the bourgeois revolution implied the dissolution of the feudal society. The two
systemswere not seen as sctorsin the sense of "interlocking segments” but rather
asantithetical. The"laws' of capitalism madefor the destruction of thefeudal society
with al that went with it in the form of modes of production and socid division
of labour or classes. The bdief in the absolute rationality or superiority of the
capitalistmode of production provided classical theoristssuch as Adam Smith with
a ready explanation why capitalism was destined to impose itself and become
exclusive. In other words, the success of capitalism was not contigent upon
accomodative behaviour on the part of feudalism. This had become so apparent
that the question of exactly how the transition occurred was largely overlooked.
Insofar as these observations are true, the classica theories are basicaly not



transition theories but naturalistic and synchronic theories. Although a so couched
in terms of stages, it was left to Marx to develop a transformational theory of
surplus value and primitive accumulation.

As was already anticipated in our introductory passages,a number of questions
come to the surface:

a. Isthelogic of internal capitalist transformation in Western Europe applicable
to present-day underdeveloped countries?

b. Is Adam Smith's "natural movement" from feudalismto capitalism or Stuart
Mill's "historic evolution” repeatablein these countries?

c. Has the" absoluterationality" of modem capitalism been demonstrated in the
manner of the classica theories?

d. Can it «ill be supposed that development (“progress’) is transition to
capitalism?

e In modern times has capitalism, apart from being dominant, been exdusvein
the classical sense?Can it be in its social formations in the peripheral countries?

f. Is its locus of value in the peripheral countries the same as in the central
countries?

These questions have very serious implications for those who start with the
"basic assumptions" of the classical economists, only to pervert them through
reactionary revisionism. Certain distinctions have to be made in dealing with
present-day underdeveloped countries. As is illustrated by our empirical survey,
processesthere have taken a different turn. Not only was the level of development
of material forces at the time of contact with Europe out of step with capitalist
development, but also the historical sequence was reversed.

Introduced capitalist production preceded the specific socio-economic formations
with which it is now supposed to be in competition or conflict. It was a socid
emergence produced by external forces. Apart from the economic imposition, the
special requirements for control and regimentation of the indigenous population
under colonialism gave riseto special socid formations which are not attributable
to tradition. South Africa might be an extreme living example but it is certainly
not unique, as is shown in our survey. Under the circumstances "dual theories’
become a mere apology and not an explanation. In underdevel oped countries the
question of the exclusivenessof the capitalist mode of production over timeis not
aforegone conclusion nor its blockage a problem of traditionalism. The fact that
capitalism in its external expansion, unlike in its internal development, has not
been able to sweep aside certain traditional institutions and modes of production
points to a serious historical contradiction and not a transient natura
phenomenon.

Insofar as that is true, "dual theories' are a mirror-image of a redity that is
misconceived. They see the contradictions between moments of a colonia socia
formation as a contradiction between two socia systems, "capitaism" and
"traditionalism". The terminology varies between "traditional society","traditional
sector”, "'subsistencesector” and " modern sector" whose social identity is often left



unspecified. But it is obvious from the basic supposition that it is the "modem
sector" which represents development that this sector is treated as synonymous
with capitalism.

The modality, "traditional” — "modern" provides the grounds for the basic
postulate of modern theories of "duaism'. Development is the gradual absorption
of the "traditional" into the "modem" sector. Apart fom the implicit European
analogy, there does not seem to be any local historical groundsfor thissupposition,
as it has not happened in any colonia country since the end of the 19th century.
Itis precisely here that an epistemol ogical break with classical dual theorists occurs.
Unlikethe latter who had argued that it was the "inner laws" of capitalism which
provided the antidote to feudalism, the modern bourgeois dual theorists, quite
unabashedly, blame the failures of capitalismon "traditional society". For theories
which purport to deal with trangtion, thisis surprising. A "blockage" or backward
movement can hardly be portrayed as transitional. If capitalism in coloniad
countries has failed to be exclusiveon account of inferior and backward systems,
then how is its progressiveness to be proved? Is development, unambiguously, a
transition to capitalism?In modern times is capitalism, objectively, a progressive
force? Answers to these questions cannot be found in theories which substitute
analogiesfor strict historical analysis, or which seek to maintain the status quo by
advocating change by assmilation instead of transformation. This is again a
far-away cry from classica theories which wereinspired by a desireto inaugurate
a new kingdom.

The veracity of modern theories of dualism has yet to be proved. Asfar asone
isaware, they have been able to demonstrate neither the applicability of the"inner
logic" of capitalism in underdeveloped countries, its "absolute rationality" or
progressiveness in our time, nor the practical and theoretical validity of the
suppositionthat development istransition to capitalism.If thelatter were true, why
have many yearsof capitalistdomination in underdevel oped countries not had the
postul ated effect? At one remove, if it istrue indeed that traditional structures are
the barrier to capitalist transition, then why has colonia capitalism, in sharp
contrast to classica capitalism,failed to dissolve traditional structures and become
exclusive?l bdieve that it isa diversion for anybody to look for an explanation in
the socalled traditional structures. The explanation isto be sought in the structure
and the mechanisms of modem capitalism itself. This is a logical starting-point
since, historically, the so-called phenomenon of "dualism"” did not occur until the
external expangon of Western European capitalism. In its imperialist form the
objective of West European capitalism was not the transformation of traditional
societies, wherever it found them, but rather their incorporation so as to secure
markets and supplies of raw materias, as it has been shown in our earlier
discussion. It did this by undermining or reconstructing traditional society in such
a manner that it could satisfy its needs, without necessarily reproducing itself as a
genuine mode of production.

The primitive accumulation it engendered via the world market did not lead to



anew and expanding social division of labour asin Europe. Instead, it contrived to
maintain some semblance of traditional society on nontraditional terms.
"Bantustans" and their earlier version in South Africa, the system of "Reserves® in
Rhodesia and Kenya; and the system of taxation, forced labour and, ultimately,
migrant labour in the whole area are twentieth century inventions. They are both
a product and a necessary premise of modem capitalism or imperialism. 1t is like
an international “putting-out system™. Once this is appreciated, it then becomes
possibleto state, without wishing away the persistenceof certain traditional modes
of behaviour, that the effect of the external expansion of capitalism in
underdeveloped countries has been the reconstruction of the traditional societies to
produce something other than the capitalist mode of production.

The point has already been made by Laclau that the existence of a world
capitalist system should not be confused with the realisation of a capitalist mode
of production the world over.

However, it is equaly important to note that, from the point of view of
underdevelopment, the primary contradiction is not between "traditional" society
or sector and "modem" or " capitalist” sector but between capitalism as a mode of
production and itssocia formationsin peripheral countries. Thisisthe crux of the
matter and by it stand or fall al arguments (left or right) about development. In
times of controversy extravagance is al too easy and, therefore, it is absolutely
necessary that one moveswith precision.Asan illustration of our case, we take two
dimensions of the problem, namely, the question of social division of labour which,
tomy mind, isthe basic explanation for any manifest social formationsin a society;
and, second, the principle of value as the fundamental motive force in capitalist
production.

On the question of division of labour, it can smply be stated that the hegemony
of the capitalistsystemin underdevel oped countries has not been dependent on the
creation of a proletariat, as properly understood in Europeor asisdefined by Dobb
and Laclau. Nor hasit meant the complete obliteration or exclusion of traditional
formsin one version or another. As has been shown in our earlier discussion and
contrary to the suggestion by Arrighi and Saul, even in South Africa, the most
highly industrialised African country, the development of the proletariat has been
arrested by al sorts of mediation e.g. the "reservation” system, allowing tenuous
ties to the land, a permanent system of migrant labour and anti-black urban and
industrial policies, creating a sense of insecurity and dependence on kin in the
countryside. The same is true of Rhodesia. The progressiveunderdevel opment of
therural economy under thestiflingeffect of the plantation economy in East Africa
and the minesin Zambiaalso led to astructurally provoked migrancy. Under these
conditions we witness an emergence of a category of producerswho takeon socia
characteristics which, historically, belong to two entirely different classes, the
peasantry and the proletariat. Similarly, what would have been aloca bourgeoisie
has been equaly ham-strung by subordination to and heavy dependence on
international financecapital. In Kenya and Rhodesia the emergence of a



comprador class is clearer than in Uganda, Tanzania and Zambia, whose
economiesaredill relatively backward. Even in their case the strugglesbetween the
right and theleft wing of the nationalist movement can be treated as symptomatic.
Zambia,with alarge foreign sector in theform of the mines, is a particularly good
breeding ground for compradors — the indications are very strong already. South
Africais not a clearcut case. It has an important element of dependence but, like
the other former white Dominions, it enjoys the status of a junior partner. Its
economic development, historical origins and strategic valueallows that. But once
again, aracialy recruited national bourgeoisiepointsto an important vertical and
colonialy-determined mediation. In fact, the latter has made possible the
development of a wider ruling white elite in South Africawhose emergence is not
at dl related to thelogic of capitalist production. Although derived differently,the
ruling black €elites elsewhere in Africa are a counterpart of the same socid
formation. We, thus, see that in these countries the logic of predatory capitalism
has not been a replacement of the old social formations by new ones but rather
an establishment of a hybrid social formation.

This social formation is a handicap to underdeveloped countries but an
advantage to imperialist countries. It provides an institutional frame that
guarantees a ready supply of cheap unskilled labour for foreign capital. It is
generally known that the price of labour in underdeveloped countries is much
lower than in developed countries. This implies that within the capitalist system
itsdlf thereisan uneven rate of exploitation of labour by capital. But sincethe price
of capital throughout the system cannot be allowed to vary, it becomesan absolute
necessity that local valueis converted intointernational pricesviatheinternational
market which, naturally, underval ues productsfrom the underdevel oped countries
relativeto productsfrom the metropolitan countries. Thistendsto nullify the effect
of Ricardo'sfamous notion of *'comparative advantages" and, instead, promotes a
systematic transfer of value from the underdevel oped to the developed countries.
Thisgenera process has been observedin anumber of studieson imperialism, but
its precise mechanism has been a source of controversy among Marxist writers.

Towards a theory of underdeveloped capitalism

Recognition of the dialectical unity of development and underdevelopment since
Gunder Frank'stour de force has not led to any general theory of underdevel opment
among Marxist scholars. Instead, it has given riseto a greater awareness that the
problem is agreat deal more complex than it first appeared — a sobering warning
against dogmatism and slogan-mongering. Underdevel oped countries embody a
complex of phenomena which are equally unfamiliar to both Old-World sagesand
ThirdWorld neophytes. That notwithstanding, a division is discernible between



those who presume that the same basic laws which accounted for the transition
to capitalismin Europe are applicableto underdevel oped countries and those who
are sceptical and are inclined to think that, perhaps, it is time to develop specific
thought-categories which reflect the sui generis character of socia formations in
underdevel oped countries. These contrary tendenciesare implicit, for instance, in
the debate of the late sixtiesand early seventies between, on the one hand, Sweezy
and Bettelheim,' and Bettelheim and Emmanuel,’ on theother. In their turn, writers
such as Mandle, - 'The Plantation Economy: An Essay in Definition” (1972) - and
Banaji — "For a Theory of Colonial Modes of Production™ (1972)- are explicit in
their advocacy of new definitions and concepts for the analysis of ex-colonial
countries. However, what remains unclear from their textsis whether or not they
are proposing a new neoMarxist theory.

Ideological predispositionsare an important ground for making initial choices
but they are never a sufficient premise for checking the validity of such choices:
history is. Whatever our individual sensibilities, there is both a contradiction and
a unity between the Old and the Third World. While it may be asserted that
colonialism is an articulation of antithetical social formations, contrariwise, it
cannot be denied that historically, colonialism is a derived socia formation, i.e. a
product of Western European capitalism at a particular stage. Both observations
imply that the phenomenon of underdevelopment cannot be identified with a
specific phase caled "coloniaism™, nor could it be comprehended independently
of world capitalism of which it is an extension. Capitaist accumulation and
dependency relations, globally, are capable of variation, without changing their
substance. Therefore, while acknowledging the importance of changing socid
formations, let us recognise the limited nature of such shifts as long as they
continue to be pervaded by the capitalist mode of production. "Underdevel oped
capitalism”, as a preferred categorisation has the advantage of identifying the
immanent force with its peculiar manifestations in underdeveloped countries.
Secondly, instead of denying totally any capitalist growth in underdevel oped
countries such as has been attested to by Bill Warren® recently, it points to the
regressive nature of its processes of sociad production and reproduction — which
is what "underdevelopment” is, didectically understood.

Whereas there is a general concensuson the question of unequal exchange and
the inapplicability of Ricardo's law to the modern world system of division of
labour, there has been some doubt about the power of the thesis of unequal
exchange to explain why development has not occurred in underdevel oped

1 Monthly Review, 7, 22, Dec., 1970, pp. 1-21.

2 Arghiri Emmanuel, Unequal Exchange Monthly Review Press, N.Y., 1972, pp. 271-431.

3 See Bill Warren, " Imperialism and Capitalist Industrialization”, New Left Review, 81, Sept./Oct., 1973,
pp 3-44.



countries. Probably, Emmanuel has gone furthest in attempting an answer within
that thesis. Emmanuel maintains that, apart from thequestion of pure prices, there
is a systematic transfer of value from the underdeveloped to the developed
countries. He attributes this to a basic uneven rate of exploitation of labour by
capital in theinternational system, resultingin a moreintensiveexploitation of the
workers in the underdeveloped countries than in the metropolitan countries
through the international system of exchange. Goods embodying considerably
different labourtime are exchanged as equivalents to the detriment of the
underdeveloped countries. All this has been dismissed by Bettelheim as a
substitution of appearances for substance. He contends that the failure of the
underdeveloped countries is attributable to the underdevelopment of their
productiveforces. He goes even further and states that labour is paid according to
its productivity and that, for what they are capable of producing, workers in
underdevel oped countries, relative to the workersin developed countries, do not
suffer any greater exploitation. On the contrary, owing to theorganic composition
of capital, it is workers in the developed countries who are more intensively
exploited, i.e. in their case there is even a greater differential between necessary
labourvalue and surplus labour value.

Bettelheim isright but carrieshis point toofar. In South Africaproductiveforces
are relatively well-developed and yet black and white labour with comparable
productivity rates is differentially rewarded precisdly because industry transfers
some of the costs of socia reproduction of black labour to rural producers. That
isnot dissimilar to the transfer of valuefrom therural producersin East Africato
theindustrialised countries under the pressure of the greater market power of the
latter. Moreover, he does not elaborate on the problem of mgrant labour and the
organic composition of foreign capital in the so-called enclave economies such as
the African ones. In the Guardian exposuresof 1973 and a subsequent investigation
by a Swedish team, it wasfound that Britishand Swedishfirmsin South Africapaid
to their black labour not according to their productivity but according to theswidly
determined local rates. In their polemicSweezy had asked Bettelheim, among other
things, about the status of the "proletariat" in the new countries. Bettelheim's
answer had failed to take into consideration some of these mediations and had
tended to rely on pure theory. Another related question which might be put to
Bettelheim is what is the theoretical significance of "less exploited workers (not
necessarily proletariat) in some underdevel oped countries carrying out revolutions
and not the more intensively exploited proletariat in the developed countries? It
is useful to distinguish between "relations of exploitation" and "relations of
production”, as has been suggested by Banaji. But for a revolutionary strategy the
question is under what conditions can relations of exploitation have the same
subjective effect as relations of production?

It isall very well for Bettelheim to state, albeit correctly, that: "It is thus not a
simple exchange relationship, which might be altered, but a definite combination
of productive forces and socid relations that creates the objective conditions for



the maintenance in dominated countries of a wretched wage level.....” (in
Emmanuel, 1972; p. 291). Given the fact that productive forces and production
relations do not transform themselves automatically in all conditions and that the
notion of "blockage" in underdeveloped countries derives from this awareness,
programatically, what are theintermediate stagesfor breaking thesaid "blockage"?
In our review it is herethat voluntarism assertsitsalf over determinism. First of al,
if exchange relations and distribution have any bearing on processes of
accumulation, a reversion of the out-flowing surplus to the local socia formation
has positive implications. And any nationalist government can effect it, ie. it is
largely a political question. Second of al, a discussion of productiveforces, without
relating it concretely to the question of labour, is meaningless. What capacities
would labour in underdevel oped countries have to acquire beforeit could have an
impact on existing production relations and, thus, express itsdf as a dynamic
productiveforce?lt seemsto methat this would have to be preceded by ardatively
progressive socid divison of labour, which cannot be achieved without a
corresponding shift in the wagestructure of an underdeveloped country. Better
skills among the workers cost money and fetch a greater value in the labour
market. In turn, increased purchasing power among the mgjority of the workers
means effectiveextension of the local market and possible expansion of the local
economy, if the workers are willing to use their newly acquired socio-economic
power to bring about a structural transformation. This is a more practicable way
of arriving at the problem of development of productive forces and the revision
of production relations. Both cannot be devel oped deus ex machina. 1t is the former
kind of leverage that the would-be revolutionariesin the underdevel oped countries
need to be aware of rather than being convinced of the primacy of the
contradictions within the developed countries. The last world might be the firgt,
if only becauseit is the weakest link in the chain.

Thethrust of our argument at thisjunctureisthat the separation of surplusvalue
or profitsfrom wagesis both a product and a necessary condition for imperialism.
It forestallsthe kind of transformational socia reproduction that accompanied the
emergence of capitalism in Europe, while the continued haemorrhage of loca
resources and man-power which it facilitates leaves the local economy in a state
of suspended animation — a prolonged crisis. Think of the LatinAmerican
countries which in one hundred and fifty years have come nowhere near resolving
the problem. It isobviousthat if profitsand wageswere to recover their objective
relation and play a dynamic role internally the physiognomy of the local economy
would be transformed in such a way that imperialism would lose most of its
advantages. (Wehave the example of Japan in the capitalist world).It is clear then
that, for its dominance, imperialism needs market power but for market power to
redize itsdf fully, it needs a certain kind of economy, viz. a dynamically stagnant
economy, i.e. an economy in which everything is moving but in such a way that
it never acquires a coherence which could bring about itsantithesis. It is, therefore,
erroneous to underestimate, as analysts such as Bettelheim and Warren do, the



practical significance of the distorted socid formations of underdeveloped
capitalism by treating them as coterminus with mere production of commodities
and industrialism. This represents another assimilationist determinism, as
impractical in the intermediate run as the liberal dualist determinism.






4. ldeology and Development

‘There are two cardinal sins from which all other sins derive: impatience and
indolence. Becauseof impatience they were expelled from Paradise; because of
indolence they do not return. In fact, perhaps, there is only one cardina sin:
impatience. Because of impatience they were expelled; because of impatience
they do not return.’

Franz Kafka, Condderationson Sn,
Suffering, Hope, and the True Path

The urgency of the problem of underdevelopment breedsimpatience everywhere
and effectively blurs distinctionsbetween bourgeois nationalistsand revolutionary

socidlists. In Africathe nationalists seelack of scientific knowledgeand adherence

tooutmoded traditional vauesasthe major barrier to their attemptsto bring about

development. On the other hand, the revolutionaries see lack of ideology (socialist)
in the continent as the major reason for the delayed African revolution. Besdesthe
frequent feeling of desparation, the protagonists from both sides have much more

in common than first meets the eye. Each in turn treats existence or absence of

certain ideologies as an independent variable or a necessary condition for

development. The starting point in historical time isimmaterial, if we remember

that a superstitious bdief in science is as ideologica as belief or disbdief in

traditional values and practices.’

If 'development' or 'revolution' are critical processeswhich involvethe collective
emergence of mankind in Africa and elsewhere, then we can barely afford to
bemuse ourselveswith empty slogans or be satisfied with mere appearances. The
rash and monistic approaches mentioned in the introductory paragraph do not
bring us anywhere near the understanding of the relationship between ideology and
development. The current belief among the new generation of leftistsin Europe
and in Africathat possession of revolutionary ideology is the passport to the new
Jerusalem isasnaiveasitisanti-Marxist. Western Europe, the home of Bauer, Ruge,
Feuerbach, Hess, Marx and Engelsand the cradle of modem revolutionary theories,
can hardly be accused of lack of ideology, and ye it is ill awaiting its
long-promised revolution. In the case of Germany the implied discrepancy was
observed by Marx himsdlf in 1844 when he remarked that 'they, Germans, were
the philosophical contemporaries of the European revolution (Franceand England
in particular) without being its historical (italicsadded) contemporaries' (Bottomore,

1 Later we will have occasion to discuss the question of whether 'science’, as a system of beliefs and
practices, is any different from other systems of explanation.



1963; p. 49).In the opposite direction we have cases such as Cuba, where revol ution
occurred without a clear socidist ideology, even among the leaders. We till need
to be told precisdly what is the relationship between ideology and revolution or
development. Before we can talk about the primacy of ideology in the process of
development we need to know whence cometh ideology. Or are we to behave like
political adolescentswho eschew nasty questionsin order not to spoil the radiance
of their revolutionary zed?

Likewise the sanguine view held by bourgeois liberals, which tends to equate
development with rejection of traditional, superstitious beliefs and adoption of
modern science is equally unacceptable. First, the equation fals to explain
contrasting cases such as India and China, where science and technology do not
seem to be the main differentiating factor. Second, and more serious, it abandons
thefundamental question of theanthropology of man and hiscircumstancesin the
world in favour of a narrow technocratic positivism, which is best described by
Marx's notion of the ‘fetishism of commodities' in the first volume of Das Capitdl.
Third, it treats science as extrasocietal, generative, without being corruptible and,
therefore, partially destructible as al knowledge. It is not enough to relate the
means to ends, without probing the normative assumptions underlying them and
the probable role of such assumptionsin the selection of means and the definition
of ends.

Our intention hereis not so much to provide technical definitionsor to conduct
a discourse on the relationship between certain concepts than to try and
understand the problem of emergence in human societies. Therefore, concepts
such as'ideology' and 'development’ will be used in a broad and general way until
redefinition suggests itself as a result of a deeper understanding of the processes
they connote. For example, 'ideology' will be taken to mean: a set of beliefs about
man's nature and the world in which helives; about the proper conduct of life; the
organisation of a humane society and the ultimate destination of human history.
‘Development’, though also broadly defined, will be construed in alessconventional
way It will certainly not be left to the tyranny of 'fetishism' of such measurable
thingsas GNP, income per capita, thenumber of motor vehiclesper passenger-mile
or the number of fridgedaires per unit population. It will attempt to reach out and
include such intangible things as the 'human condition' and the 'quality of life.
Thesearevagueand evaluativeexpressions,but | think they can be given empirical
relevance by looking at development as. the expanding and adaptive capacity of
society to satisfy the changing and increasing needs of its members, be they
material or cultural. I believe, these can be investigated through the use of both
quantitative and qualitative indices.

In Western social science, which is largely positivist, ideology is regarded as the
antithesis of 'science’ and is consequently abjured. In development studies only its
nuisance and antiscientific value is ever mentioned. When the question, "Does
ideology determine development?” is raised, it is with the hope (albeit unadmitted)
that the reply will be 'No'. Search for causa relations is at the very hub of



empiricism but, as will be shown later, at times this amounts to no more than
simple-minded scientism and self-delusion. The answer to any question need not
be'yes or 'no’' and need not be discoverableonly through sensory observationsi.e.
empiricism need not be regarded as the ultimate pillar of al epistemology.

If development studiesis still likea toddling child trying to find itsfeet, theories
on the relationship between theory and practice go as far back as the time of the
Greek philosophers. It was they who introduced the dissociationbetween 'practical
life¢ (phenomenon)and 'contemplation of eternal truths (noumenon)and, after
them, the Romanswho maintained thedistinctionin theform of practica cognito and
intellectus theoreticus. Later this became the mainstay of liberal philosophy. Kant's
'Pure Reason' and Hegel’s 'Absolute Knowledge' (although one finiteand the other
infinite) had one important thing in common, namely, the belief that thought is
autonomous and self-determining. So the question of ‘whence cometh ideology'
would have been meaningless to them. But the same is not true of contemporary
liberal scholars who are also proud beneficiaries of early British and French
empiricism. Their principle of 'knowledgefor knowledge's sake' or operabilia modo
speculativo considerare,' 10 useits grander Latin version,isa demonstrable fraud and
historically is meaningless, as theintellectual discovery doesnot occur in avacuum
but in a society of men who are capable of responding to new circumstances.
Promoters of 'development’ would probably join in the protest and conceivably
arguethat theory leadsto practice; and might even concludethat scienceis practice.
That would be commendable but it would not exonerate them from our main
chargethat they, together with those who do not believein planned devel opment,
till see science as being fundamentally different from other forms of knowledge
and practice. Science is sdlf-conscious, objective and theoretical whereas ordinary
practice is subjective, basicaly untheoretical and finite. Despite possible
protestations, according to this view, science is the new 'Pure Reason’, a causa
materialisin the hands not of a philosopher, but of a scientist who is the modern
knower of 'absolute knowledge'.

It was not until Marx that the union of 'subjective’ practice with 'truepresence
and objective value' was achieved. He rejected the Hegelian notion of 'qua
theoretical wisdom' or the belief that cognition gives accessto universal truths not
present in the immediate experience and predicated subjective human practiceor
praxis as "the only source of meaning in the universe’. This signaled the
introduction of the principleof homo faber creans seipsum, and inaugurated the birth
of dialectual materialism — man creates himsalf: by transforming his materia
world, man transforms himsdlf too. Fully stated, Marx's thesiswas that man's ideas
or systems of ideas are not the primemovers of historical process but rather a
super-structure based on more fundamental material factors such as man's mode

1 The notion of considering things not with the intention to recommend or engage in activity, but
to understand their properties.



of existence or struggle against nature. He, therefore, asserted that man's ideas,
insofar as they contain propositions about facts and inferences from facts, are a
reflection of prevailing socic-economic conditions. In fact, they are a glorification
of class interests and a vindication of the gatus quo, which could be described in
other terms. Whether or not one agrees with ‘the true digging mole' of German
revolutionary theory, the messageis clear: if living and doing are the only source
of meaning, then al hopeto discover truth which isindependent of historically and
socidly determined sets of meanings has to be abandoned.

But how does praxis gel into consciousness and ultimately into cognition or
theory? Does this common origin give al consciousness and theory the same
general vaidity?Marx's pronouncementson thesubject are not unambiguous. First
of all, hedistinguishesbetween ‘revolutionary praxis and practicethat is 'petty and
vulgar'. But how are we to know which is which before the revolutionary act or
its antithesis has been consumated? The problem is further compounded by his
firm belief that 'human practice by its very nature is revolutionary’, a suggestion
which is consistent with his other inference that it is the 'unreasonableness of
existence' (no doubt, caused by vulgar practice) which gives rise to unrest,
dissatisfaction and the 'nasty ought of praxis, with itsinevitableimperative: 'Now
something has to be done'.

Leaving for a while the apparent ambiguity, the imperative, "Now something
has to be done", seems to be suggestive enough for our present purposes. It implies
an awareness, a consciousness which points to new paths of action and to an
implicit belief that these new ways will bring about the ultimate liquidation of
'unreasonableness of existence, unrest and dissatisfaction. By this simple act of
logic we have arrived at consciousness and a theory about the desired state of affairs
by the actors. Nor are we mistaken. According to Marx's postulates,(i) praxisis the
deed of an extraphilosophical humanity which creates consciousness,theory and
philosophy i.e. social categories cannot be transcended in thought until they have
been questioned in practice; (i) irrationality can exist only insofar as it remains
unconscious of itsdf.

This would appear to provide us with a transformational theory of cognition.
But we complained earlier that 'praxis wasambiguously defined by the old master.
What about "consciousness' and "cognition™?1t transpires that, while dl praxis,
revolutionary or vulgar, is true, al consciousness is not. There is "fdse
consciousness” (falsches Bewusstsein) which is a result of self-delusion' and leads to
resignation rather than 'the nasty ought of praxis mentioned earlier. In abourgeois
society it isan illusion for workersto think that they can be fulfilled without doing
something drastic. True consciousness would be recognition of their common

1In an earlier work, 'The Ideology of Tribalisn", | gave the impression that the masses got
‘falseconsciousness as a result of manipulation by their class enemies. | wish to state now that they are
also active agentsin their self-delusion insofar as they fail to use present practice to transcend images
carried over from the past.
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disahilities (classconsciousnessand the need to rise against the bourgeoisie (class
struggle).

Thestory does not end there. At a higher level of cognition false consciousness
has its counterpart, ideology, which is peculiar to bourgeois philosophers or the
defenders of the status guo. As Marx saw it, ideology is a picture or reflection of a
‘wrong' world which, though adequately depicting redlity, does not reved its
wrongness and, insofar as that is true, it serves to conced the actual meaning of
social conduct rather than reveal it. It is the historic mission of the proletariat to
unmask such ideologiesand to overthrow bourgeois society. But the proletariat is
denied accessto the means of mental production by bourgeoissociety. Thisiswhere
the positive role of science, whose function it is to depict redlity as it isin such a
way as to makeitsontological "wrongness' apparent, comesin." Critique'" emerges
as the revolutionary praxis of the intellectual or philosopher. The critique of
bourgeois ideologies should unveil both their truth and their fasity in terms of a
radical reduction which destroys whileit explains: " The actual pressure must be
made gtill more pressing by adding to it a consciousnessof the pressure; the shame
must be made ill more shameful by making it public”, declares the father of
revolution (Bottomore, 1963; p. 47). The revolutionary proletariat have found an
intellectual counterpart!

There are il afew problems which remain unresolved. First, how does 'true
theory' and 'revolutionary praxis among the workers achieve unity that is
generative (developmental) Put differently, is the logic of history to be deciphered
through an understanding of the''material conditionsof life" (productionrelations),
or is it decipherable through the mental reflexes of 'historiographers or
philosophers of which matter is only a manifest embodiment, not an ultimate
determinant? As is well-known, Marx took exception to Hegel's treatment of
existence as object to abstract thought and not the other way round. For him,
thought in every age is an 'ideological reflex' of determinate socioeconomic
conditions. But Marx's ‘critique’ or 'true theory' claimsto transcend existing reality
and in fact, points to a future 'realm of freedom' that has not yet been redlised. Is
that not reminiscent of Hegel’s lofty knower of 'Absolute knowledge'? No, it is not
because Marx maintained that 'the subjectivegenesis of an idea does not by itself
throw light upon itsown truth value. Aboveall, he maintained that: 'If the material
elements of a total revolution are not given, it is absolutely irrelevant to the
practical development whether the idea of this revolution has been expressed a
hundred times already — as the history of communism proves (Lobkowicz, 1976;
p. 426).The actualisation of theory depends upon whether reality pressesfor it or
not. As warned earlier, this contradicts the frequent declarations by African
revolutionary enthusiastsand their sympathisersthat what Africalacksisideology.
The probability is that she lacks a great deal more. As that perceptive 'bourgeois
Marx', Max Weber, once remarked, "'the materialistic conception of history is not

1Thisis an appellation the left Hegelians used of themselves at times.



to be compared to a cab that one can enter or alight from at will, for once they
enter it, even the revolutionaries themselves are not free to leave it".

Does this mean that theory can play only a secondary role in the process of
development? The issueis not whether theory plays a primary or secondary role.
Rather it is the conception of the dynamic link between theory and practice that
isat issue. Within his materialist conception of history, Marx doesnot seem to have
ever minimised the importance of 'true theory', the 'critique’ could be turned into
an efficacious'material force, for he was convinced that 'mere words' could never
change the world and that 'material forces could only be over-thrown by material
forces. In hisopinion the 'critique could become a material force by 'gripping the
masses and by becoming 'the guiding consciousness of a socia group which was
a material force even beforeit embraced the theory’ (italics added).1t is a mobilised or
consciousmass that can meet theory half-way: “It is not enough that thought urges
for actualisation. Redlity itsdlf has to force its way toward thought” (Bottomore,
op.cit; p. 54). It is this explosive mixture which bursts into revolutionary flames.

It will be noticed that thereisa parallel between the diaectic of 'human practice,
as described by Marx and that of its theoretical counterpart, the ‘critique’ is true
reality but at the sametime it is a perversion of that same sdf redity as well asa
dialectical phase of its development. Similarly, the 'critique’ reveals the truth of
ideology by unveiling its falsity; it destroys while it explainsi.e. a true philosphy
brings about itsown negation. For some reason or the other, the dialectic between
theory and practice does not receive the same kind of emphasis. Even where the
two start from a common premise, the'material conditionsof life, it is theory that
has to adjust to practice and never the other way round. Is practice then never
erroneous? Marx would have dismissed such a question as irrelevant. What
mattered to him is the fact that practice or doing is, and that, whether mistaken
or not in its detail, it is the ineluctable expression of human history. That may be
so but some would agreewith Hegel that at another level the'ought' isequally real.
Nor is thisa purely metaphysical question. In working our way back to the more
concrete aspects of the questions we seek to answer, we will use this as ajump-off
point and as an opportunity for suggesting how a less reductionist-sounding
dialectic could be developed in dealing with the problem of theory and practice.
Here we are referring specificdly to the elusive relationship between the objective
effects of subjective commitment and the susceptibility of the 'objective’ world to
subjective acts of volition or, put in bourgeois sociologica language, the
relationship between the manipulability of normative systems and their
prescriptive value.

At the beginning of this essay we referred to two standpoints as regards
"development™.There are those who believe in science as the only effective way of
bringing about devel opment and, therefore, have put a permanent ban on ideology
as being irrelevant and discreditable. There are those who, while not rejecting
science, see ideology as a necessary condition for development in society. Soviet
Russia, China and, more recently, Cuba are usudly cited as example of societies



which are growing fast primarily because they have the right ideology. The other
side is sceptical of this explanation because it says nothing about the Japanese,
South African and the West Germany economies which are developing very fast,
despit their conservativeor reactionary ideologies. Furthermore, there is gill the
problem of Eastern Europe, where, despitethe socialist ideology, development has
been less than spectacular. After that accusations of subjectivity and a cdl for
objectivity give greater creditability to the 'scientists and 'scientific socialism'
sounds more ideologica than the 'subjectivity' it is meant to dispel.

Since Napoleon accused his intellectual opponentsin France of 'ideology’, it has
become standard practice to discredit one's intellectual adversaries by smply
accusing them of ideology. It will be remembered that this was one of the weapons
Marx recommended to the proletariat in their struggle against 'bourgeois
ideologists. In fact, Marx in his own theoretical scheme drew a sharp distinction
between ideology and objective" scientific reflection” as has already been shown.
Unlike his modern followers, he used "ideology" in a derogatory sense. But how
clear isdistinction between "science" and "ideology" and between " objectivity" and
"subjectivity".

At this point | cannot but perpetrate a minor heresy, given my own empiricism
and positivist intellectual heritage. | want to assert that, if there is any difference
between scienceand ideology, it is only arelativeone. (i) Insofar as both arelogica
schemes for looking at the universe, they are the same; (ii) insofar as each is not
exhaustive of the same universeit seeks to depict they both distort; (iii) insofar as
both occur in human society and are sociadly and historically determined,' they are
both manipulable and corruptible; (iv) insofar as an ideologist (e.g.Chairman Mao)
has to devise programmes that are workable to achievehis goals, he is a scientist
and insofar as scientists choicesand uses (e.g.the American professorsat MIT who
are knowingly furthering the aims of the militaristsin the American Navy and the
State Department)are influenced by nonscientificand eval uativeconsiderations, he
is an ideologist. Arguments that science is not only generative but also
self-correcting will not suffice because the sameis generally true of social practice.
Otherwise it would be impossibleto talk of 'socid change'.

Experienceaffectshuman behaviour in very definiteways. So it can be seen that
the two systemsare not only similar at thelogical level but are aso often condtitutive
of each other at the practical level. If thisis true, then the worst ideologistsare those
who, instead of confessing their ideology, hide their ideological presumptions and
motivationsbehind thefacadeof 'pure science' or 'knowledgefor knowledge's sake.
Whether we likeit or not, al human knowledge has a determinate social context.

It may be argued that the scientists deliberately set up objective standards for

1In a fascinating and very well-documented article entitled "Malthus and the Evolutionists; The
Common Context of Biological and Socia Theory™ (seebibliography for details),Robert Y oung shows
how the scientificinterpretations of the 19th century British evolutionists were afflicted by socia and
ideological considerations.



testing the validity of their results or propositions. This brings us to our next
question, the problem of objectivity—subjectivity.If thereare bad scientistswho start
from the objective standard to arrive at subjective conclusions, there are also
activists who are persistent and imaginative enough to make what started off as
a subjective wish an objective redity. People can be taught to internalise certain
subjectively derived propositions to the point of treating them as selfimposing
imperatives in their lives. At that point the actualisation of such propositions
becomes more than a likelihood. We may think that this is the work of priests,
political agitators and demagogues. The truth is that in the socia sciences the
situation is not much different. The socid scientists pronouncements, no matter
how erroneous and subjectively derived, can (and do) get internalised by the
lay-members of society who then express them in their actual behaviour. When
that happens, we have no way of checking the predictivevalueand vdidity of the
original normative propositions of the scientist since they have become their own
testers. Sceptics might fed that thisis a vindication of their suspicion that socia
sciences are not redly 'sciences. Perhaps, that would be too rash. Therapeutic'
dummy pillsand distilled water injectionsin the medical sciencespoint in the same
direction, and yet that does not diminish the value of medical science. Similar
illusonsare known to have occurred in the harder sciences, where something was
observed to work perfectly, only to find that the ‘explanation’ that led to its
discovery was nothing more than a subjective piece of folklore.'Objectivity' and
‘subjectivity' are not things apart. They are not a dichotomy, nor do they form a
continuum — which is usualy the essy way out. They are rather contraries which
can exist within the same system without necessarily negating each other or
limiting themselves, as individual members, to any particular single contrariesi.e.
individual human beings do not have to be (and usudly are not) consistently
objective and subjective about the same things in all situations.

Relating theseobservationsto our original question, it may bestated that, insofar
as there is no pure science (i.e.practice and reflection that isfree of al ideological
presuppositions) or pure ideology (a system of beliefs which in its concrete
expression fails totally to distinguish between the properties of different objectsat
the disposal of its adherents) neither science nor ideology determines development
— qua technocracy is as futile as waiting for the millenium with folded arms.
However, between them, ideology and science are capable of promoting
devel opment. Subjectivecommitment isthe s1equa non of successful enterprise and
ideology seems to provide that on a massscale. While subjective or ideological
commitment provides the will, it does not provide the means; science does.
Mobilisation of the massesthrough the medium of ideology and arming them with
the necessary sKkillsand tools through the agency of science commend themselves
as a potent combination. But would the combination bring about development?
In our opinion, "No". Existence of ideology and science does not necessarily mean
that things will be done on the necessary scaleand in the best possibleway. It takes
organization to bring together mass subjective commitment and scientific



knowledge in such a way that their full potential is realised. Strong organisation
seems to have been the distinctive feature of the Russian, Chinese and Cuban
revolutions. Alsoit has been adominant featurein thedevel opment of Japan, South
Africaand West Germany. On the other hand, most of Eastern Europe seem to
have suffered in earlier years from lack of it. Some would like to add lack of
ideologica commitment as well. That would not affect the logical schema we are
trying to evolve. Ideological commitment, scientific knowledgeand organisational
ability emerge as the three critical variablesin the process of development. From
our discussionit does not appear that any one of them can promote devel opment,
without the others. It may be added that, dial ectically-speaking, though dependent
on theother two, organisation seemsto be the ultimatevariable. Strangely enough,
this coincides with Marx's first principle of al human history - 'the physical
organisation of individuals and their consequent relation to the rest of nature'.

The argument advanced in the preceding paragraph is rather limited in that it
does not come to grips with the real ultimate problem, the anthropology of man,
as raised in our definition of development. Second, it is still within the realm of
means, where we said organi zation was ultimate. When we enter the realm of ends
and the purpose of life, ideology becomes the ultimate. Technically we are ill on
safe ground, though we appear to be chopping and changing. Reversihility of
variables according to context is an acceptable logical trick in the sciences.
However much more is at stake. | do not think that anybody would contest the
general observation that someideologiesare morerestrictivethan othersand some
are more expansivethan others. For example, the South African ideology is more
restrictivethan the Tanzanian one and the Haitian one more restrictivethan the
Cuban one. Restrictiveideol ogies affecting human beingsunfavourably, therefore,
can be said to definethe human condition negatively. Thisis neatly covered by the
Marxian concept of 'alienation’." At the same time, we should be careful not to deal
only at theideal level. Theexpansivepotential of an ideology should not be equated
with fulfilment of actual men, as tends to be done with socialism. Even the best
ideologies are susceptible to perversion at the organizational level,” which again
emphasizes the importance and the quality of organization in human societies.
How are we to know whether a system is generating 'alienation’ or not?| believe
that alienation can be studied through its manifest forms and through direct
interviews, and the degree of deprivation can only be measured by what isalready
available - 'the negated ought is revealed by present existence itself.

In effect what we have been arguing in the last few paragraphs is that the
prescriptive vaue of ideational systems (e.g.ideology, socid structure and other
normative systems)should not be thought of as standing in a one-to-one relation

| Marx described alienation as'something likea negated ought, a kind of existence which revealsan
ideal to be pursued and which, precisely in thelight of thisideal, appears asdenying man of his ultimate
completion'.

2 We are not short of examples, particularly from the sociaist world.



to actual practice; practice has its own dialectic or generative value. But to
understand the dial ecticbetween ideology and practice and within each, we should
focus on organization as both the most concrete and dynamic link. We further
suggested that, while ideology defines the ends, it is organizational forms which
guarantee their realization. These are perfectly sociological observations and are
tranglatable into the structuralist language of "socia structure”, 'norms, 'socid
values and 'social behaviour', though they deny him the right to posit 'socid
structure' as prior to behaviour and determinant of it.

In conclusion it might be worthwhile to find out if our theoretical observations
can tell us anything about prospectsfor development and revolution in Africa. Is
lack of 'ideology" or 'science, as claimed by the various protagonists, the reason for
Africas revolutionary backwardness?It istrue that theleve of technology in Africa
is generally low and that African ideologies are notorious for their vagueness.
Supposing these two conditions had been fulfilled, would there have been any
remarkable progress?Weare biased observersand we are predisposed to say "No"
because we want to offer our own candidate, 'organization’, as the key to the
problem. To dispel any such suspicions, we shall recapitulate some of the points
raised earlier. "Critique” or 'the right ideology' in the modem sense, according to
Marx is a product of intellectual praxis. For its transformation into a 'materia
force, it needs a "conscious" proletariat who, therefore, meet it half way. But the
proletariat acquire consciousness through their own praxis. He stressed the point
that, whatever happens, it isonly the proletariat who could be the source of a ‘praxis
a la hauter des principes” they are the class which is destined to bring about the
necessary transformation of society.

Now, two fundamental questions arise: (i) Is there a proletariat in Africa; (ii) If
so, how conscious is it; and (ii) is its living conditions and praxis conducive to
development of classconsciousness?An interesting definition of classede proletaires
was once given by Sismondi in 1819 when he described them as those ‘whose idea
of weadlth smply is to exist and whose idea of poverty is to die of hunger'. That
would fit the great majority of African peasants perfectly, but one group it would
not necessarily fit is the urbanised African workers, who have a certain monopoly
of critical skillsand a few of whom stand a good chance of getting attractive jobs
in thenationalist party and in government.' (Unfortunatelyfor the African peasants
by the time of Marx, the definition had been restricted only to the poor who are
‘conscious of themselves as an estate or a class.) Secondly, there is nothing in the
practice of urbanised African workers which indicatesthat they are not suscptible
to mere economism and are on arevolutionary path. Furthermore, their forms of
organisation are not inconsistent with the overall nationalist political structure.
From thisit is not difficult to see that, as far as industrial worker in independent

| The number of former trade union leaders who got ministerial postsafter independenceis striking.
not to say anything about the patronage that leading trade unionists continue to receive from African
nationalist governments.
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Africa are concerned, 'the objective conditions' do not seem as yet to favour a
socialist revolution, i.e. a petit bourgeois compromiseis ill possible.
Fortunately, there are other categories in society which, even though not
preordained for a revolutionary role by Marx, can be a source of revolutionary
impetus e.g. the peasant the wretchedness of whose situation is well-known. The
same wretchedness made them available to the Chinese, Korean, Cuban and
Vietnameserevol utionaries. But absenceof any organisation among themin Africa
makes it unlikely for their praxis to acquire the necessary cohesiveness and
consciousness. By the same token, transfer of scientific knowledgeamong them is
not going to be easy. In that case, ideology, which we said was necessary for mass
mobilisationand asenseof commitment, will continue todangleintheair for want
of somebody to 'meet it half-way'. Given a number of possible perspectives, some
restrictiveand, therefore, worthy of destruction and some expansiveand, therefore,
worthy of nurturing, organisation ill stands out as one of the continent's most
important requirements. If this condition is fulfilled, may we not overcome our
idealisticimpatience and return from economic, political and scientific wilderness?
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In these essays the author startsfrom two basic assumptions. First, he believesthat
scienceis as socid and as subject to perversion as al other forms of knowledge
in society. Thisbeing the case, there is no absoluteway of separatingsciencefrom
the pervading ideologies of the day. In development theory it isonly logical that
the socidly desirable gods should be stated before the instrumentsfor realising
them can beforged. But in the processof forginginstrumentsfor solving current
problems new truths are often revealed which become subversive of the
prevailing set-up. Nor should this be surprising in Professor Mafg€s view, for it
isimplicitin the concept of "critique”in Marxian didectics. Accordingtothelatter,
there is no affirmation without a negation. "Development” as an evocative and
affirmativeconcept can scarcely avoid the connotation of " destruction” of existing
structuresand theories.

In this way development theory becomes synonymous with controversy,
polemics, and denounciation of the status quo. Rejection of "Dud Theories of
Development”, utilitarian "scientism™" and facile, orthodox theories of "State
Capitalism" are a concomitant of this awareness by Professor Mafge He seeks
answers to current socid problems through negation. Thisis a practice which to
him is part of general everyday socid strugglesand is, indeed, informed by them.
If in their everyday struggles underdevel oped countries perceive themsalvesasin
contradiction with the devel oped countries, then in theoretical work it should be
expected that the same confrontation will manifest itsalf. This can occur without
dividing the world into antinomies. Not only are dial ectical opposites momentsof
aunity but they also mutually create each other. Assuch, it isimpossiblefor them
to changetheir individual identities,without changing the whole. Underdevel oped
countries can barely hope to change the present international order, without
transforming themsdves. Thisis the recurrent theme in Professor Mag€es three
essays. For those who are dissatisfied with orthodox theory, there is a great deal
to recommend in these essays.

A.B. M. Mafeje, M.A. (CapeTown), Ph.D. (Cantab.) FAO Consultant on Southern
Africa, Vidting Professor in the Department of Socia Anthropol ogy and Sociology
at the American Univerdity in Cairo, formerly Professor of Socid Anthropology
and Sociology of Development, Institute of Socid Studies, The Hague, and
formerly Head of the Department of Sociology, University of Dar es Sadlaam.
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