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Georg Serensen

THE TWISTS AND TURNS OF DEVELOPMENT THEORY.

A Comment on "The European Experience” by Dieter Senghaas.

Introduction

A prevailing viewpoint in research on the development of Eu-
ropean countries from agrarian to modern, industrialized socie-
ties has been to look at the whole process as something obvigus
and inevitable: A process open to description and classification
but not demanding justification or the careful identification
of causal relations. As far as theorists of that time is con-
cerned, this is hardly surprising. The central tenet of 18th
and 19th century theorists of evolution was to look at develop-
ment and change as something natural taking society to ever
higher levels of development through its own in-built dynamics.1
This was a time when the rapid expansion of capitalism provi-
ded ample basis for optimism and the process of growth and de-

velopment was envisioned ultimately to involve all areas of
the world.2

As 1s known, classical marxist thinking shared this basic view
of the dynamics of capitalism although the theoretical
framework was of course radically differeht.3

However, when post-World War 2 development theory turned its
attention to the "developing countries” of the 3rd World, praob-
lems of development in these areas were contrasted with a simi-
lar kind of inevitabiiity as far as the industrialized, alrea-
dy modern countries were concerned. In the case of the theo-
ries of modernization, this is undoubtedly tied in with the

basic position of this line of thinking, according to which
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all societies must pass through stages of development from
"traditional" at the outset towards "modern” in the "end", with
the industrialized societies of the West occupying the highest

stage of development.4
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The theories of dependency turned against modernization theory
and critizised in particular the latter's lack of occupation
with international economic exploitation and surplus transfers,
But again there was no focus on the industrialized countries

of the core. These were seen as a monolithic bloc of exploiters,
creating underdevelopment in the peripheral areas. The centre

of attention was exactly these destructive effects in the 3rd
World.”> | .

In recent years, however, it has appeared that the employment
of approaches, concepts and questions normally used in the stu-
dy of the 3rd World is also highly relevant for the study of
European history of development. Europe (meaning all of Europe
and not only the Nort-Western part) emerges as differentiated
entity, which had both "winners" and "losers” in the process

of development, both peripheral and core areas. In this way,
former inevitability of European development is replaced by

a fascinating mystery: why did some countries "make it" in

the 19th and early 20th century while others did not?6

Clearly, in order to ask this type of question, one needs a
conceptualization of underdevelopment, of "losing out" in the
process of development. Such concepts of dependent, peripheral
societies on the one hand and auto-centred, "metropolitan”,
core-societies on the other have been developed within depen-
dency theory.7 Not surprisingly, it is scholars indebted to
dependency theory who have put these concepts to good use in

the context of European history of development.8 This alsoc means,
however, that some of the analytical and theoretical problems
pertaining to dependency thinking9 are now brought to bear on
the European problematique. They are simply built into the theo-

retical framework used on the European experience.

Two such problems are explored in the following in the context
©of commenting upon Dieter Senghaas' facinating study of Europe.

But it should immediately be emphasized that the following is




not doing justice to this study by the way of introducing all
- or even most - of its important contributions to development
theory and to the study of Europe. The aim is that of focusing
on a few pertinent theoretical issues. I start with the issue

of internal versus external factors in the process of develop-
ment and underdevelopment.

Internal versus External: What's to Blame?

One of the main accusations of early dependency thinking against
theories of modernization was the latter's neglect of external
factors in coming to grips with the development problems of

the Third World. The charge was undoubtedly justified: theories
of modernization did in most cases study problems of develop-
ment within the framework of the single nationstate.11

With the emergence of dependency thinking this failure was re-
medied, but almost to an extent where the pendulum swung to
the other extreme and focus was exclusively on external fac-

tors, as can be seen from the definition of dependence by
Teotonio Dos Santos:

"Dependence is a conditioning situation in which the eco-
nomics of one group of countries are conditioned by the
development and expansion of others. A relationship of
interdependence between two or more economies or between
such economies and the world trading system becomes a de-
pendent relationship when some countries can expand as

a reflection of the expansion of the dominant countries,

which may have positive or negative effects of their im-
mediate development." (12)

The message was that Latin American and indeed most Third World
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countries were subject to a situation of dependency inhibiting
their possibilities for development.
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However, beyond the harsh and in many cases Justified criticism

against theories of modernization, most contributors were ready
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to admit that external factors could not explain everything
and could not be made solely responsible for the predicament
of the Third World. Dos Santos made a distinction between con-

ditioning and determining factors, implying that external fac-

tors were "only" conditioning developments in the per:iphery,]3
and there. were a host of other contributions to clarify the
external/internal--relationship.14

N

Probably nobody would deny that both internal and external fac-
tors (the definition of which is which is itself a

problem} play a role in the process of development of any gi-
ven country. The point in the present context is, however,

that the distinction between external and internal has conti-
nued to haunt the debate on development and has continued to
provide a dividing line between those who find one or the ot-
her aspect most important. This alsc applies to the debate on
the development of Europe. Thus, the world system analysis con-
nected with the name of Immanuel Wallerstein15 take pains to
underline the external factors when analysing developments of

any single country,16 while the opposite position is taken by
Dieter Senghaas.

The starting point for Senghaas is that economically advanced
countries invariably threaten to underdevelop (peripheralize)
more backward economies due to their economic superiority, be-
ing able to outcompete the latter's industrial products and
thus keep these countries in a backward position as exporters
of raw materials/primary products.17 In the late 18th and in
the 19th century, England threatened other European (and non-
European) countries in this way. The response developed by the
country on which pressure of peripheralization is excerted is
decisive for whether underdevelopment or not will result. Here
Senghaas goes into a comparative, historical analysis of the
development processes of a number of countries. Most interes-
ting in the present context is his analysis of export econo-

mies in the 19th and early 20th century, examining the con-
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ditions under which these countries turned into peripheral or
auto-centred economies respectively.18 Focus is on relatively
small export-economies, more often than not relying on one or
very few non-manufacture export articles, in other words, coun-
tries likely to be victims of underdevelopment according to
dependency theory. Cases where local political autonomy 1is non-
existent due to colonial status and/or total imperial politi-

cal dominance are omitted from the examples.

Senghaas' conclusion is that the cases exarnined,]9
"developed the basis for core or peripheral status within
the societies proper, subjected as they were to similar
world market conditions; these developments reflected the

different internal preconditions for dealing with the op-

pertunities and restrictions that the world market brought
to bear upon each state.

There was in no way the causal interrelationship sugges-
ted by World System Analysis, between the development of
some societies to core-states and other to peripheral sta-
tes. The reasons for developing core-status or for peri-
pheralization should, in other words, be found in the dif-
ferences of transformation- and innovation-capabilities
pertaining to single societies." (20)
Senghaas' particularly stresses internal factors of a socio-
structural kind conducive to an auto-centred process of deve-
lopment. The most important element in this context is that socio-
economic inequality is not too excessive, particularly in the
agrarian sector. With tooc much inequality, growth impulses from
the export sector are barred from spreading; the surplus is
appropriated by a small elite who spends it mostly on imported
luxuries, there being no demand incentives for investment and
accumulation. Conversely, with a measure of eguality, export
earnings may contribute to a "good circle", pushing internal -

dynamics and the development of a naticnal economy.21

In sum, the claim is that external relatiosn of dependency were
mich less important for peripheralization than were internal,
Socio-structural factors; and the other way around: development
©f core-status was possible, even against harsh internal odds,

when internal factors were conducive to such a process.
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While Senghaas' analysis is a healthy corrective against the
dependency thinking that focused exclusively on external fac-
tors in the analysis of underdevelopment one cannot help to
speculate why a jump is attempted all the way back to square
one where external factors are granted no significance whatso-
ever. 2 This undertaking is executed in three steps in Seng-
haas' analysis. The first step has to do with the definition
of what is internal and what is external. While no strict defi-
nitorial discussion is offered it is implied that.the external
is equal to the economic conditions prevailing on the world
market. Particular attention is given to the price-/demand si-
tuation for the export articles of the countries analyzed. Pro-
ceeding from this notion of‘the external, the second step in-
volves the assertion that external factors were close to equal
for countries with similar export articles. For example, it

is asserted that the external facros, i.e. world market condi-
tions, were very much equal for Denmark and Uruguay in the lat-
ter part of the 19th and the early 20th century.23 Having come
this far, the third step is purely logical: when external fac-
tors are close to equal for two countries in a phase where the
one country (Denmark) exhibits auto-centred development and
another country peripheralizes, responsability for such deve-
lopments simply have to come from internal factors, and this

is exactly the conclusion offered by Senghaas, as quoted above,

However, this is not the way that most dependency thinking

treats the notion of the external and consequently Senghaas'
conclusion cannot refute this thinking. Firstly, the notion

of the external is invariably much broader in the dependency
tradition than is the case in Senghaas' approach. In dependen-

Cy theory, the external has to do with situating the state in
question in the world system, paying attention to both an eco-
nomic and a political level of analysis.24 And moreover, the
"internal"economic, social and political structure of a state

at any given time is always the product of previous dynamic inter-

Play between the "external" and the "internal" factors. Secondly,




one very important part of the external for much dependency
thinking is foreign capital commanded by foreign bourgeocisies,
in particular in the form of direct foreign investment. Thus,
direct foreign investment situates an "external" force in the
"internal” structure of the host country. For Cardoso and Fa-
letto this mixture of local and international interests lies
at the heart of the external/internal-relationship:
"We conceive the relationship between external and inter-
nal forces as forming a complex whole whose 'structural
links are not based on mere external forms of exploitation
and coercion, but are rooted in coincidences of interests

between local dominant classes and international ones,
and, on the other side, are challenged by local dominated

groups and classes." (25)
Foreign bourgeocisies do not take an active interest in the pro-
motion of auto-centred development. Indeed, most often foreign
bourgeoisies act to impede the promotion of auto-centred deve-

lopment in their respective host countries, conducting trans-

fers of capital to their homz countries, creating situations
of technological dependence, being import intensive, etc. This
is the gist of much dependency thinking on the subject and
also the conclusion by Senghaas himself in dealing with the
matter.26 In that way, foreign capital becomes part of the in-
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ternal socio-structural setting which is not conducive for at-
taining auto-centred development, and part of the disagreement
between Senghaas and the dependency tradition is resolved:
Senghaas has simply classified something that is normally con-
sidered an external factor by dependency thinking under the

of internal factors, and logically this has to tip the

when considering the obstacles to auto-centred deve-

heading
balance
lopment set up by external and internal factors respectively.
ENeanwhile, foreign bourgecisies are not the only elements in
the socio-structural setting impeding auto~-centred development.
Of decisive importance is also - as shown by Senghaas - the
@sted interests of local elites, most often agrarian oligar-
fG?ies holding on:io the power and privelege stemming from

s ﬁ&ghly unequal structures of ownership and spending export




earnings mostly on imported luxuries, taking no particular in-
. . 27
terest in local accumulation.

In some countries, like for example Hungary and Romania, the
agrarian oligarchies were the main or even the sole social
force standign in the way of auto-centred development,28 but

in mest of the cases examined by Senghaas, there is a clear
coincidence between countries embarXing on a process of auto-
centred development with absence/negligible presence of foreign
economic interests on the one hand and countries being periphe—
ralized having a dominant/substantial presence of foreign eco-
nomic interests on the other. This coincidence is clearly pre-
sent in the two export economies analyzed most carefully in
Senghaas' study of auto-centred and peripheral export econo-
mies respectively, namely the cases of Denmark and Uruguay and
there is certainly no attempt by Senghaas to hide the dominant

foreign (English) influence in the case of Uruguay, on the
contrary.

e 8
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Again, the pointing to local oligarchies impeding auto-centred
development is a healthy corrective against the often excessive
occupation with foreign influence in much dependency thinking;
but why is this point taken as far as to implying that foreing
economic interests cannot do a similar thing (i.e. impede auto-
.centred development)?‘This is what happens when Senghaas sta-
‘ges that foreign economic interests in the form of direct pri-

wate investment do not act as a bloqk to auto-centred deve-

Aopment if and when it comes to function under socio-structu-

con-
Bently being deeply involved in deciding whether "internal"
gﬁfiQ*Etructural conditions are favourable to auto-centred de-

uiﬁﬁgﬁﬁ@@n’ or not,

a point which is succintly demonstrated in

analysis of Uruguay.31 Moreover, if foreign economic

from €conomically more advanced countries were not




admitted this role of potentially impeding auto-centred deve-
lopment, it would be difficult ta understand the whole point
of departure for Senghaas' analysis which is that the advan-

ced countries invariably treaten to peripheralize the late-
comers.

The reason for Senghaas' neglect of the negative role of
foreign economic interests when it comes to drawing together
the theoretical implications of his analysis is probably that
he is out to correct the preponderance that depeﬁaency theory
gives this element; and, in the process he is haunted by the
inexpedient distinction between internal and external factors

i My aim here is not to defend dependency theory against any real
: or perceived attacks. What I would like is to contribute to mo-

] ving the debate on obstacles to development beyond the awkward

distinction between "external" and "internal" factors involved

in this process. Clearly, both "external” and "internal" fac-
tors may impede a process of development ; similarly, class

5 forces of both "external” and "internal” origin may impede a

;: process of development. The important thing is of course the iden-
tification of such elements and forces. Their "external™®

or "in-
ternal" crigin is, from an analytical p01nt of view, not signi-
ficant.

ﬁﬁnning Or Losing? ~ Auto-Centred Development versus Periphera-

the heyday of theories of modernization, there was a tenden-
4 L- to a8void conceptualizations on what 'development' was all

1, letting the term be equal to “"economic growth" and "mo-
@@fnz’atlon",

gﬂlizatlon"

the latter in turn being roughly equal to "indu-




It did not take long to realize, however, that even though many
Third World countries were able to record "economic growth" and
often also a certain measure of "industrialization", these coun-
tries did not experience "development" in fhe way that was the
case for the advanced, industrialized countries of the West.
This situation called for further considerations on the real
content of this Western "development” and "industrialization".
The result, mainly due to the efforts of dependency theorists,
was more refined concepts, dealing mainly with a'structural—é~

concmic level of analysis, pointing to the structural differen-

ces between auto-centred and peripheral economies. Formulated
very briefly,32 auto-centred economies are characterized by ha-
ving developed producer- as well as (mass-)consumer-goods in-
dustries; the level of productivity is high, and fairly uniform
across industries and there is a high degree of inter- and in-

tra-sectoral linkages, also involving agriculture. In auto-
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centred economies, there is a dynamic internal market, laying

the basis for further advance in production, developing local

technological capabilities, etc.

Peripheral capitalism lacks all this. The economic structure
is highly heterogencus, ranging from subsistence farming in the
agrarian sector to highly productive enclaves of capitalist un-
@ertakings, often directed towards'the world market. There is
R0 adeguately developed producer-goods sector and world market
dependency for vital inputs is significant. The interlinkage

between economic sectors is rather weak and the internal mar-

i%; g is undynamic, focused as it is on luxury items for upper-
_?%ﬁ@§ﬁvﬂl incomes.

eding from these concepts gave the possibility af advancing

@Bnhalysis of "development" beyond the notions of "growth"
B3 "indus:

‘rialization". And, as we have seen, it is exactly
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But simultaneously, the new concepts give way to a narrowing

of the way in which the process of development is perceived,

in two ways: firstly, through a rigid understanding of develop-
ment: either you (society) have it or you don't have it while
in the real world, societies are often "auto-centred”" on some
counts, and "peripheral” on others; secondly through almost
exclusive focus on what has to do with materialistic issues,
while non-materialist aspects of development (freedom, identi-
ty, security) were overlooked. This latter point is not pursued

in what follows; I concentrate on the issue of rigidity.

The first thing to say is that the distinction between auto-
centred (or plainly 'centre-countries') and peripheral socie-
ties leaves us with two very large categories within each of
which diversity is bound to be enormous. In an earlier work,33
Senghaas has pointed to the necessity of working out a typolo-
gy of peripheral societies, as the category covered the whole
range from countries with rather undifferentiated enclave-
structures functioning as mono-product exporters (like for ex-
ample Mauretania), to countries with great diversity in the
economic structure {like for example Brazil). In the category
of centre-economies, the need for differentiating is certainly
no less, and there is a contribution towards this end in Seng-

haas' analysis, as he distinguishes various type of auto-cen-
tred development in Europe.34

However, when it comes to deciding the basic reasons for "win-
ning" or "losing" in the process of development, for embarking

on auto-centred or peripheral development, such differentiation
tends to be left out. Focus is on basic differences between the -
two categories of "winners" and "loosers". While there can be

DO objection against this procedure - provided that it can be
shown that the decisive reasons for the type of development

©f the country in question lies on this basic level - stopping
the analysis here pays the price of letting the actual dynamics
of development experienced in the "losers"-category go relati-

vely unnoticed, or discarding them outright as "superficial",




"unimportant” or whatever. This is what tends to happen in Seng-
haas' analysis of the "losing" export economies.

Thus, for example, while Uruguay has in no way reached the le-

vel of auto-centred development that is the case for Denmark,

even though both countries "started" from "similar" economic

levels in the late 19th century, this does not mean that there
have been no dynamics of any kind in Uruguay. On the contrary,
a substantial amount of import substitution indusprializatioﬁ

has taken place in Uruguay, especially during the first three

decades of this century. In the contemporary picture, the GNP-

distribution between sectors in Uruguay is roughly equal to the

panish distribution (Uruguay: Agriculture, 12%, industry, 36%,
3 |

service, 52%). Even the distribution of the economically ac-

tive population on these same sectors roughly equals the Danish
distribution.36
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Most certainly, these aggregated figures cover large discrepan-
cies on lower levels of analysis: the producer goods sector is

not nearly developed to the same degree in Uruguay (3% of indu-
stry) as in Denmark (26% of industry);

undoubtedly, there is
@ much higher intensity of intra-and inter-sectoral interlinka-

‘'ges in the Danish economy. Similarly, Danish exports are rat-

.Ber diversified: the 15 most important articles take up 52% of
@xports; in the Uruguayan case, only 3 articles - wool,

meat
and rice - make up for a similar percentage. In total, Danish
BEports cover 171 types of articles, while the figure for Uru-~
) 3 ,

@8 which are even farther away from the
@ peripheral, underdeveloped,
i ene €ase with Uruguay. Argentina
Bint,

"classical” picture
raw-material mono-exporter than

39
and Brazil are cases




The important issue in the present context is not the exhausti-
ve empirical demonstration that such cases can be found. Seng-
haas would not deny this; the above data on Uruguay, for exam-
ple, are mentioned in his analysis. The important peint is the
way in which these examples are valuated in the larger context
of development and underdevelopment. There are some countries
from the auto-centred category, like for example Canada, New
7Zealand and Australia, who on many counts are more similar to
some countries from the periphery category, likewfor example’
Argentina, Uruguay and Brazil, than they are similar to other

. . . 40
auto-centred societies; and, of course, vice-versa. If a num-
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ber of countries ar as far away from the ideal type descripti-

on of a peripheral economy as they are from the ideal type

30,

description of an auto-centred economy, are they then half-

"winners" or are they half-"losers"? Is the one-pint glass that

contains half a pint of beer half full or is it half empty?

The peoint is, of course, that development is not a uniform, one-

dimensional process proceeding smoothly, taking society from
underdeveloped/peripheral to developed/auto-centred in any fix-
ed period of time. It is a process involving struggles and éet—
backs; dynamic periods and phases of stagnation; perhaps even
involving phases of simultaneous "development" {e.g. industri-
-alization in an auto-centred sense) on some counts and "under-

development" (e.g. widespread and increasing poverty) on others.

Zhis is not to imply that the socio-structural elements brought
ﬁgtward in Senghaas' perceptive analysis are unimportant for
fg%fnot conducive to a process of development. I see no reason

: nguestion the significance of these elements. The point is,
ever, that dynamics of development can obviously take place

A in spite of the absence of the development-conducive socio-
“Ftructural setting stressed by Senghaas. If this was not the

ifﬁgﬁﬁﬁv Peripheral societies lacking Senghaas' conducive setting

4 have been totally stagnant and undynamic, and they most
Mnly have not been 1ike that, cf. the examples above.




Indeed, the glass is both half full and half empty. It is im-
pertant to analyse why some countries peripheralize and some
countries embark on a process of auto-centred development. This

is the issue faced in Senghaas' analysis and dependency theory

tries to come to grips with the same type of problem, although

emphasis differ in the reasons given for success/failure. But
it is of course equally important to identify and analyse the

dynamics which have taken various peripheral countries part of

the way along a path of development, even though these same ‘so-

cieties may still be termed "basically" peripheral. This latter

aspect was neglected in much dependency thinking, some of which

even went as far as to characterize the situation as "blockeg"

in peripheral societies. The analysis by Senghaas has "inhe-

rited" a substantial part of this neglect, through its adop-

;
:
:
i
i
3 tion of the centre/periphery-distinction and subsequent main
é focus on differences between these two large categoriés.42
%

There is another aspect of this line of reasoning which has to
do with the auto-centred countries;

for in the case of these

countries, Senghaas' analysis tends to focus one-sidedly on

aspects of the process of development, following
the logic of emphasizing the "losing™ aspects in the case of
the peripheral societies.

the "winning”

Fhis means that in the case of the centre countries, the process

of development becomes almost toec smooth, characterized by ri-

sing productivity in agriculture and 1ndustry, increasing diver-

Bification of industry, rising real wages, mass-market on an

'*%?Onomlc level, mass-participation on a political level, etc.

even in the case of Denmark, where the early phases of in-

trialization were accompanied by rising real wages,43 the

“@nt of poverty was significant.

3, in a recent contribution, Seoren Merch44 estimates the ex~

-©f poverty inflicting physical damage to involve roughly

cent of the population by 1880; at the same point in time,




he estimates the share of the population who have in periods

of their lives experienced starvation to lie between 60 and gg
per cent. There were substantial improvements in the decades
following 1880, but it was only after World War 1 that the poor
sections of the working class - the rural laborers -
of problems of starvation.

were free

. These remarks only in order to demonstrate that even in the |
: case of rather small export economies a dynamic 'and expanding

local market (profiting from distributions of income and re-

sources (land) that were only moderately unegual from a compa-
rative perspective) could well go hand in hand with a signi-
ficant extent of poverty. It would of course be important to
identify relative and absolute thresholds beyond which the ex-
tent of poverty impedes a dynamic development of a local mar-
ket, but this could probably not be undertaken without speci-
fying the other relevant sources of demand, which in turn may
vary across countries and time—periods.45

In sum, the "winners", going for auto-centred development, are
not "winners" on all counts: and perhaps even more important:

- the "losers", the economies peripheralized, are not complete
“losers”. There are dynamics of development in these societies,
@ven dynamics that lead part of the way towards auto-centred
ﬂevelopment, in spite of the lack of a socio-structural setting
eonducive to auto-centred development. The reasons for "winning"
; "losing” in the process of development identified by Seng-

88 are important, but the dynamics of development which do

.£it into the grand distinction between peripheral and au-

Of-combining these two approaches would be to develop a mo-

Sinemesheg distinction between various levels of peripheral-

Centred development.46 In that way, perhaps a middle-road
2@

2 be found between the very abstract level of analysis in-

iﬂg €entre versus periphery, and the very concrete level

*YSis involving the single case in focus.




What Can And What Can Not Be Learned From Europe?

Auto-centred development in the vein of the European "winnerg"
is no paradise on earth. It comes much closer to trading one
set of development problems (namely that of the Third World)
with another set which may be farther away from problems of
mere physical survival and material welfare, but which remains
serious enough anyhow: alienation, a sense of meaninglessness
in life, pollution, general depletion of enviraﬁment, just to

mention a few examples from a long list of human and social
pathologies in auto-centred societies.47

However, it seems difficult to contest that some kind of in-

dustrialization in the vein of the West is necessary to cover
the need for material welfare.48 If this is so, and provided
you want to learn something from the experience of the success-—
ful West in this regard, what is most important?

Senghaas stresses a cluster of factors under the general hea-
ding of the "socio-structural setting” of the country in ques-
tion. All elements in this setting are important; but the one

thing stressed in particular is the existence of a not too ex-

cessive soclo-economic inequality, particularly in the agrarian
sector.

There can be little doubt that the elements in the structural
setting analysed by Senghaas are important for a process of
development. The critique in the preceding section have not
attempted to deny this. The contribution there was limited to
modifying Senghaas' conclusions on two counts: firstly, as far
as the mixture of "external®”/"internal" forces against auto-
Céntred development is concerned; secondly, the stressing of
the fact that the non-presence of the development-conducive
80cio-structural setting mentioned by Senghaas does not mean

& doom to nen-development: dynamics of development are possib-

le in spite of this.
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However, it might be equally important to consider what can
not be learned from Europe, i.e. to which extent are the Thirg

World countries of today faced with new problems and circum-

stances that render the European experience less relevant?

One important point in this context is mentioned by Senghaas.
Be stresses that auto~centred development is getting progres-
sively more difficult as time goes by: the farther we get from
the first industrial revolution the harder the 6dds against
attempts at auto-centred development. As a consequence, the
social carrieres of auto-centred development are subject to
change. Whereas earlier such developments were possible in eco-
nomies left to private undertakings operating in a (more or
less} free market, no auto-centred development within the last
60 years has been successful without comprehensive political
action, state-planning and intervention in the economy. The
necessity of political acticn in particularly pertinent in the
case of comparatively small export~economies.49

I would like to supplement two additional "clusters" of cir-
cumstances which face Third World countries today in a way
quite different from auto-centred developers of the previous
century. The first set of issues is of & technico-economic na-
ture. It has to do with the types of industries and technolo-
gies that are necessary in order to achieve auto-centred deve-
lopment. The types of industries and technologies lying at the
core of this process are subject to historical change. In this
way, for example, steel industry has historically been a key
element in the sector for the manufacture of producer goods,
and, accordingly, one of the major "industrializing industries".
in the de Bernis sense. Although steel industry is still im-
Portant, it may not have this role any longer. Technological
change brings new industries into the strategic role of prime
Pushers of industrialization, which is another way ot say that

the contents of the technical coefficients of intra-/inter-in-

~Austry linkages are subject to change.




In other words, in order to be historically specific about
what auto-centred development actually means, we should be ab-—
le to point out those industries/sectors which are at the core
of the current phase of capitalist development. During the re-
cent phase of structural crisis, for example, the most advanced
core economies have pushed new systems of producer-goods lin-
king R&D resources, mechanical and electronics industries.50

I am not implying that every single Third World country should
go through exactly the same kind of build-up in order to ac-
hieve core status, but being, most often, forced to a signifi-
cant degree of involvement in the world marke:t, this is the
kind of competitive odds that Third World countries looking
for industrial expansion including erection of producer goods

industries, are up against.
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The second set of issues has to do with the "external" social
forces pro or con auto-centred development. Without attempting
to exhaust the subject, I would like to mention two points.

As regards foreign bourgeocisies, the types of involvement in
the Third World and the ensuing economic interests show a much
more differentiated picture than was the case only some deca-

des agc. The "classical" foreign economic interest in raw mate-

rials from the Third World is now accompanied by foreign firms
preducing manufactures for the local market or for export, and
firms selling producer goods or even setting up facilities for
the manufacture of producer goods. For the achievement of auto-
centred development in the Third World, these developments are
ambigous: on the one hand, it is no longer the sole or even
Primary interest of foreign bourgeousies to keep the Third Worlad
Countries in a role as raw material mono-exporters. Those firms
8elling producer goods or loocking for profitable local markets
¥ould like to see some measure of industrialization, of econo-
'*;_ﬁic development. On the other hand, the capacity for foreign
firms 1o control and profit from such processes of industriali-

B8tion in the Third World has increased enourmously. For examp-




le, foreign majority ownership of the activities has for long
ceased to be a necessary precondition for the exercise of for-
elgn control; 1 there is, in other words, a much higher risk
now than previously for processes of industrialization in the
Third World to be controlled from the outside.

The last point is about the politics of the advanced countries,
the imperial powers themselves, versus the Third World. Diffe-
reptation has taken place here also, on two counts: intra-block,
i.e. the "traditional"” system of cne single hegemonic power
(England, United States) is gradually being replaced by a num-
ber of significant powers; and interblock, i.e. the contradic-

tion between the planned economies of the "East" and the mar-
ket-econcmies of the "West".
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Although there is a tendency for the powers or bloks of powers

toc carve out their "own" spheres of influence in the Third World,
this whole process of differentiation provides a certain leeway
for Third World countries to gamble on contradictions and compe-
tition between foreign interests and thus be able to gain "fa-
vours" which would not have been possible under previous sy~
stems of a single, dominant power.52 On the other hand, this

can well go hand in hand with a strengthening of the imperial

i
5
i
E
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grip in what is considered vital areas of interest, cf, the

U.S5. policies towards Central America.53

Many additional economic, institutional and political develop-
nents which separate the situation of the present Third World

Ccountries from the situation of 19th century developers could

of course be mentioned. Senghaas and his close collaborator,

Ulrich Menzel, are of course aware of this. At present, they
aTe conducting a comparative study of Scuth Korea and Taiwan
in the context of the debate over auto-centired development in
 the So-called newly industrializing countries.54 It remains
o e be seen which welght they are going to allot these "new"
.developments in proportion to the factors that were also pre-
: 89t in the earlier European experience.
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