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Introduction: Development Theory in the 1990s

by Frans J. Schuurman

Many developing countries will remember the 1980s as the lost decade.
The same asscssment could perhaps be applied to the field of develop-
ment theory. Especially from the mid-1980s onwards, an increasing
number of publications outlincd the contours of what became known as
‘the impasse in development theory’. Major factors contributing to this
impasse were post-modern criticism of theory formation in the sociat
i sciences, the growing awareness that the emphasis on economic growth
: —awarded a central role in development theory —resulted in an insupport-
able burden on the natural environment, and loss of the socialist paradi gm
as the link between theory and development praxis.

For reasons elaborated later, the development theory impasse espec-
ially concerncd Marxist and neo-Marxist thinking. Consequently, adher-
ence to the neo-liberal paradigm — the ‘counter-revolution’ in John
Toye’s terms (1987) — seems to have reached major proportions. The

i cuphoria on the right concerning Fukuyama'’s view of ‘the end of history’
i (1989) secems premature at least: many Third World countries continue
! to have major economic problems, although, in political terms, the
ongoing democratisation process would scem to allow for better cond-
itions for the development process.

In spite of the development theory impasse, empirical studies of devel-
opment themes continued in the Third World. However, they lacked the
paradigmatic umbrella of, for example, dependency theory or the modes
of production theorcm. Given the criticism levelled against these
analytical frameworks, it was logical that Third World studies in the
1980s should emphasise empirical research, linked only occasionally to
- o . A metatheory.,

' S In the meantime, however, attempts were increasingly being madc to
go beyond the development theory impasse. The contributions in this
1 volume offer an overview of these endeavours, without, however, comin z
Al up with a fully-fledged new theory of development. The aim of the
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2 Development Theory in the 1990s

This introductory chapter provides the reader with some necessary
background to the discussions. It begins with a short overview of the
major Marxist and neo-Marxist development theories w_hlch were
criticised so severely in the 1980s. Next, several contributu_ms to tl}e
impasse debate which subsequently arose are dealt with, using David
Booth’s article on the subject as a central point of reference (1985). In
the following section, several attempts to reconstruct develogmcnt_thgory
will be introduced - e.g., the regulation school and post-:mpcnal:sm.
Attention then shifls to the question of whether the post-modemn (;13-
course has anything positive to offer post-impasse development studics,
other then a general criticism of theory formation. .

Many of the themes discussed will be elaborated in the other contrib-
utions to this volume.

An Overview of Neo-Marxist Development Theories

Relevant to any discussion of Marxist and neo-Marxist dcvcl_opmcm
theories are their points of similarity and difference. Both Mgrx:sm and
neo-Marxism regard social and political relations as determined by the
primacy of production relations. However, as far as development theory
is concerned, the differences between the two schools of thought are
considerable. The major points of difference are the following:

1. Marxism is Eurocentric in its approach. It examines impcrialism from
the perspective of the central capitalist countrics (the core), looks for
reasons for imperialism’s existence (the search for markets, cheap raw
materials and labour so as to maintain profits at the core) and, consc-
quently, for imperialism’s function in the economic development of the
core countries.

Neo-Marxism, on the other hand, looks at imperialism from the
perspective of the peripheral countries, studying the consequences on t_hc
periphery of imperialist penetration. The bf:st-known neo-Marxist
development theories are the dependency theories, the modes of produc-
tion theories and the world systems theories, which will be dealt with
later.

2. Marxism emphasises the historically progressive role of capi'lalig.m.
Marx and the ‘early’ Lenin describe the role of the spread of capitalism
in Eastern despotic societies as historically progressive. Economic
development was stimulated as major feudal landholders transformed
themselves into capitalist entrepreneurs. Simultancously the feudal yoke
was lifted from the shoulders of the peasants, who would in due course
form a working class (impossible under a feudal system), which could
then be recruited for a socialist revolution.

In his later publications, Lenin (1917) pointed out the dangers of
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exorbitant profits being transferred from the periphery to the core
countries, retarding capitalistic development potential. Further, he
pointed to the relationships between the local bourgeoisie in the periphery
and the bourgeoisic in the core, preventing the genesis of a progressive
bourgcoisie (as in Western Europe during the Industrial Revolution).

The unilincarity of orthodox Marxism is obvious: socicties evolve
from feudalism to capitalism and finally to socialism. This unilincar
thinking will be criticised below.

Nco-Marxists disagree with this historically progressive role of
imperialism and capitalism, arguing that they are more likely to lead to
underdevelopment in the periphery than development. Second, they sec
other potentially revolutionary actors apart from workers, namely
peasants. In the 1980s this vision had to make room for the attention
focused on yet other actors, the ‘new social movements’. (I will return to
this point).

3. Marxists still adhere to a 19th-century development optimism, For
example, they view the concept of scarcity as an invention of the
bourgeoisic to legitimise cconomic inequality. o

Increasingly, neo-Marxists integrate an ecological consciousness in
their vision, although this approach is very recent and rather problematic
(Benton 1989).

4. In discussing the appropriation of economic surplus, nco-Marxists
look not only at class rclations (where one class exploits the labour of
another), but also at relations in a spatial sense where appropriation of
surplus can play a role, namely between countries. This follows the “later’
Lenin, who signalled the possibility of excessive profitecring in this way.

Dependency Theory .
One of the best-known neo-Marxist development theories is the depend-
cncy theory. As with most social science theories, this theory was a child
of its time (the end of the 1960s), the major characteristics of which
were:

1. The failure of the import substitution strategy. After World War 2 a
number of Latin American countrics (Brazil, Chile, Mexico, Argentina)
adopted an industrialisation programme emphasising the so-called ‘infant
industry® argument, that poes back to the 19th-century German economist
Fricdrich List. Analyscs by the Economic Commission for Latin America
(ECLA), under the direction of Raul Prebisch, confirmed a deterioration
in the terms of trade for traditional Latin American primary product
exports compared to imported industrial goods. A number of countrics
consequently decided to produce industrial goods themselves, both to
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limit their dependence on imported goods and to set an autonomous
development process in place. )

Towards the end of the 1960s it was becoming increasingly clear that
this import substitution policy was not decreasing dependency on forcign
countries. Foreign companics went behind tariff walls, nqtlonal industry
remained dependent on the import of machinery, and the internal market
was too limited (through uncqual income distribution) to gencrate
sufficient demand, The dependent countries showed a pattern of increas-
ing influence of forcign capital and incrcasing_dcpcndchy. According to
the'dependency theorists (dependentistas), this process lcq to a growing
social, political and economic marginalisation of many Latin Americans.
This large-scale marginalisation could not be adequately cxplau?e:d by
the then-current modernisation theory, which blamed the lradnupnal
(meaning non-functional or even dysfunctional) values of the marginal-
ised population for preventing their integration into the economic
dynamic. ' .

A number of political events were also of significance in the birth of
dependency theory.

2. The Cuban revolution. In 1959 this event presented Latin America
with the possibility of socialist revolution. This created the Qemar}q for
theoretical support which was not provided by orthodox Marxist writings
on revolution.

3. The military coup in Brazil. This coup d’état in 19(‘:%4 ledwoa poI_icy
that opened the floodgates for foreign capital, resultl_n_g in increasing
marginalisation of the working population. Many critical academics,
among them the future dependentistas, were exiled abroad, where they
began to examine, and to criticise, the economic model of the Brazilian
government.

4. The US invasion of the Dominican Republic. In 1965 this invasion
quashed a popular uprising (supported by some cnlightened army
officers), emphasising that imperialism was prepared to‘dcfcnd its
interests in Latin America. Anti-imperialist feelings in Latin America
stirred up by this intervention played a distinct rolc in the development of
dependency theory.

Dependency theory drew on a diverse range of earlier Lheorgtic schools.!
Hence, it is hardly surprising that there has been a diversity (:)f: elabor-
ations of the dependency idea.2 Nonetheless, the common spirit of the
time allowed the following consensus to be reached with respect to the
dependency concept:
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— Underdevelopment is 2 historical process. It is not a condition
necessarily intrinsic to the Third World.

- The dominant and dependent countries together form a capitalist
system (a standpoint which would later be developed by world
systems theoreticians).

~ Underdevelopment is an inherent consequence of the functioning of
the world system, The periphery is plundered of its surplus: this lcads
to development of the core and underdevelopment of the periphery.

There was also a reasonable level of agreement about the role of multi-

national corporations:

— Multinationals impose a universal consumption pattern, without
taking local needs into account.

~ They usc capital-intensive techniques in arcas with large labour
resources.

— They out-compete national capital, or undertake joint ventures with
local capital.

— They use a variety of methods to transfer capital (e.g., fictitious price
Systems).

- They involve themselves in national political and economic affairs,
via (among others) their relationships with the local bourgeoisie.

In short, the contention was that both a penetration of bank and industrial

capital, and a consumption ideology that alienated the periphery from

itself and made it dependent on the core, led to large-scale marginal-
isation and the non-realisation of development potential.

In the beginning there was little criticism from the modernisation
school; increasingly, however, orthodox Marxists took the neo-Marxist
renegades to task. In the early 1970s the critique concentrated on André
Gunder Frank (1967, 1969), not necessarily because he was the most
typical of the dependency school, but for 2 number of other reasons.
First, Frank wrote in English - the Spanish of the other dependentistas
seems to have been too inaccessible to the critics. Second, Frank was
both polemical and outspoken in his arguments. He was also somectimes
placed with the world systems theorists because he not only wrote about
Latin America but also about the historical development of the capitalist
world system, and the ‘true’ world system writers based themselves on
his work.

It is beyond the scope of this introduction fully to elaborate Frank’s
ideas and the criticisms thereof, I will, however, look at one element of
this criticism, as it led to the formation of the modes of production
theories and emphasised the contrast between Marxists and nco-Marxists.

Frank asserted that Latin America could be characterised as capitalist
practically from the start of the colonial period. There was no question
of the dual socicty proposed by modemisation theorists. There was
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something approximating production for the world market and there was
a system for appropriation of the economic surplus. The way in which
the surplus was appropriated varied over time (from plunder to unequal
trade), but the surplus was always usurped in one way or another.

Frank's assertion that Latin America was capitalist from the beginning
of the colonial period brought him under heavy fire, particularly from the

- Argentinian economist Ernesto Laclau (1971). Laclau argued that Frank
had used a mistaken definition of capitalism, that capitalism was a mode
of production, rather than a mode of exchange. He concentrated on the
sort of labour relations which created a product in the first place, rather
than on what happened to the surplus. If, rather than the manner of
production, matters such as production for a market and appropriation of
the surplus were of prime importance in defining capitalism, reasoncd
Laclau, then capitalism should be defined as having existed since the
Ancient Grecks.? According to Laclau, such a definition turns capitalism
into a meaningless concept. ,

In the meantime, the modemisation theorists had recovered from their
shock, and began to dircct their criticism at the inadequate empirical
evidence supporting the dependency thesis that differences in degree of
dependency were causally related to differences in economic develop-
ment (Ray 1973, von Albertini 1980, Bairoch 1980). In gencral this
criticism followed the tactic of erecting a straw man (of dependency
theories) which was then knocked down. Soon, however, modernisation
theorists became more interested in computerised global growth models
(Kahn and Wicner 1967, Rostow 1978, Kahn et al. 1979).

Modes of Production Theory

Laclau went further in his criticism of Frank, attempting to develop an
idea where the emphasis lay not on the circulation sphere (trade,
appropriation of surplus) but on the production sphere. The question of
how products were produced (the production relationships) was further
examined. In France, especially, the modes of production concept was
given a clearer theoretical form, particularly by anthropologists Picrre
Philippe Rey (1971, 1973) and Claude Meillassoux (1971, 1972, 1981).
The anthropologists found an opportunity to address what they saw as a
‘need’ in the dependency theories, namely, lack of attention to the local
level,

The basic idea of the modes of production theory is that a number of
modes of production coexist in a society, and that they have a relationship
to each other (regarding exchange of labour, goods, capital, ctc.): they
articulate with each other. Further, it was thought that a rclationship
between capitalist and non-capitalist modes of production was favourable
for the capitalist mode of production. Apartheid was used as a classic
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example of an articulation between capitalist and non-capitalist

of production. The workers lived in their traditional homglandss r\t:rc}:g:
thcy had land that didn’t produce enough to live on, and so had ;o offer
their labour to South African industry. Salarics, however, could remain
low, b_ccause workers had some income from their land.

This exanfrplc shows that a capitalist mode of production not only
relates to existing non-capitalist modes of production, but it can also
create new oncs. The conclusion was that in many developing countri;:s
capitalism articulated with non-capitalist modes of production and 90
retarded the development of these countries, )

From the time this concept became known in international literature
therec was a boom in the number of modes of production identified by
anthropologists. In addition to Rey’s colonial (sce also Banaji 1972)
Imeage _and transitional modes of production, other modes of productim;
were discovered’, such as the peasant mode of production (Bartra 1975
Harrison 1977), the African mode of production (Coqucry-Vidrovitch,
196?) and the petty-commodity mode of production (Poulantzas 1975
f&mu‘l 1974, 197_6). Eventually it appeared as if every village could bc
identified as having its own unique mode of production, and the concept
threatened to_become meaningless (Foster-Carter 1978).

The I_Vlarxlsts. argucd that this nco-Marxist interpretation of modes of
p_roc!uctlon was incorrect. Marx’s standpoint was that ‘mode of produc-
tion” was a concept that had to be used at a national level, and that at any
one point in time, there was only one mode of production,

Opinions on the articulation of production modes also diverged among
supporters of the theory. Some felt that non-capitalist modcs of produc-
::lz?n‘t:;}dt rcilsted' capita:!ist penctration, others argued that the non-

pitalist production modes were kept ali italism, i
o by mon pt alive by capitalism, if not (':vcn

The modes of production concept maintained itself successfully for a
reasonably long time; however, interest in it began to wane in the 1980s
Non_ethclcs_s, the development of this concept offered many fruitﬁ;i
studies during the 1970s, above all because these discussions offered
insight into why devclopment projects can be problematic.$

World Systems Theory
Just as the dependency school was a child of its time, so were the world
systems theories. This approach was developed in the mid-1970s, when
East Asn_m countries were experiencing swift growth that could no ’longcr
be described as dependent development, particularly as they had begun
to challenge the economic superiority of the USA in a number of areas
Anothcr_ facto‘r conducive to the rise of world systems theories wa;
the oncoming crisis in socialist countries. The failure of the Cultura‘l
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Revolution in China and economic stagnation in the Eastern Bloc led to
an opening in the direction of international capital. Previously unthink-
able alliances were formed: for example between Washington and
Peking. These were developments to which revolutionary Marxism could
contribute nothing. It could be said that developments were happening
on a world scale that were not covered by existing development theorics.

Wallerstein was the most outspoken figure in this new terrain. His
work from the mid-1970s onwards was strongly based on the idcas of
André Gunder Frank and other dependentistas. Uncqual tradc, the
exploitation of the periphery by the core, and the cxistence of a world
market were concepts taken from dependency school thinking,.

Like Frank, Wallerstcin argued that a capitalist world economy had
existed since the 16th century, that is, since the beginning of the colonial
era. He saw non-capitalist modes of production as a part of capitalism,
the definition of which (based on 19th-century England) he saw as 100
narrow. Increasingly, countrics which were previously isolated and sclf-
supporting became involved inthe world economy, The final result is the
creation of a core and a periphery, with a number of semi-periphery
countries in between. '

The core consists of the industrialised countries, the periphery of the
agricultural export countrics. The semi-peripheral countrics (like Brazil),
which act as a buffer between the core and the periphery, are different-
jated from the periphery by their more significant industrial production.
The semi-periphery functions as a go-between: it imports hi-tech from
the core, and in retum exports semi-manufactured goods to the core. It
imports raw materials from the periphery and exports to it industrial end-
products. .

Wallerstein saw the Newly Industrialised Countrics (N ICs) as cxam-
ples of the semi-periphery. A peripheral country can achicve the status of
semi-periphery and in this way can be brought into the core. The spread
of as large a market as possible is essential to his rcasoning. These were
arcas where Wallerstein clearly diverged from dependency school
thinking, if only in that dependentistas did not rcason in terms of a scmi-
periphery.

The world systems concept was scen, in this period, as a handy
solution to a problem that dependentistas were increasingly confronted
with: how to differentiate between internal and cxternal factors as
explanations for underdevelopment. The world systems theory offered a

simple solution: in moving to a more abstract level (with countrics as
global analysis units) there are no more external factors. There are also
no longer different sorts of capitalism, such as core capitalism and
peripheral capitalism; instead there is one capitalist world system, The
origin of devciopment and underdevelopment is then found in the
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incorporation of countries within the world system. Under

occurs because countries are subject to a tradz regime and gf:de‘:ggrg;n;
world market that is characterised by unequal trade.6 Wallerstein was
criticised by followers of the modes of production theory, who argued
that there were a number of production modes, each anic;ulatin i%uit
ow;‘n\ wa;;(] with the dominant capitalist mode.” s

not er world systems author is Samir Amin, w ishi
on this topic in 1976. In contrast to Wallerstein, Am?nod?gg:;t g;rb;;s::? tl%
the presence of a capitalist mode of production in Latin America from
the 16th century. He did agree with the existence of 2 non-capitalist
mode of production which saw its surplus appropriated through uncqu;l
trade. This uncqual trade led to a stagnation in the expansion of the
nwa:l(l)g:sltcri'::ar::m'and th?fw a disarticulatcd cconomic system.® Like
erstein, Amin ar i ; i
Seviphorsl o gued for the existence of the go-betweens, the semi-
In genceral, the criticism of the world systems approach i

that of t!lc dc_pcndcncy theories: the ne glc)::t of classpmal;s; : t:;iﬁ:én ‘I:c:::
of l‘hf.‘. dwcrs.lty of the Third World, and the assumption of nc;n-workiblc
polmc_al opttons such as self-reliance and a socialist world government
In taking a glpbal view, the findings are difficult to translate to th.
concrete realities of Third World countries. ¢

As with previous approaches, the world '
pushed to the background in the 1,9805. sysiems ‘lheory was also

Some Causes of the Impasse in Development Theori
The criticism _of Marxist and neo-Marxis?developm:nt fl:corics as well
as 9f modernisation theories led to a theoretical vacuum in the 1980s
which for many Third World countries was a decade of economic crisi‘s'
In_thc past 30‘years (the period of the existence of developmcn£
theoties) dcvelqpmg countries have realised an improvement in life
expectancy, child mortality and literacy rates. However, these arc
averages only and are less valid for lower socio-economic gr&ups Inthe
1980s therfa was actually a reversal in these indicators (the outbi:cak of
cholera epldcm!cs in Latin America and Africa point to this). With the
current per capita growth of 1.3-1.6 per cent it will take an.othcr 150
years for Third World countries to achieve half the per capita income of
Wcstqm countries, and that is without taking into consideration the
sometimes negative growth figures of the 1980s. Instead of a sclf-
:}’:t::,nfg tiz?xlgrgt?nusgblt{o;w;;’s terms), many devcloping counlrics

) . Problems such as unemployment, housi

%lﬁénﬁg ghts_, poverty and landlessness are increasinz afalarrr;ingl:s:tgi,
GNICE estimated a fall of 10~15 per cent in the income of the poor in.
e Third World between 1983 and 1987. In 1978 the Third World




10 Development Theory in the 1990s

received 5.6 per cent of the world’s income; in 1984 that ha% fal!el:‘n lt::i :lcg

per cent. The ‘trickle-down’ process had falled' ab§olutcly. wo hu dred

years ago the income ratio between the world’s rich al-’ld poor clo;;g th::

was 1.5:1, in 1960 it was 20:1, in 1980 it went up to 46:1 and in

ratio was 60:1 (Trainer 1989, World_Bank 1991). _ e
From the mid-1980s the vacuum in dc_:vclopmcm thc'opcs was a;qc

in an increasing number of publications in terms of a crisis, an impassc,

for the following reasons:®

1. The realisation that the gap between poor and rich cpuntrics continucd
tc; widen and that the developing countries were unlikely to be able to
bridge that gap whatever strategy they would follow.

2. The realisation that developing countries, in thc; 1980s, were preoccu-
p-ied with short-term policies aimed at kecping their heads above w;atqr 12
terms of debt. Policics did not take intermediate or long-term gc:ja s m‘n
consideration, nor did it scem likely that they would be able to doso 1
the future.

3. The growing awareness that economic growth has had, and i; hahVi?gf,‘
a. catastrophic effect on the environment. It was calculate bl 22105|0
developed countries maintained their currentulevelhof gr:)c\:ﬁ‘,w é 2059
; ight times higher than the cur . Th
they would need an output eight times hi ! '
i i i bvious. Advocates of sustain
this would causc an ecological disaster is 0 T O
lopment argucd that growth = development 1S no y inv d
af‘c?:ctl?: ";?h?rlc)i Worldgbut also for the wealthy mdus;nahscd co;!zcl:nlﬁ?q‘?
i naj i before we realise this?
hy wait for a major ccological catastrophc -
%‘I;:ti:\:vzc{o growth’ option incrcasingly came into the picture, but fpund
no foundation in any of the already discredited devclopment theorics.

4. The delegitimisation of socialism as a viable polmgal mc::ms of :Ao;;r;?ﬁ
the problem of underdevelopment. Allhqugh Marxist and nco‘-:scmm.g
development theories were never pgmc_ularly strong mt 3r cseniing
realisable policy alternatives, socnalnst-:psplrcd development traj $
were now totally removed from the policy agenda.

5. The conviction that the world market is an o‘vcr-a-rching wholc \:.'hIC;;
c;mnot be approached using development policies o_nented at t|l1e na l()‘rllcr
level. Individual nation-states are assigned an increasingly sr:m or
function. Development theories, however, still used the nation-state as
meaningful context for political praxis.

iti i jati ithi hird World that
ing recognition of dlffcrcntxatlo:? within th T
gb':l':ffoml:)vrlxggr be l%andled by global theories assuming a humogcm:;:s
First and Third World. The 1980s saw an avgianche of bpoks on the
subject of whether or not ‘the’ Third World exists as an entity.
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7. The advancement of post-modernism within the social sciences, where
there has been a tendency to undermine “the great narratives’ (capitalism,
socialism, communism, etc.) by arguing that there is no common reality
outside the individual, Political alternatives, which always exist by the
grace of a minimum of common perception, are in this way manoeuvred
out of sight. Development theories based on metadiscourses have no
right to exist, according to post-modernists.

At the end of the 1980s, the only group not touched by the crisis (and
who reacted with a sometimes irritating and unfounded triumphalism)
were the neo-liberal adherents of the open market ideology. This post-
Keynesian vision (also known as Reaganomics) has, since the middie of
the 1970s, urned the crisis to its advantage. -

Neo-Liberalism !
From the mid-1970s this development ideology enjoyed increasing popu-
larity. The oil crisis at the beginning of that decade and the subscquent
restructuring of international capitalism led to a redefinition of the role
of the state. This meant the end of Keynesianism and the idea of the
welfare state. Publications by Bauer (1981, 1984), Little (1974, 1982),
Lal (1983) and Balassa (1982) gave substance to what John Toye (1987)
labelled the counter-revolution in development thinkin g. What started in
the 1970s as a nco-monetarist vision on the problem of hyperinflation in
many Third World countries, grew into a new development idcology.

State interference with the market mechanism was considered ineffec-

tive, counterproductive and basically inconsistent, According to David
Lehmann (1990), Chile under Pinochet exhibited one of the clearcst
examples of neo-liberal policy. The state should primarily endcavour to
lower the fiscal deficit through devaluation, deregulation of prices and
decreasing state subsidics. The circumstances in Chile at the time — a
military dictatorship — were highly suitable for the introduction of this
nco-liberal and neo-monctarist economic policy. The rounds of applause
which Chile camed in intcrnational financial circles cncouraged many
currently democratising governments in developing countries to follow
Chile’s example. Limiting the role of the state, a liberal economy and a
strict monetary policy according to the guidelines of the International
Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank, are the major policy options
in many Third World countries.

However, as Chossudovsky (1991) rightly observes, the structural
adjustment package of the IMF can increasingly be considered as the
cause rather then the solution to the economic problems experienced in
the Third World. The withdrawal of the state led to the increasing
impoverishment of low-income groups. Liberalisation of the economy
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- and the growing emphasis on export-led indus:trlial.isationtfesu}t:::lla :'rlle":
i ducing for the internationa ;
dual economy, with one sector producing _ O e
i hrinking national market. up
and another sector producing for a shrinking - Buphorio
inte i ico’ Argentina’s reccnt €Conomic upsurg
interpretations of Mexico's and > no psurge
tate deficit has been cu
seem rather premature because }hc stats : '
primarily by large-scale privatisations which canno: go o:] ll)?::]:ttit::t::vlél
i -liberalism most rese
a development idcology, neo-liberaliss
kn:\:n modcrn‘i)sation paradigm, but in fact it has less to offer because
inimalised.
role of the statc has been mm:mghsc - . B
th?Aﬂfzr so many years of oligarchic, restricted dcmocr;mc ornr;t'l]ﬁg
gi i i f their people, ma
mes which neglected the basic ncc;ds 0 T pet
rV(\:f%Irld countries ingLalin America, Africa and As:;:_ all:kc h:il:ire c:;{gntt?]‘z
ition to democracy which could cr
entered a process of transition ; D e
nditi t caring for the poor an .
conditions for states finally to star _ _ e
i j denies the Third World states
However, the neo-liberal trajectory ( _
i ) i i i f those without jobs, houscs,
licy tools to intercede actively in favour of
Eocalt}{ care, schooling and food. Instead, na;l(;na?ssctts z;r;:(;zcglc:) g?:a?ino i
'to (i i i ital, lcading to § :
rpe scale to (inter)national private capital, nisation
?f tghe Third World. The current status of the concept of mscll]cgrlr; li?)t;?:r}cr
isati tier — scems increast
d modcrnisation theory for that ma : )
zrrllly to political aspects of the transition 10 democracy in the Third World

(Apter 1987).

jating the Impasse . _ ]
ill‘gm?ﬁgfn tlf:': preceding section some criticism of neo-Marxist devcl

opment theory has aircady been dealt with, ilt] _m;n;‘.t l(:c cg‘;ﬁ:': i(s)tuct: ;lhrflrt)
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teleological. The publications of Bill Warren (1980), which have a
structural Marxist character wherein Warren positions himself against
the dependencia theories, are also placed by Booth under the ‘teleo-
logical’ banner. The dependency school was further criticised on the
basis of the tautological rclationship between underdevelopment and
dependency.!! It is worth mentioning here that modemisation theory
also exhibited a teleological trait: the example of the United States was
held up to developing countries as an end goal that was rcachable by
following the rules laid down by the modemisation theory.

The second dimension in Booth’s critique refers to the economism in
Marxist devclopment studies. With this he means that the complex of
political, social and cultural factors in developing countrics is seen as a
consequence of the national and international economic structure.
According to Booth, this interpretation interferes with the study of these
factors as independent dimensions. To interpret culturc patterns in
devcloping countries exclusively in terms of the functional needs of the
mcetropolitan capital is meaningless in Booth’s eyes.

The third dimension, that of epistemology, concerns Booth's com-
ment that Marxists have closed their eyes to relevant issues in what he
calls ‘mainstream’ literature. They have ignored, for example, literature
about industrialisation processes in the Third World, where the state
fulfils a pioneering role. Booth claims that Marxists were placed in an
epistcmological confrontation with ‘mainstream’ literature that led to
concepts (such as unequal trade and exploitation) which were rarcly
based on empirical data, were almost never calculable and, on top of that,

were wrapped in pseudo-scientific jargon. 12

Although Booth’s article attracted much attention, the basis of his
critique was not in itself new. In 1979 Henry Bemstein was alrcady
moving away from the dependentistas and the modes of production
school. Bernstein reproached the then-radical development theorists for
wanting to have their cake and eat it t0oo. The fundamental difference
between the developed core in the industrialised world and the underdey-
cloped periphery was, according to Bernstein, cast in terms {respectively)
of autonomous and dependent development processes. On the other hand,
there is talk of exploitation of the periphery by the core to oppose the fall
in the rate of profit. According to Bernstein this logic is not consistent:
one cannot describe the development process of the core as independent
if that process depends on exploitative relations with the periphery in

order to keep the dynamics of its own development going.

Further, Bernstein scorns the modes of production school for the
‘shopping list’ of production modes which turns it into an empty concept.
His conclusion’— that underdevelopment is not a uniform process with
uniform causes and consequences — led to Bemstein’s conviction that a
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theory of underdevelopment was not possible. He sces attempts 10
construct such a theory as ideologically coloured. With this critique,
Bemstein in fact pre-empted both Booth and post-modernist thought.
However, neither Bernstein in 1979 nor Booth in 1985 (contrary to his
chapter in this volumc) offered a concrete way out of the impasse in

radical development theorics.

Continuation of the Impasse Debate
1n an article published in 1988, Leslic Sklair added weight to Booth’s

argumecnt for a temporary shift of attention within development studics
from the level of theory to the level of metatheory.

 Sklair sees the only way out of the impasse described by Booth as the
combination of mctatheory, theory and empirical rescarch in onc pro-
ject.13 According to Skiair, the impassc arose from the confusion of
metatheory and theory, where attcmpts were made to test a metathcory
which was, by definition, untestable. On top of that is the problem that
diverse, and sometimes divergent, theorics can be derived from one
mctatheory. These can be internally consistent, but arc not nccessarily
consistent with cach other.

As an example Sklair cites the historic-matcrialist metathcory from
which were derived theorics of ‘dependent underdevelopment’ (Frank
1976, 1969), ‘dependent development’ (Cardoso and Faletto 1970) and
‘dependency reversal’ (Warren 1980). Sklair follows the same reasoning
for gender theories such as liberal feminism, socialist feminism and
radical feminism, which he secs as deriving from the same historic-
materialist metatheory, and which take as their central substantive
element the conflict between ‘patriarchy and the liberation of women
under capitalism’. Sklair argues fora cross-fertilisation between theorics
that are derived from the same metathcory, for example, betwceen
‘dependent development” and particular gender theorics that can then be
empiricatly tested by a study of the role of women in the intcrnation-
alisation of production.

Skilair's differentiation between theory and metatheory is not in itself
new; however, it is worth bringing it to the fore again in the light of the
development theory impasse. The suggestion of cross-fertilisation can
also be uscful. However, two problems are still with us. First is the post-
modernist criticism of metathcoretical assumptions, such as those
inherited from the Enlightenment. (I shall return to this point later in this
chapter.) Second, I get a hint in Sklair’s article of a not-unknown
manoeuvre, namely, that if a theory is untestable, or falsificd through
testing, then it can be promoted to the rank of metathcory. That looks to
me like merely shifting the problem, rather than solving it. | say a ‘not-
unknown manocuvre® as it puts me in mind of the way world systcms

Some Causes of the Impasse in Development Theories 15

theorists ‘solved’ the problem co i
) lv ! nfronting the dependentistas:
d;fﬁcult empirical difference between internal and exlzemal factgli t;:::
Eyifc :1 ;otlhccm_(tt;ngcr):lncgelopmem. This problem was solved by world
orists by shifting their analysis to a higher | '
level we are no longer confronted wi Brmatic difforataon
: ith the ic di iati
between internal and external factors. problematie differentation
BO(\)ft?]I'ldcrg'C?St and Buttcl (1988) have also picked up the thread of
Marxisfn cx:_:gﬁg n?]f(‘) the l;:mdei:'lying metatheoretical assumptions of
! . re, they have established that neo-Marxi J
1;;(::;!;' atﬁamst an orthodox Parsonian version of Max chcrxéls’g:'gli
193 ﬂ)1at?lt1 1‘:3.53 ::igicgucntly :Lnncxed by the modernisation theory 'I:hC).(
ocs not do justice to Weber’s thinking, and 6'
'z} lrltlr;czrll; ;il;ogilec:'cngo-vg;bcrila;s to which Claus Offe (1%85) ?Sh:]rtl::g
X curdicu i ’ ‘
o s, betors {1977 gnd Anthony Giddens (1981, 1984),
fa“{\ccc:rdmg to Yandcrgccst and Buttel, Weber accused Marxists of
rcallil:g qﬂs}cc their modcel as an ideal type and attempting to id;:ntify
socioyp‘gllitictal}c allrlloldcl. Aththcl same time Weber held the opinion that
: - alyscs should put more emphasis on the ‘histori
- - » * . Sto -
g;trcsrgrctau;c spcc:ﬁcny. . T.hls approach stands. firmly against the \:rl:y
Fars ?p?:n' d ;Smgomv%c‘l:ct:)rcn{sauo;: theory have reified Weber’s concept of
. - rians handle the concept of ideal t i
outcome deterministic (teleological) n o e
¢ ) I or as cxplanatory of realit
identification of obstacles to devel ot e 3
n of opment (as happens in Marxi
the modernisation theory) is i i Weboriane
nis y) is irrclevant, according t i
because this assumes a i ident] B o ey ans,
ccau particular, identifiable route to a defi
situation that is called ‘development’. Thus, i oisation theany,
: . Thus, in the modernisation th
culture is scen as somethin i i i a possibi.
g static and, in the Third World i
obstacle to development, In Marxi alysi hand oot
( ! . st analysis, on the other hand
is seen as being determined by the econo , T berian o
. The nco-Wcberi
proach, however, sces culture as a ive pro  studiod
 localy oronied s creative process that must be studicd
po‘:'/earngc;lgazc:(; zinlr]u:l Izu::cl a;so label analysis of the state, where political
ultural context, as belonging to the neo-Weberi
approach. As a possible disadvanta 4 i e ofatmatn
: o gc they cite Weber’s lack of attenti
to practical political intervention, C i Son with &
: E . Concemning what must be donc with
quantity of locally oriented research, Vand nt10 the
ity of I _ . ergeest and Buttel point t
gossnbill_ty, in fact‘the necessity, of looking within the hctcr(l)m cm:i0 lh?‘
e\ﬁlppmg_ countries for common denominators genety @
1s a pity that thesc authors have not devel . is li
¢ ors h oped this line of
further. The necessity of historical comparative rescarchci: ;'ggurﬁzt

precisely the point here, and somethi
) 3 ething V
refer 10 in their introduction. ® Vandergeestand Buttel correctly




I6 Development Theory in the 1990s

Mouzelis (1988) takes up the baton handed on by Vandergeest and
Buttel. So as not to become bogged down in generalities such as ‘the
reality in the Third World is so complex and diverse’, Mouzelis proposes
¢ ... to go beyond the case study, without sacrificing context in terms of
time and space’. He proposes an attempt to analyse specific development
trajectories and usc that analysis as a basis for typologics, as Barrington
Moore (1966) has donc for industrialised countries. Mouzelis assumes
that if development trajectorics plotted for Argentina, Chile and Brazil
(for cxample) arc compared to those of the Asian NICs (Newly Industrial-
ised Countries), we would then be presented with essential factors that
influence the development process, such as the amount and form of state
dirigism, the influence of agrarian reform, relations between agriculture

and industry, and the development of the internal market.

Mouzelis's approach emphasises that it is not necessary to fimit
comparisons to regionai studies; for example, it is valid to place Greece
in the same catagory as the countrics of the Latin American southern
cone. He argues here for a more autonomous position for the political
dimension in the analysis.!5 Thus he secs military regimes in Latin
America more as independent actors than as promoters of ruling class
interests. According to Mouzelis, development trajectories in the Third
World are more often characterised by competition for the means of
domination and coercion than competition for means of production. He
refers explicitly to concepts developed by the French regulation school,
namely regime of accumulation and mode of regulation, which is

discussed in the following scction.

Initiating Post-Impasse Development Theory
The continuation and development of the debate begun by Booth
(detailed above) over the impasse in (nco)Marxist development theorics
has shed light on a number of attempts to give substance to post-impassc
development theorics. It is remarkable that a number of these attempts
are not particularly rccent and even predate the gencrally felt impasse.
In this section I will discuss the French regulation school, the actor-
oricnted approach, post-imperialism, gender studies, and finally the
rescarch agenda on sustainabic development, which is in fact more
concerned with defining development strategies than with theoretical

explorations.

The Regulation School
The French regulation school, led by Lipietz and Aglietta, formulated its

thinking in the early 1980s. The essence of the regulation school was
clearly presented in a succinct article by Lipietzin 1984. Like Mougzelis,
Lipietz is of the opinion that regularitics in development trajectories arc
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Post-Imperialism .
The third proposal for a renewal in development theories, which I would
like to cover briefly, is that of post-imperialism, which has its most
important exponents in David Becker and Richard Sklar (1987). The
latter began to develop his ideas in 1976.

Post-imperialism is not actually a development theory, but rather a set
of idcas about the political and social organisation of intcrnational
capitalism. Becker and Sklar begin with a critique of the standard nco-
imperialist theorics. In the first neo-imperialist variant that they identify,
capitalism is scen to be the root of all evil (surplus extraction, inapprop-
riate technology, anti-democratic bourgcoisic in alliance with intcr-
national capital, etc.). The second neo-imperialist theory they argue
against is Cardoso’s ‘dependent development’, the viewpoint of which
was that the Third World was industrialising (also Warren’s position)
but that it remained structurally incomplete. Developing countrics then

- must bring themselves into line with a world economy dominated by

transnational corporations, which could supply the missing inputs, and
as such would also be in a position to exercise decision-making power.
The authors reproach Cardoso for underesti mating the NICs’ capacitics
for technical innovation, and for presenting an unrealistic altcrative in
the form of total autonomy and a state that would have to represent the
will of the pcople.

Becker and Sklar contend that nco-imperialism in general is based on
the false assumption that international capitalist expansion is of necessity
imperialistic in its nature. In their vision the transnational corporations
(TNCs) offer Third World countries access to capital, markets and
technology. There is a harmony of interests between politically auton-
omous countrics, in spite of differences in phases of economic develop-
ment. There is then no question of a growing international domination.
Everywhere in the Third World the elite will form stable rclationships
with the TNCs, according to Becker and Sklar. Thus there is a ‘manag-
crial” bourgeoisie consisting of a ‘corporate wing’ and a ‘local wing’,
which in general have common interests. The only dangcer for this
coalition occurs when the ‘local wing’ expresses overly nationalistic
rhetoric. The TNCs tend to behave as ‘good corporate citizens’. Becker
and Sklar call this adaptation to the local political climate the ‘doctrine of
domicile’ 2!

Furthermore, Becker and Sklar contend that the members of the inter-
national bourgeoisie are also influenced by development values in the
host country, and that communication is not simply one-way traffic
between international and national bourgeoisie.22 By assertively and
pragmatically interacting with foreign investment and the corporate
managerial clite, a new local bourgeoisie has, in many Third World




20 Development Theory in the 1990s

countries, managed to usurp political power from the old oligarchical
elite. The new local bourgeoisie no longer needs an authoritative
administration to be able to exercise their class domination. Becker and
Sklar fecl that their post-imperialist interpretation corresponds with the
beginning of a post-nationalist period.

In a cortain sense, post-imperialism seems to show some similarity to
Long’s actor-oriented approach, in that the spotlight is on the actors in
the development process, and not so specifically on mechanistic pro-
cesses. Still, Becker and Sklar employ a much more structuralist ap-
proach. Their class analysis is charactcrised by awarding important
weight to the political context in comparison to the cconomic over-
determinism in the orthodox Marxist class analysis.?

In a critical comment, Frieden (1987) praiscs the post-imperialists for
drawing attention to the asscrtive pragmatism with which Third World
countries can respond to foreign capital investments. Fricden (justifiably)
comments that these ideas have not yet reached the level of development
theory, and that much analysis still has to be done. Class formation and
the dialcctics of class struggle are central in the analysis of post-
imperialism, but Frieden wams not only against political determinism,
but also against underestimating the economic levers available to
international capital to gain entrance to certain countries. In addition, hc
establishes that the casc studies used (Zambia and Pcru) concentrate on
TNCs in the mining sector (copper). In comparison to other economic

activities this is a very specific sector and not particularly representative
of the behaviour of foreign capital in the Third World.24

Fricden’s criticism is justified. Post-imperialismis nota development
theory; at most it is a theory regarding a rccently arisen intcrnational
oligarchy. This ‘managerial’ bourgeoisie is a new class which defends
its intcrests against the prolctariat and the old oligarchic classes. In the
“Third World this results in a great diversity in rclations between the state
and (international) capital. Although attention to the behaviour of the
corporate and ‘local’ part of the managerial bourgcoisie is a uscful
clement within post-imperialism, it places too much cmphasis on the
political clement in the analysis, and not enough on the cconomic
‘element.25 Despite criticism by Becker and Sklar of the historical
dependencia school of Cardoso e/ al., the strength here was the connce-
tion, on a national level, of an economic analysis to an analysis of the
varicty in class alliances and class oppositions.

The post-impasse development studies dealt with up to now vary in
regard to the formal object (the explanatory framework) and the material
object (what needs to be explained). Despite their differences, the
development theories discussed have at least one common feature,
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future generations. The definition itself and the way it is used in practice
offer a rather heterogeneous picture. The term sustainable development
encompasses development strategics which range from light-green to
dark-green, from romantic and nostalgic conservatism to utopian social-
ism, from absolute-zero growth in the economy to maintaining the
present world cconomic growth rate. As a result, the ‘green’ notion of
sustainable development could be incorporated without effort into both
the *blue’ development model (nco-liberal) and the ‘red’ development
model (socialist, and these days social democratic). In a number of cascs
one can therefore hardly speak of an alternative development modci.

Employing the common terms mentioned above increasingly leads to
interconnections between the discourse of sustainable development and
that of women’s emancipation. Exploitative behaviour towards nature, it
is argued, is a typical patriarchal attitude, in which both women and
nature are given a subordinate role (Mies 1986, Shiva 1988). Women’s
emancipation would, thercfore, also lead to less cxploitative relations
with nature. In addition, attention to ethnic minorities in the Third World
— who generally are considered to treat nature in a less damaging manncrt
~ can give further shape to sustainable development.

The different ways industrialised countrics on the one hand and
developing countries on the other hand regard the substantiation of
sustainable development strategies point to the danger of cthnocentric
handling of this concept.?6

Bill Adams (in this volume) finds sustainable development to be a
flag for many ships, and because of this the concept does not cnjoy an
acccpted theoretical foundation. Yet, the power of the concept lics in the
insights derived from micro-level praxis. Thus, Adams favours a theory
formation of sustainable development which inciudes the macro as wcll
as the micro: the transnational corporation and the peasant, the biosphere
and the ficld. The fragmented praxis of ecological research, planning and
policy, in developed as well as in underdeveloped countrics, indicate the
necessity of theory formation for sustainable development.

in his criticism of neo-Marxist development theories, Booth concluded
that the problems and the solutions lay particularly at a mctaphysical
level. However, since the mid-1980s, criticism from post-modernism of
the social sciences in general has taken a position against metatheories in
any shape or form. In the prescnt case, the impasse in development
theories is increasingly attributed to a modemity discoursc with untenablc
mctaphysical starting points. The guestion which arises next is the extent
to which post-modemism can contribute to the further shaping of post-

impasse development studies. Oris post-modernism simply a fashionable
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cthnocentric phenomenon whi iesi
A p ichmanoeuvres development studies into a
Before answering this i
3 question, the next section wi i
outline the contours of post-modcm,ism. il first briefly

Post-Modcrnism
Wlthu! thc’framework of this introduction there is no room for
extensive discourse on post-modernism.2” I will limit myself to thoa£
clcmcnt‘s which in the ensuing sections are directly or indirectly rele s t
to %ost-lmpasse development theories. yreevan
ost-modernism is a reaction to the Enlightenment narrativ
chc\;s:ggm:'zﬁ: ;f‘ ir;g:ltéﬁlc kgc:wledge, along lines laid out by Galiele(:)fat::;
, : eadto a rational control by man (si i
nﬁtural and so_clal surround_mgs. The notion of a):ransccfn(?gn(t)a:’lez}glg
allowed {he view that society was ‘makeable’. The Enlightenment
?z;-rauyc is given shape in the assumed emancipation of humankind:
t;onraltilt?elz- tfrctg: po;{erty, slavery andignorance. Since the French Revolu:
mod’cmity.y' quality and fraternity have bgen held high as a banner of
. gl;zstimoderni§ts react against this modernity discourse. Thus Lyotard
ﬁasco’ofgtiS) bcllcvc_s that {\usch\yilz and Stalin heralded the ultimate
pasco o l:‘e :nocllf:rnaty project. Sclence.is not employed to emancipate
hum; Th)::'relilscn isted l_)y capital and subj'ugatcd to efficicncy rather than
by . here no one §mg1c truth, as depicted by modernity philosophy;
cr there is a plurality of perspectives, each with its own langua its:
?;v_;l6rulgs and myths. French. post-structuralists such as Derrida (%%73
langu)z;ge ?g:sz; gn(;if Sl;z:tir; ‘(s.lig&:;fi 1987)hde]:'eloped the thesis thai
. nifiers’ whi i
reality, and where the existence %f onc realit; isd;;gzgé:edzz;‘:z;g
%,rlmbqls become more important than the message they must convéy
cre 1s no longer a distinction between truth and lie, between reaso -
gmd rhetoric, between essence and semblance, betw,een science an‘:l1
:c_lcology. An apparent reality is created by mass media through an endle,
c:rculaum? of symbols. Production no longer sets the tone in socictSs
consumption of symbols replaces it, Universal values do not exist a:(i
mqtathconcs (both Marxism and modernisation theories) whicl‘1 take
universal valyes as given and see society as ‘makeable’ are suspect and
mercl)[ cor}trlbute to an apparent reality. The Enlightenment ideal of the
cmancipation of humanity has not been achieved nor can it be achicved
_'Ijhersa are three currents which fall under the term post—modernism.
ori g}:lnaung respectively frqm art, from literature and language ph}loz
sophy (the post-structuralists), and from social sciences (the post
industrialists). The oldest claims to the title post-modemism lic Wit‘})‘l thc;
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arts, which, in the 1950s, reacted against the abstract in paintings and the
International Style in architecture,

Of particular importance here is the philosophy of post-industrialism.
The basic idea is that Western countrics entered a post-industrial phase
whercby the concentration on production of goods was replaced by
production of technical knowledge (Bell 1973, Touraine 1974). Post-
industrial society is a ‘knowledge’ socicty, in which a growing part of
the labour force is used for the production of tcchnical know-how.
Basicaily, the argument gocs as follows. Fordism reached a crisis in the
1970s, heralding a late-Fordist phase for capitalism, which cxhibited the
following features:

— increasing internationalisation of capital, especially through the
. spread of asscmbly activities;
_ a decrease in importance of the nation-state, and an absolute and
relative decrease of the traditional core of the working class;
— a marked increase in the scrvice class through the increased role of
management, research and financial transactions;
— increasing uncmployment and a growing distinction between skilled
and unskilled labourers;
— an increasing difference in consumer paticrns;
~ alarger role of mass media in the process of socialisation.
According to the post-industrialists, latc Fordism dispiaycd such
distinct contours during the 1980s that it is legitimate to talk of a post-
Fordist period. Here, the development of micro-electronics provides the
industrial sector with an even more flexible organisation, with a hard
core of well-paid labourers in the areas of rescarch and development and
in management. The role of the statc is reduced to keeping the whole
intemationally competitive.2’ The individualisation of society incrcascs
(c.g., the increase in single-person or childless houscholds). Consumption
is characterised by stressing constant renewal of the products on offer.
This consumer hedonism leads to ‘disposable life-styles’ (Berman 1982).
The functionalistic acsthetic of Fordist use valucs, which were rclated to
the norms of rigid Taylorist mass production, belongs permancntly to the

past.

I have discussed post-industrialism in some detail here because it
provides a good background to understanding post-modernist schools of
thought.3? Thus Callinicos (1989, 1990) argues that it is not coincidental
that post-modernism is particularly fed by French philosophers and social
scientists. In these circles a number of events in Europe at the end of the
1960s and start of the 1970s were grected as accelerations of class
struggle, Euphoria over the revolts of 1968 in France and 1969 in Italy,
the Portuguese revolution of 197475 and the end of the Franco regime
in Spain in 1975-76 turned into bitter disappointments at the end of the
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1970s. According to Callinicos, the tightly-1
] : X -laced corset of Althusseri
Marxism did not offer space for an S ctin in the
ditsation of poct saode rl:] ace y reaction other than an exodus in the
The manner in which post-modemni
: sm subsequently took shape i

Euch more hctcro_gemc than I have suggested so far. T}l’le notion EP;O:I:

¢ end pf thq Enlightenment narrative of growth and emancipation is
substantiated in three post-modern sub-directions:

1. A neo-conservative communitarianism. Social anomie must be op-

poscd by a return to traditi i i
philoso ghy. o tradition and history, a type of nco-romantic naturc

2, A progressive communitarianism. The Marxist iali

revo-lt!tlon must be forgotten. This would only lci(:]aftgg :fl:le]:rsl?ﬁ:slﬁ;
Sta_hmsm. Ins_tead one must search for other types of local sources of
resistance against the governing power and knowledge system. One n.wqt
hereby think of new social movements. Michel Foucault als;J wants io

involve hospital paticnts, prisone ies—i
\ X rs and gypsies—in sh ili
with the effect of hegemonic power. &P o groups familiar

3. Nihilism. Truth and reason have been lost sight of and si ioni
name of the gamq’. Jean Baudrillard (1 97%) is the fr:r:sl:l?)ltn?;]plcflzzg
zicponcnt of this Ph:losophy. The only hope cherished by this sceptic is
at the masses will become so numbed by media bombardment that thc‘
can no longer be indoctrinated because of their ‘unresisting imbccilily'.-"):

111!11 ::le folﬁlowing_s‘ection post:modemism (and post-Marxism for that
a gr) will be critically examined, delimiting its possible relevance for
post-impasse development theory.

Post—Modcr:nism and Post-Marxism: A Critique

If we f:on5|dcr labour as the principle of modernity and communication as the
¥rmc:plc of post-modemity, then the post-modem is the name of the transition

rom La'bour to Qommunicalion as the fundamental power of structuratio
and soS:1aI f(?n’natlon. Marx is dead, the workers are not a class destincd l:
El:;n;ltpale itself and thereby everyone clse. In short: the dialcctic of the
o ig ;’:nn:\enl h_as been defeated, the grand narratives are over. [ suspect thal

1s enthusiasm is premature, or rather, that those who want to shout with jo
should hur_ry up and do it now, before the minor narratives they are so j b'[J f
aboul begin 1o grow again. Jobent

{Flogstad, in Albertsen 1988: 339)

Post-modemism has shifted fi
. ‘ rom awkward neologism to dereli i
without ever atlaining to the dignity of concept. ® Frelict cliche

(Hassan, in Boyne and Rattansi 1990: 9)
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My position in this section will be that, however re!evan_t it may ::e[ ‘:c;
characterise the industrial North as post-modern or po_sst;ndustr?h, e
i ies i th cannot be characterised as such. L
developing countries in the Sou bec ch. ©
i tries is an aborted modernity
the contrary, what typifies those coun '
project whrt):'r’cby the Ideals of Enlightenment such as Fn:cdg:m,h Ecwallttg
and Frz;ternity are further out of reach than.thcy ever were in é c thotro ;;
Thé equating of the failure of the modcmt:lt_y project t;n ;2; ] :;lds woa
ituati ibi - naive
t-modemn situation exhibits a far-reaching :
I;:z:sitical demobilisation and conservatism,32 l\_lcvcrthf:lcss, th?)c posift
modern debate has resulted in an understanding which c:ar;1 nfi rlc
development studies, without it being necessary to adopt the cn
bapgage of post-modern ideas. . _ . _
E’.(gni‘}e of tl:le most central notions 1n the post-modcrms.m debate is
deconstruction. 1 interpret this notion in three rclated ways:

i itimisati i t discourses {liberai-
. It points to the delcgitimisation of Enllghtpnmen s (1l
ilsm gnd socialism) which had not resulted in general emancipation of

humankind.

2. Deconstruction entails the dismantling of_strucmres to ﬁ_nd the actors
“;rithin these structures. Structures are considered to be reificd %otlons
(e.g. the world system) which have mercly an apparent value. N ecorll-
str.uction in this sense eventuaily lcads to the individual actor as the only
valid unit of analysis.

3. Deconstruction is the quest for the hidden metaphors in some ccnu;ﬂ
Ct':mccpts within the Enlightenment disoourse.‘ An example is given by
Derrida with his notion of logocentrism, mentioned above.

Another example offering even more inlsight can be f"ou;q ;1“ :Ja‘:::il:]‘:;
(1991), who deconstructs the notion of devel_opment whic! sth " tcr‘m
central in Enlightenment discourse. According to 'Lurrllmailst ? lon
‘development’ contains a number of mctapt;ors which lc t: cvolu-
tionary, universal and reductionist interpretations. The flrst r_nf:bI pwhich
observes is development in the scnse o_f making somcthl_ng »:ll_sl;l % whie!
is Iatently present, as if a positive printis rr!adc ofa ncgatw% cd 1(33 .th e
then, already exists in the shape economic development has a trﬁ: o
the industrialised socictics. In the structure of dcvclopmti cou:;c oS s
image is latently present (as ?dncglatwc), atxr‘n)(:’ lc;ﬁ;)only ma §
mber of actions (developmen o .
m“:lr%:ﬂ?el:uscmantic metaphor Lummis ob§crvcs in dcycl;)]pmcn;c cl)}
the interpretation of a lite;lal pg‘ocei}s: sc_)mzth'll_r;'sl td;\{::lc})lpss] g:vtl ye: bs::omcs
rling, becoming visible piece by piece. \ ¢ $
tli]s?:)le isg,’however,galready embedded in the structure (the ‘genes Bt;lr‘l*:;
result of the ‘development process’ is thus fixed -1t is merely ama
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speed. Here, as well, policy can help out, in the case of developing
countries. This policy is then formulated by those who pretend to know
the building blocks (‘genes®) of the structure, as weil as the final outcome.
This interpretation also leads to an evolutionary and reductionist view of
the developing process in Third World countries, one devoid of reality 33

The current attraction of Lummis’s article is that he deconstructs the
notion of development in a post-modern manner, without becoming
trapped in political nihilism. On the contrary, he ventures a political
altcrnative (albeit a utopian onc).

Although my first interpretation of deconstruction given above seems to
imply political nihilism, the second and third interpretations are of
importance to a more detailed shaping of post-impasse development
theory. An attempt to deconstruct structures into actors has already been
indicated in the preceding section, in the shape of the actor-oriented
approach of Norman Long. An attempt at objectifying notions relevant
to development (without ethnocentric connotations) can be found in
Rawls (1972).

Direct application of post-modern views with respect to research
themes within the Third World have, up to now, been limited to the new
social movements as expressions of resistance against modemity,34 In a
contribution on social movements in this volume I have argucd that this
is an unrcalistic interpretation of social movements in the Third World,
In order not to repcat all the arguments here I will only reproduce my
principle objection, as it further clarifics the position in the beginning of
this scction, namely that the Third World does not consist of post-modern
societies.

Social movements (new and old) in the Third World are not expres-
sions of resistance against modernity; rather, they are demands for access
to it. There are enough reasons to characterise many Third World
countries as aborted modernity projects, if only because of the exclusion
of large parts of the population. When those excluded unite in groups and
forge tics of solidarity, this must not be seen as an embryonic form of a
new socicty, but rather as a survival strategy. Citizenship and Partici-
pation (Enlightcnment ideals!) are (dircctly or indirectly) highly regarded
by thesc social movements; participants want access to welfare and well-
being. They are no longer prepared to be shifted to the sidelines,
Romantic post-modern interpretations, where it is stressed that autonomy

must be maintained, do not do justice to the essence of these movements,
In addition, they disregard the historical origin of many of these
movements,33

Similar criticisms can be levelled at post-modern treatises of emanci-
pation movements in industrial socicties. Thus Sabina Lovibond in her
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me.ct]:)= asa utgzxgli)nie toal‘}:rglg;té?l:t? ;nemt;ios? :::;;nﬁnzz::l; clau and Mouffe are perilously close to approaching the political

. y.g . y. P ry . . ey . o . nihilism of post-modernjsm — which leads S .pOI .Ca

emancipation is still such a patchy hit and miss affair?” (Lovibond in Laclan and Mouffe's discourse theo S °°_“ﬂ$1990) to disqualify
- ry as an ‘anti-theory’ theory.

B R i .
oyne and Rattansi 1990) Laclau and Mouffe are correct in arguing for the heterogencity of

discourses within social movements, but this does not exclude that (i)

This brief exposé of social movements leads us to a less direct link ; certain emancipat ul '
between post-modemism and development theory, via post-Marxism. : found in all soc?al ory goals, such as Citizenship and Participation, are
Anthony Giddens (1976) with his structuration theory, and Ernesto ! meanineful rolati mo;gments, and as such (i) there is a feasible basis for
Laclau and Chantal Moufte (1985) with their notion of radical democ- | gubmnﬁmc " ations between social movements, which (iii) can further
racy, are known exponents of post-Marxism.3¢ As is the case with post- ! " Although 'c concept of radical demacracy.
modernism, post-Marxist studics are rather hetcrogencous. Nevertheless : Marxists ?t : : s rntc n:uoncd above, Laclau and Mouffe arc known as post-
there are certain points of departurc in common, and as far as these arc : Marxist 1 not clear to me from the above which elements of the
arxist frame of reference they try to save through the introduction of

relevant here, I will briefly mention them.

To a large extent, post-Marxists go along with post-modern character-
isations of contemporary Western socicties, but they do not conclude
from this an intrinsic post-modern condition. According to Giddens, the
central process is the radicalisation of modcrnisation ‘as it is uni-
versalised by the global spread of its distinctive institutions’. These
‘institutions’ are capitalism, industrialism, and administrative and
military powers. The hegemony of each of these institutions is disputed
by several forms of social movements. Giddens rejects the analytical
centrality of class and the capitalist mode of production.

their central concept of radical democrac i i i
) their ccl : ] y. Giddens, with his four
u?sntuuonal axes of modernity’, is much more clearly a post-Marxist in
this respect than Laclau and Mouffe (sce also Bromlcy 1991 ).

Divcrsit.y .and Incquality, Universalism and Specificity
Determinism and Voluntarism: ’

The Narrow Path of Post-Impassc Development Theory

How dpes thfe preccc_lmg affect post-impasse development studies? In
answering this _qucstno‘n‘l return to the differentiation between formal
and matcrial object mentioned in an carlicr section (see Post-imperialism

Laclau and MoufTe also question the structural centrality of the class page 19)
notion. Th_ey no longer accept thqt.conscioqsnessz culture and politics : Acc or. ding to Buttel and McMichacl m
can be‘ derived from structural.posmons \_vxthm socicty. The scarqh fora ; the explanandum (that which :ee:l‘;‘. ;cbg]e? l]z)!’i:ltelg qeccsga"}’ to change
meadscouseleds o el confuonandplliclognatiom |t et dvlopment oy Ty ik e g
existing discourses ;ny d argue this as follows: Y of tlllc impaz;s: in development theory unilateral attention was paidgto t:;
; gd f ’ . . . . explanans (the cxplaining framework). The stated proble i
" St o i b vty ot s i WO ol ek 200 (ot Gpomgr o
. i : . v b tionist, ctc.) originate from the explanandum, where the und tandi
:l,- — The groups involved (social movements) do not necessarily have a of an assumed homogeneity within the Thirci Wclfi he un crstanding
b i 1 i . T
e B e confics is not pro-determined by siructural solution Butcl and McMichacloffer isthen elatively Obvious: ale the
i : . pre ! . explanandum’ In othcer words: not the h i - gL e e
i factors but by the interaction between the internal dynamics of social ‘within the Third World should'bcco thomogcne“y but the diversity
K . me the new resear
; Lnﬂc‘);ﬁments on the onc hand and the reaction of external actors on the The au thC:{'S offer as explanans a certain type ofhis?o :12 ;lllzr:;p arative
i An important conclusion here is that Giddens and LaclawMouffe gi';cg:.:(c g{:;}ggrp%.atcd comparison’) leading to a typology of develop-
| doubt the possibility of a coherent socialist policy based on class or on won dcrsjwhy o, oncish:;ggan;fgtusee"'];s? ab:;_azmgly simple that one
: e o o . with it , 5 i
; (new) social movements. At this point Laclau and Mouffe replace the criticised, then you must ot in thel;"n . instanccoa:ﬁ lfhlhe explanans is
i not}on of socialism with the more vague term of radical dcmoc-raC)_(, rather the explanandum — and in such a way that ther chplanans, but
! wh‘lch departs from a mal:kcd reduction of the hegemony of the insti- can no longer be accused of misplaced tjéleol e ensuing explanans
: tutionalised discourses. Given their vague elaboration of the concept of reductionism. Instcad of homogeneity withi th()g_l!fr,,_t=.volunomsm and
. - ; ; . in
radical democracy and their emphasis on the autonomy of discourscs, concentrate on cxplaining the diversit; the resul tcof ‘:'Lc}c:lgrtlga\tv‘i g:r\:
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i to develop a universal metatheory. Post-modern and post-
}\?lisn:l;f l1)1’0t?cms suct[: as deconstruction, autonomous dlscour§cs atrr:g
pluralism can subsequently be incorporated without much cﬁ;(:lrt lmoI
Buttc] and McMichael approach (alﬂgough they do not l:c_gard c;nsc t:?:
as post-modcmists). In addition, their prqposal is reminiscent c::rt' n
post-impasse approaches previously mentioned (Mouzelis, the regulatio
SChI?Izl\?;:rthclcss, Buttel and McMichac! all too casily disregard t\\v(;)
important points, and some aspects of Lh‘cnr p{opos_al musl be l?'ugsalonrc],d).
In the first place, their explanandum (diversity within the ‘T hl'rd World’
suggests a contradiction in terms. If onc maintains thq term *Thir (: i
as part of the explanandum, this means that the Third World coun ri s
have certain features in common, which allow icm to be charactgﬂg.c .
as such. It appears illogical to me then to turn 1mrr3c_d1atcly to sltu {!nﬁ
diversity, without first finding a more detailed dcﬁmf:on and explana lz
of these common features. Second (and I have previously tngd to.lt'na lc:
this clear), 1 object to this rather voluntary use of the term leCl‘E:il ::(a-ritg
my opinion, development theory must not qnl_y be' concct:‘rn? i
studying diversity, but also with inequai:{y— this in spite of the ::t ha
usage of this term is overlaid with negative pqst-modgm conng ?0 -
Studying diversity solves a lot of the pro!:l_er:ns in post-impasse deve ; (;:d
ment theory that post-modernism and criticism a la Booth have pgtl“n "
to. In my opinion, too great an emphasis on diversity and spcc;b;m y
leads to a voluntarist, pluralist apprqach to thp dgvelopmcnt proB i;nl'
allowing no space for a universalistic emancipation discourse. Butte
and McMichael find a rather easy solution because they a.rgucha scfpai
ration between development thecry and development praxis. T;, 3ey cc
the latter is a millstone around the neck of developmcn.t theory, be
I feel that a new explanandum for development studng:s stlpuld n?t °
restricted to ‘diversity’ but be explicitly concemed with inequality n
inequality of access to power, to resources, to a humanc .cxlztence - id
short, inequality in emancipation. [f we werc to let go of this, there w?2 :
be no justification for the existence of dc\felopmcnt thpory. Wc_ mus oI
be afraid to work normatively on a theoretical Ievel as isargued in scvcrad
contributions to the present volume, However, we have not yet answere
the question of which theorctical framework belongs to such_ an ax;
planandum. In this respect, the proposed approaches to pos_t-lmpafﬁc
development theory dealt with so far shogld pay more attcnt:onLto e
explanandum, as this is often a problc'matlc arca. Only qumaré ; ongt.
actor-oriented approach conveys the impression that not just diversi i
but also inequality is manifest. In addltxop, the theoretical i:rz‘m:lcworf
(the explanans) of Long’s approach takes into account the criticisms o

The Narrow Path of Post-Impasse Development Theory 31

Booth and of post-modernism. Nevertheless, Long’s approach also has
drawbacks when we discuss inequality.

Whichever theoretical corner we may choose to sit in, it cannot be
denicd that devclopment on a global scale is of importance to the
incqualities within the Third World, and between the First and Third
Worlds. The debt burden of the Third World and the influence of
intcrnational financial organisations on policics in these countrics are
known cxamples. Lesser known, though not less important, is the
increasing triadisation of the world cconomy, whereby Europe, the U.S,
and Japan *play ball" with cach other and increasingly large parts of the
Third World stand on the sidclines, while summoned at the same time to
throw themselves at the mercy of the world market. Incquality is thus a
relevant concept, not only on a micro-level (the houschold) or meso-
level (social categories), but also on a supranational level,

Thus the central question for post-impasse development theory is to
design a theoretical framework that links these analytical levels. One of
the problems to be faced is that, while the micro- and the meso-levels arc
primarily defined using socio-cultural variables, and the spatial dimen-
sion is prescnt only implicitly, analyses of diversity and inequality on a
national or supranational level have an explicit spatial dimension which,
in turn, docs not tell us very much about the actors involved. A meaning-
ful connection between all the analytical levels can only be made if the
relevant actors are displayed. For example, national and supranational
structurcs are not organic entities, but consist of interrclated actors such
as the state burcaucracy, the national and international bourgcoisic,
political partics, international financial institutions, ctc. In other words,
the analytical framework of post-impasse development theory would
have {0 involve the relationship between power, actors and structure,
which subsequently would have to be substantiated at the various
analytical levels using historical comparative rescarch. Diversity and
inequality would then form the explanandum.

More narrowly defined, development theories address situations
where large parts of the human population suffer from substantial
incqualitics in emancipation, I interpret emancipation not in a telcological
sensc as a narrowly defined concept using certain (Westcrn) standards as
absolute criteria in terms of development of the production forces,

 standards of living, ctc. In my opinion, emancipation should be defined

dynamically in terms of a process whereby social actors try to liberate
themselves from structurally defined hierarchical rclations which are
discriminatory and as such give unequal access to material (c.g., land,
housing, services) and immaterial resources (e.g., ideology, political
power). Ina structure characterised by hierarchical relations, some actors
extract more value from a set of relations than others,
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Value must be interpreted here in a rather wide sense: economic,
financial, social, psychological, politica_l, etc. The reason some actors
extract more value from the interaction is that they have more power —
power which is as multi-faceted as the val:::c being extracted. Multi-
levelled structures characterised by a generalised low degree .of emanci-
pation do have things in common, but, as ha§ been pmphamscd in this
section, inequality (and the struggle against incquality for that matter)

: iverse forms. _ o
tak&f:ﬁ, actors, multi-levelled structure, inqqualny and diversity
are the key concepts in the construction of post-impassc dcvclor;mpnt
theories. Many of these concepts can be detected, implicitly or exp a(:ty,
in the new approaches to post-impasse dcv_clopmcnt theorics treate in
this introduction. What is lacking, howcvgr, is an attempt to‘cross-fcru‘hsic
these approaches, which differ at the spatial Icvc_] of analysis. }\doths ?
concept of ‘mode of domination’, the dyadic concepts ‘regime }c:
accumulation’ and ‘mode of regulation’ of the rqgulanon school, and the
‘actor-oriented approach’ of Norman Long remain unrelated. In a_dgiut:on,
only Long’s analysis attcmpts to reformulate development policics on

cal/regional level. _
me’II‘?xeapoiﬁt is not to strive for one grand and glorious dechOpmi;n
metatheory per se but rather to stress that a lot of new ground has aIge_a y
been covered, but that the plots still remain rqther isolated. In addlttpn,
the argument here is not solely concerned with the attempt to .pm"f'd‘i
post-impasse development theory with a new explanans (e.g._, hlstoncg
comparative research) and explanandun:x (e.g:, mequglmes in emanci-
pation, or differences in development traj e.ctones). This must be alc:,com-
panied by an attempt to develop a meanmg‘ful de_velqpmcnt policy (a
political praxis) which avoids being d.og_mat.:c, which in the past was a
consequence of unilinear and universalistic views of development issues.

The construction of a post-impasse development theory on a non-
reductionist and non-teleological basis is the challenge of the 1990s.
Much of the groundwork has been done in the last decade, but th1§ mus:‘
not remain as isolated empirical research, nor as the construction o
concepts which on a higher level of abstraction do not result in relevant
development praxis.

he Contributions N
'Ilr; the first few chapters in this volume the conditions necessary to mo}:f_e
beyond the impasse in development theory are further specified. In 1?‘
contribution David Booth suggests tl.xat the heavy atmo.sphe.rc 0
intetlectual stagnation and self-imposed msulat_non from practical issues
that was so prevalent in development researcl} in the c_aarly 1980s seems
to have cleared. Fresh and exciting work is being carried out at a varicty
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of levels and on a host of different topics. However, identifying what
effectively distinguishes the new research agenda is no easy matter, given
the variety of substantive concerns and cross-cutting intellectual influ-
ences that have played a role in its emergence. One thing is obvious:
whereas formerly influential theories more or less deliberately ignored
the complex diversity of the real world of development, the style of
rescarch that has come into prominence since the carly 1980s takes as its
central task the explanation of significant variations in patterns of
development in different local, regional and national scttings. As such,
social study of development is brought back into touch with the altern-
atives facing real actors — governments, business cnterprises, mass
organisations, local communities, etc.

At the same time, Booth notes that the revival of interest in the
diversity of development is related to a rather heterogeneous set of related
intellectual developments, with different perspectives and priorities. The
chapter gives a systematic consideration of these perspectives along lines
of!

— theory and method;

— agency, structure and explanation;

- dcconstruction and concept formation;
~ relevance.

Michacl Edwards, representing the voice of development praxis, takes
as his point of departure the need for development studics to contribute
in a practical way to the resolution of the problems and issues facing poor
and powerless people around the world. Conventional development
studics have largely failed to do this, and the chapter analyses the factors
underlying this situation,

New directions in development studies, such as participatory rescarch
and growing links between NGOs and academics, are explored to sce
what hope they offer for the future. The chapter updates the author’s
earlicr article, The Irrelevance of Development Studies (Edwards 1989),
and attempts to answer some of the criticisms levelled at it.

David Slater specifies some themes connected to the political dimension
of the research agenda for the 1990s. One of the current trends in the
discussion of Third World decvelopment is characterised by a return to
the social dimension. It is no longer sufficient to talk of economic growth,
privatisation, rolling back the state and frecing the market; equity has
also to be firmly placed on the agenda, just as, previously, structural
adjustment had to be given a *human face”.

Slater argues, first, that neo-liberal discourse, including monetarist
imperatives, has a deep political meaning that is rooted in possessive
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individualism, and, second, that, in stark contrast, mainstream Marxism
has prioritised class struggle and state control over the individual citizen.
In an era of shifting meanings, the re-contextualisation of critical
development theory needs to include a re-thinking of the political
imagery.

The chapter illustrates this position in relation to four themes:

the periphery as subordinated other;

- state power and democracy;

— civil society and movements of resistance;

the eclipse of revolutionary rupture.

Ronaldo Munck also discusses the political agenda for post-impasse
development theory, though specifically for Latin America. The chapter
focuses on the question: since Leninism operated as developmentalist
idcology in many Third World countries, why not social democracy?
During the re-democratisation of Latin America in the 1980s, social
democracy began to act as a point of reference for virtually all progressive
forces. Whereas in the 1970s dependency theory pointed towards
socialism as the way to development, now social democracy is stresscd.

The question is, though, whether the methods of social democracy
will be able to achieve its traditional objectives. Structural heterogencity

“and unstable political cycles still characterise Latin America. An

alternative of radical democracy or revolutionary reforms has been
proposed as a more viable alternative to the present impassc. Modernis-
ation theory is now resurgentin the new wotld order. Dependency theory
is no longer seen as a viable radical alternative. Although Munck offers
some suggestions on how social democracy may provide a way out of the
impasse, he warns against magic answers or bold new ‘ways forward’.

Stuart Corbridge considers how attention to development cthics might
inform our accounts of the developing countries’ debt crisis and how our
accounts of development cthics might be informed by our knowledge of
the developing countries’ debt crisis.

He begins his contribution with some remarks on development ethics
and its possible relation to a continuing, and much-remarked, crisis in
development studies and policy. He next outlines a standard narrative
account of the debt crisis. The third and fourth parts of the contribution
re-examine the debt crisis from the viewpoint of some propositions
derived from development ethics. No simple conclusions are drawn, nor
solutions put forward; rather, the chapter concludes by reflecting on the
difficulties of attending to the dilemmas of development without lapsing
into either an unhelpful pessimism or an unwarranted certainty about
“what should be done’.
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Norrpan Long and Magdalena Villarreal examine existing attempts to
theorisc and investigate the nature of knowledge processes inherent in
development intervention. Their chapter opens with a discussion of
current struggles to integrate theoretical undcerstanding and practical
concerns, Icading to a critical view of systems models, particularly as
applicd in extension science,

The neced for a more sophisticated analysis of how knowledge and
power are socially constructed is identified through the presentation of
three cascs, exploring organisational and strategic clements involved in
qevelopmcnt interfaces. This points to the centrality of power differen-
tials and struggles over social meaning for an understanding of know-
ledge proccesses, which are interwoven with actors® accumulated social
expericnees, commitments and culturally-acquired dispositions.

;,ong and Villarreal argue that an actor-and-interface perspective
which challenges interventionist thinking, can revitalisc the sociology 01:‘
development, thus building a better bridge between theory and practice
and at the same time bringing the study of development into more direct
gorl;t:ict with mainstrecam sociological and anthropological theory and

cbate.

:Thc last three chapters shed some light on more specific themes in post-
impassc devclopment rescarch: gender, social movements and the
environment.

The chapter by Janct Townsend draws on Carcline Moser’s analysis
of research on women in development (World Development, 1989) and
the author’s own research experience in land settlements in Latin
America.

Townscnd examincs the following topics: empowerment as a leading
df:vclgpmcnt strategy; the difficulties of cross-cultural comparison; the
sﬂcncm_g of the poor; the silencing of wotnen; the role of the rcsear(;hcr'
alternatives to academic centralism and control of knowledge; and thc;
uses of extensive and intensive rescarch. ’

Her contribution adopts significant parts of post-modern critique, but
accepts the validity of development studies and gender studies whic,:h is
denicd by certain forms of post-modern thought. ’ .

In his chapter on social movements research, Frans Schuurman also
takes post-modern-inspired interpretations to task. Disillusionment with
respect to the progressive role of the labour proletariat and the virtual
dlsqppcarance of socialism as a political project led to a scramble of
radl_cgl social scientists for cither a post-Marxist or a post-modern
position, Attention increasingly fell upon the so-called new social
movements in the North as well as in the South as collective attempts
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within civil society to create new identiti;es and to thwart attempts of the
mainstream ideology to hegemonise !'.he inner life-spaces.

After rescuing some valuable notions of post-Marxism (the concept
of discourse) and post-modernism (the concept of deconstruction),
Schuurman takes issue with the interpretation gf these ncw currents
concerning new social movements in the South. Itis a1_'gucd that, contrary
to being post-modem, these movements are_engaged in anew modcr'?} liy
project where Citizenship and Participation are cent:ral values. The
arguments put forward are illustrated by the casc of Chile.

i ms discusses the problems connected with the ‘grecning’ of
]?;th-?r:;asse development ?hcory. The rhctgric of sustainable develop-
ment is widely used by very different actors in the (_iev:e_lopmpnt Process.
Some use it to promote a radical restructuring of prioritics “flth rcgard ]
environmental development and economic growth. Others _s:mply mte_:nd
a change in attitudes, emphasis and, in some cases, pro;ecs appfa_lsal
methods. Such approaches are sometimes labelled ‘dark green’ and “light

? ctively.

gre'?!‘:eri;;;;ter a:gucs that the diversity of sustainable development
ideologies reflects reformist/radical divisions within post-1970s environ-
mentalism. The influences of technocentrist aqd ecocentrist/biocentrist
thinking in environmentalism can be distinguished, and rclated to the
reformism/radicalism continuum in sustainable dcve.loprncnt.

Divergent radical environmental ideo_logies, particularly Dce‘p Eco:
logy and Social Ecology, compete for claims to dgﬁne a cohcerent “green
development ideology. The confusion inherent in sustam?blq develop-
ment thinking creates serious problems for 'practncal.apphcauon on the
ground in the Third Worid, and the implications _of this for the 'longewty
of the rhetoric and idcologies behind it are considercd.

Notes ' -
1. Of influence were: i) publications by Marx and Lenin on class analysis, and

the relation belween imperialism and capitalism; ii) Rosa Lufccrr.lburg on }hc
penetration of the capitalist mode of production in non-cap:lahsl’ Sf).f':lcllcs,
and its consequences on the dismantling of the ‘nalur:;l economy’; iii) Raul
Prebisch and Gunnar Myrdal with their analyses in lerms of core and
periphery; iv) the French structural Marxists who in the 1970s strongly
advocated the modes of production concept; v) Paul Baran, who as e.arl)-r as
the 1950s wrote aboul the negative consequences of mo.nopoly capnah?m
for the periphery. He stressed the transfer of economic surplus, which
checked the development of the periphery. Baran is also known as the first
neo-Marxist.

2. The differences between the dependencia authors can be found, among
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others, in Hunt (1989), Larrain (1989) and Hetine (1990). For a critique of
the various ways of categorising the dependentistas, see Frank (1991).

3. This opposition between those who emphasise the ‘mode of production’ and
those who emphasise the *mode of exchange’ is also sometimes referred to
as the argument between the ‘productionists’ and the ‘circulationists’
respectively. The basic idea of the circulationists is that underdevelopment is
caused by and maintained by surplus transfer (for instance by the mechanism
of uncqual exchange) from the periphery to the centre. Productionists on the
other hand argue that the question which must be addressed is the way surplus
is produced in the periphery and the class formation that results. For further
discussion of these ‘schools’ and crilicisms see Hoogvelt (1982).

4. For a uscful discussion sec Pect (1980) and Brewer (1980).

5. Many rural development projects in the 1960s and 1970s were begun on the
basis of the idca that the peasants involved would produce in a capitalist
manner. Using the concept of peasant mode of production it was shown that
peasants had their own form of logic to connect the production factors of
land, labour and capital.

6. The term unequal exchange was especially elaborated upon in that period by
Arghiri Emmanuel in his book Unequal Exchange: A Study of the Imperial-
ism of Trade, London, 1972.

- Sec Brenner (1977) and Larrain (1989). ,

A disarticulated economic system is described by Amin using a refinement

(as far as Iknow derived from the Polish economist Kalecki) of the distinction

that Marx made between Departments I and 11 of the economy: Ia — capital

goods, Ib— raw materials, Ila — mass consumer goods, IIb — luxury consumer
goods.

In the core, cconomic development is the result of the relation between
Departments Ia and I1z. The periphery, on the other hand, is characterised by
the occurrence of Departments Ib (export of raw materials) and 1Ib, which
cannot result in independent economic development. Amin argues that this
disarticulation of the economy is maintained by the changing coalitions
within elite circles.

9. In contrast to the 1970s (Hettne 1990), when Southemn scholars published
their share on development theorics, it seems that from the 1980s onwards
publications on the crisis and new direclions of development theories have
been almost hegemonically controlled by Northem scholars (the present
volume hardly excepted).

This is not to say that these publications, by definition, represent a
Euroccntric view on the current status of development theory. Eurocentrism,
in this case, is a state of mind, a political-philosophical view on the problem
of development and underdevelopment; in other words it is not per se an
attitude determined by geographic location.

Still, itis worthwhile to claborate briefly on the ‘silence from the South® on
the impassc in development theory. With some exceplions (c.g., Soja 1989,
Raji Kothari publishing in the Indian journal Aliernatives), the attention of
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Southem scholars in the 1980s shifted from an abstract approach to the
problem of underdevelopment to more pragmatic issues. The worsening
economic crisis (heightened by the debt burden) on the one hand, and political
changes (i.c., transition to democracy) on the other, induced Southern
scholars 1o concentrate their research on issues such as the role of social
movements (especially women's organisations) and of NGOs in the democ-
ratisation process, the acceleration in environmental degradation, the
economic consequences of structural adjustment policies, ctc.

Many of these publications have been of great importance to those who are
currently trying to manoeuver development theorics on a more abstract level
out of their impasse.

10. Regarding the distinction between circulationists and productionists, see note
3 above.

11. Booth accuses the dependentistas of a tautological argument because under-
development was defined in terms of the degree of dependence, while at the
same time dependency was cited as the cause of underdevelopment. Cor-
bridge also criticises the tendency (particularly of advocates of the modes of
production concept) to present auto-referential evidence, such as: if & pre-
capilalist mode of production survives contact with the dominating capitalist
mode of production, then this was obviously so because it was functional for
capitalism. If the pre-capitalist mode of production disappears, it was
obviously not functional.

12. Although Booth does not mention the ‘bluff concepls” in the modemisation
theory, it is worth mentioning at least one: the *trickle-down’ mechanism. To
activate economic growth, one must concentrate capital spatially and econ-
omically, which at first results in increasing geographical and social
inequality. This polarisation, however, is reversed in the last instance by a
*trickle-down’ mechanism from the most dynamic seclors and regions lo the
periphery. In many developing countries this critical tuming-point is far
from being reached. Rather there is increasing regional and social polaris-
ation.

13. Sklair provides the following definitions of metatheory, theory and empirical
research. Metatheory is ‘a set of assumptions about the constituent parts of
the world and about the possibility of knowledge about them’, A metathcory
can therefore not be tested empirically, but can give rise to the development
of testable theories. A theory, then, is “a set of propositions derived directly
or indirectly from a metatheory not logically incompatible with it’. Success-
ful testing of a theory gives the related metatheory greater plausibility.
Empirical research, finally, is the ‘practice of manufacturing explanations
and predictions about real objects ... guided by the abstractions of the theory
and its hypotheses ...’

14. The concept of reification refers to the tendency to interpret abstract notions
(c.g., ideal types) as existing in real life. See Taylor (1979} for a thorough

criticism of the way Parsons considered his idcal typical approach, based on
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Tonnies and Weber, as universally applicable in analysing social and political
transformation processes.

13. Mouzelis (1988: 39) argues that *... neglect of the political — as a major, if
not the major, base for explaining the varied capitalist trajectories in l'.he
Third World ~ constitutes the Achilles heel of all development theory”.

16. Marx t‘iislinguishcd lwo economic sectors, called Department I and I
producing res;_)eclively capital goods and consumer goods. Both types ol" :
good‘s are sqld in both Departments, giving rise to a sel of particular economic
rclal!ons within and between the two basic economic scctors. This sct of
rci:mons, }\‘vh:rzi expressed in economic symbols, is called a reproduction
scheme which determines the dynamic i i itali
v ynamic in the reproduction of the capiltalist

17. Lipietz hercby refers to Bourdieu's notion of ‘habitus’. Tt seems to me
however, that Lipietz in his description of mode of regulation also adoptcci ‘
elem.cnls which in Bourdieu fall under the concept of ‘doxa’ {the un-
mentioned).

18. Fordism is_ chflracleri sed by mass production, consumption of standardised
goods, a t::gmﬁcanl growth of labour productivily because of a Taylorist

ivision between managers and i
e Kemadton wclf'arc-fme, labourers, and finally, an important rolc of

19, Nal'ional stales can, for instance, build tariff walls to stimulate the process of
nat:ona.l infiustrialisation. Multinationals can circumvent tarifT walls by
producing in the country itself, resulting in a new international division of
labc_mr. The national state and the MNOs differ in this in the nature of their
project. For criticism of Lipietz’s emphasis on the autonomy of the state see
McMichael and Myhre (1991).

20. With peripheral Fordism, Lipictz refers to the New] y Industrialiscd Countrics
such as South Korea, Mexico and Brazil.

21, The. *docitrine of domicile’ has three aspects. First, it refers to the nature of
the ideology of the modem bourgeoisie, which tends 1o shape its interest in
terms of moral valucs which have a wide societal base. The second aspecl
refers to II.le operalion of the transcorporative oligopoly. This entails making
fnutual price agreements, market regulation, etc. Here, as well, there is an
|dcologlcal component, because the TNCs are of the opinion that their
operations arc in the general interest. The last aspect concems the internal
organisation ofa TNC, whereby the authors stress not so much the economic
elcmcnl-, as the ideological motivation of the staff of the TNC in the
developing country. In particular, they point to the legitimising of relations
between the company and society. For further elaboration of these aspecls
sce Stander and Becker (1990).

22. Beckcr and Sklar go one step further when they raise the question of whether
it shows misplaced optimism to expect that this form of communication
::ou.ld l<:omribulc to world peace, because it transcends national and ideo-
ogical antagonisms. In short, the transnati i
o naponiens. In o r, snalional corporation as channel .for
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23. The post-imperialist emphasis on national and international bourgcoisie
rcminds one of the concept of ‘Strategische Gruppen® (strategic groups)
developed by the German authors Evers and Schicl (1 988).

24. Foreign investments in the mining sector are much more dependent on the
national political and cconomic climate than investments in other sectors.
The transnational mining corporation, for instance, is lied 1o specific
locations and is thus rather dcpendent on the state for providing and
maintaining the necessary infrastructure. In other words, if the profits of
these TNCs come under threat, they will first try within the national political
arcna to avert this threat. Withdrawal of investments is, after all, accompanicd
by large-scale capital loss.

25. This criticism is illustrated by the type of theoretical sources which inspired
Becker and Sklar: political theories of modem enterprises, and class analyscs

* of political power in Third World countrics.

26. Thus the zero-growth option has more supporters in the pollutcd, Weslem
consumer socicties than in the developing countrics. Although many
developing countries also have serious environmental problems, cconomic
growth is usually given the highest priority.

27. In many publications the terms post-modemity and post-modernism are often
used interchangeably. For an attempt to distinguish these terms (as well as
‘modemity’ and ‘modemism") sec Boyne and Rattansi (1990: chapter 1).

28.The ‘representation crisis’ is a central notion in post-modernism. An
interesting expansion is Derrida’s concept of logocentrism. This concept
suggests that people tend to think in binomial calegorics, wherc one of the
categories (usually the first) is seen as homogeneous and unproblematic in
contrast to the second category. Examples of logocentric categorisations are:
North and South, Man and Worman, While and Black. In conncction wilh this
it is important to point lo the importance of post-colonialism, a *school’
connected to post-modemism. While post-modernism generally points o a
misrepresentation of ‘the Other’, post-colonialism specifically expands on
this for the history of Western ethnocentric representations of ‘the Other’ in
the Third World; sce Edward Said (1978).

29. Thus Riccardo Petrella (1989) mockingly talks of ‘Japan Inc.” and *L’Enter-
prise France’.

30. For criticism of post-industrialism and post-Fordism, sce (among others)
Alberisen (1988), Rose (1991), Callinicos (1989 and in Boyne and Rattansi

1990) and Clarke (1991).

31. Sec Christopher Norris, ‘Lost in the Funhouse: Baudritlard and the Politics
of Post-modernism’, in Boyne and Rattansi (1990, pp. 119-53).

32. For further arguments see Schuurman in this volume.

33.In the remainder of his article Lummis trics to support his thesis that
‘cconomic development’ is a fraudulent, cthnocentric and anti-democralic

concepl.
34. For a general discussion of development theorics and post-modemism sce
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Slater (1991). For a post-modern inte i i ‘
s ;)nrg&::.satrns if‘l Latin gmerica. see Fﬁmﬁe;tzﬁsg; {he neighbourhood
- In Latin America many social movements fi ir origin i ili
diclatorships of the 19705 and the start of the 191};‘:)s.ufl;e?£%lﬁ£|$m£m
ments lf:ﬂ low-income groups to their own devices, govem
36. For an introduction to Giddens’s structuration theory see Cohen (1989) and
McLennan (.l 989). A sharp atlack on Laclau and Mouffe’s post-Marxism
4 has been dellverr?d by Nomman Geras in New Lejt Review (1987, 1988),
. !Bul_tcl and McMichacl employ the notions of explanandum and explanans to
1nc_hcalc, respectively, the material and formal object. i
38. Michael Edwards (this volume) adopts a radically opposite view.,
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Development Research:
From Impasse to a New Agenda

by David Booth

Introduction

Ten years ago it was widely accepted that social research and theorising
about development had reached some kind of impassc. Interesting and
valuable work was still being done but in many arcas of enquiry there
had been disappointingly little cumulative advance along the lincs
mapped out during the 1970s. Initiaily stimulating theoretical debates,
most of them originating within or on the fringes of the Marxist tradition,
had run into the sand, bequeathing few if any guidclines for a continuing
rescarch programme. Crucial real-world questions were not being
addressed and the gulf between academic enquiry and the various spheres
of development policy and practice secmed to have widened. Some
practitioners were beginning to express serious doubts about the ‘relev-
ance’ of academic development studies,

Today, the state of the social development ficld by no means justifics
complacency; yet the heavy atmosphere of intellectual stagnation and
self-imposed insulation from practical issues that was so prevalent in the
early 1980s does seem to have cleared. Not only is fresh and exciting
work being carried out at a variety of levels and on a host of different
topics, but the convergences of style and perspective are sufficiently
striking to justify the notion of a new rescarch agenda,

Identifying what it is that effectively distinguishes that agenda is no
casy matter, given the varicty of substantive concerns and Cross-cutting
intellectual influences that have played a role in its emergence. One
thing, however, is obviously and importantly new: the interest shown at
all levels, and in relation to the whole gamut of substantive problems, in
the investigation of diversity — and hence the illumination of choice — in
development. Whereas formerly influential theories ignored -~ more or
less deliberately — the complex diversity of the real world of develop-
ment, the styles of research that have come into prominence since the
early 1980s take as their central task explaining significant variations in
patterns of development in different local, national and regional settings.
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