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ABSTRACT

The Modernization theory, which since the 1950's has
remained a major framework of analysis of the problems of
Third World societies, provides no explanation of underdevelop-
ment per se. The core idea in Modernization is that under-
development in the Third World can be aveoided through the
development of capitalistic type of societies. But this
significant assertion is not backed by any systematic analysis
of the structure and dynamism of the system of capitalism
itself. The Modernization theory has failed to integrate an
analysis of underdevelopment within its explanatory domain
because of its ﬁheoretical reliance on the ahistorical assump-
tions of the Structural-Functional model. The Dependency
theory, on the other hand, by looking at the historical develop-
ment of capitalism as a world system and attempting to locate
some of the structural contradictions of capitalism as a system
of economy, has opened up some significant possibilitiss for
developing theories about underdevelopment. By making
capitalism as a referent point of analysis, the Dependency
theory has mads it possible to look at development as a dynamic
process and underdevelopment as a problem of transition betuween
pre-capitalist and capitalist societies. Our study of colonial
Bengal suggests that the assumptions of the Dependency theory

have greater explanatory power.
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INTRODUCTION

Recently, there has been a growing interest in the
problem of underdevelopment in relation to the post-colonial
societies of the Third World. This concern is evidenced by
the continuous development of literatures, debates and polemics
on this subject. The primary purpose of the present study is
to investigate the problem of how one can scientifically
approach the phenomencon of underdevelopment in sociology. The
main objective is to locate the appropriate and fruitful method
of analysing the problem of underdeveldpment. A scientific
approach to concrete facts beqgins with the formulation of a
theoretical framework. "A preconditien of any scientific
approach to the concrete is to make explicit the epistomological
principles of it, Every notion or concept only has meaning
within a whole theoretical problematic that founds it",

The theoretical writings on the problem of underdevelaop-
ment in sociology are enormous and extremely varied,but two
categories of approaches can be distinguished: Modernization
and Dependency.,

In the first and second chapter the major theoretical
statements of both Modernization and Dependency have been
presented., The Modernization approach in the works of Parsons,

Smelser, Hoselitz, Moore, Levy, Eisenstadt, Bellah, McClelland,



Hagen, Lerner and Inklesland the Dependency approach in the
works of Baron, Frank, Cardoso, Dos Santos, Laclau,'Amin,
Emmanuel, Bettelheim, Wallerstein and Banangi have been pre-
sented in order to understand houw they conceptualize the problem
of underdevelopment.

Having reviewsd and critically examined both Moderniza-
tion and Dependency, in the third chapter, we find that
Modernization has Faiied to provide any viable and systematic
explanation of underdevelopment. The Dependency, in contrast
to Modernization, can rather emerge as a useful approach for
dealing with that problem.

During the last two decades, in Sociology, barticularly
in American Sociology, Modernization has been the dominant
approach to deal with the problem of underdevelopment in Third
World societies., 1In the decade of 50%'s and 60's numerous
researches have been done under the theoretical canopy of
Modernization. But a close examination reveals that the whole
set of Modernization theories has made no attempt to explain
as to why does underdevelopment exist. In Modernization, the
starting question is "how to do away with underdevelopment!,

In varying ways the Modernization theorists suggest that in-
tegration of the present underdeveloped societies within the
system of modern industrial societies, is the clue to develop-
ment, Implicit in them is the notion that underdevelopment
can be overcome only through the development of capitalistic
system of economies and polities like that of the societies of

Western Europe and North America. Modernization has a pre-



scription but no diagnosis for underdevelopment. Underdevelop-
ment has been considered as a natural condition which needs
no explanation as to why it is there.

By turning away from historical explanation of change
and development in Third World societies and failing to account
for the impact of colonialism and imperialistm on them,
Modernization theorists have followed and strengthened the
trend toward rationalizing and upholding the capitalist system
of economy, particularly the American system of capitalism.
They could not sven present an analysis of the structure and
dynamism of capitalism as a system of society. But it always
remained central, though implicitly, to their anmalysis of
Underdevelopment and development. In our view, Modernization
has failed to integrate an analysis of underdevelopment within
its explanatory domain because of its theoretical reliance on
the Structural=-functionalism; methodological adherence torthe
dichotomous classification of societies into ‘tradition! and
*modernity! and its ideological bias towards the expansion of
the 'American Empire'. Modernization is theoretically, method-
ologically and ideologically limited to look at development as
a dynamic process of change and transformation.

The Dependency theory, on the other hand, begins with
question of why underdevelopment exists. The general ansuwer
is that it exists because of the capitalistic system of economy.
While the question of capitalism was implicit in the Moderniza-
tion theory, it has becaome explicit and an exclusive point of

reference in the Dependency theory. The Modernization theory



arques that underdevelopﬁent can be avoided in Third World
societies through their integration into the system of modern
industrial (capitalist) societies. The Dependency theory
claims that this is how underdevelopment was created and is
still being reproduced. The theory of development in Modern-
ization has become the theory of underdevelobment in Dependency.
The Dependency theorists sesek to explain underdevelop-
ment in terms of ths étructure and dynamism of the capitalist
system. Capitalism is a system of economy which can thrive
only on uneven development. Development and underdevelopment
are, therefore, the tuo sides of the same system of capitalism.
"Development on the one side and underdevelopment on the other
are in mutual and dialectical interdependence". Common to
all the dependency theorists is the assertion that underdevelop-
ment in Third World societies is the creation of the developed
capitalist countries.
Capitalism, since its birth and development in Western
Europe and later in North America, has become, because of its
own internal structural imperatives, a world-wide phenomenon -
a system of world economy. UWithin the system of world capital-
ism the Third World societies, for centuries, have been playing
the role of peripheries beinqg primarily ths supplier of rau
materials and markets for the manufactured goods of advanced
capitalist societies. Such asymmatrical relation, in view of
the Dependency theorists, lies at the root of underdevelopment.
While in the metropolises capitalism produced and accelerated

the process of development, it created underdevelopment in the




peripheries by thwarting their indigenous processes of trans-
formation from pre~capitalist to capitalist sooietiés. Baron,
Frank, Laclau, Amin, Emmanuel, Cardosc and others have attempted
to delineate the process of underdevelopment in Third World
societies in the context of this general theoretical problematic.

We think the Dependency theory as uséful and appropriate
for dealing with the problem of underdevelopment because it
presents a general framework that enables one to lacate the
object of study, idenﬁify the conceptual apparatus and formulate
propositions for empirical investigations. By looking at the
system of capitalism as a referent point and taking into account
the historical dimension of change in Third World societies,
the Dependency theory provides an opening for anintelligible
and systematic explanation of underdevelopment in sociology.

An analytical model or a theory is, however, insignificant
without empirical support in its back. A theoretical astraction
is useful only when it is relevant to concrete situations. 1In
the present study we, therefore, alsoc attempt to examine a
concrete situation of underdevelopment in Bengal®* in tarms of
the major assumptions of the Dependency theory.

Empirical support to the framework of Dependency has

so far been largely drawn from the specific historical situation

*Bengal became a part of the larger political unity of India

in the time of Akbar (1556-1606). Throughout the whole
colonial period (1757-1947) it remained as a part of India but
remained the centre of colonial administration. In 1947, the
Eastern part of Bengal, because of its muslim majority, became
separated from India and joined with Pakistan. In 1971, this
Eastern part of Bengal again became separated from Pakistan and
established the state of Bangladesh,



of underdevelopment in Létin America, It is mainly in the
context of the Latin American societies that most of the
analytical concepts and categories of Depsndency have been
formulated., There is still a serious deficiency in literature
about underdevelopment in Asia and Africa. The present attempt
to account for the underdevelopment of Bengai from within the
Dependehcy perspective has considerable import because it

would help to increasé our understanding of underdevelopment

in a specific Asian situation and contribute to the assessment
of the generality of the Dependency theory as well,

It is one of the dominant assumptions in the Dependency
theory that, before their insertion into the system of capital-
ism, pre=-capitalist social formations in Third World were
undergoing a process of decomposition. New capitalistic elements
were in process of formation in the womb of the social formations.
In the fourth chapter we have examined the potentialities of
capitalist transformation in pre-coleonial Bengal. UWe have
argued that under the impact of the increasing pressure for
revenue by the feudal ruling class and the development of
commerce and trade, pre-colonial Bengal society was in a process

of disintegration. The existence of peasant pauperization and

the development of a class of Khud Khast (Self) peasants in

agriculture and the gradual penetration of money capital intao

the process of petty commodity production (Qadni) appeared to

have represented the slements of capitalistic transformation

in the society of pre-colonial Bengal.

Then in the fifth chapter we have examined hou, under



the situation of colonial capitalism, were these indigenous
transformative possibilities thwarted and neu institutional
features introduced to make Bengal responsive to the demands

of the metropolitan capitalism. We have found that througb

the introduction of a new class of landlord by the promulgatiaon

of the Act of Permanent Settlement in 1793 and systematic

destruction of the urban petty commodity mode of oroduction by

imposing different discriminatory tariff policies, remaving the

the native traders from commercial activities and creating a

new demand for agricultural raw materials, English capitalism

led to a blockage to the indiacenous processes of chanqge which

just began to move to new directions around the formative years

of ths eighteenth century Bengal. Throughout the whaole Colonial

period of one hundred and eighty two years, the position of

Bengal within the world capitalist system remained to that of

an exporter of raw materials and importer of British industrial

goods,. The English capitalism while generated development in

the metropolis, simultansously created underdevelopment in the

dependent peripheral society of Benqgal.

The Modernization theory, having failed to look the
historical dynamics of the Third World societiss and the inner
contradictions of the very system of capitalism, could not
develop any theory of underdevelopment. During the last two
decades, under the direction of the Modernization theory,
enormous amounts of literature have groun up centering arocund
the problem of underdevelopment. But yet the question of why

underdevelopment does exist remained unanswered. It is our



contention that the theofy of Dependency can provide some

appropriate answers to that end. Working within the larger
premise of the Dependency theory sociology can possibly make
some scientific arguments which would ansuer this most pro-

vocative question of our age: "WHY DOES UNDERDEVELOPMENT EXIST"?



CHAPTER I Modernization Theory

The modernization paradigm is chiefly the contribution
of the American sociologists, After the end*oF{?ﬁé World War
IT and the rise of the 'New Nations' increasing interests
began to generate among the American sociologists to provie an
explanation of the emerging problems of the 'New Nations?!.
Various studies relating to the institutional features of the
'New Nations' and their problems and possibilities of trans-
formation to modern societies began to emerge on the basis of
some ma jor theofetical and methodological develapments in the
field of sociology. Modernization studies in America began to
develop, particularly under the direction of the Structural-
Functional theory. During mid-50's the Structural-Functionalism
was the dominant theoretical orientation in American socioloqy.
"It was considered not as a special theory but as co-existence
with sociology itsel?".l Parsons, Smelser, lLevy, Moore, Bellah,
Hoselitz and Eisenstadt being the pioneers of the modernization
theory developed their explanations from the Structural-Func-
tional perspective.

There is, however, another group of scholars who do not
come under the same theoretical canopy in that they do not
follow the Structural-Functional perspective except that they
share the major assumptions of the paradigm. They base their

analysis on the psychological assumption that personality - which
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is built on the experienﬁes of the childhood - is decisive in
shaping the general progress aof society. Prominent'among this
group of modernization theorists are McClelland, Hagen, Lerner
and Inkles,

In the following pages we will present the major theo-
retical statemsnts of the Modernization theofists in order to
know whether and how they approached the problem of underdevelop-

ment.

The Structural-Functional Theory and Modernization :

Parsons, Smelser, levy, Moore, Hoselitz, Bellah and Eisenstadt

Talcott Parsons: Cultural Innovations and System Change

Parsons seems to have provided the grounduork of the
Modernization paradigm by presenting a theory of system change.
The fundamental principle of system change, according to Parsons,
is the capacity of a social system to cope with its environment
(the environment of a system, to him, consists largely of
actions systems: cultural system, the other social sub-systems,
personality system and behavioral organism), to gain mastery
over it and to change it to meet the needs of the system. The

more "advanced" the systems that play greater generalized

:*adaptative capacity".2 Central to the increase of the adaptive

capacity of a social system, Parsons maintains, is the develop-
ment of certain evolutionary universals, particularly a set of
cultural innovations. A social system "jumps" from one level

of adaptive capacity to another through the developmentd a neu
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system of values, particﬁlarly the religious ones. Parsans
sayss

I believe that within the social system, the

normative elements are more important to social

change than the "material interests" of the

constitutive units. 3

Like Comte, Spencer, Durkheim and Rostow, Parsons dreu

a scale of unilinear evolution of society from primitive through
an intermediary stage to modern systems. The change of a system
starts with a process of differentiation., Every human society,
he says, is comprised of religion, language, kinship and
technology. At a certain stage a system of stratification
develops by breaking through the ascriptive nexus of kinship.
A process of differentiation starts among different sccial
institutions. The development of stratification creates a
problem of integration. Society immediately needs a strong
political authority on the top for controlling violence, up-
holding property, marriages rules, etc., and assuring defense
against encroachment from outside. The new system of stratifi-
cation also pul the existing cultural conditions under strain.
"In the second stage of development therefore, there emerge
a new system of values to legitimatize the new authority in
pouwer, new mades orientations and institutions."4 A neu
equilibrium is attained with the evolution of a new cultural
system. UWithout the evolution of a cultural system "no major
advances beyond the level of primitive society can be made."
Wleber generalized that religious value had a tremendous role

in the development of the rational capitalistic civilization
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in the modern UWest. Daréons only extended this generalizatien
claiming that not only in modern times but in all recorded
past, society evolved from one type to another because of the
evolution of the cultural system. It is the highest element
in the cybernetic hierarchy of controlling factors.

Modern societyy according tec Parsocons, is peculiar only
to the UWest and fundamental to the evolution of modern society
is a set of cultural innouations associated with the Protestant
Ethic.

.. omodern type of society has emerged in a

single evolutignary arena in the West, which is
essentially the area of Europe that fell heir to
Western half of the Roman Empire north of the
Mediterranean., The society of Western Christian=-
dom then provided the base from which what we call
the system of modern societies took off. 6

Apart from a system of values as & controlling pheno-
menon Western society has produced a host of evolutionary
universals like a system stratification, bureaucratic organiza-
tions, money and market system and a system of liberal democracy.
And the institutionalization of these evolutionary universals
through a system ideology has greatly increased the adaptive
capacities of the modern society. It "confers on its possessars
an adaptive advantage far superior to the structural potential
of societies lacking it."7

Parsons considered modern and non-modern societies as
two distinct entities characterized by tuo different systems
of values. He described the difference in terms of pattern

variables. Modern society is characterized by universalistic,

non—-ascriptive and specific patterns and the non-moderns by
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particularistic, ascriptive and diffused patterns.B And
i modernization to him is a process of tranmsitiocn from particu-
laristic to universalistic values.,

He suggested that, to do away with underdevelopment
the underdeveloped societies must evolve a system of modern
industrial=-(capitalist) values. At the highest normative level,
structural change is of two types: endogenous and exogenous.9
For the underdeveloped countries change in the value system
must be exogenous, "one where the principal model component
comes from outside the society".lD He says "unlike biological
genes cultural patterns are subject to diffusion®. In modern
times, America, according to Parsons, 1s the highest type of
society. It has institutionalized a far broader range of
freedoms that had in any previous society.ll So more specif-
ically, Parsoniam modernization is a process of 'Americanizationt!
Parsons provided a theory of structural change to back up his
idea that modernization of the underdeveloped countries depends

on the diffusion of the values of the American society.

Neil J. Smelser: Differentiation and Development

Smelser has presented a theory of modernization from
the same Parsonian frameuwork of analysis. He says a social

system when it undergoes chanoe passes through three different

, but interrelated processes: differentiation, discontinuities
\between differentiation and integration and integration. In

the first stage change begins with differentiation - the
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separation of the different institutions from one another.
Differentiation.creates nesw roles, institutional features and
organizational complexes which obviously come in conflict with
the old system of norms and values., There arises a problem
of societal integration, The discontinuity between different-
iation and integration tend to breed conflict, chaos and up-
heavals., In the absence of commonly shared values.political
attempts to control these dissatisfactions are initially
frustrated.

The result of these discontinuities is a three-~

way tug-of=-war among the forces of tradition,

the forces of differentiation and new forces

of integqration. 12

After a periocd of general disturbances and social con-

trol there emerge a new system of values to legitimatize thes
new modes of actions and institutions. The dissatisfactions
are harnessed and brought to bear on the problems of fashioning
a new and more specialized structure. A new system of values
brings in a new eqguilibrium. Smelser applied this model in
explaining the changing nature of the working class in Britain
during the Industrial Reuolution.13 Smelser thinks that the

present underdeveloped countries are now passing through a

process of differentiation under the impact of industrialization

‘and urbanization. So, what is most significant is the evolution

of system of values to legitimatize the changes brought about

by differentiation.
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Marian J. Levy: Modermization as a Universal Social Solvant

Central to Levy's idea is the assertion that modern-~
ization is a particular process of social change through which
there will emerge a global system of industrial-{capitalist)
societies characterized by a set of common vaiues and goals.

Industrial-(capitalist) society first evolved in the
West because of the forces intrinsic to the society. The
industrial-capitalist societies of Western Europe and North
America are 'indigenous developers', Apart from the enormous
use of technolocgy and inanimate sources of pouer, which is a
criterion of modernization, these societies are charaterized
by rationality, secularism, functiomal specificity and emotiocnal
neutrality.14 flodernization in his view has fulfilled its
historical mission in the Uest.

Now it has turned 1its face to the "New' nations only
to complete the circle. The purpose aof modernization in the
new nations or the 'late—comsr'l5 socleties as Levy puts it,
is essentially the same - the creation of industrial-capitalist
society of UWestern variety. He thinks that the *'indigenous

developers! will make contact uith the late comers and change

.will come to the latter through the diffusion of the technology

{and culture of the former societies. The traditional systems

of kinship, family, religion and behaviours are obstacles to
smooth transition.16 But the penetration of ths values of the
indigenous developers will destroy these obstacles and estab-

lish a new industrial scciety with a new culture and new modes
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of orientations.

Once the contract is established, there will
be some transfer of the relatively modernized
structures to the relatively non-modernized
soclety. When such transformations are made,
they are inevitably subversive of the status
quo of the relatively non-modernized society
and usually explosively so. 17

Levy believes that modernization is one of the universal

and irreversible processes of history. He is optimistic that
the latecomer societies will definitely get integrated to the
system of western industrial-capitalist societies through con-

tact and diffusion and sventually there will emerge a global

. system of modern-industrial-(capitalist) societies. Modern=-

‘ization to him i1s a universal social solvant,

Wilbert E. Moore: Industrialization from Statis to Statis

The keyword in Moore's theory of modernization is in-
dustrialization. Industrialization to him is meant "the
extensive use of inanimate sources of power for economic pro-
duction and all that entzils by way of organization, trans-
portation, communication and so on".l8 Industrialization
requires the application of science and technology, an open
system of stratification and a stable political order. But
the 'first-order requirement! is ideological - fa minimal
consensus on ultimate values‘.l9 Moore!s main argument is that
industrialization through an ideological transformation is a
way out of underdevelopment.

Moore presented a three-stage model of social trans-
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formation through industrialization: a static, pre-industrial
stage; a dynamic transitional stage and a static stage follow-
ing the Industrial Reuolutioh;20 The countries of the Western
Europe and Nerth America reached the final stage of development
following the Industrial Revolution in England. The most
important conditioning facteor for the early arrival of these
societies on the final stage was "ideological! associated with
Protestant Ethic.

The present underdeveloped countries in his vieuw are
passing the dynamic stage - a transitional phase of industrial-
isation, But the existing system of traditicnal values are not
favorable for such transformation., About the system of kin=-
ship Moore says:

(It)perhaps...ofFeﬁﬁthe most important single
impediment to individual mobility, not only
through the competing claims on Kinsmen upon

the potential individual recruit but alse through
the sescurity offered in established patterns of
mutual responsibility. 21

In the underdeveloped countries therefore,

...2xtensive value changes are the most funda-
mental cendition for economic transformation. 22

Successful transformation can be carried out through
the diffusion of the values of the Western industrial societies.
"During transition industrialism is...an externally induced
system."23 He thinks, the underdeveloped countries cannot
develop in isolation with the developed countries. The de-
veloped countries will provide the ideology and the values of

development.
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Now industiral societies are models of
imitation or source for technigues, but also
source of goals in regard to affective
grientations. For just as industrial sociest-
ies export knowledge in the form of technology
and technologists they also export ideclogy
and ideologists. 24

He alsoc believed that there will eventually emerge a
global system of industrial (capitalist) societies sharing
certain goals and values in commaon.

What is involved in modernization is a "total®
transformation of a traditional or pre-modern
society into the types of technology and asso=-
ciated social organization that characterize
the "advanced®, econcmically prospersus and
relatively politically stable nations of the
Western World. 25

Bert F. Hoselitz: Achievement-orientation and Development

Hoselitz presented his visws on modernization in terms
of the Parsonian pattern variables. According to him,
Ascription - Achiesvement and Diffusion-specificity are "key
dichotomies" between underdeveloped and developed countries.
The developed societies are characterized by achievement-
orientation and functional specificity. Social differentiation
on the basis of achievement and a differentiated occupational
structure independent of the ties of family and clan organiza-
tions helped creating the modern industrial-capitalist
societies.

The underdsveloped countries on the other hand, are
¢characterized by the principle of ascription and diffused role

patterns.
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Underdeveloped countries typically display

sharp social polarities, steep ranking low
mobility, a disregard for economic perform-

ance as status conferring...distinctions

betueen economic roles and roles in other

fields of sccial action are much less emphasized
than in mere advanced societies. 26

This ascriptive principle of status differentiation and
role allocation account for the lack of upward mobility,

pluralistic social structure and increased preductivity. For

Hoselitz, classification and socio=~psychological action patterns

27

form strategic variables linked to development. He therefare,

prescribed that, to develsp, the underdeveloped countries must
gliminate the ascriptive criterion and take on the criterion
of achievement-orientation. Hbdernization needs a significant
alteration in the social stratification system.

This 1s a strategic area in the realm of social

relations which requires relatively rapid and

profound modification., 28

In his view this can be done and modernity can be

attained through rational planning for industrialisation under
the authority of a group of political elites who are urbane,

educated and exposed to the values of the modern uwestern

society.

Robart N. Bellah: The 'Protestant Ethict in Asia

Central to Bellah's thsgsis is the idea that the success
of modernization in the underdeveloped countries, particularly
in Asia, depends on the transformation of the existing tradi-

tional religions. The Asian soccieties in order to change to
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industrial capitalist societies must develop something akin
to the values of the 'Protestant Ethic', This he argued on
the basis of his theory of the relationship betueen religious
evolution and the general progress of human society.

He says religion is a complex of symbols and actions
which reveals man's ultimate conditions of existence, provides
a stable set of definitions of the world around and gives
identity and stabiliiy both to social and the persanality
systems, Religion, houever, is not a static phenaomenson. He
contends that religion moves from compact to differentiated
stages., And in close conjunction with this evolution religious
collectivities become more differentiated from other social
institutions like poglitics, family, stc., and there is an
increasing conscigusness of the self as a religious subject.29
This growth of individual freedom has profound impact on the
progress of human society.

According to him, broadly there are five different
stages of religious evolution - primitive religion, archaic
religion, historic religioh, early modern relition and modern

‘____.__-ﬂ'
religion. And

...at each stage the freedom of personality at
society has increased relative to the environing
conditions. Freedom has increased because at
each successive stage the relation of man to the
conditions of his existence has concelved as more
complex, more open and more subject to change and
development. 30

Modern religion has emerged only in the West with the

emergence of the 'Protestant Ethic'! and this resulted the

development of modern society. He says,
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...12t me simply say that I stand with Weber
esein attributing very great significance to
the Reformation, especially in its Calvanist
Wing in a whole series of developments from
economics to science, from education to law. 31

Like Weber, Bellah finds that the religions of Hinduism

Islam and Buddhism are characterized by '0Other-Yorldliness?! and

this constitutes the barrier to modernizatioh. Only in Japan
he says the Tokugawa religion was oriented towards 'this
wordly! activities and hence it remained to be an important
force in Japan's modernization.32 However, he is convinced
that the traditional religions of Asia can significantly con-
tribute te modernization through the evelution of certain

Protestant values. For modernization in Asia the traditional

religicns,

...must be able to rephrase its religious

symbol system to give meaning to cultural
creativity in wordly pursuit... If modern-
ization is to be successfully accomplished

either traditiomal religion, must be able to

make this transition...or it must be able to
withdraw from major spheres of life and allou
secular Ideologies to complete the tramsition. 33

Like other modernization theorists Bellah also suggests

that extensive value-change is a condition for modernization.

S.N. Eisenstadt: Institutiaonalization and Change

Eisenstadt is one of the most prolific writers of
modernization. His central argument is that modernization in

the underdeveloped countries depends on the creation of a

dL"common symbolic framework? under the direction of a strong

centralized authority.
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Eisenstadt's key.concept is institutionalization.34
He says social change beings with differentiation. This is to
him the first stage of modernization. When new roles and
structural organization are created. But the evolution of neu
roles and organizations generate a problem forder! breeding
conflict and confusion betueen the old normative structure
and the new orientations. Scociety at this stage nseds certain
new norms and sanctions and certain policies through which
these norms and sanctions can be upheld and applied to a re-
latively large and complex variety of institutions. UWhat is
needed is a new value system - a new level of common identifica-
tion under the domination of a strong centralised political
authority. This is done in the second-stage of modernization

and is termed as the process of ‘tinstitutionalization'.

What is problematic to Eisentstadt, therefore, is not
how does change begin at the first stage but how can the
changes brought about through differentiation be absorbed for
attaining sustained growth in modernization. The underdevéloped
countries, particularly the Asian countries, according to him,
have undergone some processes of differentiation under the
impact of their pre-existing social structures, colonialism
and the UWestern influence.35 But in the absence of institution-
alization of the new changes these countrises have not been able
to gather sustained growth in development and reached to a
stage he says, the f'breakdouns of modernization'.36 Like

others, Eisenstadt's prescription against underdevelopment is

also the creation of a new system of values. But unlike Parsons,

————————————_.
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Moore, Hoselitz and others he maintains that tradition is not
alwvays inimical to modernization. Modernity and tradition can

. . . 37 -
co=-exist side by side. Some elements of tradition can

significantly help the process of ‘'instituticnalization?!.

Socio=Psychologies theories of Modernization: McClelland,
Hagen, Lerner, Inkles :

David C. McClelland: N Achievement and Development

Harvard psychologist David C. McClelland is one of the
chief exponents of the second mode of the modernization
paradigm. His major contention is that throughout the uhsole
period of human history and at present as well, economic de-
velopment has been attained by a small group of entreprensurial
people characterized by a typical psychological trait fneed

for achieuement'.38 People with high need for achisvement are

innovative and dynamic. They have a drive towards worldly
success - interest in scientific discoveries and productive
entrepreneurial activities. They are typical Ueberian persans.

Weber's description of the kind of personality

type which the Protestant Reformaticn produced

is startlingly similar to the picture we have

drawn of a person with achievement motivation. 38

According to him the Western industrial capitalist

society is the product of people with high need for achievement.
The self-reliance values which are characteristic of Protestant-
ism led to independence training of children by the parents.

This in turn produced N achievement in children which results

in economic development. But the underdeveloped countries are
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characterized by a wide lack of this psychological 'trait! in
human personalities. In his views the traditional systems of
kinship religicn and stratification obstruct the grouth of
personalities with "NY achievement.

His prescripticn against underdevelopment is therefore
the creation of people with "N'" achievement. For this firstly,
the tradition should be eliminated.

A people must break with traditional ways

eo. if they are to live at a higher economic

level. 40
A neu set of norms and values somewhat akin to the values of
protestantism should be attained. The spread of education in-
tensive psycholeogical training, exposure to mass media can
significantly help in this direction. Particularly McClelland
believes in "ideological campaign™ as an instrument for spread-
ing the Western wvalues.

The psychologist accordingly concludes that

ideolecgical movements of all sorts are an

important source of the emoticonal fervour
needed to convert people to new norms. 41

Everett E. Hagen: Development through the Rearrangement of the
Power Structure

Development, in Hagen's visw, requires the emergence
of the creative individual; the individual who has high needs
for achievement, autonomy and order. These individuals come
from groups in society that have been deprived of their previous
positions due to changes in historical conditions.

All traditional societies are relatively stable, stagnant
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and resistant to innovations. But at a certain periocd of
history due to outside invasions or internal political changes
the existing traditional elites locose their authority and
status. Being alienated from the traditional centres of power
and status they develop a peculiar psychological challenge to
the whole system of traditions. Particularly, Hagen says,
mothers began to train their children to get innovative in
order to take revenge of their father's loss of status. As
children gradually become to be dominated by their mothers the
vicious circle of authoritarianism begins to break up. Society
gradually evolve a new group of elites with high achiesvement
orientation and autonomy. The era of social change begins.
To substantiate his thesis Hagen presented examples from the
history of England, Japan, Coclumbia, Indonesia and Burma.42

In his view the underdeveloped countries aré character=-
ized by authoritarian sccial and political systems. And this
accounts for the lack of creative personalities in those
societies. .He maintains that, to develop, the underdeveloped
countries must evolve "sccial and cultural creativity of a
high order".a3 Implicit in his thesis is the notion that the

redistribution of the political power under the impact of the

Western nations is the clue to modernization.

Daniel Lerner: Empathy and Modernization

MIT socioclogist Danial Lernmer 1s another key figure

in the second group of modernization theorists. According to
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lLerner modern industrial society is the product of modern
personalities characterized by a distinctive psycholocgical
trait ‘empathy'. "In modern society more individuals exhibit
higher empathic capacity than in any previous,society".44 A
man with ‘empathy'! is mobile, dynamic, secular and rational.
He has a sense of participation in public forum, market place
and political arena. Empathy is an ”indispensable.skill for
moving out of traditional settings."45
In his view modern society with a high sense of empathetic

capacities developed according to a regular seguence 6? phases,
beginning with urbanization, proceeding through literacy and
mass communication, and extending to political participation.46
The emergence of empathetic personalities and modernity in the
underdeveloped countries will follow the same processes., The
Western model: |

...provided suitable terms for describing

the degree of modernization present in a given
society at a given time. 47

Alex Inkles: ‘'Modernity Syndroms!

"Modernity syndrome?! which is one of the most popular
concepts in the recent psychological studies on modernization
is chiefly the contribution of Harvard sociologist Alex Inkles.
Modernity to him is not mere technological development or
political maturation rather a psychic state characterized by
a variety of psychological gualities. And these constitute

what is termed as ‘Modernity Syndrome'., Central to this
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syndrome are:

...{(1) openness to meu experience...,

(2) the assertion of increasing independency
ee.(3) belief in the efficacy of science and
medicine and a general abandonment of passivity
and fatalism in the face of life's difficulties;
and (4) ambition for oneself and one's children
to achieve high occupational and educational
goals. Men who manifest these characteristics.
(5) Like pecple to be on time and show an in-
terest in carefully planning their affairs in
advance. It is also a part of this syndrome to
(6) shou strong interest and strive energetically
to keep up with the news of national and inter-
national import... 48

Modern society is the product of modern persocnalities character-
ized by these psychological qualities. Modernity in the undeg—
developed countries implies the institutionalization of these
values at the level of personality system. Inkles says:

.«.50cleties that have more modern individuals

..owill experience accelerated structural change

towards increased modernity. 49 '

Like Lerner and other psychological theorists, Inkles

believes that the number of modern people with modern psychic
gualities can be increased through education, industrialization,

urbanization and mass communication. He has faith in the

psychic unity of modern man and modern saciety.

Modernization Paradigm: Major Assumptians

Within the modernization paradigm there is a consider-

able variety of emphasis on different levels according to

. whether conceptual priecrity is assigned to’EELLuLaLM9£$amtaLLpns

}
1

‘or persanality faetersi accarding to_the substantive designation
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of its ideal~typical modern (e.g. 'inanimate sources of power®, ¢

*empathy' or 'need for. achisvement!) or ubat are regarded as

the cultural mechanisms of modernization (e.g. Industrializa=-

tion,. urbanization, institutionalization or mass communication

S

at the level of social processes); according to the concrete
argas of _social.actien focused on = the family, religion,
education, the role of intellectuals, and so on.SD' Bu?wat the
core of the paradigm there remained & series of basic assump=-
tians.El These ars like the following:

A. The nature, structure and the change of a socciety are
comparable to that of an organism, Like an organism, society
moves from simple and homogenous to complex and heterogenous
but highly integrated structures.

B, Social change is natural, continuous and imminent. Change
is inherent in ths system undergoing changs. UWhat is problem=-
atic, therefore, is not how does change come about but hou can
order be restored in the system experiencing change.

C. Social change is evolutionary, developmental and pro-
gressive. All societies are moving towards the same goal
through the same uniform processes, Each successive stage is

progressive because it attains the greater 'generalized adapt-

\

|

|

|

|

|

\

\

\

| ive capacity?.
|

1 D. Social change is not 'deterministic!. A variety of
causative factors operate behind the process of social change.
3 In explaining social change the attribution of causal primacy
| leads to over-simplification.,

‘ E. The urban-industrial capitalist societies of Western Europe
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and North America are thé most developed societies. They have
reached the final and the ultimate stage of social development.
They are highly differentiated and yet highly integrated
through a common ideclogy. In comparison with other non-
Western societies they have the highest generalized adaptive
capacities.

F. The main driving force behind the creation of modern urban
industrial societies in Western Europe and North America has
been a system of cultural values associated with the Protestant
Ethic.

G. The developed and the underdevelcped societies belong to
two different and contrasting stages of social development.
The underdeveloped countries are characterized by particular-
istic, ascriptive and diffused patterns while the developed
ones are characterized by umiversalistic, non-ascriptive and
specific patterns.

H. Modernization refers to a process of institutionalizing
the values of the industrial (capitalist) societies. The
diffusion of capitalistic ideology rather than capital and
technology is the clue to modernization in the underdeveloped
countries,

I. The traditional systems of kinship, religion, stratifica-
tion and other traditionalistic behavioral patterns constitute
barriers to modernization. The total destruction of all
traditional elements is a necessary condition for the institu-
tionalization of the new system of values.

J. In the West the entreprensurial elites have beén instru-
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mental to modernizaticon. In the underdeveloped countries too
the elites (political, intellectual, bureaucratic, military,
etc.) exposed to Western educétiun and culture can be instru-
mental to modernization.

K. Once the instutitional kernels of the developed societies
are established, they necessarily would lead‘to the development
of similar irreversible structural amnd organizational outcomes
in their spheres and fo the general process of sustained

grouth and development, all of them presumably moving in a
general common evolutionary direction. Modernization is
destined to create a system of modern industrial-capitalist
societies uwhere, in spite of diversities at the societal level,

there will remain a unity in ideclogy.
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CHAPTER II Dependency Theory

Out of the various objections to the Modernization
theory, an alternative approach to underdevelopment began tao
develop in sociology from the mid-60's. This is now termed
as the Dependency theory. In the following pages we will dis=-
cuss the development of this approach in Latin America and
other places and will also present its various interpretations

by different scholars.

DEPENDENCY IN LATIN AMERICA: THE EMERGENCE OF A PERSPECTIVE

The interest for an alternative framework of explanation
of underdevelopment in Latin America began to gensrate primarily
in response to the failure of the modernization paradigm there.
The intellectual foundation of the paradigm, however, is rooted
in the Marxist tradition in sociology.

The Dependency Model evolved essentially from

two schools of thought: one nationalist and
sometimes anti-imperialist but non-Marxist

whose analysis emanated from economists grouped
around the Argentine, Paul Prebish, in the
Economic Commission for Latin Americaj; and the
other anti-imperialist and Marxist in orientation
whose ideas stemmed from imperialist theory
generated by analysis of European expansion during
the late 19th century. 1

FCLA and modernization in tatin America:

The United Nations Economic Commission for Latin

35
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America (ECLA) uas estabiished in 1948 in Santigode, Chile,
to provide an explanation of underdevelopment and policy
suggestions for modernization in the post-war Latin American
societies., The starting point of the ECLA's analysis was
Latin America's 'peripheral' status vis-a-vis the advanced in=-
dustrial ‘'centres', as manifested primarily in the region's
historical evolution as an export-oriented economy.2 The ECLA
for the first time made a frontal attack upon the theoretical
and empirical basis of 'outer-directed export-led growth model!
expounded by the orthodox international trade theory. Instead,
the Commission provided a thesis of the 'inward-directed grouwth
model! in the form of Import Substitution industrialization.
It suggested that the clue to modernization in Latin America
was not in the free trade but rather in the creation of an
industrial infrastructure geared to the satisfaction of the
demands of the goods which were previously met by imports. In
order to ensure the supply of the increasing amount of capital
needed for the new industrialization program, foreign invest=-
ment, foreign aid and co-operation at different levels were
considered necessary and desirable. Accordingly, different
multi-national corporations were providsed investment opportun-
ities and aid programs drawn up to generate capital for
industrialization.

The new program of modernization was put forward on
the pretext of creating a national capitalist class who would
combat the traditional landed oligarchies, help expanding the

volume of production for the internal market and thus overcome
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the dependency on the metropolitan capitalist class,

But the experiences of 60's proved that the ECLA's
modernization program rather widened the gap between the
'centre? and the 'peripheral' sconomies and alsoc between the
poor and the rich Latin Americans, Instead of the development
of an independent capitalist class with the support of the
state pouwer, Latin America in the decade of 60's began to be
controlled and dominated by the military=-bureaucratic oligarchies.
By drawing a distinction between the 'centre' and the 'peripheral!
geconomies and by locating the causes of underdevelopment in the
expansion of the liberal policy of free trade the ECLA made a
good starting point for a historical analysis of underdevelop-
ment. But eventually it failed to bring about a useful model
of development in Latin America. Since mid-60%s ECLA's
modernization program began to break up. A new dependency
analysis began to develop to provide a new framework of studies
of development and underdevelopment.

The Development in Latin America of the
'Dependency Theory' of underdevelopment in the
post-war era was a response to the changing
palitical conditions and opportunities that had
been wrought...by the crisis of world capitalism
during the 1930%'s and 1940's., Analogous to the
rise of Popular Fronts (including New Deal),and
Keynesianism in the imperialist metropolis,
certain Latin American countries witnessed the
rise of populist bourgeoisie nationalist regimes
dedicated to the economic reality of import
substituting industrialization and ths political
policy of 'developmentalism' and the ideological
legitimation through 'structuralism! and
'dependency'!., Ultimately, the latter found its
most important and influential expression in the

work of the United Nations Economic Commigsion for
Latin America (ECLA).... 4
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Dependency Paradigm: Background in Marxist tradition

While the existential reasons for the development of
the dependency paradigm in Latin America have been the in-
adequacies of the modernization model of development advanced
by the ECLA, the ideationél inspirations have been drawn
mainly from the mainstream of the Marxist traditionm in sociology.

The inherent nature of the capitalist system to
penetrate into the pre-~capitalist societies and the implication
of such intrustion has been a subject of discussion since Marx.
Marx observed that the acquisition of new areas and markets
in order to expand the volume of profit was gne of the daminant
features of the capitalist system. The capitalist system
tends to expand into the non-capitalist economies and "bring
them into dependence on the world market”.5 He also pointed
out that these developments of the intermational division of
labour determined by the need of the advanced countries, uwere
accompanied by and were the expression of those structural
changes ~ notably the growth of monopolies.6 But as to the
implication of such pensetration of capitalism into the non-
capitalist regions Marx appeared to have remained in a different,
somewhat ambivalent, position. Marx defended capitalist
penetration into the colonies on the ground that it would
create the material basis of bourgeoisie society., Marx supported
the congquest of Mexico and the annexation of California by the
United States, India by the Britishers and Algeria by the

French.7 Marx spent very little time on the changing social
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structures of the colonies under capitalism,
Theoretically, the most important innovation after

‘Marx was the characterization of the epoch of imperialism by
. Hobson, Hilferding, Kautsky, Rosa lLuxemberg and Lenin.8 They
rendered explanations of why it was imperative for a capitalist
system to expand into the non-capitalist societies., Their
account of imperialism, however, delineated the laQs of motion
of capitalist development in the west and tended to ignore the
concrete historical realities of capitalism in the colonies.
"None of them go in essence beyond Marx in attributing any
independent weight, role, or nature to the Third Uorld”.9
Lenin said that 'éapital export' was one of the principal
features of monopoly capitalism and this was at the root of
rivalry among the dominant capitalist countries. His analysis
was purported to explain the changing structure of Qestern
capitalism and visualize its effects on the international
political affairs. He observed that the 'export of capitalt
had some obvious consequences on the direction of capital
and enterprises of the colonized countries. He mentioned the
ambiquous position of Tsarist Russia aétboth sub ject and
object of imperialist relationshipJ never developed a
theory of underdevelopment as a part of his general scheme of
imperialism,

Lenin's theory of imperialism put emphasis on

the structural changes in capitalism rather

than upon the relations between the metropolitan

countries and their colonies.... 10

Marxist studies of capitalism, however, began to develop

T
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in a new direction since the emergence of the 'new nations?'.
The Marxist scholars of the post-war period became increasingly
interested in the nature and the structure of capitalism in the
Third World. In contrast to Marx and other classical Marxists
these people argued that Western capitalism had destroyed the
potentialities for capitalist transformation in the colonies
and thus resulted in underdevelopment. Baran, ong of the
pioneers of this new strand of thought in Marxist tradition,
came up with an argument that the capitalist penetration ex-
tracted an important part of the underdeveloped country's
surplus for appropriation in the developed countries and thus
prevented the possibilities for autonomous capitalist trans-
formation in the colonies. Using a concept of feconomic sur=
plus!, instead of Marxist theory of surplus value, Baran studied
both the structural dynamism oF(EE} advanced capitalism and
the mechanism of the growth of underdevelopment in the peri-
pheral societiss of the Third Uorld.ll Similarly, Magdoff
says:

.».underdevelopment can best be analysed against

the entire panarama of colonialism, economic

expansionism, and rivalry among colonial pouwers,

beginning with earliest distortions introduced

by the lWest into the colonial world. 12
Such an interpretation of underdevelopment in the context of
the rise and expansion of Western capitalism is also apparent
in Sweeny, Julee and other distinguished contributors in the
'"Monthly Review'., In the recent literatures this group of
people is sometimes called 'Neo-Marxist! in that they developed

a new mode of interpretation of the dynamism of the capitalist

system in the West and the consequences of its expansion into
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the non-capitalist socieéies; brought in certain new conceptual
apparatus and devised new strategies for develaopment, The most
fundamental difference between the classical tradition in
Marxism and the 'Neo-Marxist! is the insistence of the latter
on the discovery of the laus of motion of capitalism in the
underdeveloped societies.

The development of the depsndency analysis in Latin
America is an extensibn of this 'Neo=-Maxist! interpretation of
underdevelopment. While the !'Nea-Marxist® have been engaged
in building a general theoretical framework of underdevelopment,
the dependency analysis started with the specificity of the

historical situations in Latin America.

THE FRANKIAN MODEL OF DEPENDENCY

Andre Gunder Frank's 'Capitalism and Underdevelopment

in Latin America is the 'opening gun' in the formulation of a
new paradigm in Latin America. His thesis states:

Underdevelopment is not dus to the survival

of archaic institutions and the existence of

capital shortage...on the contrary under-

development was and still is gensrated by the

very same historical process which also

genserated economic development: the develop-

ment of capitalism., 13
Frank claims that modernization theory is empirically invalid,
theoretically inadequate and policy wise ineffective in pro-
moting development. In his view, the modernization theory has

failed to come to terms with the contemporary historical

reality of development and underdeveloomant.14 Frank redefines
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the notion of underdevelopment by insisting that it is neither
origin, nor is the remnants of an ancient feudal past. "The
nou~developed countries were never underdeveloped, though
they may have been undeveloped." Underdevelopment is rather
the direct result of capitalist penetration in the underdeveloped
countrises. Underdevelopment is not an organic grawth from
within, but a structural growth from above.
P Frank advanced two theoretical innovations in the con-
' text of his analysis of underdevelopment in Latin America.
Firstly, in contrast to the theory of ‘'Dual Society'! (as well
as by orthodox P’!arxism)l5 Frank argued that since the very
first phase of its colonial history Latin Amsrica had been
thoroughly integrated into the World capitalist structurs.
A mounting body of evidence suggests...that the
expansion of the capitalist system over the past
centuries effectively and entirely penetrated
even the apparently most isolated sections of
the underdeveloped world. 16
Latin America since then turned into a capitalist society in
that it started participating in the general process of
commodity production,
The pensetration of the capitalist process of
production necessarily gave rise to a resident
commercial bourgeoisie, which directed this
process and shared its benefit in sconomic and
political alliance with the metropolis., 17
Hence, to Frank, it makes no sense to spsak of feudal, semi-
feudal or archaic elements in Latin American society. The
thesis of dual economy is false and "serve only to intensify

C . - . . . 18
and perpetuate the vsry conditions of underdevelopment.”

The second theoretical innovation relates to the thres
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contradictions of capitalism to which Frank proposed to outline
the mechanism of capitalist underdevelopment. These are: the
contradiction of Expropriation/Appropriation of economic sur-
plus; the contradiction of Metropolis/Satellite polarization

and the contradiction of continuity in change.

The contradiction of Expropriation/Appropriation of economic
surplus: '

On the basis of Baran's economic theory Frank said
that the capitalist system is wrought with the contradiction
of expropriation and appropriation of economic surplus. The

metropolitan capitalist country expropriates a significant

part of the economic surplus produced in the domestic satellites

and appropriates it for its own development. Within the
structure of the World capitalism there is a constant outflouw
of surplus from the satellites to metropolises. What is most
significant, according to Frank, is that while expropriating
the economic surplus of the satellites, the metropolitan
capitalism also introduces this contradiction in the satellite
economies. -In Chile, Frank writes:

The monopoly capitalist structure and the surplus
expropriation/appropriation contradiction run
thraugh the entire Chilean eccnomy... Indeed it

is this exploitative relation which in chain-like
fashion extends the capitalist link between the
capitalist world and national metropolises to the
regional countries..., and from thess to local
centres, and so on to large landowners or merchants
who expropriate surplus from small peasants or
tenants, and sometimes asven from these latter to
landless labourers explcoited by them in turn...

at each point the international, national and local
capitalist system gemnerates economic development
for the few and underdevelopment for the many. 19
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Within the structure aof éhe world capitalist system the
domestic satellites are, therefore, necessarily limited to
underdevelopment. Capitalism is destined to produce uneven
development between metropolises and the satellites,

The centradiction of Metropplis=Satellite Polarization: The

contradiction of surplus expropriation-approbriation results

in metropolis-satellite polarisation. Within the structure of
the World capitalism thle the metropolis keeps on developing
"the satellites remain underdeveloped for lack of access to
their own surplus and as a consequence of the same polarizatiaon

and exploitative contradictions which the metropolis introduces

. . . . . , 20
and maintains in the satellites domestic economic structure.!

Polarization starts increasing not only between the World
metropolises and national satellites but also within the
satellite economies among other region and Y“between rapid

development of towns and industrial centres (and) lagging and

declining in the agricultural districts".zl

This contradictory metropolitan centre - peri-
pheral satellits relationship, like the process
of surplus expropriation/appropriation, runs
through the entire World capitalist system in
chain-like fashion from its uppermost metro-
politan World centre, through each of the variogus
national, regional,local and enterprise centres.
An obvious conseqgquence of the satellite economy's
external relations is the loss of some aof its
economic surplus to the metropolis...the metro-
polis tends increasingly to dominate the
satellite and rsnders it even more dapendent. 22

Frank posited that the satellite capitalist countries, regions
and localities by virtue of this contradiction were condemned

to underdevelopment. He observed that the lasser is the

TETTTONOET



45

relationship with the metropolis the greater is the degree of

development in the satellites.

T

...the satellites experience thsir greatest
economic development...if and when their ties
to their metropolises are weakest., 23
This metropolis=-satellite polarization, to Frank, is the most
important for understanding the process of underdevelopment.

Because it ig,in the discussion of this notion Frank maintained

that:

...0ne and the same historical process of ex=-

pansion and development of capitalism throughout
the World has simultaneously generated and con-
tinues to generate both economic develaopment and |
structural under development. 24 ;

The contradiction of Continuity in Change: By the contradiction

of continuity in chanée, Frank argued that tha contradictions
of surplus expropriation/appropriation and the metropolis=-
satellite polarization as the essential structural imperatives
of development and underdevelopment remained the same through-
out the whole period of the expansion and the development of
the capitalist system at all times and in all places. The
different satellite countries due to independence and other
political revolutions had undergone different historical
changes at different periods. But the essential contradictions
of the capitalist system as such have remained the same. 1In
studying underdevelopment what is most significant, to Frank,
is to refer to the continuity of the fundamental contradictions
of the capitalist system.

...my emphasis is on the continuity of capitalist

structure and its generation of underdevlopment

rather than on many undoubtedly important historic-
al changss and transformations....25
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On the basis of fhese twuo sets of theoretical arguments
Frank formulated his version of the depesndency analysis -~ the
notion of the development of underdevelopment. Frank uwas
convinced that it was the structure of tgﬁ world capitalism
which produced and now maintains the underdevelopment of Latin
America. He arqued that the development of Qnderdeuelopment
will persist until the people of Latin America come out of

the World capitalist system by means of revolution.

THE DEPENDENCY PARADIGM: POST~FRANKIAN DEBATE IN LATIN AMERICA

The Frankian model of dependency since its early con-

ceptualization Has led to considerable debate and polemics

among the Latin American social scientists. Since Frank in-
creasing interests have generated to examine or redefine the
concept of dependency and underdevelopment. By and large, ths

larger proposition that underdevelopment is explicable in the

context of the growth and expansion of the Western capitalism,
garned credence. But as to the structure and dynamism of the
peripheral Latin American societies and the process of the

growth of underdevelopment therein, differences from Frank

began to develop. I
Frank has been accused by the subsequent dependency X
theorists in Latin America for his assertion of the development %
of capitalism in Latin America and his outright emphasis on /
the drainage of 'economic surplus'! as a mechanism of the grout@/
of underdevelopment. !

Frank argued that Latin America has been capitalist
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since it was incorporatea into the World market during colanial
periaod. He refused to believe the persistence dF certain
feudal relations or non-capitalist modes of productibn. This
has become one of the most debated aspects of the Frankian
model of dependency.

Frank, according to the cfitics, conéentrated much an
the penetration of the market economy and gave very little
attention to the changing production relations and ways in
which these relations coexisted at local, regional and national
levels., What seems to have appeared uncomfortable to them is
the Frankian definition of capitalism. In this respect Laclau
probably has made the most thoroughing attack on Frank.,

Laclau says:

The first surprising thing is that Frank

totally dispenses with relations of production

in his definition of capitalism and feudalism, 26
Frank used the word ‘'capitalism' to refer to a system of market
production rather than a mode of production. Laclau thinks
that Frank has confused the two concepts 'Capitalist mode of
production? and 'Participation in the World economic systemf,
Laclau approves that the 'dualistic thesis! has no validity
in Latin America but, in contrast to Frank, he maintains that

7

in Latin America still are there the remnants of the feudal or
the pre-capitalist modes of production. B8ecause 'the mainten-
ance of the pre-capitalist relations of production in ths
peripheral areas is an inherant condition of the process of

. . , . . 27
accumulation in the central countries.

The second line of argument in the post-frankian debate

ST T ¢



48

centres around Frank's idea of the meéhanism of the growth of
undardevelopment. Frank observed that within the structure
of the metropolis-~satellite relationship there is a constant
drainage of economic surplus from the satellite to the metro-
polis tﬁrough an unequal exchange of trade and this is hou
underdevelopment was created and is still sustained. The
satellite because of the non-realization and non—aQailability
for investment of its economic surplus is condemned to under-
development. In this aspect Frank®s critics tend to argue
that Frank has over emphasized the vertical relation betueen
the metropolis and the satellite and did not demonstrate the
importance of horizontal ties within the dependent societies.

Frank's stress on the colonialists or imperialists as the main

actors and tended to overlock the importance of the actors draun

from within who supported the establishment of caﬁitélist
hegemony and latter turned as the most ardent promoters of the
colonial and the imperialist interests in the domesstic
satellites, Frank's concern was more with the satting of the
actions rather than the actors per se. |
Brazilian depsendency theorist Dos Santos asserted that

the process of underdevelopment could not be understood simply
in terms of the drainage of 'economic surplus',

The process under consideration rather than

being one of satellization as Frank helieves,

is a case of the farmation of a certain type

of internal structure conditioned by the
international relationship of dependency. 28

o
o

The World capitalist system creatces certain institutions

classes within the satellites to further their interests and
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perpetuate their control. Thess institutions and the classes
form the internal structure of dependency and limit the
possibilities for development in the satellites. . The structure
of dependency creates structural underdevslapment.
Dos Santos writes that:

By dependency we mean a situation in which

the economy of certain countries is conditioned

by the development and expansion of another

economy to which the former is subjected.... 29
Dependency is not a situation uwhere a satellite economy submits
to the exploitation of a metropolitan economy, '"but rather a
basic relation that constitutes and conditions the internal
structures of the dominated or dependent regions. Dependency
implies an economic, social and political situation in which
the structure of societies is conditioned by the needs, actions
and interests of other and dominant nations”.ED Dos Santos
says that in Latin America there wers three different structures
of dependency in its three different periods of history.
Firstly, the colonial dependence characterized by the acquisi~
tion of land, mines and manpower in the colonized countries.
Secondly, the financial industrial dependence characterized by
the development of a productive structure in the satellites
devoted to the export of raw materials for the metropolitan
countries. Thirdly, the technological-industrial dependence
based on the investment of capital by the multinational corp=-
orations.

Each of these form of dependence corresponds

to a situation, which conditioned not only
the international relations of these countriss
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but also their internal structures: the
orientation of production, the forms of
capital accumulation, the reproduction of
the economy, and, simultaneously their social
and political situations. 31
In Dos Santos views, the problem of underdevelopment can be
more adequately understood if it is explained in the context
of the internal structure of dependency and not merely in
terms of the 'loss of surplus! as Frank did.
Similarly Cordoso maintains that the Frankian notion
of 'development of underdsvelopment' tends to ignore the in-
ternal dynamism and the class formation in the domestic
satellites, In contrast to Frank, Cordosc developed a thesis
of 'associated-dependent development!. 1In it he argues that
even within the structure of the World capitalism the domestic
satellites of Latin America have experienced some sort of
development through the process of industrialization and other
investments of the multinmational corporations,., In the satell=-
ites it is possible to have 'dependent development?! and that
this procesé can lead to important changes in the old oligarchic
class structures.
The rise of monopoly capital and the phenomsna
of corporations have brought about new forms
of dependency characterized by the change in
foreign investment from raw materials and
agriculture in the direction of industrial
sectors, and by new patterns of economic owner-
ship such as the joint venture enterprise,
These changes are accompanied by a type of
development that creates a restricted, limited
(Eﬁ?%upper class oriented socisty., 32
What is significant in the study of underdevelopment, according

to Cordoso, is to refer to the 'dynamic interrelationships!

which obtain between politics and econamics of the domestic
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satellites, The Frankian notion of develapment of under-
development and the assumption of a lack of dynamism in
dependent societies,; to him, is misleading.33
The Frankian version of dependency has also been

criticised by Wellfort, Hinkelmmert, Marini, Torres, Falletto,
Vasconi, Quijano and many othsr Latin American social
scientists.34 Ob jections have been raised either égainst his
insistence on the capitalist transformation of Latin America

or against his notion of the development of underdevelopment

within the metropolis-satellite structure of relationship.

Frank's response to his critics: LumpenBourgeoisie and
Lumpendevelopment

In response to his dapendency critics in Latin America,
in 1973 Frank came up with a nesw volume of studyil Lumpenw
Bourgeoisie and Lumpendevelopment. In it Frank concedes that
his historical analysis lacks depth and the description‘of
the class structure is schematic and simplistic, Frank re-
affirmed that "it is more important to defime and to understand
underdevelopment in terms of Classes".35 In ths new book he
attempts to "clarify the dialectic relationship betueen the

36 In it he demonstrates

actors and their changing setting'.
how in Latin America a class of dependent bourgeoisis emerged
in response to the capitalist demands of the production and

the export of raw materials and how it is this dependent

w0

bourgenisie who generates a policy of underdevelopment through

the use of the state power. He retains the word 'underdevelop-

U 111



52

ment',37 but approaches it in the context of internal class
formation and the changing structure of dependence in Latin
America, However, this relates to the mechanism of the growth
of underdevelopment. Frankfs assertion that Latin America is
a capitalist country and the Latin American bourgeoisie has
now no historical role, has seemed to have remained unchanged.

From the above discussion it appears that idependency'
has emerged as the dominant perspective in the study of under-
development in Latin America. Since the publication of Frank's
'Capitalism and Underdevelopment in Latin America' in 1967,
enormous research and studies have been conducted to demonstrate
the validity of the ‘'dependency! perspective. In the depend-
ency literatures two important analytical categories can be
distinguished: one is related with the problem of conceptual-
ization of the general features of the Latin Amerioén economy
and the other is related to the nature of 'dependency! and the
process of the growth of underdevelopment in Latin America.

A consensus seems to have reached among the various
dependency theorists that 'dependency' is not only ‘Yexternalf
but also 'internal'! in that, the process of underdevelopmsnt
goes on not only through the expropriation and appropriation
of surplus of the satellites but also the creation of certain
institutions and classes within the satellites., In studying
underdsvelopment both 'external'! and the 'internal' aspects
of dependency should be taken into consideration, But as to

the characterization of the gensral fsature of the economy of

]

Latin America opinion seems to differ. Frank and the Frankians
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argued that Latin America has been a capitalist country since
it was inteqrated inte the UWUorld capitalist market. Implicit
in Frank's position is the idea that, in lLatin America the
capitalist system has outlived its utility. The bourgeocisie
is the 'immediate enmemy'. Others led by Laclau maintain that
in Latin America there is the co=-existence of both‘feudalism
and capitalism. Implicit is the notion that in Latin America
there is still scope for bourgecisie-democratic revolution.
While Frank defined capitalism in terms of 'market relations?
Laclay and others tend teo define it in terms of fproduction
relationst', However, much debate is still going on centering

around these and other aspects of 'dependency'! in Latin America.

DEPENDENCY PARADIGM: BEYOND LATIN AMERICA

Study of underdevelopment in the historical context of
the rise and expansion of Uestern capitalism was first system-
atically developed in Latin America., It is Latin America uhere
the paradigm has been able to generate most debate and polemics
and where it has undergone extesnsive empirical tests. But
the relevance of 'dependency analysis'! 1s now apparent in the
studies of underdevelopment also in Asia, Africa, the
Carribeans and even in Canada, Australia, New Zealand and in
the studies of underdevelopment in some parts of Europe. In
the following panes we would review the major sets of arguments
that developed, beyond the continent of Latin America, attempt-

ing to analyse and understand the problem of dependency either

L 1



54
in general or in the context of any specific historical
situations.

Peripheral Capitalism: Samir Amin on underdevelopment in
Africa

Egyptian economic historian Samir Amin writes about
underdevelopment and dependency in Africa. He states that in
Africa the metropolitan capitalism, through the introduction
of commodity production, colonial trade, and the investment
of capital, has created a typical structure of society = he

38 hile at the centre the

called the "Y"peripheral capitalism’.
metropolitan capitalism is characterized by autocentric expan-
sion, development and capital accumulation, at the periphery
capitalism is not an exclusive mode of production. It is dis=
torted kind of economy consisting of different modes of pro-
duction and characterized by "a crucial distortion toward

export activities".39

Without turning into a self=-oriented
system the African peripheral formation has become sxtroverted
through disarticulation. What Amin is essentially arguing is
that the capitalist penetration in Africa has 'blocked!' the
indigenous process of transition from pre-capitalist to
capitalist system and in turn created a dependent capitalist
structure, This dependent structure of 'peripheral capitalism!',
characterized by export oriented economy, lumpenbourgeoisie,

and a bureaucratic-oligarchic structures, is the structure

of underdevelopment. In his view, 'underdevelopment refers

to formations whose process of transition has been blocked"
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due to integration intoc the structure of World Capitalism.40

Colonial Mode of Production: Jairus Benaji on the problem of
the conceptualization of dependent economies

<

The task of conceptualizing the general feature of the
'dependent economies has been, from the beginning, a problem
to the dependency theorists. Frank characterizes the dependent
economies of Latin America as 'capitalist', Laclau claims the

existence of the features of both capitalism and feudalism

while Amin prefers to designate them as 'peripheral capitalisms!.

In the context of this problem Indian Sociologist Jairus
Bananji appears with a new concept of 'Colonial Mode of
Production".41
Bananji arques that metropolitan capitalism in all

dependent societies, without destroying the precapitalist laws
of production and improving the productive forces, imposes
certain new 'laws of motion' or relations of production. So
what we find in the dependent societies is a structure of pro-
duction which is neither feudal nor exclusively capitalist,
This new structure of production is characterized by a comb-
ination of both the 'subsistence' and the 'monetary' sectors.

Commodity circulation and monetisation induces

colonial subjects to cease traditional pro-

duction and to engage in peasant cash crop and

export production and to labor in introduced

plantations, mines and other enterprises; but

for such production to continue essential support

is required from the subsistence sector, which

comprises elements of the traditional economy

conserved and reconstructed by colonialism., 42

This is what Bananji calls 'The Colonial Mode of Production'! -
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the character of which "is expressed chiefly in the fact that
the lawus which govern their reproduction are derived from

43

their subordination to imperialism". What is significant

ED

in this concept is that Bananji, in contrast to Frank and to
saome extent Laclau and Amin, tended to conceptualize the
nature of the dependent societies in terms of 'production
relations' rather than 'market relations' or 'relafions of
exploitation', The concept of the Colonial Mode of Production
also suggests that the dependent economies, in spite of their
distinct historical situatiens and the divergence in their
specific form of restructuring by the colonialists, can be
characterized to have possessed some "sufficiently uniform

. 44
economic features",

The French Anthropologists: 0On the problem of the conceptual-

1zation of dependent econocmies

Recently a group of French Anthropologists have demon=-
strated uith a number of empirical supports that there may bs
a co-gxistence of different modes of production in the colonies
under capitalist dominations. The work of Terry, Oupre, Rey
and Meillassoux rapresents an attempt to come to grips with
the multi-structural character of economic systems in the
underdeveloped countries.45 They found that in the colonial
aconomies the pre-capitalist relations are not completely wiped

out by the capitalist relations, Rather in most of the cases

0

"nre-capitalist mode is retained and its relations of exploit-

ation reinforced by alliances of the colonial pouer with
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certain indigenous classes".46 Claude Meillassoux observed

that,

T

Through low wages and precarious employment
the labourer is psriocdically expelled from

the capitalist sector and sent back to the

rural areas. 47

Consequently, preservation of the relations with the village
and the familial community is an absoluts requirement for the

wage earners, and so is the maintenance of the traditional mode

production as the only capable of ensuring survival.48

The important theoretical element in the studies of
these French Anthropologists is their insistence on using the
Marx's historical analysis of the mode of production. Accord-
ing to Marx an sconaomic system is determined by the dominant
mode of production which again is a combination of the forces
of production and the relations of production. L ]

The specific economic form, in which unpaid
surplus labor is pumped out of the direct
producers, determines the relation of rulers
and ruled, as it grouws immediately out of
production itself and reacts upon it as a
determining elemant, Upon this is founded

the entire formation of the economic community
which grows up out of the conditions of pro-
ductions itself, and this also. determines its
specific political shape. It is always the
direct relation of the owners of the conditions
of production to the direct producers, which
reveals the innermost secret, the hidden
foundation of the entire social construction,
and with it of the political form of the re-
lations betueen sovereignty and dependence.... 49

In Marx's view, in a given place at a given time, the economic

system can be best characterized by the predominant mode of

production, although mere than one mode of production may co-
5

. . . . 0
gxist at any point in time.
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The French Economists: Bettelheim=ELmmanuel debate on the
mechanism of capitalist exploitation

While the French Anthropologists were engaged with the
problem of characterizing the mode of production in the de-
pendent economies, French Economists Charles Bettelheim and
Arghri Emmanuel have been trying to develop theories on the
mechanism of capitalist exploitation - i.e. hou doés the
dominant capitalist country exploit the dependent ones?

Emmanuel arguss that the principal form of capitalist

exploitation is the 'Unequal Exchange' which in turn is due

to the inequality in wages between the dominant and the depend-
ent countries. Wage is the value of the labour power which
is equal to the price of commodity. Emmanuel observes that
the dominant capitalist countries are exploiting the dependent
ones by selling the goods produced in the dependeht countries
at a higher price in the World market. The labourers of the
dependent countries ars given prices for those goods lower
than the Uofld market. Exploitation manifests also in the
fact that the dependent countries are forced to buy in exchange
the products of the developed countries which required a
smaller number of hours of labor.
...the increase in economic inequality betueen
nations is rooted in "unequal exchange". This
gxpression is used to convey the idea that on
the world market the poor nations are obliged
te sell the product of a relatively number of
hours of labor in order to obtain in exchange
from the rich nations the product of a smaller

number of hours of labor. 51

To Emmanuel, therefore, exploitation implies the transfer of
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value from one group of countries to another. In this 'unequai

exchanget', in his view, lies the root of underdevelopment.
Charles Bettelheim, on the other hand, argqued that

the problem of underdevelopment is rooted not in the 'unequal

exchange! of trade rather in the 'polarized development of the

world productive forces! resulting from the domination of

the vorld by capitalist production relations.

Ultimately it is the unequal development of
the production forces under conditions of
world domination by capitalist production
relations that is the basic fact explaining
the international economic inequality.... 52

What Bettelheim essentially is trying to convey is that the
capitalist penetration in the pre-capitalist regions led to

the 'blocking'! of the productive forces. So, there is an un=
equal development of the productive forces between the dominant

and the dependent "poles?t.

The production relations and the productive
forces at the dominated pole are increasingly
subjected to the requirements of expanded re-
praoduction of capital at the dominant pole;
this may even involve a setback to, or the
collapse of, production in certain countries
(in India, for example...) 53

This unequal development of the productive forces between the

dominant and dominated countries is what manifest itself in

the form of 'Unequal Exchange!. The development of the dominant

countries is '"based less on the exploitation of the underdevel=-
oped ones, which would imply their development, than on keeping
undeveloped of the enormous wealth (in people and land)

possessed!” by those countries.
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Immanuel Wallerstein: The Concepnt of fllorld System?

McGill Sociologist Immanuel Wallerstein enters into
the 'dependency debate! with a thesis different from uhat wue
have so far seen in the myriad of dependency literatures.
Immanuel argued that, since its emergence in the 16th century
in the Western Europne, capitalism has turned into a Warld-
system consisting of "multiple polities and cultures™ but a
single division of labour. He defined capitalism as a system
of production of texchange values'! which are traded te produce
private profit. Accordingly, he developed his thesis that the
present World System is capitalist because all the units com=
prisimg it are related with one anocther through market felations
or trading relationships. Within the World system it makes
no sense to argue about the existence of either ffeudalism!
or 'socialism' ~ the economic systems which produce only ‘tuse
values’t.

eseoin the 19th and 20th centuries there has

been only one world-~system in existence, the

capitalist world~economy....there are today no

socialist systems in the world economy no maore

than there are feudal systems because there is

only one world-system. It is a world-economy

and by definition it is capitalist in form. 55
Wallerstein sees the problem of underdevelopment in the context
of his scheme of the 'world-system®., The world-system is an
interdependent entity. But there is also dependence within
the system of interdependence.56 Dominating this world=-system
is a small number of 'core! states which are engaged in both

capitalist agriculture and industrial production of various

kinds. At the bottom are the 'peripheral' areas who produce
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primary products for consumtion in the core areas. In between

there are certain 'semiperipheral! states which are more

T

diversified than the peripheral areas but considerably less

so than the cores. In this hierarchical system of interdepend-
ence the core states keep on developing at the cost of the
peripheral and the semiperipheral areas. It is Wallerstein's
contention that this kind of uneven degvelopment goés uith the
very system of the capitaliét gconomy.,

The solidarity of the system was based ultimately
on this phenomenon of unequal development... 57

Within the world-system development in some areas requires
underdevelopment in others., Unevenness is the very motor of
capitalist development, The peripheral areas of the world-
system, therefore, cannot repeat the development pattern of the
core areas because of their subordinate positions in the world
capitalist econaomy. [
Wallerstein tried to substantiate his thesis drawing
a vast number of historical evidences on the rise and expansion
of capitalism in Western Europe. However, a close examination
would reveal that his thesis has got two main vulnerabilities:
firstly, his insistence on one world-economy and the negation
of the existence of either 'feudalism' or 'socialism! or any
other kinds of prencapitalist systems of production. His con-
tention that all the units within the world-economy are capital-
istic since they produce for ‘'exchange valuss! seems very
simplistic and unrealistic. The most dangerous proposition

in Wallerstein is the assertion that "there are to-éay no .< %
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socialist systems in the world=-economy", Secondly, his static

gxplanation of the relationship between the cores and the

"W t

semiperipheries and peripheries., He says that the world-
system thrives on unevenness. But he gives no explanation of
how this process of uneven development is created and is still
sustained., Hs writes that "which areas play which roles is

in many ways ACCIDENTAL“.58 Wallerstein, very mucﬁ like the
Functionalists, stops the motion of the system and then tends

to sxamine the nature of relationship among the various parts

in order to gst to know how the system works andgets stability.
He talks about 'market relations' among the various parts of the
system but does not explicitly point to the mechanism of
capitalist expleoitation., Thus, Wallerstein seems to have
presented a new conceptual framework of analysis but developed
no theory either of the development of capitalismriﬁ the 'cores!

or the creation of underdevelopment in the peripheries. The

uhole problem with Wallerstein is rooted in his mistaken . .

adoption of the Yexchange value' and 'use value! dichotomy.

Sub-~imperialism or Dependence: The Canadian debate

The study of development and underdevelopment in the
context of the world capitalist system has assumed a new
dimension in concern with certain countries which are both
'metropolis! and 'satellite! at the same time, Canada is
possibly the most representative of these group of countries

within ths world system. Within the structure of the world
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system Canada is seen to have been playing the role of

tmetropolis' when vieued in terms of its relation with the

T 1

Third World, but 'satellite' in terms of its relation with
American capitalism. HMuch debate is, therefore, gqoing on in
Canada as to locate what exactly is the position of Canada
within the structure of the world capitalism.

On the one side of the debate there is a gfoup of
scholars who claim that Canada is primarily a 'satellite'! of
the American capitalism. According to them the development
of Canada has always been dependent on the production and ex=-
port of one or a feu key-resource based commodities.59 The
Canadian extractive and manufacturing industriss, forsian
trade etc., are largely dominated hy U.S. Capital.60 Canada
has some investments in the Third World but only as a "junior
partner to American capitalism®. o -

Probably the most interesting way to write

the history of Canada is to write the history

of Ontario: 1look up the chain and you sse

‘New York.... Then look down the chain and

you see the Atlantic provines, the prairie

provinces,.. 61
Warnock says that iﬁfis impossible to conclude that Canada is
basically an imperialist pouer.62 To him Canada is rather a
dependent neo-colonial country. Warnock, Ryeson, Park, Lipton,
Levitt, Clement, Walkins, Nelles, Naylor and Gounick among
others are the advocates of 'Canadian Dependency'.63

People on the other side of the debate claim Canada

mostly as a sub~imperialist pouer.64 They base their arguments

on the facts that Canada econaomically controls and dominates
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the Third World countries, particularly the Carribeans and the
Latin American countries.

..cCanadian investments in certain areas of

the Third World constitutes sub=-imperialism

on its most basic level, whether it is carried

on by rapacious Americanized corporations such

as Falconbridge Nickle Mines or good old home=
grown goncerns like Noranda Mines or MacMillan=-
Bloedel... the penetration of Canadian-based
multinationals in Latin America has implication
which stretch far beyond national boundaries. 65

They claim that approaching Canada as sub-imperial power is

more fruitful than considering it as either colony or colonizer,

Such a position incorporates the duality of Canada in the

World system without reducing it to either polarity.66 Recently

this argument has got extensive elaboration in the writings

of Steve Moore, Debi Walls, Draimin and Suift.67
However, while much debate is going on and a good deal

of gquantitative knowledge has been attained, theré is a lack

of théofies'in thevstudies of Canadian development and under-

LY

development. There is @ very feuw attempts to develop theories

on the basié of the Canadian experience which could have besen
useful in studying both Canada and the likeuwise countries in
the Third World (India, South Korea, Israel, South Africa,
Iran, etc.).68
'Dependency', being evolved in Latin America as an

alternative to modernization approach, has thus generated much
debate and polemics also beyond it. Within the framework of

the general proposition that capitalism caused underdevelopment,

different advocates of different places are trying to develaop

vl alocos

different conceptual tools or theoretical frameworks either

T
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to contribute to the understanding of any specific historical

situations or to develop the generality of the 'dependency!

approach itselF.72

T e
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CHABTER 1
a

I A Theory of Underdevelopment in Scciology:
flodernizati

I
tion or Dependency

Qur purpose in presenting the theoretical arguments
of modernization and dependency theories in the previous
chapters was to find out which of those could be appropriate
and useful to an understanding of the problem of underdevelop-
ment in sociology. 1In the present chapter we would attempt a
critical estimation of those theories in order to determine

that purpose.

Modernization Theory and Underdsvelopment

The first gquestion, with regard to modernization, is
how it does explain underdevelopment. In other words, whether
modernization theory presents any analytical framework of houw
underdevelaopment can be explained. 1In the first chapter,
though we did not go for an extensive slaboration, we touched
on the core arguments of the pioneers of the modernization
theory. A close examination of these reveals that, while the
pionsers aof modernization present some insights into the pro-
cess of achieving development, they render no systematic
explanation as to the causes of underdevelopment in Third
lorld societies. The major focus of modernization theory is
to bring about change in the underdeveloped countries, That
is, the focus is on hou to "devslon" them.l The basic concrete

model that emerqged assumed that ths way to do away with

72



73

underdevelopment for Third World societies was to become
integrated with the system of western industrial societies,
at least at the level of the values concerning their economic
and political systems.
This prescription against underdevelopment, houever,
has been made without any explanation of uwhy underdevelopment
exists, What is problematic to modernization theory is hou
/ change from underdevelopment is possible and not how under-
development can be explained. Underdevelopment has been
considered as a natural staée in the soccial development of the
Third World societies., It is regarded:
.e¢as something akin to the natural state or
the beginning point on a continuum.... It has
no cause but is simply the point at which pre- /g
history merges with the development process., 2\
The phenomenon of underdevelopment is one of those natural
phenomena that are in existence from time immemorial; therefore,
it needs no explanation as to why it is there. Underdevelopment
is described as particularistic and ascriptive. But descrip-
tion is guite different from an explanation of the reasons
of underdevelopment. While evading the reasons responsible
for underdevelopment, the modernization theorists attempted
to delineate the process of development in Third World
soclileties,
The notion that underdevelopment is a natural phenaomenon
is the most vulnerable part of the whole modernization theory,.
Underdevelopment is not an Y"original condition™. The present

developed countries uere never underdeveloped rather undeveloped
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Horowitz contends:

The most successful societies to have achieved

full development, such as the United States in

the First Uorld and the Soviet Union in the

Second World, uere extremely backward in regard

to the industrial gains already registered by

Western and Central Europe, but they were never

"underdevelopedt!. 3
Underdevelopment, according to Horowitz, is a social condition
in which anticipated development processes and strﬁctures are
being aborted.4 It is typical only of the ex=-colonial countries
of Asia, Africa and Latin America.

Our second question with regard to modernization,
therefore, is: "uwhy and how did the modernization theory fail
to provide an explanation of underdevelopment?" Here our
purpase is not the piecemeal criticism of one or another
version of the modernization theory, but the evaluation of
the whole theoretical paradigm itself as an inteliecfual
orientation. QOur explanation will be directed to three levels
of limitations of the modernization theory; theoretical,
methodologibal and ideological.

The dominant assumptions of modernization are based
on Structural-~Functional theory. The Structural-Functional
theory assumss that society, like an organism, is a system af
interdependent and interrelated structures in which the complex
of shared norms and values is the most significant. A given
social system is in 'order' as long as ths cﬁltural system 1is
in control of it. UWhat is problematic is not change but order.

The dominant concern in the Structural-Functional theory is

the preservation of order and integrity in the system of
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modern industrial-capitalist societies.

Being built on the Structural=-Functional theory,
modernization, therefore, provides only a prescription of hou
development can be achieved. Implicit in the different
modernization theories is the notion that present underdeveloped
cowntries have already got into the process of achieving the
industrial society through contact with the west. What is
necessity at this period of transition is the creation of a
broader ideological framework for preserving order and in-
tegrity., Parson's suggestions for the transfer of the valuss
of American society, Bellah's search for 'protestant ethic?
in Asia, lLevy'!s belief in the imperialism of modernization,
Eisenstadt's theory of institutionalization, McClelland's
prescription for ‘'ideological campaign', Hagen's idea of the
tredistribution of the power structure', Lerner's ‘empathy!?
and Inkles faith in the %psychic unity of modern mant, = all
are directed to explaining the conditions under which industrial-
capitalist society can be built in the underdeveloped countries.

In 1951, Parsons said that "A general theory of the
process of change of social systems is not possible in the
present state of knouledge”.5 But in mid=sixties he claimed
that "the theoretical resources of sociology should be mobilized
to analyze.,.. also the variations of type as betuween different
societiesq6 Accordingly, ha dsveloped a theory of societal
evolution, But in it he merely reproduced the ideas of the
classical evolutionist and presented no new theory of structural

change.
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When Professor Parsons turns to what he calls
"total society'", he too gives us as unilinear

a panorama of evolutionary change as did any

of those svolutionists of the nineteenth century
whom Parsons has often criticised for their
monistic, necessary, and universal schemes. 7

Parsons says that a system ' jumps! from one type to

/;EV another as a result of the orowth of certain evoluticnary

universals, But how do these universals develop and originate

from the previous level? UWhat are the conditions under which

they do or do not occur? Parsons was astonishingly silent

about the causes of the growth of evelutionary universals.

He just taxonomically defined two structural types and then
related them sequentially, providing no explanation of the
causes of change from one structure to another. "What is
implied by Parseons to be changed is not changed at all but
variations of classificatory type".9 The concept of differ=-
entiation has been used to designate the process of social
change. Change begins when a process of differentiation sets
in. But we are left with no explanation of why differentiation
initially takes place. The theory of Structural-functionalism
is devoid of a notion of structural change. In spite of his
intent, Parsons did not formulate a theory of structural
change on the basis of the notion of causality.
Underdevelopment did not appear to be problematic to
modernization primarily because of its reliance on the
assumptions of the structural-functional theory. Modernization
has failed to account for the processes of social change in

the pre-modern period of the underdeveloped countries because
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structural-functional theory precludes such dynamic kinds of
explanations of social structures. Being theoretically
limited to look at development as a dynamic process of change
and transformation, modernization theory considered under=

development as a natural phenomenon.

The methodological limitations of the modernization

theory necessarily stemmed from its theoretical orientation.
The Structural-Functiocnal theory rests on the assumption that
the past is deducible from the present. An analysis of the
present system of society would lead to an understanding of
its past.

.oo® .,.5e8k to deduce the past, more or less

from present processes: structural imbalances

built into the surrounding social organization;

role tensions, status anxieties, endemic con-

flicts of function,status, or value and so on...1l0
The structural-functionalism advocates that a theory of 'change!
must be preceded by a theory of 'order'. History remained at
the periphery of the whole gamut of interests of the structural-
functional theory. The modernization theory, therefore, pro-

\//vides no methodology adequate to explain and understand the

historical situations of underdevelopment.

The most fundamental methodaological objection against
modernization theory is its ahistoricity. Assuming the present
characteristics of the underdeveloped societies as the 'natural!
consequences of social evolution, the modernization theorists
devise a dichotomy betusen 'development! and 'underdevelopment!

and seek to explain the differences in terms of pattern

variables. One of the crucial parts of the classical sociology
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was the understanding of the qualitative and the descriptive
characteristicé of the modern and the pre-modern societies.
Spencer, Durkheim, Weber, Tonnies, Redfield and many others
observed that modern society was more complex, heterogeneous
and integrated than pre-modern society, and accordingly, they
proposed a dichotomy betuween 'tradition! and 'modernity!. By
devising a set of pattern variables Parsons only pfovided
conceptual sophistication to this old dichaotomy.

The methodological procedure of pattern variables is
not based on tuo sets of autonomous empirical observations.l
At the level of underdevelopment 'pattern variables! only
describes its features..and doesﬁLXplain the conditions under
which these features tend to persist over a long period of
time. The features of development are considered as ‘'end
results! without providing any explanation of uheﬁhef these
are Yuniversal' or related with the specific historical
situations in Europe. The use of pattern variables approach
has made the modernization theorists ignorent of the historical
dimension of the problem of underdevelopment,

Ideclogically, modernization theory is an intellectual
response to the political challence provided to the American o7

capitalism by the rise of the world socialist system after !

World War II,

The modernization theory universalized certain traits
at the level of culture and the personality systems. At the
level of the cultural system universalism, non-ascriptive and

secular-utilitarian values and at the level of the persocnality
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system high achievement orientations, autonomy, empathy etc.,

have been abstracted as features of modernity. Modernization

"I TN §

is a process of change in the direction of modernity. Through
the institutionalization of the above features, the underde-
veloped societies will gradually evolve to modern societies.
Eventually there will be one world system of capitalist
societies characterized by a common ideology.

Behind this evolutionary, universalistic and converg-
ence thesis of modernization is the notion that America is at
present the highest type of human society characterized by all
ideal=~typical features of modernity. To develop, the under-
developed societises must institutionalize the dominant features
of the American society. Parsons says:

The United States 'new type of societal community,
more than any other single factor justifies our
assigning it the lead in the latest phase of
modernization. We have suggested that it syn=-
thesizes to a high degree of egquality of opportunity

stressed in socialism, Above all, American society
has gone further than any comparable large scale . = ___.

- --society in its dissociation from the older
ascriptive inegualities and the institutional-
ization of a basically egalitarian pattern. 12

In Levy's words,

I shall call a system modernized to the degree

that it approaches the type of system existing

in the modern societies, talking quits arbitrarily

the United States as the extreme so far reached

in this respect. 13

Smelser, Moore, Hoselitz, Lerner, fMcClelland and other

modernization theorists too considered America as a 'referent

society'. The ideological overtones are not due to the factual

descriptions of the dominant features of the American society
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but rather to the assertion that these Feétures are the
universal features of modernity. Development in other
societies can only occur through the adaption of these features.la
Eisenstadt is critical of the dichotomous classification of
societies and the unilinear process of evolution, but he also
has admitted that there is but one "destination".lS The purpose
of modernization is one and the same everywhere which that of
creating a system of industrial (capitalist) societies.
Modernization theory, as one of the dominant intellectual
orientations in American Sociology, emerged following the end
of the Second World War in the context of the internal events
in the colonial countries and the economic and political
realities of a changing international situation.l6 After the
Second Yorld War the United States and the Soviet Union re-
mained the tuwo super-pouers. Particularly, America emerged
as the most industrialized and militarily the most powerful
nation of the world. A new faith began to generate both among
the American elites and the masses in the supremacy and the
invulnerability of the American libsral-democratic system of
society. On the other hand, the neu nations, in the wake of
revolutions against colonialism turned to the potential grounds
of communism. Russia, being the only great power on the
European continent, was trying to incorporate the new states
into her system of society. At that period of political con-
flicts betuween the world system of capitalism and socialism,

which is otherwisely known as ths 'Cold War'!, American

sociology put forward the thesis of modernization.
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Modernization emerged as an ideology of 'YAmericanism!
by sugqgesting that the institutions and the values of the
American society represented an appropriate model to be
emulated by others "less fortunate underdeveloped societies.”
Behind the thesis of convergence is the notion that even:

«.o.the Soviet Union, after achisving a high
degree of industrialization, would have to
bend...into an ordar more like that in western
spocieties, 17

Modernization provided legitimation to the economic, political
and social policies of the American capitalist state regarding
the problem of development in Third World societies.,

«eothe idea of modernization has proven congenial
to American policy=-makers, so much so in fact
that development and 'modernization' came to be
viewed as leng range solutions to the threats of
instability and Communism in the Third World.
Certainly, by virtue of its overriding concern
with political stability, its often explicit
anti-communism, and its indifference to the entire
issue of economic and political imperialism, there
is 1little in the modernization literature that
Jx would seriously disturb White House, Pentagon or
State Department policy-makers. 18

Thué it is found that because of its reliance on the

‘theoretical foundation of Structural-Functionalism, defiance

of the historical dimensions of social development and extreme
ethnocentricity for the American society, the modernization
theory has failed to integrate an explanation of underdevelop-
ment within its explanatory domain, In sociology, no intellig-
ible and systematic analysis of underdevelopment can be made

in terms of modernization framework.
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Dependency and Underdevelopment

Dependency theory emerged in response to the failure
of modernization to provide an explanatory framsuork to
studying underdevelopmént and in response to its policy in=-
effectivensess for development. In the second chapter uwe
presented the core arquments of the dependency theery. Depend=-
ency, being eveolved in Latin America as an alternative to
modernization approach has generated much debate and polemics
also beyond that continent. Within the framewark of the
general proposition of Dependency, different advocates in
different places have been trying to develop conceptual tools
or theoretical frameworks either to contribute to the under-
standing of any specific historical situation or to develop
the generality of the Dependency approach itself.lg-
The dominant assumptions of the dependency theory are
built around the phenomenon of 'Capitalism!. The western world
of development is a world of supreme capitalist development.
The starting question of the dependency theorists is: "uhat
is it that impeded the development of a particularly dynamic
kind of capitalism in the Third World?" The common assertion
is that the cause is rooted in the expansion of the uestern
capitalist system into the Third World or more explicitly into
the very nature and dynamism of the capitalist system itself.
Capitalism is also the central point in ths modern-
ization theory. What modernization theory is trying to advoccate

is that capitalism is the best economic system. The development
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of capitalistic economy and its concommitant liberal-democratic
polity should be the prime goal of the underdeveloped countries.
But all through in the different theories of modermization

this notion remained implicit,.

To the dependency theory the phencmenon of capitalism,
however, has become an overt point of reference .and is treated
in a way completely different from that of the modernization
theory. Capitalism is considered as an economic system which
thrives only on uneven development. The development of
capitalism in one reqgion is associated with underdevelopment
in others. Development and underdevelopment are the two sides
of the same system of capitalism. Capitalism, since its de=-
velopment in Western Europe in the 16th and 17th centuries,
has turned into a world system. Within the world capitalist
system Third UWorld societies have been made dependenf on the
societies where capitalism initially developed, This depend-
ency lies at the root of underdevelopment., Underdevelopment
will exist és long as dependency continues,

This assertion that underdevelopment is the creation
of capitalism led the dependency theorists to examine various
related aspects concerning the nature, structure and dynamism
of the capitalist system; the rise and expansion of capitalism
in the west; the modes of penetration of western capitalism
into the pre-capitalist societies; the nature of response to
such penetration; the nature of the dependent societies; the
mechanism of capitalist exploitation in dependent societies.

Tuo analytical categories can, houever, be distinguished in
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order to specify and understand the controvercies and con-
vergence involved in the dependency paradigm. These are:

(l) conceptualization of the ageneral featurss of the dependent

societies and (2) specification of the mechanism of capitalist

exploitation,

Related to each of these two analytical categories
are there again tuwo different theoretical directioﬁs. While
one group approaches them in terms of 'market relationst,
the other tends to see them in terms of 'production relations?'.

Frank, Amin, Emmanuel and Wallerstein conceive of
capitalism as a system of 'market relations'! or a system of
fproduction for exchange'. Thus Frank argues that Latin
America became a capitalist scciety by virtue of its involve-
ment into the world market, In that tune Wallerstein posits
that the world-economy is a capitalist economy becaﬁse it
produces for 'exchange values'. There is no 'feudalism'! or
'socialism!'! within the world-economy. On the same theoretical
basis Frank again maintains that Yexpropriation and appropria-
tion' of economic surplus is the mechanism of capitalist
exploitation, Emmanuel claims that 'Unegual Exchanges' is at
the root of uneven development within the world capitalist
system,

Laclau, Dos Santos, Cardoso, Bettelheim, Bananji and
the French Anthropologists, on the other hand, conceived of
capitalism as a definite system of 'production relations'.
They observed that in the dependent societies capitalist

relations of production vere introduced but could not totally
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wipe out the existing precapitalist relations of production.

To them, it is mistaken to characterize the dependent societies
as totally 'capitalist! ones. It is more likely that in the
dependent societies there has been a co-existence of different
modes of production. On the basis of this theoretical pro-
position they also argue that in explicating the mechanism of
capitalist exploitation one should look at the intérnal class
formations (Dos Santos, Cardoso) or the level of internal
productive forces (Bettelheim) and not merely to ‘'market
mechanism! and the 'loss of surplust,

This debate over the definition and the nature of
capitalism can be traced back to Marx and Weber. To Marx,
capitalism was a definite system of production rslations, @/
while Weber regarded capitalism as a system of market relatioﬁ;.
This debate gathered momentum once again in the eariy 50's
under the leadership of Mourice Dobb on the one hand and Paul
M. Sweezy on the other. Dobb defines capitalism as a system
of production relations. To him it is the dominant form of
production relations that characterize the nature of the
society. He also points out that the arrival of a new economic

tem is indicated only:

U

Sy
...where a new class, linked with a new mode
of production, makes itself the dominant class,
and ousts the representatives of the old
economic and social order... 21

Dobb asserts that the most crucial element in the disinte-

gration of ths feudal economic system is "the revelt of the

petty producers against feudal exploitation”. The cause of



disintegration is rooted in the feudal relations of production.22

On the contrary, Swsezy says that feudal society broke up due
to "external trade!'"., Feudal system contains no internal prime
mover. 3

The controversy among the dependency theorists regard-
ing the specification of the mode of production in the dependent
econaomies and the form of capitalist exploitation seems to be
an extension of these and other past contentions in this field
of study, Along with this goes the split in radical politics

between the Nationalist-leftists and the Anti-imperialists -

the origin of which goes back to Trotsky=-Lenin debate over the

strategies of revolution in Russia,

Houwever, the characterization onthe dependent economies
as 'capitalists!' by virtue of their simple participation in
the world market and engagsment in commbdity production, seems
to me, Cénceptually inaccurate and empirically inexact.
Capitalist economy necessarily produces for the market.
Capitalism does indeed imply buying and selling. But an ex-
change economy is not necessarily a capitalist economy, Frank,
Emmanuel and Wallerstein confuse between simple commodity
production and capitalistic commodity production. In simple
commodity production goods are produced by slaves or serfs or
by peasants and artisans who are not completely separated from
their means of production but are under the political, economic

and juridical control of their masters. But in a capitalistic

system of production goods are produced by the wage labourers

who are completely separated from their means of production
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but relatively free in comparison with producers in the simple

commodity production. In a capitalistic system of production

the wage labourers are the ouners only of their labour-pouer;

they work with other person's instruments and their production

©

belongs to others. They receive wages for their work from th
owners of production instruments and the products, i.e., from

the capitalists. "Under these circumstances means of pro-

duction, held in private property, become capital and commodity

production changes into capitalist system of production. What

is fundamental to the capitalist economic system is not that

it produces goods for exchange but that it produces goods for

exchance within a definite system of 'production relations!'.”

To define capitalism as merely a system of ‘'commodity pro-

duction! is conceptually mistaken. Many pre-capitalist

socleties were characterized by fairly desveloped commodity

production without ever giving birth to capitalism.

The characterization of the dependent economies as

PO

'capitalist! is also empirically inexact.24 Frank, Emmanuel

and Wallerstein have failed to look at the political role of
the bourgeoisie of the dependent sccieties and the level of
the development of their productive forces. In the West ?Dg
political triumph of the bourgeoisie over the feudal lords
and principalities has been crucial for the establishment of
bourgeois society.

Each step in the development of the bourgeoisie

was accompanied by a corresponding political

advance of that class...the bourgeoisie has at

last, since the establishment of Modern Industry,
and of the world market, conguered for itself,
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in the modern representative state, exclusive

political sway., The executive of the modern

State is but a committee for managing the

common affairs of the whole bourgeoisie. 25
But in the dependent societies the so-called bourgeoisie has
hardly any access to political contrcl. At present more than
eighty states of the Third World Society are governed by
military-bureaucratic complexes. The productive forces of
the dependent societies have also remained at a significantly
low level of development, in spite of the fact that some of
them have been engaged in commodity production for centuries.
Characterization of the dependent economies in terms of the
development of 'commodity production' or 'market relations!,
thus, involves a series of problems.

What is appropriate is to take into account the
dominant 'relations of production'. In.this respect Bananji's
"Colonial Mode of Production! can possibly be used as a frame-
work for characterizing the general features of the dependent
societies, Because he took into account the 'relations of
production' in delineating the general features of thg
colonies uncer capitalism.

As to the mechanism of capitalist exploitation and
the creation and the continuation of the process of under-
development, 'unequal exchange' and 'internal class formations?',
seem to mse, not contradictory but complementary, provided the
identification of 'capitalism! in terms of 'production
relations' is kept in mind. The capitalist penetration in

the dependent societies created a class of people and a structure



of institutions to serve the interests of the metropolitan
bourgeoisie, is an empirically valid notion. But that does
not preclude taking into consideration the enormous amount of
wealth and resources that has been extracted, through trade
and plunder, from the dependent societies. There is no deny-
ing that trade formed an important link between the metropolis
and the dependent satellite during the colonial days and in
the present era of multinational corporations as well. UWhat
is most significant is to figure out the different mechanisms
of the trading relationship between the metropolis and the
satellite rather than the amount of surplus drained off to
metropolis.

The mechanism of capitalist exploitation‘is both
texternal! and !'internal', The external mechanism creates
the internal one for the perpetuation of the process of ex-
ploitation. The internal classes and the institutions of the
dependent economies are the logical cutgrowth of the external
economic and political relationships with the metropolis. In
order to develop a theory of capitalist exploitation one,
therefore, needs to take into account both the internal and
external foci of relationships in the dependent societies,

In spite of a cgreat deal of controversy over these and
other issues relating to dependency analysis, its advocates,
however, tend to agree to certain common assumptions. These
are the following:

A. Modernization theory is incapable of studying

underdevelopment because of its alleged ahistoricity, functional



bias and the notion of ethnocentricity,

B. Underdevelopment is not an original condition but
is the result of the penetration of the western capitalist
system in the underdeveloped countries,

C. Prior to colonization almost all the pre=-capitalist
societies of the underdeveloped countries were undergoing a
process of decomposition in their feudal structures and
changing towards capitalistic economies. But as soon as they
wvere integrated into the western capitalist system, the in-
digenous processes of change were disrupted and blocked,

Instead of evolving towards self-oriented capitalistic economies
they turned into distorted and disarticulated export-economies
in response to the needs and demands of the dominant metro-
politan capitalistic countries. Dependency, therefore, pro=-
vides a framework for the explamation of underdevelopment.

D. Within the structure of the world capitalist system
the dependent societies are necessarily limited to under=~
development. A radical restructuring of the dependent societies
is impossible within the cobueb dependency.

Thus having reviewed and critically examined both
modernization and dependency, we think that dependency can be
a useful framework of studying underdevelopment in sociclogqgy.
Dependency, by taking the development of capitalism in the Uest
as a referent point of approaching underdevelopment in the
Third World, has provided a 'general framework?! which helps
in setting propositions for empirical investigation, defining

the object of study and framing the conceptual apparatus. Ue
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also suggest that Dependency can emerge as a more useful
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Derendency in a Specific Hietorical Conteyxt: The case o
Colonial Bengal,
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the variability both in the st
econaomies of the dependent societies and the actual working

of thas western capitalist system therein. So, while suggestin
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that dependency theory can be useful frameuwork for the study
of underdevelopment, ue are also going to leook at a specific
historical situation,

In the following chapter we will examine the concrete
historical situation of underdevelopment in Colonial Bengal.
Bengal has been chosen because it was one of the most exploited
societies of the world., Benaoal groaned under colonial rule
for nearly two centuries., Corresponding to the dominant
assumptions of the dependency theory, our purpose is to in-
vestigate whether pre-capitalist Bengal had the indigenous
potentialities for transformation from feudalism to capitalism,
If SO, how and to what extent those indigenous possibilities
were thuwarted by the integration of Bengal into the world
capitalist system,

A theory or a model is an abstraction of reality. The
validity or the usefulness of a theory or a model can be
measured only if it is examined in the context of a definite
rgality, The following two chapters of our study on Bengal
have been taken only to measure the extent of the usefulness
of the dependency theory in a setting ocutside of Latin America

and not to prove or disprove any of its assumptions.
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CHAPTER IV Potentialities of Capitalist Transformation in
Fre~Colonial Benoal (1557-1757)

In the enormous amount of histerical literature pre-

British Bencal is seen to have been a stagnant society - a
society incapable of generating the transformative potential-
ities found in the society of pre-capitalist Europe. Vincent
Smith, Oxford historian of India, urites:

The history of India in the Muhammadan period

must necessarily be a chronicle of kings, courts

and conqguests, rather than one of national and

social revolution. 1
Marx similarly observed:

Indian society has no history at all, at least

no known history, what we call its history, 1is

but the history of successive intruders uho

founded their empires on the passive basis of

that unresisting and unchanging society. 2
Charles Metcalfe, one of the British administrators in India,
said,

The village communities are little republics...

Dynasty after dynasty tumbles doun; revolution

succeeds revolution: Hindu, Pathan, Mughal,

Maratha, S5ikh, English are the masters in turn;
but the village communities remain the same. 3

Max Weber wrote:
India has been a country of villages... in so
far as social stratification is concerned, not
only the position of the village artisan but also
the caste order as a whole must be viewed as a
bearer of stability., 4

'The absence of the notion of private property in land,

despotism of the state and bureaucracy, the rigidities of the
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caste system, kinship, otherworldliness, self-sufficiency of
the village communities and likewise socio-cultural pecular-
ities were seen to have contributed to the qgrouwth of this
kind of "Y"never changing natural destiny"5 of the Indian society.
On these various assumptions arguments have been presented
that India underwent some radicel transformations only since
it came under the colonial ruie. Morris D. Morris recently
arqgued that British in India did not take over a society

that was ripe for industrial revclution. In his views, India
had none of the basic preconditions for transformation to
modern society.

But all these scholars seem to have overstressed the
notion of 'unchanoingness' in the Indian society. Many con=
temporary historical facts suggest that like the scociety of
Western Europe in the 17th and 18th cenfuries, India was also
undergoing some transformation in the pre-British period.
During the closing years of the Moghul rule Indian feudal mode
of production was in a process of decomposition. A set of
new social processes from within the old mode of production
was gradually emerging which could be termed as potentialities
of capitalist transformation in India. This part of our study
will examine such potentialities of capitalist transformation
in the society of pre-~British Benoal,

A theoretical question immediately arises as to why
and how did the feudal system of society distintegrage thereby

making room for the develepment of the capitalist system,.



What specifically are the dynamic elements that indicate the
decomposition of the feudal system and the arrival of capitalism.
In other words how can one precisely delineate the process of
transitiaon from feudalism to capitalism.

The fuedal mode of production is possibly best defined
in terms of the '"relation between the direct producer (whether
he be artisan in some workshop or peasant cultivater on the

land) and his immediate superior or overlord and in the social-

—

economic content of the obligation which connects them."’ 1t

is that mode of production in which "eobligation laid on the
producers by force and independently of his own volition to
fulfill certain economic demands of an overlord, uwhether these
demands take the form of services to be paid in money or

8 The coercion used on the producers 'may be that of

kind,"
military strength possessed by the feudal superior, or of
custom backed by some kind of juridical procedures or the
force af lau.”9 In this system property relations implies
"direct relation between rulers and servants, so that the
direct producer is not free: "a lack of freedom which may be
modified from serfdom with forcedvlabour to the point of mere
tributary relations”.lD The feudal mode of production which
gxisted inAthe Western Europe of the middle ages disintegrated
because of its "Tinefficiency', coupled with the growing needs
of the ruling class for revenue'".ll The source from which
the feudal ruling class could derive its income was the source

of land of land revenue. But at times,with the natural growth

of noble families and an increase in the number of retainers,
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pressure on the producers for revenue began to increase.

Given the low productivity of land and the lack of incentive

to labour within the feudal mode of production, the demand

for increasing revenue could not be met with and became
'literally unendurable’.l2 The petty producers thus once
starﬁed revolting against the feudal lords and set the whole
system of production in a process of decomposition. External
trade and commerce had some disintegrating effect on the

feudal social structure but the most fundamental processes
evolved from within the feudal mode of production. The elements
of capitalist transformation in Western Europe developed within
the feudal mode of production and through a period of transi-
tion of more than a century cepitalism became established as
the dominant mode of producticn in the west. It is precisely
in terms of this kind of framework that we will see the

potentialities of capitalist transformation in pre<British

Bengal society,.

POTENTIALITIES OF TRANSFORMATION IN THE AGRICULTURAL MODE OF
PRODUCTION: TRANSITION IN RURAL BENGAL

Agriculture was the dominant form of production in
pre-=British Bengal society. Land was fertile and available
in abundance. Bengal, said Dow, "seems market out by the hand
of nature as the most advantageous regions of the earth for

13

agriculture." With the available technology uwhich "differed ,

in no significant respects from what it was in 1900"14, and

[y
the natural advantage of the low cost of subsistancel”, Bengal
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produced rice, sugar, wheat, jute, silk, cotton and many
other agricultural products in abundance. Evidence has shoun
that pre-British Bengal, alongside the product necessary for
the survival of the whole society, produced a fairly signific-
ant amount of surplus productla-na phenomenan, fundamental to
the evolution of the industrial capitalist socciety in the
west. The emergence of capitalism in Western Europe had been
possible only when the agricultural surplus reached a certain
level of magnitude enabling primitive accumulation possible.
"Agricultural surplus product is the basis of all surplus
product and thereby of all Ciuilizations”.l7

However, the mere generation of surplus does not
indicate the process of transition from pre-capitalist to
capitalist society. It is precisely the way in which that
surplus is produced and appropriated from the peasant producers
that determines the potentialities of transformation in a
piven mode of production.

In pre-=British Bengal the dominant form of surplus
appropriation was the demand for land revenue. Bengal had
been traditionally ruled by a class of landlords (Zamindars)

18 sut

vhose origin and date of emergence '"was uncertain',
since the establishment of Muslim rule in India in the
thirteenth century the landlords had been recognized as the
traditional ruling class of Bengal. They did not participate
in the process of production but were dependent on the land

revenue. Lands were traditionally owned by the peasants.

They had heriditary claims over the possession and use of



101

lands and also the right to dispose of their lands to others
provided the village community was informed and consulted.19
The Zamindars, on the other hand, had the heriditary rights
to claim land revenue from the peasant producers. The land
revenue was the principal source of income of the ruling class
and on this were built several Zamindaris (estates of the
landlords) in Bengal. The state again had the customary and
juridical rights over the Zamindars to receive a certain
amgunt of the land revenue drawn from the peasant producers.
The principal source of income of the state was also the lénd
revenue and based on this alone it maintained a huge admini-
strative apparatus and large military establishments.

Bengal, in the Mughal period, remained at the periphery
of the capital of Delhi. Bengal Zamindars could hardly be
brought under the control of the central administration.
Since the Mughals were alien and intruders in India, their
official bureaucrates and revenue administrators could not
establish any strong control over this region. The Bengal
Zamindars "did constitute an independent aristocracy for all
practical purposes. The Ain-I-Akbari recognized the exist-
ence of the Bengal Zamindars as a distinct class. The law of
escheat to which the Mughal officers were subject did not
apply in the case of the Bengal Zamindars who had accepted
service under the emperor”.QD Recognizing the dominance of
the Zamindars in Bengal, the Mughal state settled with them
for the collection of its share of revenue and not directly

with the peasants. Theoretically, revenue demand was assessed
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separately on each individual peasant according to his
holdings and crops raised by him., But what practically
happened was that the Zamindars paid to the state a fixed
sum for the revenue of their respective estates and then made
revenue collections from the individual peasants at rates
fixed by custom or by himselF.Zl The state and the traditional
ruling class of Zamindars in Bengal, thus, were formed and
lived on the appropriation of the peasant surplus drawn in
the form of land revenue.
Agricultural surplus product can appear in a society

in three different forms: in the form of labour services,
in the form products (use values) ard in the form of money.
The extraction of agricultural surplus in the form of money
is itself a progressive step towards capitalist development.
Through it "a society leaves the conditions of a natural
economy and enters an essentially money economy."” It was the
penetration of money economy into the peasant economy, as a
result of the changing of the agricultural surplus product
from rent in kind or labour services, to money rent, uhich
made possible the considerzable expansion of commocity pro-
duction in the Western Europe and thus created the éonditions
for the development of the capitalist mode of production.

The introduction of money rent in a pre-

capitalist society is itself a sign aof

social decomposition. 22
In Bengal, since the time of the Emperor Akbar, land revenue

had been collected in terms of money. In Todar Mal's settle-

ment of 1580 for the first time the peasant producers uwere



)-—J
<
@]

asked to pay their revenue in terms of money.

...in Todar Mal's Bando-oc=-Bast of 1580, the

whole schedules were in cash., For the first

time in Indian history, not only the collection

but the assessment of itself was in terms of

money: the assessment was so many dams per

Bigha. 23
This transition from rent in kind to rent in money intrcduced
a series of changes in the pre-=British society of Bengal.
Peasants had to obtain money by selling their products in the
market in order to pay their share of revenue. Thearefore,
the system of money rent introduced large scale commocdity pro-
duction, circulation of money and various market mechanisms.
It also was bringing changes in the structure of aqgricultural
production. "The market mechanism once established must have
reacted on the mode of agricultursl production...engendered
a shift to high grade crops and cash CFDDS."24 While these
elements generated by the introduction of money rent had
obviously some disintegrating effect on the feudal system of
Bengal, the most fundamental slement of disintegration had,
however, been the increasing pressure for land revenue on the
peasant producers,25

After the late seventeenth and early eighteenth

centuries the pressure for revenue on the peasants of Bengal
began to increase in multiple ways. The system of Zamindari

>
was "inheritable and could be freely bought and sold“.L6 It

had "all the hall marks of an article of private property”.27
Thus through a process of sub-infeudation the number of

Zamindars and retainers - the number of dependents on the
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surplus revenue = kept on increasing. 0On the other hand,
the Mughul state, being faced with the problem of central-
ization in India, also kept on increasing their number of
armies, administrative personnels and thelr expenditure on
defence strategies and mechanisms, The ultimate burden of
all these developments pertaining to the interests of the
ruling class had to shoulder by the peasant producers. More-
over, all these needs for increased revenue were not coupled
with any serious attempts to improve the forces of production.
Bengal had fertile lands and grosperous agricultural production
but that does not imply that she had the inexhaustible
capacities to sustain an ever-expanding parasitic ruling class
for an unlimited period of time. There had been a natural
growth of population among the peasant producers too,
The demand for increased revenue by the Zamindars was

evidenced by the nature of their actual revenue collection
and that of the state by its periodical re-assessment and
raising of the revenue rates, The rates of rent drawn from
the peasants existed only in theory. The Zamindars could
collect as much as they wanted or needed by adding various
ceses or abwab to the 'asl jama'. There was no guestion of
legality or the actual capacity of the peasants. The Zamindars
had to be paid what he demanded.

The abwab, as these illegal ceses are called,

pervade the whole Zamindari system., In every

Zamindari there is naib; under the naib there

are gumashtasj; under the gumashta there are

piyads or peons.... The naib and gumashtas
take there share in the reqular abwabj; they
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have alsc their oun little abuwab,.. it

should not be forgotten that all this need

only continue as long as the people themselves

choose, 28
The oppression was much more severe in the Khalisha and
Jaigir lands uwhere the revenue was collected directly by the
state officials., Since the appointment of these officials
were relatively temporary they had very little sympathy for
the peasants and for the system as a uhole,29 The outlook
of an individual *'Jaigir' has been described by Bernier.

We may be deprived of it in a sihgle moment

and our exertions would benefit neither

ourselves nor our children. Let us draw

from the soil all the money we can though

the peasant should starve or abscond and

we should leave it, when commanded to quit,

a dreary wilderness, 30
In theory, the Jaigirdar could not collect more than the
actual amount assigned according to his grade and the terms
of the imperial decree. But in the days of the disintegration
of the central administration in the late seventeenth century
"the precautions and rules fell into abeyance”.31 The system
of Jaigir "led inexorabley to reckless exploitation of the
peasantry."32

The pressure for increased revenue by the state on

the Zamindars started through the incorporation of various
cesess in the name of the imperial government., "In the days
of the later Mughal rule, the revenue was revised, not by
any regular process of re-evaluation, but by the expedient

33

of adding on cesess to the existing totals', While the

standard rate in the time of Sher Shah and Akbar was one
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third, in the reign of Aurangzeb the rate was increased to
one half of the produce. When [urshid Kuli was the governor
of Bengal (1715-16), the last governeor (Subahdar) to be
appointed directly by the imperial government of Delhi, he
settled the revenues at one half and imposed various cesess
on the Zamindars. Since the Zamindars had themselves been
hard pressed by their own demands and needs they uere nat very
punctual in paying their share of revenue to the state. In
the days of the decline of the Mughul empire the Bengal
governors were, therefore, seen to "make a desperate grasp
at the reins of revenue control; for a time the revenue
farming or Zamindari management, would be set aside, and an
attempt made to return to village collections through the

-

s s 34 . s . . . .
pargana officials", qurshid Kuli, setting aside the rights

of the Zamindars, created his own administrative machinery
to increase the amount of revenue to be paid to the state and

succeded to some extent at the cost of the miseries of the

35

peasants., Such action on the part of Murshid Kuli and other

governors of Bengal certainly indicates the extent to which
the state was in need of increasing its revenue income,

The increasing demand for revenue both by the Zamindars

and the state led to the development of a crisis in the

peasant production of Bengal in the early eighteenth century.

The country is ruined by the necessity of
defraying the enormous charoes required to
maintain the splendour of a numerous court,
and to pay a large army maintained for
keeping people in subjugation, No adequate
idea can be conveyed of the sufferings of
that people. The cudel and the whip compel
them to incessant labor for the benefit of
others., 36
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Under the impact of the pressure for increased revenue the

feudal mode of production began to disinteqgrate and new

processes pertaining to a2 new mode of production began to

appear, The maost fundamental of these were the processes of

proletarization and differentiation within the peasantry.

"In its initial impact the tendency generated, by land re-
venue was toward increasing stratification and pauperization
of the poor strata”.37

The separation of a section of the peasant producers
from their means of production (land and other agricultural
tools) is an indication of the development of capitalism in
agriculture. "The chief feature and criterion of capitalism
in agriculture is wage labor”.38 In pre-British Bengal due
to the very mechanism of the surplug appropriation a section
of the peasantry was forced to turn into wage labourers.
Since the land revenue represented a set proportion of the
produce, it was obvious that the peasant who produced less
would have a smaller amcunt left to him than the one who pro-
duced more.39 Revenue was assessed separately, each individual
peasant was alone responsible for the payment of the revenue,
not the community.éD Under such circumstances it was in-
evitable that, being unable to pay the increased resvenue,a
section of the peasaentry lost their lands and became either
rural wage labourers or migrated to the cities to earn their
living.41

.+opeasant flight from the land was a
common phenomenon of the seventeenth century

being noticed by both Indian and foreiagn
observers. 42



Bernier observed that under the pressure of increased revenue
"some left" the country to "seek a more tolerable mode cf

existence either in the towns or in the camps; as bearers of

. 43
burdens, carriers of water, or servants of horseman', For

the payment of revenue sometimes the peasants "were compelled

44

to sell their women, children and cattle." When they re-

fused to pay the revenue they "are carried off, attached to
heavy iron chains, to various markets and fairs (to be sold),
with their poor, unhappy wives behind them carrying their
small children in their arms, all crying and lamenting their
evil plight.”45 Bengal Zamindars were specially innovative
in different kinds of oppressive techniques used on the
peasant producers to collect the revenue., The naibs and
gumashtas were more cruel than their masters., "There is
almost a stream of statements in our authorities to the
effect that the oppression increased with the passage of

time, the cultivation fell off and the number of absconding

46
peasants greu.,"

Many parganas and townships, which used to
yield full revenue, have owing to the
oppression of the officials (hukkum), been
so far ruined and devastated that they have
become forests infested by tigers and lions;
and the villages are so utterly ruined and
desolate that there is no sign of habitation
on the routes.... 47

A similar situation occured in Western Europe in the l4th
and 15th centuries. Dobb writes:

The result of this increased pressure was

not only to exhaust the goose that laid

golden eqgs for the castle, but to provoke,
from sheer desperation, a movement of
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illegal emigration from the manors: =&

desertion en masse aon the part of the pro-

ducers which was destined to drain the system

of its essential life~blood and to provoke

the series of crises in which feudal economy

was fto find itself enqulfed in the fourteenth

and fifteenth centuries. This flight of

villains from the land often assumed catas-

trophic proportions both in England and else-

where.... 48
Marx says that in the periods of the pre~bourgeocisie relations,
there sporadically occur free workers whose services are
bought for purpose not for consumption, but of production;
wherever these free workers increase in numbers, and uhere
this relation grows, there the old mode of production -
commune, patriarchal, feudal, etc., is in the process of dis-
solhtion, and the element of real wage labour are in prepara-

a]
tion.4J In pre-British Bengal the peasants who fled from
their lands and were forced to give up cultivation, must have
formed a class of wage labourers and thus represented an
glement of dissolution of the feudal mode of production.
The disintegration of the feudal mode of production

is also evidenced by the gradual emergence of a class of rich
peasants interested in the large scale agricultural production
through the employment of wage labor. 1In England this happened
in the fourteenth and Ffifteenth centuries. There emerged a
class of wegll=to~-do farmers who were ambitious to enlarge
their holdings and 'capable of more efficient cultivaticn™®
by making '"use of the hired services of their poor neighbours'".

Evidence has shown that in pre=-British Bengal also a class of

‘rich cultivators was emerging in the rural areas. Out of the

50
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distribution and the collection of land revenue a sizeable
amount of capital got accumulated in the hands of the revenue
collectors of different categories and of the people associated
with the different Zamindaris. During the days of the crisis
of the revenue administration and in the wake of political
struggle between the big Zamindars and the state governors in
Bengal, this group of people started buying lands and small
Zamindaris., In terms of social esteem and honour this group
of people was markedly different from the traditional landlords.
They took part in cultivation by employing wage labor and
were known as khud kasht (self) cultivators.

The classes that carried on khudkasht

cultivation uwere primarily the Zamindars,

and village headmer, and also revenue

guarantee and revenue officials,. 51
The khudkasht cultivators "employ wage labourers as their
servants and put them to the task of agriculture, while
appropriating to themselves the gross produce of Cultivation”.52
Merchant class, big Zamindars and the Mughal officials did
not, however, participate in khudkasht cultivation. By and
large, the capital for khudkasht came out of the accumulation
of the rural superior classes themselves.S3 Due to the lack
of statistical information it is now very hard to measure
the extent and the magnitude of such cultivationm in Bengal.,
But it was most probable that such farming was developing at
a faster speed during the days of the late seventeenth century,

otheruise why did the state intervene and put an official ban

on the conversion of land intec khudkasht cultivation. Khud=-
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kasht cultivation being linked to the market and in this wvay
essentially to commodity production, came "closest to capital=-
ist farming" and thus became a disintegrating force in the

feudal mode of production.

POTENTIALITIES OF TRANSFORMATICGN IN THE PETTY COMMODITY MODE
OF PRODUCTION: TRANSITION IN URBAN BENGAL
There is plenty of evidence that in pre-~British Bengal
a flowering trade and commerce developed around Dacca, Chitta=-
gong, Murshidabad, Hoooly, Kasimbazar, Calcutta, Balasore and
other places., The natural agricultural prosperity of Bengal,
the introductien of money rent and commodity production, and
a large number of urban population engaged in royal courts
and administration contributed to the development and expansion
of both inland and foreign trade in 17th and 18th century
Bengal. The feudal authority had no objecticons for trading
activities in Bengal provided the tax and custom duties were
paid and presents were sent to them. The Portuguese, Dutch,
French and the English commercial companies traded in Bengal
obtaining 'forman' (royal permission) from the Mughul rulers,54
Bengal exported sugar, rice, jute, cotton and silk
goods, saltpetre and other agricultural products to the
difﬁegent parts of Asia, Europe and the Middle East.55 Part-
icularly, Bengal Muslin dominated the world of textiles in

that era of commercial revolution., Traveller Manriquo, who

came to Dacca in 1640, wrote:
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The finest and richest muslins are produced

in this country....so fine, indeed, are

those muslins that merchants place in hollou
bambus, about two spans long, and thus secured,
carry them throughout Corazane (Khorasan),
Persia, Turkey and many other countries. 56

In 1666 Tavernier found "fine muslins, silk and cotton stuffs
and flowered or embroidered fabrics exported in larage
quantities to Italy and southern France".57 He described
Kasimbazar as "a village in the kingdom of Bengala, sending
abroad every year more than 20,000 bales of silk, each
weighing a hundred pounds”.58 Bernier remarked on the export
of Bengal sugar to Irag, Persia and to other places of Asia.
The Dutch company used to export Bengal sugar to Arabisas,
.Ceylon, Fersia and Holland. The English East India campany
exported large quantities of cotton and silk goods from
Bengal to England and France,
In return for their exports Bengal merchants used
to import iron, copper, brass and other metallic elements,
But most of the time the gquantity of the goods imported was
s0 meagre in comparisoﬁ to the quantity of ocoods exported
from Bengal "that foreign companies always had to import
50
bullion to pay for almost the whole amount of their exports."™~
At the beginning of the seventesnth century,
the amount of bullion exported by the East
India company to India vas valued at 22,000
annually, By 1616, the value had risen to
52,000, while at the end of the century the
export totalled annually about 800,000.
Bengal alone absorbed, in 1681, bullion worth

320,000, 60

Alongside the foreign trade, inland trade also developed to
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a great extent. In seventeenth century Bengal there were
numerous local markets and trading centres in the rural areas.
Cesare fFederici said that "I was in the kincdom four months
where many merchants did buy or freight boats for their
benefits, and with these barks, they go up and douwn the river
Ganges to fairs, buying their commodities with a qreat ad-
vantage, because everyday in the uweek they have a fair, nou
in one place and now in another, and I also hired a bark

61
and went up and down the river and did my business." Ralph
Finch remarked "Here in Bengalla they have everyday in one

w62

nlace or other a great market,

In response to the growing interests of both inland
and foreign trade the cities and towuns of pre-British Bengal
were also approaching significant development., In the latter
part of the seventeenth century, the city of Dacca ~ the
capital of Mughul Bengal (1606-1712) -~ was about forty square

. s s A o . oy 63 . .
miles containing a population of about two million., Manrique
in 1640 wrote about Dacca:

Many strange nations resort tc this city on
account of its vast trade and commerce in
great variety of commodities, which are
produced in profusion in the rich and fertile

lancs of this region, I wes informed also,
that the indioenous population cof this Ganagetic

emporium and its suburbs exceed tuwo huncred
thousand irrespective of visitors who came in
great numbers from all parts. 64
Question has sometimes been raised as to what sxtent
Bengal's commerce and trade had been controllecd by the Bengali

merchants. Many sources indicated that the Benuoali traders

in most of the cases traded with their foreign counterparts



in almost equal terms and there had been Bengali merchant
communities of considerable sizes in the important commercial
cities and touns.

John Davis the Navigator sau a settlement

of Bengali traders at Achin in 1598, Bourey

found at Balasore and pipli saome 20 ships

of considerable burthen belonging to the

governor and some merchants which sailed

every year to Ceylon, Tenasserim and Maldives.

Bernier noted the fact that the Indians...made

long voyaqges from Bengal to Tenasserim, Achin,

Malacca, Siam, Macassar, lMocha, Bandar-Abbasi

and other places.... Thus the growing overseas

trade contributed directly to the prosperity

of the native mercantile community., 65
The greater prosperity of the native merchants can also be
understcod by the fact that the feudal authority was not averse
to the development of commerce and trade in India. Akbar,
and before him Sher Shah, took various measures, like the
abolition of tariff duties and customs, introduction of uni=-
form currency etc., for the development of commerce and trade.
Fven the nobles and the emperors took part in trading activities,
"There is evidence that Akbar indulged in speculative ventures
and owned merchant ships, as did Jahingir and his mother and
his saon (Khurram).66 ffir Jumla and Shaista Khan - the two
great governors of Benoal - were known to have carried on
private trade. What all this suggests is that in pre-British
Bengal merchant capital reached a fairly high level of develop-
ment." In the latter part of the eighteenth century, there
came into existence in India a prosperous trading class with

67

considerable capital accumulated in its hands."

Now the question is, to what extent that merchant
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capital can be considered an element of transition from feudal
to capitalist mode of production in Bengal. According to Marx
the 'dissolving influence! of merchant capital depends upon

the internal character of the feudal mode of production.
"Merchant capital is simply capital functioning in the sphere
of oirculation”68 and it does not create any surplus value

"Tat least naot directly”.69 Merchant capital as such has nao
direct disintegrating effect upon the feudal mode of production.
"In the antique world the effect of commerce and the develop=
ment of merchant capital always results in slave economy”.70
Merchant capital is accumulated, as Dobb says, in two ways:

the first "helongs to what Marx said Primitive accumulation”,
consisted either of exploiting some political advance or of
scarcely=-veiled plunder.?l The second is "exploitation through
trade" by dint of which a surplus accrued to the merchants

at the expense of both urban craftsmen and of the peasant
producer of the countryside, and even at the expense of the
more powerful aristocratic consumer, from whom a part of feudal
revenue or feudal accumulation passed into bourgeois hands.72
Bescause of its own nature of accumulation the merchant capital
remained "in large measure a parasite on the old order, and

its conscious role, when it had passed into adolescence, uwas
conservative and not revolutionary."'73 flerchant capital can
play a dynamic role only when it penetrates into the process

of production and attempts to control the whole production

prucess.74 The essential basis of urban society lay in the

petty mode of production: a system that is, whers production
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was carried on by small producers, ouners of their own instru-

~J

=y
ments of production, who traded freely in their own products. ~

The element of transition in urban Bengal, therefore, has to
be located in the changing nature of its petty commodity mode
of production.

One of the most significant elements in the evolution
of the capitalist mode of production in the lWestern Europe
had been the gradual penetration of merchant capital into the
structure of the petty mode of production resulting in the
separation of the craft producers from their means of pro=-
duction and their freedom from the control of the guild organ-
izations. It was only when capital started dominating production
that the primitive urban communities were broken up and the
possibilities for the developmsnt of large scale production
were created. The penetration of Capitél into production in
Western Europe took two forms: either Y"a section of the petty
producers accumulated capital and took to trade, and in course
of time began to organize production on a capitalistic basis"
or "a section of the existing merchant class began to take
possession directly of prbduction".76

The petty méde of production in Bengal was engaged
mainly in the production of cotton and silk gocods. Weavers
had been the earliest craft people of Bengsl. Gther than the
weavers there were~also gold-silver and black smiths, potters,
painters, carpenters and sankharis. In the cities and towns
these artisans and craftsmen lived in guild=1like communities7

and supplied their goods to the market for local consumption
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and exports.78 "Tavernier found at Dacca and Patna more than
2,000 persons in manufacturing stone toys (including tortoise
shell and sea-shell bracelets) and coral beads".79 Houever,
the most extensive was the production of cotton and silk goods
and only in this process of production one can find an element
of transition from petty production to large-scale manufacturing.
The means of production used by the weavers were very
simple and owned by themselves. They used to produce gocods
in their own home and bring them toc the market for selling,
Weaving had mostly been a family occupation. Traditionally
it met the demands of the local urban market dominated by the
feudal nobles and Zamindars who developed a fairly high con=
sumption power and a good taste for luxury goods on the basis
of the surplus income drawn from the peasant producers. But
from the beginning of the seventeenth century, when the demand
for Bengal cotton and silk goods began to increase in the
world market and the different European companies started
flocking to the Bengal cities and touns for those products,
a change gradually crept into thse process of production of
those goods.80 Since the weavers worked with little capital
the volume of production was low and consequently incapable
of satisfying the growing demands of the foreign market. At
that time a section of the merchant class started investing
capital in the production of cotton and silk goods in large

quantities. This was known as the system of Dadni. The

merchants provided capital to the weavers for the purchasing

of cotton and other necessary tools of production, and then
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broucht the finished qoods to the market to sell or to send
abroad., WNot only the merchants "there were bankers,bullion
merchants, money lenders, brokers and shopkeepers”81 uho uere
all investing capital into production. The system of Dadni
provided thus a channel for the penetration of capital into

the process of petty mode of production. To what extent the
merchant producers directed or controlled the production, and
how large was the volume of capital that was being invested,

are questions hard to answer in numerical terms. But evidence
indicates.that under the impact of the system of Dadni a

process of differentiation was being created within the weavers.
The weavers who used to produce fine and specialized ooods in
larce quantities could earn more capital than the others who
produced less and were not specialized in any branches of
production. A section of the weavers was certainly getting
separated from their means of production and ending up as wage
labourers. This 1is evidenced by the existence of varicus
factories and manufacturing centres across the country at

that time., "In Baroda, the English factors employed 8CO
workmen for textile goods... Similar manufacturing centres
were also set up at Samanah, Sarhind, Malda and Kasimbazar”.82
It was also very probable that under the impact of the crouing
demand for cotton and silk goods, a section of the producers

vas able to accumulate capital to invest in large scale pro-
duction of those goods through the employment of wage labourers.
Thé system of Dadni in pre=British urban Bengal appeared to be

an element of the disintegration of the petty commodity mode



f production and the break doun of the simple urban communities
dominated by the feudal nobles and Zamindars.

Our principal coenclusions with regard to the potent-
ialities for capitalist transformation in the society of pre-
British Bengal may now be summarized., In Western Europe the
potential elements of transition of society from feudalism to
capitalism had been, on the one hand, the development of a
class of wage labourers out of the exploited serfs and journey-
men and, on the other hand, the development of a class of
bourgeoisie out of the rich peasants and the merchant-manu-
facturers interested in large-scale production both in agri-
culture and industry through the employment of wage labourers.

In the society of pre-~British Bengal we find that in agri=-

cultural production, under the impact of the increasing pressure

for revenue, a differentiation was taking place within the

peasantry. 0n the one hand, a section of the peasantry,

beina unable to cope with the situations of increasina demand

for revenue, was turnipng into proletariats and was giving up

cultivation. 0On the other hand a class of rich cultivators

(khudkasht cultivators) was aqradually emerginc consisting of

the people from both within and outside the process of pro-

duction, These developments represented a crisis in the

agrarian mode of production and thereby weakened the very

basis of the feudal state in the pre-British Bengal society.

In urban Bengal & considerable amount of merchant
capital was accumulated and a portion of that capital already

started penetrating the production of cotton and silk goods.



120

The absorption of capital from outside was leading to the
breakdown of the simplicities of the petty mode of production
through the formation of a class of merchant-manufacturers
interested in undertaking large-~scale commodity production on

the basis of wage labour. The system of Dadni capital indic-

ated the emerqgence of a process of qgradual control of labour

by capital in the process of production and thus represented

essentially an element of capitalist transformation in the

pre-British society of urban Bengal.

One cannot, however, say with certainty that pre-

British Bengal entered into a new era of capitalism. At that
time capitalism as a dominant mode of production did not
exclusively appear even in Western Europe. The development
of capitalism in the West is a long-~draun-cut process en-—
compassing a couple of centuries., The feudal mode of production
began to disintegrate long before the development of capitalism.

«o.the disintegration of the feudal mode of

production had already reached an advanced

stage before the capitalist mode of production

developed, and that this disintegration did

not precede in any close association with the

growth of the new mode of production within

the womb of the old, 83
In between the periods of the beginning of the disintegration
and the triumph of the capitalist mode of production through
the capturing of the state power by the bourgeoisie, there had
been a long period of transition -~ a periocd which was neither
exclusively feudal nor exclusively capitalist.B4 The economic

system of the intervening period was marked by political

turmoil and major social and economic dislocations.
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Bengal in the pre-British period was undergoing this
process of transition. Under the impact of the crisis in the
agricultural mode of production and changing nature of the
petty mode of production, the foundation of the age-old
Zamindaris and the feudal state in Bengal was becoming ex-
hausted and the ground for capturing the political power by
the bourgeoisie to form a capitalistic state was in formation.
But it was at this stage Bengal went under colonialism. Be=-
fore the state power came to the bourgeoisie of Bengal through
an indigenous process of change and development, it had been
snatched away from the feudal ruling class by the bourgeoisie
of England. The notion of 'unchangingness?! in the pre~British
society of Bengal is not a valid assumption. W.C. Smith
probably rightly commented that "an amendment is necessary in

arl fMax's otherwise brilliant analysis of Indian social

—~

history”,8°
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CHAPTER V Disarticulations of the Indioenous Potential for
Capitalist Jransformation in the Lolonial Benoal (17a/-1G47)

In the boainning of the eighteenth century the feudal
empire of Mughal India began to crumble doun. By the death
of Aurangzeb, the last of the great Mughals, in 1707, forces
of disintegration were let loose across the whole empire. It
was at this period of great transition the East India Company,
which had been trading in Bengal since 1633, stepped into the
arena of political pouer. By defeating Nawab Sira juddalah,
the last independent Nawab of Bengal, in the battle of
Plassey in 1757, the East India Company proclaimed itself as
the ruler of Bengal. The decaying emperor of Delhi was then
a "homeless wanderer, but was still recbgnized as the titular
sovereign of India".l In 1765, the East India Company obtained
from the emperor a charter (Dewani) making the Company of the
Dewan or administrator of the province of Bengal. The charter
of the empire provided legitimation to the merchant capital-
ists of England to establish a colonial state in Bengal. Ffrom
1765 down to 18947 -~ a long period of one hundred and eighty
two years = Bengal was under the rule of the British Colonial
state.

The establishment of the colonial state in Bencal led
to its incorporation into the structure of the expanding world
capitalist system. The internal structure of the Bengal
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society was oriented to fit into thec needs of the capitalist
system =zt the metropolis. In the following pages we will
examine :"how and touwhat extent did the formation of the
colonial state in Bengal lead to the disarticulation of the
indigenouc processes of its transition from feudalism to
capitalisr.?" In other words, the purpose is to investigate
how dependency caused underdevelopment in the society of

colonial Bengal,

Disarticulation in the agricultural mode of production: Neu
Landlordism in Benoal

and revenue was the dominant form of surplus-appro-
priation in Mughal Bengal., The feudal state had the legal and
juridiceal richts to approgriate a portion oFlthe rroduce. From
the very beginnincg of assumption of power, the colonial state
of Bengal tried to take over this potential source of land
revenue from the peasant producers. But the "whole theory
of Indian land-revenue was absolutely strange to the English

3

9
authorities".” They could not tell who owned the land” and

how the land revenues were collected from the owners, From

o
3

eginning "the FMohamedan officer at Murshidabad continued

the

. T s . n 4 a o .

to make revenue collection in Bencalll, In 1769, Supervisors

were appointed by the company, with pouers to superintend the
. . e e . PR . 5

collection of revenue and the administration of justice. But

4- ] +n 13 1+ 6 T

the "dual government" did not work well. In 1772, when

Warren Hastings became the governor of Bengal, a new group of

Collectors were empouwered to collect the revenues. A settle-



ment cf the land revenues for five years under a neu systen
of farming was adopted. FEach pargana was separately farmed;
unless indeed the parcana oave more than one lakh (100,00C)
of rupees revenue in which case it was diuided.7 The rights
of the Zamindars, the traditional landlords of Bengal, uere
set aside and the settlement had made by auction.8 But in a
few years '"the new system proved a Failure".gl The farming
system failed to guarantee the promised rsvenue to the state.
Eventually, the colonial state of British East India Company
decided to develop a class of landlords in Bengal by offering
them the legal and juridical right of property in land.

By introducing the act of Permanent Settlement in
1793, the colonial state declared that the Zamindars were
"the proprietors of the areas over which their revenue collect-
ion extended”.lD Henceforth the Zamindars were made respons-
ible for the payment of revenue to the government and the
actual cultivators were turned into their simple tenants at=-
will, The proprieteory right of the Zamindars was, however,
transferrable "beoth by the acts of the state and of the in-
dividuals possessina it. The state could transfer the right
by open auction in the market for arrears of revenue while
the Zamindars could do so by sale, mortgage or gift.ll The
state revenue on the lands included in the Zamindari estates
was fixed in perpetuity, It represented nine-~tenths of what
the Zamindars directly received as rents from the peasant

producers. But the demands of the Zamindars on the cultivators

were left undet’ined,12 The basic intentions of the colonial



state behind the creation of a new landed aristocracy were
both to increase the revenue income and secure a support to
its continuino domination in Bengal. 7
Bengal had been ruled by Zamindars from time immemorial.
But they had no hereditary rights over the ownership of lands.
While lands were owned by peasant producers, the Zamindars
had hereditary rights over the possession of a certain portion
of the produce of the lands as rents. But after the intro-
duction of the Permanent Settlement the Zamindars became the
absolute proprietors of the lands in their respective juris-
dictions. The peasant producers lost their hereditary rights
of ounership and remained as mere tenant-~cultivators. What
is more significant is that the Permanent Settlement brought
in Bengal a neuw class of Zamindars other than those of old
times. At the time of the conclusion of the Settlement almost
half of the land resources of Bengal were controlled by the
Zamindars of Bardwan, Rajshahi, Dinajpur, Nadia, Birbhum,
Bishnapur, Eusufpur and Idirkpur.13 But all these historic
families, with the singular exception of the Bardwan raj, were
completely ruined and transferred to new hands within the
first ten years14 of the operation of the permanent settle=-

ment., After the settlement land became a cheap commodity.

"Everyone with fluid capital could buy it in the open market"lb

and became a Zamindar, The pecple who were formerly revenue
collectors, merchants, naibs, or native agents of the Company's
commercial activities began to buy lands and turned into

Zamindars overnight.
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The greater part of the landholders are neu
men, who have purchased their estates within
these few years and who formerly were either
merchants, manufacturers, agents of the land-
holders or officers of Government, 16

The number of Zamindars and‘Taluqdars with proprietory rights
in land also began to increase by leaps and bounds,

In Bengal the total *number of landownsers
uhich did not exceed 100 in the beginning of
Hasting's administration in 1772,rose in the
course of the century to 154,200%, 1In 1872
there were 154,200 estates of which '533, or
0.34 percent, only are great properties with
an area of 20,000 acres and upwards; 15,747,
or 10.21 percent, range from 500 to 20,000
acres in area} while number of estates which
fell short of 500 acres is no less than 137,920,
or 89,44 percent of the whole.,?! 17

A host of intermediaries between the Zamindars and the actual
peasant producers developed through the process of sub=infeuda-

tion of lands.

The Zamindars nesd not part with his estate
by an absoclute sale, but can raise money by
allowing his proprietory right to be sub-
divided into small states of minor value;
he still retains his status and receives
annuity that leaves enough margin for his
payment of government revenue. Inferior ten=
nure holders follow the same practice, with
the result that middlemen after middlemen
spring up who have no interests in the im=-
provement of the land.... Many of the land=-
lords of Bengal...like those of Italy and
Spain are absentees and attend to their
property only for the purpose of receiving
their rents. 18

"In some districts the sub=-infeudation has grown to astonishing
proportions, as many as 50 or more intermediary interests
having been created between ths Zamindars at the top and the

nl9

actual cultivator at the bottom. The intermediaries had

no direct contact with the government. They paid revenue to
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their immediate superior landholders. Only the Zamindars and
the Talugdars were required to pay a fixed amount of rent to
the state.

The development of this new class of Zamindars and
Talugdars and the transformation of the Zamindary estates into
'rent collecting machineries!' fit well intoc the structure of
colonial exploitation., UWith the aid of this class of people,

a significant amount of agricultural surplus in the form of
land revenue was reqgularly extracted from the peasant producers
and siphoned off for investment in the industries of England.zg
The relation of the Permanent Settlement to the interests of
the colonial state is evidenced by the fact that the act was
under operaticon in Bengal up until 194?.2l For one hundred

and fifty years the agricultural lands in Bengal belonged to
the Zamindars and Tulugdars and to a variety of intermediaries.

But the creation of a new class of Zamindars and
Tulugdars brought in no significant revolution in the agri-
cultural production of Bengal. The permanent settlement rather
led to disarticulations in the process of indigenous transition
of the agricultural production from 'simple reproduction! to
a state of 'extended reproduction', The structure of agrarian
production in the pre-British society of Bengal, as we dis-
cussed earlier, underwent some transformation under the impact
of peasant pauperization and the development of a2 class of
rich peasants (khudksh;t cultivators). The development of a

landed aristocracy under legal framework of the colonial state

destroyed this process of transition and reinforced the con-
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tinuation, though slightly in different form, of the old
feudal relations in the sphere of agricultural production,

The imposition of the "riaoht of property in scil!" on
the Zamindars and Talugdars was not coupled with any significant
change in the relations of production. The new Zamindars of
the colonial period, like their predecessors in the pre~British
time, continued to live on the revenue income. The capital
that was being extracted from agricultural production was not
reinvested because the Zamindars were not connected with pro-
duction.

cesall of them (whether they were the neuly

created landlords or the previous revenue

farmers transformed into such) did not parti-

cipate in agricultural production.,.. 22
Since the amount of revenue draun from the peasants was not
fixed by the law of the colonial government, the Zamindars
could sarn as much revenue as was possible to collect from
the producers. The Zamindars of the colonial period continued
"their parasitic existence on land by means of rack-=renting
the peasantry and also by several forms of illegal exactions
from ths same source”.23 The deminant ferm of production=
relation in the colonial agriculture of Eengal was the land=-
holder (Jotder) - sharecropper (Bargadar) relationship.

The landholders or Jotders were "the subinfeudatory

24 They "do

landlords created by the permanent settlement!,
not work on their land but 1let out the holdings for share-
cropping for which they receive at least a half share of the

crop”.25 The sharecroppers or Bargadars, on the other hand,
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were those who tilled the lands of the Jotders on & crop=
sharing basis and did not have any tenancy rights over those
lands. UWhile the peasants with tenency rights paid revenue
in cash, the Bargadars paid it in kind. The essence of this
system was that the Bargadars cultivated the lands of the
Jotders with their oun means of production (cattle, plough,
seeds etc.) but yet the Jotders were entitled to get a half
of the produce. Sometimes capital was provided by the Jotders,
but in that case they took interest on that capital., Through-
out the whole period of colonial domination the structure of
agricultural production vas patterned by this Jotder=Bargader
relationship. The number of families engaged in sharecropping
in the district of Dinajpur, according to Buchanan's report,
was 150,000.26 In Rangpur Buchanan found: |

..ea class of giant jotedars;,, especially

among the jotedars of parganas Patiladaha

and Beharband, The greater part of Baharband

was held by large tenants, some of wheom had

6000 acres:; more than half of the pargana

was let to jotedars enjoining 1000 acres or

more. Among the Patiladaha jotedars also,

there were men with 500 acres., 27

Both the Zamindar-tenant and Jotder-Bargader relations

vere compounded with the elements of feudal mode of production,
The Zamindars and Jotders, without being associated with pro-
duction, used to claim a part of the produce either in cash
or kind, The peasant producers while they had no ownership
on lands, were not completely separated from their means of
producticn, They used to own their cattle and ploughs and

used their own capital while engaged in sharecropping. But
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vet they were not free - they uere under certain economic
obligations to the Zamindars and Jotders who had no relation

to and control over the process of production. The peasant
producers could choose and change their Zamindars and Jotders.
They had that freedom, but within the structure of the existing
production relation that freedom carried no special significance.
Wherever they went and whoever they worked for, they uere

bound to fulfill the economic obligations imposed on them by

the Zamindars and Jotders.

This kind of econcmic form of the appropriation of the
unpaid surplus labour "had a particularly retrogressive
character".28 The productive forces in agriculture throughout
the whole colonial period remained in their crude and archaic
stage of development. Neither the Zamindars and Jotders nor
the colonial state was interested in making improvements in
the technique of production,

It is ridiculous to believe that the Zamindars
would be interested in land improvement,...
The Zamindar is often an absentee landlord
caring only for his rents... The land improve-
ment registers maintained in the districts

~ have shoun...that very little capital has been
invested by the Zamindars. 29

flarx said:

this rent may assume dimensions which seriously
threaten the reproduction of the conditions of
labor, of the means of production. It may
render an expansion af production more or less
impossible, and grind the direct producers douwn
to the physical minimum of means of subsistence.
This is particularly the case when this form is
met and exploited by a conguering industrial

nation, as India is by the English., 30

Artificial irrigation and drainage have always been the '"prime
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necessity in India (and in Bengal) in order to make her rich
lands produce abundant crops throughout the year“.‘rSl But the
colonial state totally neglected the maintenance and the
improvement of this important aspect of the forces of agri-
cultural production in Bengal.

The British in East India accepted fram their
predecessors the department of finance and of
war, but they have neglected entirely that af
public works. 32

Sir William Willcocks, who surveyed the delta region of Bengal,
stated:

.ssinnumerable small destructive rivers of the
delta region, constantly changing their course,
were originally canals which, under the English
regime, were allowad to escape from their
channels and run wild, Formerly these channels
distributed the flood waters of the Ganges and
provided for proper drainage of the land, un-
doubtedly accounting for that property of Bengal
which lured the rapacious East India merchants
there,.. Some areas, cut off from the supply of
loam=bearing Ganges water, have gradually become
sterile and non productive; other, improperly
drained, show an accompaniment of Malaria....Nor
has any attempt been made to construct proper
embankments for the Ganges in its low course, to
prevent the enormous erosion by which villages
and groves and cultivatsed fields are swallowed up
each year, 33

The most striking aspect 1s that within the structure
of the coloniel state the Jotder-Bargader type of economic
appropriation had been "brought to a nice adjustment and com-
patibility" with the interests of the matropolitan bourgeoisie.
After the Industrial Revclution, one of the dominant purposes
of the colonial state in Bengal was to secure raw materials
for the emerging industries of England. This changed orienta-

tion led to the development of commercial agriculture in Bengal.
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The production of raw cotton, raw silk, rice, jute, sugar and

other agricultural products reached a fairly significant

level of development., But commercialization was achieved
within the structure of the peasant economy characterized by
Jotder-Bargader relationships.

In Bengal, where the mechanism of exploitation

was insidious, there was no import of slaves
lacking peasant traditions, as in Jamaica, to
build up a sugar industry; no crowding of re-
serves by dispossessed tribal peasants, as in
Kenya, to supply a semi-proletarianized part-

time agricultural labour force for the white

farms producing coffee; no pressing of an
embryonic peasantry into enclave sugar plantations,
as in Puerto Rico, where they were reduced to a
landless labour force; nor any rotational im=-
nosition of sugar plantations on peasant villages,
as in Java,; where the can vorker remained a
peasant at the same time that he became a coolie.
Instead of these degrading processes, British in-
vestments in Bengal brought about a subtle export
recrientation of the peasant subsistence agricult=
ure without affecting the traditional small farm
framework. 34

The interest of the Jotders in product-rent, instead of money
rent, was primarily aimed to ensure the supply of agricultural
goods demanded by the colonial bourgeocisie., The simple
mechanism was that the agricultural goods were produced by
the peasant producers employing their own capital, cattle and
other means of production. The Jotders took a half of the
croduce simply on account of their ownership of the lands,
Then they sold those products to the agents and gomusthas of
the state and foreign companies which were then sent to
England. The Jotder-Bargader relations of production thus

35

were "made suitable to the neu function of commodity production',

Within the structure of the colonial state there
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emeraed an alliance between the feudal and semi-feudal in-
terests of the Zamindars and Jotders and those of the colonial
bourgeoisie., No great expansion of the productive forces
was, therefore, necessary in order to "ensure the extraction
of a greater surplus from agriculture and the marketing of
commercial crops from agricultural producers for export,
Cash crop cultivation expanded within the framework of tra-
ditional agriculture, which was already equipped with a well
developed cash nexus, trading network and rural credit system",
The act of the Permanent Settlement of 1793 intro-
duced by the colonial state caused concentration of land in
few hands and expropriation of a great many people from their
means of subsistence; commercialization dismantled the archaic
structure of the combination of agriculture and craft and
improved the quality and the guantity cof agricultural pro=-
duction; but the fact remains that there was no fundamental
change in the relaticns of production indicating a transition
of Bengal agriculture touwards capitalism.
Gver two centuries of British rule the dominant
character of the production relations within
Bengal villages was semi-feudal, marked by the
small size of plots, labour-intensive farming,
and the master~serf type relationship between
joteder and barcadar, reinforced by usury., Largs
scale capitalist farming through increased capital
inputs and improved techniques....did not develaop
in Bengal. Sharecropping, cn small farms, which
would have disappeared in such a nsw type of pro-

duction carried on by capitalist landlords and
wage~garning labourers, remained as prominent

a feature of the rural economy as ever and did
not give way to hiring for wages on large farms. 37

The expropriation of agricultural surplus and the export of

36



agricultural products caused the development of the industries
of England, while simultaneocusly genereted underdevelopment

in the agriculture of Bengal,

Disarticulation in the Petty commodity Production: Tranc-
formation of Benoal inte an 'agricultural colony of Enc.ond!?.

Merchants do not make their profit by revolutionising
production but by controlling markets, and the greater the
control they are able to exercise the higher their rate of
profit., For this merchant capital tends to centralise and
concentrate itself into monopolies ever faster than productive
capital¢38

The primary purpose of the East India Company in Bengzal
was "net the hunt for markets for British Manufacturers, but
the endeavour to secure a supply of the products of India and
the East Indies (especially spices, cotton goods and silk
goods), which found a ready market in England and Europe, and
could thus yield a rich profit on every successful expedition
that could return with a supply”e39 From 1765 down to 1858,
for almost half a century, the East India Company was in the
state pouer of Bengal and enjoyed a complete monopoly of her
trade and commerce., The result was the destruction of the
urban petty commodity mode of production,

Until the East India Company abrogated the political
power to itself it had to import a large amount of bullion in
order to pay in exchange for Bengal's cotton and silk goods

and other stuff, But this being "repugnant to the whole system



of mercantile Capitalism"40 the Eact India Company from the
onset of its trading relationship with Bengal was 'concerned
to devise a means to solve this problem, After the assumption
of the political power it began to set aside the principle of
the equality of exchange,

...methods of power could be increasingly used

to weigh the balance of exchanoe and securs

the maximum goods for minimum payment... The

merchant was now able to throuw the sword into

the scales to secure a bargain which abandoned

all pretense of equality of exchange. 41

At that time the main item of the Company's trade was

the export of Bengal's cotton and silk goods "which no western
loom could rival".42 The initial blow, therefore, came on the
artisans engaged in the production of those commodities., The
artisans were compelled and forced to work in the Company's
factories., Commercial residents were established in the im=-
portant trading places like Patna, Malda, Kasimbazar, Rampur-
Boalia, Laximipur (Noakhali), Kumarkhali, Santipur, Hoogly,
Dacca, Murshidabad, Rajshahi, and Citagong and those were
vested with enormous political power in order to secure a
reqular supply of cotton and silk goods from the local artiéans.
In some places the commercial residents provided capital to
the artisans and made it "a general rule that the artisans
could not undertake work for any one other than the Company®,
Under the rule of the Company the artisans were turned into
the position of indentured workers,

Inconceivable oppressions and hardships have

been practised toward the poor manufacturers

and workmen of the country, who are in fact,
monopolized by the company as so many slaves...



the whole inland trade of the country...and
that of the Company's investments for Zurope...
has been one continued scene of oppression;
the baneful effects of which are severely felt
by every weaver and manufacturer in the country,
every article produced being made a monopoly;
in which English,,.arbitrarily decide what
quantities of goods sach manufacturer should
deliver, and the prices he shall receive for
them.,.. 44
The oppression on the artisans and other urban petty
commodity producers was also accompanied by the liquidation
of the native merchant bourgeoisie., After the assumption of
the state power, not only the Company got absolute monopoly
of trade but Company's servants also started private trade in
the name of the Company. "The Company's servants conveyed
their goods from place to place duty free, while ths goods of
N . C s N con 45
the country merchants were heavily taxed in the transit”,
During the pre-British time, the native mercantile
bourgeocisie could develop because of the political support
of the [Mughal ruling class, But in the colonial state they
were subjected to discriminatory trade and tax policies., By
the end of the eighteenth century, in the absence of the state
support, "the big merchants were practically wiped out in
nw 46 .
Bengal and elsewhere®, Dr. Francis Buchanan, who conducted
a socio=sconomic survey in the Company's territories in India
in the first decade of the 19th century, '"hardly mentioned
the presence of big Indian merchants'" at that time. In his
account of the nosition of the district of Dinajpur in Bengal,

he wrote:

A great portion of the trade of the district
had passed from the hands of native traders



142

to that of the Company. There were no longer

any Saudagars or great native merchants in

the district, 'One family,indeed, has acquired

immense wealth in that line, and for nine gene=-

rations the forefathers of Baidyanath Mandal

carried on an extensive commerce with great

reputation and propriety. The present head of

the family has given up trade, has made large

purchase of land, and is just as much despised

as his forefathers were respected!'. 47

The colonial state of the East India Company, through

the oppression of the native artisans and the elimination of
the native merchantile bourgeoisie, dealt a blow to the basis
of the urban petty mode of production in Bengal. The process
of the penetration of capital into the sphere of production,
which was leading to a process of transition from simple
commodity production to large scals manufacturing activities
in pre~British Bengal, started primarily in response to the
increasing trading activities by the native mercantile bour=
geoisie, The attainment of the monopoly of trade, both inland

and foreign, by the Company and the resultant decline in the

trading activities of the natives led to the disarticulation

[

in that process of transition,
Long before 1858, when the East India Company's
rule ended, India had ceased to be a great manu-
facturing country, Agriculture had virtually
‘become the one remaining source of the nation's
subsistence. 48

Monopoly of the East India Company in Bengal ended

-
3

in 1813 -« in a period of the rise of Industrial Revoclution
Zngland. The transition from mercantile capitalism to in=
dustrial capitalism necessitated a transition in the mode of

exploitation of the coleonies. The Industrial Revolution
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created a need for markets to export the newly manufactured
goods,., The emerging industrial bourgeoisie, having gained in-
creasing control over the British parliament, soon started
pressing for the abolition of the monopoly of the East India

Caompany and the development of India as market for British

10
manufactured goods.

In 1813, when the Company's charter was renewed
but its monopoly in trade with India uas
abolished, an inquiry was made in the House of
Commons to ascertain how Indian manufacturers
could be replaced by British manufacturers and
how British industries could be promoted at the
expense of Indian industries. 50

In that session the "British parliament put a new duty of 20
percent on the consolidated duties where by the duties on

calicoes and muslins for home consumption were raised to a

. . 51 .
little over 78 and 38 per cent, rTespectively'. Yilson

remarked:

It was stated in evidence, that the cotton and
silk goods of India up to this period could be
sold for a profit in the British market, at a
price from Ffifty to sixty per cent lower than
those fabricated in England. It conseguently
became necessary to protect the latter by duties
of seventy and eighty per cent on their value,
or by positive prohibition., Had this not been
the case, had not so much prohibitory duties

and decrees existed, the mills of Faisley and
of Manchester would have bsen stopped in their
outset.,...They were created by the sacrifice

of the Indian manufacturer,...British goods uere

52

forced upgn her without paying any dutye... 22
In the first half of thé nineteenth century the colonial
state of Bengal carried on different tariff discriminatory
policies. "In the parliamentary inguiry of 1840 if was re-

ported that, while British cotton and silk poods imported into
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India pald a duty of 3% percent and woollen coods 2 per cent,

Indian cotton goeds imported inteo Britain paid 10 per cent,
silk roods 20 peor cent and woollen cgoods 30 per Cent.5 ith
the aid of the state machine, the predominance of British
manufacturers was established in Bengal and the manufacturing
industries of Bengal uere destroyed.

As a result of heavy imporit duties in England on
Bengal's cotton and silk goods, the export of those goods from
Bengel was drastically reduced, while British goods, under
favourable conditions created by the colonial state (exemption
of custom duties, transport facilities), began to penetrate

al, Instead of exporting cotton and silk manufactures,
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Bengal began to import them. A new stage of disarticulation
in the process of production was set in, Instead of producing

manufactured goods, Bencgal started producing agricultural
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raw materials for the industries of Enclan ndustri
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of England set in a process of commercialization in the agri=
culture of Bengal,

Between 1814 and 1835 British cotton manufacturers
exported to India rose from less than 1 million yards to over
51 million yards. 1In the same period Indian cotton piece-
qoods imported into Britain fell from one and a guarter million
pieces to 306,000 pieces, and by 1844 to 63,000 pieces.

.+.duing 1800-1820 the export of cotton bales
from the port of Calcutta to the United Kingdom
increased from 605 bales to 4,105, uvhereas during
nearly the same period, from 1800 to 1829, the

export of cotton piece-goods decreased from 2,636
bales to 433 bales., Similarly, while the export
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of silk-piece gQoods...showed a slightly increasing
trend up to 1825 and then registered a sharg fall,
the export of raw silk increased by nearly 4C to
50 times from 213 bales in 1800 to 10,431 in 1826
and 7,000 bales in 1829. 55

In Bengal, particularly this change in the Y"character

of trade was well marked".SD The Imperial Gazetteer of India
noted in 1908:

British trade with Bengal commenced about 1£33;

but prior to the acquisition of the province it

was on a very small scale, and in 1759 only

thirty vessels with an aggregate burden of less
than, 4,000 tons sailed from Calcutta., The chief
exports were opium from Bihar and Rangpur, silk
manufactured goods and raw silk from fFurshidabad

and Rajshahi, muslins from Dacca, indigo and salt-
petre from Bihar and cotton cloths from Patna.
Little except bullion was imported. The 150 years
of British rule have witnessed a commercial re=-
volution. Hand=-woven silks and cottons are no
longer exported, and machine-made European piece-
goods have taken the first place among the imports...
The principal imports are yarns and textile fabrics,
metals and machinery, oil and sugarj and the
principal exports are raw and manufactured jute,
coal, tea, opium, hides, rice, linseed, indigo,

and lac. 57

The transformation of Bengal into an importing country
of manufactured goods and exporter of raw materials Ysynch=
ronised to a large extent with the establishment of land-

. . . . 58
lordism as the governing social force in the rural areas%,
Jotder-Bargader relations of production developed in Benagal
primarily in response to the new demand of agricultural rau
materials by the metropolitan bourgeoisie.

...while before 1723, the year in which the
Permanent Zemindary Settlement was introduced
Bengal's piece~goods! market in England was
continuously rising, it was reduced to almost

nothing within the next two decades. 0On the
other hand, import of raw cotton and raw silk
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t Britain and the export of cotton
refrom went un by leaps and bounds
e same period of 1785-1818., &9

Thus while the free-trade cepitalism of England began
to develop by transforming Bengal into a market, the poss-
ibilities of the rise of large-scale commodity production in
Bengal were thoroughly destroyed. This is evidenced by the
depopulation of the major touns and trading centres, over=
pressure on agricultural lands and, of course, by the develop=-
ment of commercial agriculture within the framework of

Jotdder-Bargader relations of production. C.E., Trevelyan said:

The peculiar kind of silky cotton formerly groun
in Bencgal, from which the finz Dacca Muslins
used to be made, is hardly ever seenj; the popu-
laticn of the toun of Dacca has fallen from
150,000 to 30,000 or 40,000 and the jungle and
malaria are fast encroaching upon the toun....
Dacca which was the Manchester of India, has
fallen off from a very flourishing towun toc a
very poor and small one; the distress there has

been very oreat indesd., 60
In the metropolitan centre of £nglish capitalism the
liquidation of the petty commodity producers was accompanied
by the greowth of neu industrial cities and towns. But in the
peripheral colony of Bengal "the millions of ruined artisans
and éraftsmen, spinners, weavers, potters, tanners, smelters,
smiths, alike from the towns and from the villages, had no

. . 61
0o crouc infto agriculture, I
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population on agriculture has become a common phenomenon., The
increase in the number of sharecroppers and agricultural

labourers in Bengal since the middle of the nineteenth century,
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which wac noted by the Land Revenue Commission of Bengal in
1940 and by the Famine Inquiry Commission in 1954, bears
testimony to the fact of the destruction of urban petty

commodity production and the new dependency of the whole

saciety on agriculture in Bengal.62 Montgomery Martin - who

had travelled ten years in the colonies of the British Empire
had possibly made the most eloguent comment on this distorted
process of trancition in India. He wrote:

I do not agree that India is an agricultural
country; India is as much a manufacturing
country as an agriculturalj and he who would
seek to reduce her to the position of an agri-
cultural country seeks to lower her in the
scale of civilization. I do not suppose that
India is to become the agricultural farm of
Enaland; she is a manufacturing country....

I speak not now of her Dacca muslins and her
Cashmere shawls, but of various articles which
she has manufactured in a manner superior to
any part of the world. To reduce her now to
an agricultural country would be an injustice
to India., 63

He also said:

Ue have during the period of a guarter of a
century compelled the Indian territories to
receive our manufactures...the cry that has
taken place for free trade with India, has been
a free trade from this country, not a free
trade between India and this country....The
decay and destructicon of Surat, of Dacca, of
Murshidabad, and other places where native
manufacturers have been carried on, is too
painful a fact to dwell upon. I do not consi-
der that it has been in the fair course of
trade; I thinmk it has been the pouwer of the
stronger exercised over the weaker. 64

Simultaneously with the destruction of the basis of
urban commodity production, went a process of so called
"modernization" in the colonial state of Bengal. The need

for transformation of Bengal into a market foeor British ooods
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and a supplier of raw materials, under the exigencies of the
industrial capitalism of England, compelled the colonial state
to introduce certain developmental policies in Bengal.

First, it was necessary to abolish once and for all
the Company and replace it by the direct administration of the
British Government, representincg the British cepitalist class

as a whole. This was partially realized with the new 1835

5

' ' 6
Charter, but only finally completed in 1858, °

Second, it was necessary to develop the internal in-

[

frastructure for complete penetration of British industrial
capitalism into Bengal. "This required the building of a net-
uork of railroads; the development of roads; the beg;nnings

of attention to irrigation....the introduction of the electric
telegraph, and the establishment of a uniform postal system,..”66
English education was introcduced in the middle of the nine-
teenth century to secure a supply of persons needed to run the
colonial administration,

A1l these steps had soms obvious benefit to the common
neosle, After the establishment of the railways, people, without
taking boats and killing much time to travel, could avzil of
the trains to oo from place to place. Fecple could now send
letters and telegrams to their relatives, get access to English
education and thereby to the reelms of uestern science, phil-
osophy and literature. But the questicn is, whether and to
vhat extent these steps of "modernization! faciliteted the

development of capitalism as & deminant mode of production in

Bengal,
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An analysis of the preoram of colonial modernization
in Bengal reveals that it was aimed primarily to augment the
interest of the British industrizl bourgecisie and not to help
the development of capitalism in Bengal. The development of
transport and communication, perticularly the railway system,
made the remotest corners of the country integrated with the
metropolitan capital of Calcutta and from there with that of
England. This increased the in-flow of manufactured goods
into Bengal and also the out-flow of raw materials. The
typical purpose of the British industrial bourgeoisie to con-
struct a railway system in India can be well understocd from
the following comment of farx:

The milliocracy have discovered that the
transformation of India into a reproductive
country has bescome of vital importance tc them,
and that, teo that and, it is necessary above
all to gift her with means of irrigation and of
internal communication, 67

Similarly, the introduction of English education was
purported to create a2 native administrative elite who could
look after the interest of the colonial state. Most of the
administrative elites, recruited during the colonial rule,
were drawn from the class of Zamindars and Jotders who had
built-in class interest in the continuation of the colonial
rule., The colonial bureaucracy of Bengal served the interest
of the metropolitan bouroeoisie by keeping an order intoc the
machine of the colonial state. Marx noted:

From the Indian natives, reluctantly and
sparingly educated at Calcutta, under English
superintendence, a fresh class is springing,

endowed with the requirements for government
and imbued with European science. 68



After the creation of an administrative elite there emerged,
within the state structure, an alliance between the colonial
state elites, on the one hand, and the native Zamindars,
Jotders and administrative elites, on the other. ALl repre-
sented the interest of the metropolitan bourqgecisie of England
and were dependent on them.

The measures of "modernization!" which were introduced
in Bengal, during the first and second half of the nineteenth
century, were all planned in consonance with the interest of
the metropolitan capitalism,

All these measures were intended as reforms.

In reality, they were the necessary measures

to clear the ground for more scientific ex-
nloitation of India in the interest of the
capitalist class as a whole., They prepared the
way for the new stage of exploitation by in-
dustrial capital, which was to work far deeper
havoc on the whole economy of India than the
previous haphazard plunder. 69

The nineteenth century was a period of the triumph of
industrial capitalism in England. 7The most compelling need
of the emerging industrial capitalism of that time was the
hunt for market for British goods and raw material for British
industries. By destroying the basis of large scale commodity
production and fostering commercial agriculture, the colony
of Bengal in the nineteenth century, was only made responsive
to this very demand of the system of industrial capitalism.

Within the British imperial system the position of
Bengal as a market for British goods and a supplier of rau

materials remained unchanged up until the end of colonialism.

The policies of the colonial state were consistently geared
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. c 70
"to keep her in such a position',

t

From the beginnino of the present century in the

s

colonies of Canada, Australia and South Africa, under the im-
pact of British capital investment, a class of bourgeoisie
began to emerge to usher the establishment of cagpitalist mode
of production in those social formations. But in Bengal the
colonial state was refrained from patronizing industrialization
through the development of an indigencus capitalist Class.7l

The amount of capital export from Britain to India was
very insionificant, lost of the investment.in India (with the
exception of investment in railways) "consisted of reinvestment
of part of the profits made or salaries earned by Europeans

. . 7
in India", R.P, Dutt wrote:

N

sesin the case of India, to describe what
happened as the export of British capital to
India would be too bitter a parody of the reality.
The amount of actual export of capital was very
small..,.0ver the period as a whele the export of
capital from Britain to India was more than
counterbalanced many times over by the contrary
flow of tribute from India to England even while
the capital was being invested. Thus the British
capital invested in India was in reality first
raised in India from the plunder of the Indian
people, and on which she had thenceforuerd to pay
interest and dividends. 73

When the British Government took over in 1858,
they took over a debt of 70 million from the
fast India Company. In the hands of the British
Government the Public Dsbt doubled in =ighteen
years from 70 million to 140 million, By 1839,
on the eve of the Second World ber, it totalled
11,790 million rupees ( BB4.2 million).... Thus
in three~qguarters of a century of British direct
rule the debt multiplied more than twelve times,
...the process of British capitalist invest-
ment in India,....did not by any means imply a
development of modern industry in India. 97 per
cent of the British capital invested in India
before the War of 1914 was devoted to purposes of
Government, transport, plantations and finance -
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that is to say, to purposes auxiliary to the
commercial penetration of India, its exploitation

as a source of raw materials and markets for

British goodsz, and in no way with industrial de-

velopment.... 74

In spite of the lack of initiative of the colonial

state, some amount of private capital, however, was invested
in building a few manufacturing industries. Among the modern
industries in which capital was invested on a large scale the
most important was jute manufactures. A number of jute manu-
facturing industries developed around the city of Calcutta
in the late nineteenth and early tuentieth century. But almost
all of those were ouned and controlled by the metropoliten
British bourgeocisie,

«s.jute manufactures remained an industry almost

completely dominated by British, more particularly

Scottish businessmen right up to the end of the

Second World War. Among all the directors of jute

mills..., we find the name of only one Indian, viz.

Luchmi Narain Nanoria,and he was on the board of

directors of the smallest jute mill in existence,

the Soorah Jute Mills Company Limited,.... All

the other jute mills were controlled by the big

British or European managing agency houses, such

as Andrew Yule and Co., Bird and Co., F.U., Heil=-

gers and Co....Thomas Duffand Co., Jardine, Skinner

and Co., Ancerson, Wright and Co., Kettleuwell,

Bullen and Co. 4

The metropolitan bourgeoisie not only owned and con-

trolled the jute industries, they were also involved in jute
trade itself. They were "involved at almost every staoge from
the buying of jute fraom the peasant up to the shipping of jute
and jute fabrics to foreign countries!, They uere organized
with trade associations at every stage. They uwere the

Calcutta Jute Dealers! Associations, Calcutta Jute Fabrics

Erokers! Association, Calcutta Jute Fabrics Shippers' Assoc-
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ation, Baled Jute Shippers! Association....Calcuttas Baled Jute
. C . . e A 75
ssocilation, and the Indian Jute [Mills fAssociation...

This kind of substantive dominance and control over
the jute trade and jute industries of Bengal by the metro-
politan bourgeoisie had been possible because of active polit-
icel, administrative and financial support of the colonial

76
state.
One does not have to believe in either a
'conspiracy! theory of entrepreneurial dominance
or a theory of absolute superiocrity of European
businessmen in all fields of activity in order
to explain their extraordinary degree of control
over the economy of eastern and northern India....
That it was Europeans rather than Indians who did

the controlling was due to a large extent to
political factors... 77

In the face of the mutuality of interests betueen the
metropocliten bourceoisie and colonial state, opportunities
for the development of an indigenous Bengali bourgeoisie were
extremely limited. A very small class of bourgeoisie, however,
developed but were dependent on the metropolitan ones.
Dwarakanath Tagore, Premchand Roychand, Neel Comulsen and
other noted cepitalists of nineteenth century Bengal could
develop only in ccllaboration with the metropolitan bourgeoisie,
Duarakanath Tagore wes the most famous and the most enterpris-
ing Bengalee "to have had European businessmen as partners in
the 1830's and 1840's: he has been claimed as the originator
of the maneging agency svstem which has hitherto Eeen taken

. L . . 78 ~ .
to be a peculiarly British invention', In 1863 four Indian

4

businessmen in partnership with three Eurcpeans founded the

wm

Calcutta City Banking Corporation, which was the criginal
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name of the National Bank of India.79 But even in partner-
ship Bengalees were systematically avoided. "By the end of
the nineteenth century, apart from Sir Rajendranath Mooker jee,
there is practically no Indian in eastern India who is a
partner of a larae British Indian Firm".80
After the first World War, with the decline in the
strength of the British imperial order, a group of Bengali
bourgeoisie began investment in the development aof jute,
cement, cotton, paper, sugar and glass industries. Most of
them 'came from trading caste or communities".al
But these small capitalists did not start an
industrial revolution. They did not piocneer
any new methods of production or any new in-
dustries. The industries that grew up under
the umbrella of tariff protection were generally
controlled by capitalists with a large amount
of capital; but the latter also depended en=-
tirely on western countries for their techniques
of production. 82
Up until the end of colonialism Bengali bourgeoisie
were bound to remain subservient to the metropolitan ones.
They established few consumer goods industries here and there
but that made no fundamental transformation in the semi-feudal
social structure of Bengal. At the time of partition in 1947
"the East Bengal rural areas were dominated by Zamindar-~land-
owners (a substantial part of which about 14,000 families
were not engaged in any entreprenuerial activity) and rent
receiving subleases."83
Our principal conclusions with regard to the effect

of dependency on Bengal may now be summarized. The establish-

ment of the British colonial state in 1765 integrated Bengal
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into the structure of the world capitalist system, This
integration intc the world capitalist system caused a series

of distortions and disarticulations to the indigenous processes
of transition of Bengal from pre-~capitalist to capitalist mode
of production.

In agricultural mode of production the distortions
were the results of the Act of Permanent Settlement of 1793.
The Act of Permanent Settlement, by conferring proprietory
rights, led to the development of a new class of landlords in
Bengal, and thus reinforced the decaying feudal relations of
production in agriculture. In the nineteenth century the
agriculture of Bengal was made responsive to the nesw demands
of the metropolitan bourgecisie for agricultural raw materials
with the aid of a new landholding class (Jotders) =~ a class
of subinfeudatory landlords created by the Permanent Settle=-
ment, Commercialization was achieved without making any
improvement in the forces of production; without any basi
transformation in the organization of traditional peasant
agriculture, Within the framework of colonial state there
emerged an alliance between the politico-economic interests
of the metrcpolitan bourgeoisie of England and the new land-
lords of the rural society of Bengal.

Under the impact of these political and economic forces
developed in the colonial period both from within and without,
the indigenous processes of change in agriculture, which were
emerging in the pre-British society of Bengal, got blocked
and turned distorted. Thus in spite of the concentration of

lands in few hands, separation of a group of peasants from
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their mzans of preduction, production for market value and

substantial increase in the volume of agricultural production,

@

capitalist farming did not develocp in the agriculture of

colon’al Bengal.

In urban petty commodity mode of production distortions
were caused initially by the oppression of the artisans and
liguidation of the native traders. Both were the results of
monepoly of trade enjoyed by the East India Company in Bengal
up until 1813, But the major process of disarticulation began
only after Bengal came under the direct administration of the
British Government in 1858, After 1858, in compliance with

the interest of the metropolitan incdustrial bourgecisie, Bengal

[

was opened up for the penetraticon of British goods and nade

)]

responsive to the demand of agricultural raw materials by the

n

British industries. For successful penetration of British
commercial interest, indigenous basis of commodity production
was destroyed by adopting different tariff discriminatory
policies. 0On the other hand, a series of "modernizing steps"
were undertaken including the creation of a new group of
administrative elite by introducino English education,

The process of the gradual penetration of merchant

capitel into commodity production and the possibilities for

the transition of urban Benqal from petty commodity production

to large-cscale commodity productions were thus thuarted by the

commercial pepnciration of English inductrial capitalism into

| i

Bennal.

Underdevelopment of Bengal has been the result of its



integration inteo the world capitalist system. For one hundred

o

and eichty tuo years Benoal was under coleonialism. Ouring
the colenial rule both the agricultural and petty commodity
modes of production were transformed and changed, by changing
the existing institutions and creating necw classes, to fit
into the interests of the metropolitan capitalism., The in=-
digenous processes of transformation of Bengal from pre-
capitalist to capitalist mode of production were thuarted by
virtue of its role, until the end of colonialism, as the
importer of finished goods and the exporter of raw materials

within the world capitalist system.
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COMCLUSIOHN

The rise of Third World societies around the middle
of this century added a new substantive concern in sociclogy.
This is the concern with the problem of underdevelaopment in
thz post-colonial Third-bWorld socisties., The science of
sociology emerged in the middle of the nineteenth century to
provide scientific explanations of an emerging industrial
capitalist social order. The sociology behincd the rise of
sociology at that time was to render justifications to the
betterment and the expansion of liberal-democratic capitalist
society. The notion of 'developnent'! was at the very centre
of classical sociological thought. The substantive concern
of underdevelopment, so, appeared to have brought a new theo=
reticel challence to the science of sociology.

The initial response to the challenge was made by
what is knouwn as the PModernization theory. For almost two
decaces [liodernizetion was the dominant western approach to
the understandino of underdevelopment in Third World societies.
But, the critical examination of the theories of flodernization
in the present study found that it has made no advance to
present a theory of underdsvelopment per se. [Modernization
has dealt with the question of how underdevelopment can be
removed, but without any analysis of why it is there.

It is our contention that because of its reliance on
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the theory of Structural-functionalism and psychologicel
determinism, flodernization has failed to develop a theory of
undardevelopment, The theory of Structural-Functionalism has
left no scope for the lodernization theorists ta look at
development as a dynamic process of growth and change - to
consider underdeveloprnent as a problem of transition between
social systems. The core idea in Modernization is that under-
development in Third World countries can be avoided throuah
the development of capitalistic type of societies. But this
assertion is not backed by any analysis of the structure and

dynamnism of capitalism itself. [iodarnization theory is

(4

astonishingly silent about the phenomenon of 'Capitalism!'.

It has simply not discussed capitalism, while making it the
basis of its major theoretical argument. In the absence of
an analysis of the system of Capitalism; Modernizetion theory
has turned into a mere rationalization of the desire for
"American expansionismil,

In the wake of a crisis in explanation of the problem
of underdevslopment possd by FModsrnization theory, socioclogy
sau the emergence of the slternative theory of Dapendencyrin
the laﬁe 6G's, The phenomenon of capitelism, which has re-
mained implicit in the Modernization theory, has bscoms sxplic
and an exclusive point of reference in the Dependency theory.
The Dependency theory maintains that capitalism as a system
of economy, because of its own structural dynamism, cenerates
both development and underdevelopment. Underdevelopment in

the Third World and development in the western world are the

Jt



creations of the same system of capitalism which, being
evaolved in Western Euroce, has by now become a system of world
econony.

What has remainéd a theory of development in flodern-—
ization has turned into a theory of underdevelopment in the
Dependency framework. The Dependency is a frontal attack on
the very foundation of the Modernization theory,

The Dependency theory seems to be useful and an
appropriate framework of study of the problem of underdevelop-
ment because it provides a general theoretical framework from
which specific propositions can be formulated and conceptual
catecgories drawn for empirical investigation. The Dependency
theory, unlike the [lodernization one, starts from an analysis
of the system of capitalism and then relates some of its
structural contradictions with the process of underdevelopment.
By making capitalism as a referent point of analysis, the
Dependency theory has made it possible toc look at development

as a dynamic process and underdesvelopment as a problem of

talist societies.
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ct

transition between pre-capitalist and cap

h

6]

historical dynamics

o

It has also made it a point to look at
of Third World societies before their insertion into the
system of world capitalism,

The situation of Colonial Bengal in our study indicates
that the assumptions of the Dependency theory have a greater
explanatory power. Before thse penetration of E£nglish capital-
ism, the feudal mode of production in Bengel, under the impact

of increasing pressure for revenue by the ruling class and



accurnulation of a large amount of merchant capitzl, was under-

ation, Fossibilities for the development of
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capitalistic mode of production were created by the separation
of a group of peasants from their means of production; develop-
ment of a oroup of rich Khudkhast peasants and the graduzl
penetration of money capital into the process of urban petty
mode of production. UWe are not saying that pre-colonial Bengal
became a capitalist society. UWhat we see is that in pre-
colonial time the feudel mode of production wvas faced with a
crisis., There was a dynamism in the structure of the pre-
colonial Bengel. Marx, V. Smith and the colonial historians
seem to have overstressed the notion of the "unchanginagnsss?

of the Indian society.

italism ancd the
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But the penetration of Eng
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P
stablishment of colonial rule in Bengal led to a blockage to

creating a separate

3
[ws]
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ndigenous processes of transitio

[

her
class of landlords and destroying the urban petty mode of
production, English capitalism thuwarted the indicgenous trans-
formative possibilities of the Bengal society. English ed-
ucation was introducec, roads and railways were built and
different legal and administrative measures were undertaken
only to meke Bencal more responsive to the demand of the
metropolitan capitalism, A few superstructural elements of
capitalism were imposed, while creating distortions in the
basic structural dynamism of the society.

The purpose of hetropolitan capitalism in Bengal (in

its industrial phase) was to make it a market for British
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industriel poods and a supplier of agricultural rau materials

ish industries. This was achieved throuch

we)

ot

for the risinc Bri
an alliance, made within the structure of the colonial state,
between the E£naolish colonial ruling class and the native class

of Zamindars and Jotders.

Our study of colonial Benagal suggests that the notion

of Modernization theory that inteqgration with the ceapitalist

societies is a way out of underdevelopment in Third Woerld

societies, is a misleedina one, Bengal remeined integrated

ism for nearly tuwo
7

|

a

|-
cl

¥

with the structure of Enclish cap

centuries but yet she could not achieve an "auto centric kind"

canitalist development.

Defining cepitalism as a definite system of production
relations, we do not observe in colonial Bengal the develaopmant
of capitalistic mode of groduction., In agriculture, which was
the dominant form of production in the colonial period, fthe
system of sharecropping weas compounded with the elements of

feudal mode of sroduction. The petty mode of production,

0]
&2}
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throughout the whole nineteenth century, was in a process o

—
1

ta

n
a
fote

decay and disintegration and, therefore, the rise of c
istic relations in that sphere of production was not possible
at that time. From the beginning of the twentietnh century,
particularly after World WYar I, & class of native bourceoisie
began to develop in thé sphere of jute production. But be-
cause of its dependence on the mestropolitan ones, it could not

bring any bourgeois revolution from within.
-

Within the colonial state the feudal relations of
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2roduction was made and reinforcecd to make response to the
need of the metrogolitan capitalism,

greater sophistication of the Denendency theorv

The
lies in its recoonition of the problem arisinc in Thirc World
societiecs from the nenetration of Western capitalism - an

issue which has remained sntireclv beyond the analviical domain

of the Modernization theory because of its basis in the

ahistorical assumptions of the Structural-Functiconal theory.

There, however, exists some controversies within the

-

Dependency theory with regard to the problem of specification
of the dependent societies and identification of the machanisms
of capitalist exploitation. What remains at the root of the
controversies is an ambiquity concerning the notiaon of

'capitalism'. We suggest that capitalism needs to be defined

e system of production relations and not as &

ct

as a defini

ein did,

o

system of market relationships as Frank and Wallers
Whether a given social formation is feudal or capitalistic
very much depends on how these types are defined and ccncept-

o

valised. By defining capitalism as a system of production for
market, Frank says that Latin Americe became a capitalist
society since its insertion into the structure of World capital-

e form of

ct

ism. But by taking capitalism as a system of defini
production relation, we do not find in colonial Bengal the
development and the spread of capitalistic mode of production,
Commodity production in Bengal existed long before the pene-

tration of capitalism. Throughout the whole colonial period

Bengal was engaged in commodity production in response to the



demand of the Enzlish capitalism, But by virtue of its
insertion into world cepitelism through commodity production,
Bengal did not transform itself into a capitalistic society.

In fact the Dependency thecry still needs some soph-

istication with regard to the preoblem of conceptualizi

I
[ie]

where the interaction between the twoc systems of =ociety
place.

As to the mechanism of capitalist exploitation, we
think that one should look at both the processes of internal

class formation and the external trading relationships, In

th]

Bengal the Jotder-Bargader relations of production developed

¢

only because of the chancing demand for agricultural raw
materials by the metropnolitan bourgeoisie. Internal relations

production were crcsated and reproduced to fit into the ex-

of
ternal structure of demand of metropolitan capitalism. Within
the structure of the mechanism of capitalist exploitation
these two processes seem to have remained comolementary and

not contradictory.

While reco
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of controversies within it and that it has yet to attain a
greaﬁer amount of precision in terms of conceptual categories
and analytical techniques, uwe, in the context of the above
analytical and historical amalyses, think that the Dependency
épproach can gprovide an appropriate framework for the study of
underdevelopment in sociology. Its perspective would help to
generate theories of underdevelopment - a field of substantive

research in socioclogy which has remained almost sterile during
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the supremacy of the fiodernization theory.
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rds zbout the limitations of the present
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stugy. Throuchout the whole investication our purpose has
remained limited to locatino and specifying a useful theory

of underdevelopment in sociolagy. The cese of colonial Bengal
has been examined only to ascertain how and to what extent the
assumptions of the Dependency theory can be made appropriate
and fruitful in delineating the processes of underdevelopment
in a concrete colonial situation, We have mainly attempted

to identify the processes of capitalist transformation in the
pre~colonizl Bengal and the various steps which distorted
those processes under the situation of colonizl capitalism,
The neso=-colonial dependency or the post-~colonial dependency

under the situation of imperialist capitalism has obviously

(@]

some different processss of articulation and would have

T 1 formation of the

nal soci

)]

he ints

o
=}

ects on

oo
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different ef

Bengal society., But here ue

-
m

ve not touched on those aspects
of the neo-colonial dependency.
Secondly, in our analysis we have used the category

he phenomenon of

ct

of 'production relation! in characterizing
capitalism and in specifying the mode of production. But there
exists a serious deficiency of historical literatures researched
from this kind of psrspective, The scholars on whom we have
remained dependent throughout, such as Irfan Habib, Tapean
Reychoudhury, R.P. Dutt and R.C. Dutt, are Farxists in 1its
traditional sense of the term. But their studies and researches

have not been approached specifically in terms of the category
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ion relation'. In the absence of opportunities
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go into the primary sources at this level of our work, u
could not, therefore, substantiate some of our crucial argu-

s with much guantitative information,

ot

men
Given the presence of these and other limitations, we
would sugoest that in the analysis of underdevelopment in
terms of the general frameuwork of the Dependsncy theory anc
the specific category of 'production relation! one should be
based on the primary sources of history rather than relying

ptions and narrations. This is

=

on secondary historical descr

particularly true for research on India.
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