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In troduct:J.on 

Food problems in Africa begin and end with politics. 
They begin with politics since probleiiS of food production and 
distribution, the priorities concerning the crops to be grown 
and the price paid to the producers , a1l arise within the con­
text of a world socio-econ~c system which defines goals, lia­
its choices and ties less-developed states into a perlUilently 
unequal relationship with the \Seveloped capitalist states fraa 
which escape is difficult, if not impossible. This context, 
(viz. a system where benefits are distributed unequally), where 
a few countries, due to early capitalist accumulation are able 
to perpetuate their economic daainance th%ough control of pric­
ing systeiiS, access to and control over advanced technology and 
continued expropriation of economic surpl us from the less-devel­
oped countries, lllUSt be a starting-point for understanding food 
probleiiS in Africa. The problems are sgsteaic. It is only 
through an understanding of how the system operates and the 
extent to which food proble- are a product of the structure 
and goals of the system, that real solut.ioos can be put forward. 

Food problems in Africa end with politics because , if 
an African state attempts to opt out of the world capitalist 
system or to radically alter its position within it, it lllUSt 
do more than produce more food or better food or cheaper food 
(or other cOIIIIIOdi ties) • It must confront those structures of 
power which perpetuate the system and maintain the continued 
exploitation of its people. 

In this paper I intend to e:Jraai.ne food proble• in 
Africa within the context of the choices available within in­
ternational capitalism and the alternative.s to operating in-
side this framework. In order to do this, I will , first, examine 
briefly the liberal theories of develop~mnt and discuss their 
limitations . Secondly, I will look, in greater depth, at the 
theory of dependency which questions the possibility of develop­
IISDt within the context of international capitalism. The third 
step will be to question the application of dependency theory 
to Africa and to analyze two contrasting strategies of devel op­
ment in Africa, those of Kenya and Tanzania, to see the extent 
to which the theory of dependency is borne out and the extent 
to which either of these countries provides a strategy for devel­
opment within the 'underdeveloped' world . I will conclude by 
ex.ami.ning possible ways in which poll tical practice might be 
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united ..,ith political theory to provide solutions to food prob­
l ems in Africa and the Third World. 

Liberal theories of development 

Western observers of the political and economic r eali­
ties of underdeveloped countries, - proble.ms of hunger, malnutri­
tion, poverty, lack o f services, lack of an industrial base etc.­
have atteq>ted to put forward solutions to these p r oblems. These 
solutions have normally operated within the framework of capi­
talism and have articulated the interests of western states 
rather than the interests of underdeveloped countries . Two main 
theories of development have been proposed. The first, neo­
classical theory, adopts a linear model of development, assuming 
that because the western capitalist states developed in a certain 
way, some two centuries ago , that the opportunity exists for 
Third World states to follow the same path today. This theory 
holds that development, in itself, is a good thing; that it is 
the best method of utilizing a country ' s resources and that a 
state should examine where it can get the best price for its 
products and channel its energy and investment in that direc­
tion . Ultimately, development of productive sectors will allow 
the state to become competitive on the worl d market and "take~ff" 

on the path to autonomous capitalist development . In this 
way , the whole of society will benefit as the wealth produced 
will "trickle down" to even the poorest sections of the society. 
The main emphasis of this theory is on economic growth rather 
than social welfare , hence production of export crops is judged 
preferable to production of crops to feed the population . This 
theory, besides articulating the interests of developed states 
which require cheap raw materials and markets for manufactured 
goods, failed to provide the promised economic benefits: rapid 
capitalist development. For many underdeveloped countries it 
proved to be a cruel joke which brought relative riches to a 
few and increased landlessness, poverty, hunger and uneq>loyment 
to the masses. For this rea.son , and give n the antagonism felt 
by newly-independent states towards an economic philosophy which 
rationalized colonialism and justifiesd wholesale expropriation 
of economic surplus by the developed countries, its place has 
been largely taken by an alternative theory, within the frame­
work of liberal economics, which attempts to explain and justify 
the relationship between the developed capitalist world and 
the underdeveloped world: the developmentalist approach. 

The developmentalist appr oach to the problem of under­
development in the Third World can be looked at in two ways: 
an attempt, perhaps misguided, to pass on the benefits of ~stern 
science, technology and wealth to the poorer ooutries so that 
they might follow in the footsteps of western nations and beco.me 
developed and prosperous; or as a more sophisticated method of 
extracting surplus from the underdeveloped countries while 
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maintaining them in a dependent relationship and integrating 
them into the socio-economic, political and strategic relations 
of international capitalism in the post-war era. The difference 
between these two posi tiona is perhaps based on whether the 
prime aim was to benefit the West, and incidentally to help 
less developed countries, or whether the main aim vas to aid 
the poorer countries while hoping for some indirect benefits 
for themselves in the process. But in the end people ' s motiva­
tions are less i111p0rtant than their actions and the effects of 
their actions. If results are looked at , the developmentalists 
brought no more benefits to the poorer countries than did the 
subscribers to the neo-classical approach. 

The developaentalists argue that by aoquiring modern 
technology , newly-developed agricultural inputs to increase 
production and aid from the West to finance these acquisitions , 
Third WOrld countries can better feed their populations , im­
prove their living standards and lay the basis for auton0110us 
develop111e11t. Its e111phasis is on the benefits of western tech­
nology and how this can revolutionize methods (especially agri­
cultural production) in the Third world. 

The problem with this approach is that it views under­
developed countries as ailing and assumes their illness can be 
dealt with by a shot of western technology and aid. Unfortunate­
ly, the medicine only succeeds in making the patient sicker. 
Two excellent critiques of this approach, Susan George ' s Bow 
the Other Half Dies and the Institute for Food and Develop111e11t 
Q:llicy paper The Aid Debate", point to its fundamental limita­
tions and contradictions . 

For George the world food problem is not a problem of 
insufficient food but a question of distribution. She points 
to Latin America's distribution of land where 17 percent of land­
owners control 90 percent of the land. 3 And worldwide , 2. 5 per­
cent of landowners control nearly 75 percent of all the land in 
the world, with .23 percent controlling over half the world ' s 
land. 4 Meanwhile, "it is the very people who are living on the 
land who are not eating enough I •5 .1\qain , population is not the 
problem but the international distribution of wealth: "The 
structure of landholdings has far more to do with erasing hun ­
ger than the total amount of the population. n6 1he ' green 
revolution ' the western technological solution to world hunger, 
provides no solution to the probleliiS of world hunger since it 
demands modem inputs, fertilizer and modem equipment (over 
the prices of which the underdeveloped countries have no con­
trol) and hence ties these states ever more tightly into the 
western system of dependency and eJ!Propriation . Ultimately, 
the underdeveloped countries' lack of control over food pro­
duction limits their fields of action: "''he three key elements 
that determine fold production (capital, technology and control 

79 



of markets) escape governments' powers of decision . This power 
is concentrated in the hands of the principal multinational 
agribusiness companies . "7 

For George the solutions to the world problems of hun­
ger and unequal distribution of resources lies in land reform 
and "self-reliance in the poor nations as the only strategy of 
esc;ipe ... a Thouqh her analysis points to the structural links 
between the developed and underdeveloped states which create 
and perpetuate the relations of dependency, her solutions re­
main within the premises of international capitalism. Her 
message to multinational corporations and larqe landowners 
seems to be: qet your house in order or you will have no one 
to blame but yourselves if there is a revolution, whereas her 
analysis points to social revolution as the only solution to 
breaking the chains of dependency . "Nobody , " she says, "wants 
revolution for its own sake, n9 but after describing many reasons 
for revolution beyond 'its own sake' she seems to cling to the 
belief that there are solutions within the existinq order if 
only those who possess power and wealth can be made to see that 
it is in all our interests to make the necessary reforms . 

The Institute of Food and Development R:>licy paper 
"The Aid Debate" also points to th.e links between aid, devel­

opment and dependency. They point to the use of food aid as 
a weapon of U. S. foreiqn policy, in helpinq to prop up dictato­
rial reqimes amenable to the interests of foreiqn capital; that 
food aid rarely reaches the hungry; that it is often used to 
buy arms; that the central purpose of aid is to increase the 
trade and profits of agribusiness and that, most importantly, 
development aid concentrates on technical solutions to food 
problems in the Third World and ignores the social roots of 
poverty. The provision of credit by institutions such as the 
world Bank and the International Monetary Fund only increases 
dependency. '"Ihe ' debt trap' pushes countries away from building 
a basis of self-reliance, the only foundation for a new inter­
national economic order . .,lO This question of dependency, in its 
global and systemic context, will be examined next. 

The dependency framework 

That neither neo-classical theory nor the developmen­
talist approach provides a solution to the hunger, poverty and 
lack of development in the poorer countries, comes as no sur­
prise to the theorists who hold that capitalist development, 
far from being a solution to underdevelopment is, in fact, the 
main cause of underdevelopment. Some of the central theses 
of the dependency theorists are; that underdevelopment is not 
equivalent to lack of development but that underdevelopment is 
a product of the relationship between the developed capitalist 
states and their 'satellites '; that the devel~nt of the 
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capitalist system generated underdevelopment in the areas on 
the periphery of that system whose surplus was ellpropriated 
by the 'core' countries of the international capitalist system 
and laid the basis for their development; that it is fruitless 
to ellpect the underdeveloped countries of today to repeat the 
stages of economic grcNth passed through by modern developed 
societies, whose classical capitalist development arose out of 
pre-capitalist and feudal society; and that the solutions to 
underdevelopment lie not in greater inteqration into the world 
capitalist system but in breaking the links with that system. 

Andre Gunder Frank, in Capitalism and underdevelopment 
in Latin America, observes three central contradictions which 
ellplain the creation and maintenance of underdevelopment in 
satellite coW\trles which exist in a dialectical relationship 
with the continued growth and development of the core capitalist 
countries. 

The first contradiction is the expropriation of econo­
mic surplus from those countries on the periphery of internation­
al capitalism to the core capitalist states . Historically, this 
ellpropriation allowed greater capital investment in the center, 
led to lack of investment in the periphery and gave rise to 
qreater expropriation of economic surplus and the orientation of 
the economy i.n the periphery towards the center . But the con­
tradiction of surplus expropriation is not lll!rely a historical 
phenolll!non which helps ellplain the growth of capitalism in the 
west; the integration of 'traditional' societies into the world 
capitalist economy ensures the continuation of the vicious 
cycle of surplus ellproprlation and continued structural under­
development in the periphery . 

The second contradiction is the polarization between 
the metropolis and its satellites. 

Economic development and underdevelopment are the 
opposite faces of the SAllie coin . ••• Economic devel­
opment and underdevelopment a.re not just relative 
and quantative, in that one represents more econom­
ic development than the other . • . . they are relation­
al and qualitative, in that eacb is structurally dif­
ferent from yet caused by its relationship with the 
othez •••• One and the sAllie historical process of the 
expansion and development of capitalism throughout 
the world has simultaneously generated and contin­
ues to generate both economic development and 
structural underdevelopment . 12 

But the metropolis/satellite relationship does not 
exist only in relation to the core and periphery countries . 
The domestic economy of the satellite itself becomes impreq-
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nated with the same capitalist structure and its internal 
contradictions. Thus the same structure of exploitation comes 
to govern the relations between the local metropolis and the 
peripheries within the country or region. A series of chains of 
exploitation extends from "its uppermost metropolitan world 
center, through each of the various national , regional, local 
and enterprise centers . .,13 

The third contradiction Frank sees is that, though 
the world capitalist system is constantly changing, its struc­
ture as a whole has remained the same and generated the same con­
tradictions. He points to the fact that no country which has 
been firmly tied to the metropolis as a satellite "has achieved 
the rank of an econanically developed country, except by fi­
nally abandoning the capitalist system. "14 'lhe alternative 
of independent development within world capitalism is thus not 
an option, leaving the paths to development as abandonment of 
the capitalist system or the overthrow of capitalism as a world 
economic system. 

In analyzing the development of underdevelopment, 
Frank rejects the thesis that in underdeveloped countries only 
certain sectors of the economy were permeated by the capitalist 
mode and relations of production and that 'traditional' areas 
were largely unaffected by it. The whole ' dual society ' thesis, 
which often leads to the conclusion that autonomous capitalist 
development is possible under the leadership of a 'national 
bourgeoisie ', is rejected. The conclusion he reaches, from his 
examination of the development of peripheral capitalism in 
Brazil and Chile, is that capitalism has penetrated "even the 
most isolated sectors of the underdeveloped world nl5 and that 
"the economic, political, social and cultural institutions and 
relations we now observe there are the product of the capital­
ist system no less than are the seemingly more modern or cap­
italist features of the national metropoles of these underde­
veloped countries. nl6 The form of surplus expropriation from the 
periphery to the center has changed, expecially with the inde­
pendence of many Third World states in the last twenty years, 
but the substance and the structure remains the same. The main 
agent of surplus expropriation is the transnational corporation 
which Frank describes as "a multi-industry, mass assembly-line 
producer of standardized products - and now of new technology 
as well - and is its own world-wide purchasing agent, salesman, 
financier and often de facto government in many satellite 
countries. "17 That surplus expropriation is still a factor 
which gives rise, at the same time, to development and under­
development can be seen from the figures for u.S. investments 
abroad and profits from overseas in the period 1950 to 1965. 
Total U.S. investments in the rest of the world in this period 
were $23.9 billion, repatriated profits were $37 billion. If 
these figures are broken down, we find that $14 . 9 billion was 
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invested in developed countries with $11 .4 billion CXlllli.ng back 
in profits . In the underdeveloped world $9 billion vas invested 
with $25.6 billion coming to the u . s . as profits . So , during 
a fifteen-year period, for every dollar invested in under­
developed countries almost three dollars came back as profits, 
while presumably the c~ital i nvestment continued to pay divi­
dends for years after.1 

From his work oo \Dlderdevelopment in Latin America , 
Frank developed certain hypotheses concerning the structure 
of \Dlderdevelopment. the of the most i.J!~x>rtant of these takes 
issue with the classical ' developiiiiBnt ' &rqU~Dent that, given 
sufficient capital investment in \Dlderdeveloped states, these 
states will be able to ' take off ' on the path of autoncaous 
capitalist development . Frank takes the diametrically opposed 
position that the qreater the link with the IIIIBtropoles the l ess 
possibility there is of autoncaous development . He points to 
periods in Latin American history when the satellites experi ­
enced their greatest ecooaaic developaent and concludes that 
these periods occurred when their links to the metropoles were 
weakest, (viz . during major wars and depressi0118 in the center) • 
When the center recovered from its crisis and the satellites were 
more fully integrated into the world economy, the autonaDOUS de­
velopment which had taken place vas ' choked off' or channeled 
into areas beneficial to the center. 

Another hypothesis which Frank develops is that the 
areas of the world which are most \Dlderdeveloped today are those 
which historically had the closest links with the worl d capi­
talist system. Areas which had been Ulportant sources of capita­
list development in the past were coodemned to ' degeneration and 
ultra-\Dlderdevelopment ' when their puq10se as a source of eco­
nomic suxplus had been exhausted . 

'lhe analysis of underdevelopment put forward by saair 
llminl9 parallels and coapleiiKUlts Frank •s analysis . Allin puts 
forward nine theses regarding the transition to a peripheral 
capitalist economy. central to his arqument is the thesis that 
the transition to a peripheral capitalist economy is qualitatively 
different from the transition to a central capitalist eC<ll'lomy , in­
volving as it does , an 'onslauqht fraa without ' , resulting in a 
destruction of traditional IIIOdes of production and their replace-
ment by externally oriented production. Further investment 
serves to increase the uneven devel~t of the economy and its 
external orientation . '1\U.s external orientation of the economy does no 
does not result from inadequate demand from within the country 
but from the 'superior productivity of the center ' which forces 
the periphery state to produce those goods for export which can-
not be produced so easily so cheaply in the metropoles . While 
production may rise quickly , the expropriation of suxplus by the 
metropoles means that growth in production is not turned into real 
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economic growth or autonanous capitalist development. 

For Alliin, the extraversion of the economy is seen as 
one of the central features of the continuity of structural 
dependency in underdeveloped countries. While the enphasis re ­
mai.ns on production for the world market as opposed to produc­
tion for internal needs, continued economic imbalance and uneven 
development is assured. It is this question of the outward- look­
ing nature of most 'nlird World economies as well as the issue of 
the continued expropriation of economic surplus that will be ex­
amined in relation to Africa . 

The application of dependency theory to Africa 

Dependency theory, though it originated as a fra.e­
work which described the development of underdevelopment in 
Latin America, is not a theory which describes the relations of 
a particular country to the central capitalist states, but 
rather a theory of the structural relations between all of the 
countries on the periphery of international capitalism with 
the core capitalist countries. If the thesis is accepted that 
capitalism has permeated all sectors of traditional society 
then the sa.me analysis of the structural links between the 
metropoles and the periphery can be applied to Latin America, 
Asia or Africa. Africa's pre -colonial and colonial history 
differs funda.mentally from that of Latin America but inter­
national capitalism has assigned the states on both continents 
to the same peripheral role within the system and, if they are 
to eacape from their positions of subjugation, their path of 
escape must be the same. 

In the early years of African decolonization in the 
late 1950 ' s and early 1960's the goal of both leaders and the 
masses in the independence movements was political independence. 
The benefits which would result from the withdrawal of the colo­
nial power were apparent: political freedom, control of the 
country's natural resources and freedom to trade and ally with 
whomsoever they chose. However, the li.mi ts of poll tical in de­
pendence, while the old economic ties remained, were not so 
obvious. Many African leaders believed that the way forward to 
growth and prosperity lay in a removal of the colonial politi­
cal structures and 'Africanizing' the positions within the poli­
tical and economic order while maintaining links with the metro­
politan power. It took longer to realise that growth, in the 
sense of increas e in the Gross National Product (~ P); might 
mean an exacerbation of the uneven economic development of the 
colonial era; colonialism might give way to new forms of exter­
nal control over the newly-independent state ' s economy; and 
political independence could bring with it new forms of socio­
economic dependence. The strategies for development appeared 
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to consist of a choice between a capitalist road and a socialist 
road. rhe capitalist road assumed largely private ownership of 
the means of productioo, investment in areas which would provide 
most foreign exchange and an enernal orientation of the econo­
my to provide goods for the world market. The socialist road 
normally entailed nationalization of the major means of produc­
tion, import substitution and growth based on mobilization of 
the populace to produce more for the benefit of society as a 
whole. A good example of these competing roads to development 
can be seen in the strategies of Kenya and Tanzania. Xenya de­
vel.oped a strategy of growth based oo private enterprise and 
neo-classical principals of poll tical economy. Tanzania's de­
velopment strategy was based on socialist principles, an attempt 
to collectivize agriculture and a takeover of the major means 
of production within the COWltry . It can be argued that neither 
has achieved - nor looks likely to achieve in the near future -
its original goal. Xenya has not ' taken off ' towards autoncaous 
capitalist development to compete favourably with the metropoles 
on the world market. And both bourgeois and radical observers 
seem to agree that Tanzania's experiment in collectivizing agri­
culture and achieving socialism through the agency of the pea­
santry has not succeeded. 1 will ar<jlle here that, though the 
goals of the two countries were radically different, their fail­
ure to achieve these goals is rooted in the same problem which 
can be phrased as follows: It is not possible for a ooWltry, 
which lacks a developed ecooomic infrastructure, to either 
'take off' to autonomous capitalist development or to create a 
socialist society while maintaining its structural links with 
the core countries of the developed capitalist world. 

Kenya: The capitalist strategy of development 

In his Underdevelopment in Xenya , 20 Colin Leys analyses 
the transition from a colooial ecooomy in Xenya to what he terms 
a neo-colonial economy, based on an alliance between the metro­
politan bourgeoisie and a comprador or auxiliary bourgeoisie 
within Kenya which originated from the petty bourgeois leader­
ship of the Xenyan independence movement. Leys defines 'neo­
colonialism' as "the system of domination of the mass of the 
people by foreign capital by means other than direct colonial 
rule. "21 His anal.ysis in schematic form is as follows. 

In the early part of the 20th Century, the Hombasa to 
Lake Victoria railway opened up millions of acres of virtually 
'unused ' land in Kenya to colonial settlement . From this time 
on, "Kenya began to play the classical role of a country at the 
periphery of the capitalist system, exporting primary ~­
ties and importing manufactures ... 22 Haw did this happen? First, 
land was sold to lhropeans for nominal prices, an average of 
over 2400 acres for each purchaser by 1932 . They could not 
farm this on their own, hence they had to get Africans to work for 
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them. Since the Africans had no reason to do so unless they 
were paid more than they could earn on their own , this neces­
sitated other methods: the use of force (at first) and later 
hut and poll taxes . In one generation a large number of Africans, 
includi.ng half the Kikuyu and Luo populations , were turned from 
peasants into wage labourers. In 1912 African production ac­
counted for 70 percent of exports, by 1928 less than 20 percent . 23 
Labour was cheap, almost free , since 75 percent of what was paid 
in wages was recouped in taxes. Central to the colonial economy 
was the system of monopolies . '!'here was l i ttl e caapetition 
and, where there was , it was in areas where Europeans were not 
affected. 'Ihe Europeans had a monopoly of high-potential land, 
a monopoly of labour, of services and of the most profitable 
crops (e.g. coffee) . 

'Ihe ideological underpinning of colonial rule, for Leys , 
was the myth of the iJ!POrtance of the European mixed farms . 'Ihe 
myth was that these farms made a "unique cont ribution to the eco­
nomy , 24 whereas the reality was that they never contributed more 
than half of the non-African farm output . Even then their output 
was bolstered by production and subsidies and without the African 
contribution (taxation) their contribution would have been even 
smaller. But it was not until after independence that the myth 
was jettisoned. As Leys says, "'Ibis myth was to play an iJ!POr­
tant part in easing the transition from a colonial to a neo-colo­
nial economy. n25 How this happened can be explained as follows . 

First, the African leadership had been conditioned to 
believe in the myth and was willing to make critical concessions 
to the settlers and the British to 'save' the economy. Second, 
if it were accepted that these farms played a crucial role, 
that would justify keeping them in one piece after independence 
and 'Africaniz ing ' them to satisfy the aspirations of the African 
leadership. 'Ihird, the colonial system of protection and mono­
polies, if continued , could prevent the play of market forces 
which would open the econany to the control of the Asian mer­
chant capitalist class. 

'Ihe settler economy was not the main feature of the 
colonial relationship. In fact, Leys says, 

"the settlers were historically an ' epiphenome­
non' imposed on the more fundamental relationship 
between foreign capital, represented by plantation 
and ranch production and the urban ~rcial sec­
tor , and African peasant producers and workers • "26 

However, central to Leys analysis is the view that 

"the mixed farm served as a shoe-hom, easing African 
businessman, civil servants and politicians into 
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an alliance with the more durable and i111p9rtant 
forms of foreign capital , that remained. n27 

Between 194 7 and 1964 Kenya 1 s Gross Domestic ~oduct 

(GO a quadrupled bringing new economic interests into existence . 
By 1958, the settlers owned only 15 to 20 percent of the for­
eign assets invested in Kenya. By this time the newer commer­
cial and industrial interests were willing, if necessary, to 
abandon the settlers and to seek an alliance with African 
leaders. This was the basis of the policy of the N e\0 Kenya 
Group, led by Sir Michael Blundell, which attempted reforms 
which would allow the development of an African petty bourgeoisie 
with interests similar to those of foreign capital. 

However, the political and social unrest which had led 
to the declaration of the 1 BDergency 1 could not be quelled by a 
1 deal 1 between African leaders and the representatives of for­
eign capital. Landlessness was not a problem which would go 
away and the landless 1 squatters 1 had played a leading role in 
the forest fighting and in the Land Freedc:m Army. Hence a so­
lution had to be found to buy off the radicalism of the land­
less masses . This solution was the division of Blropean settler 
land among landless peasants. This was seen as the ke!l to a 
peaceful transition to independence, while keeping the colonial 
econc:mic structure intact. 

The 1 neo-colonial • strategy of the New Kenya Group de­
pended on educated and propertied Africans. In the post-ar 
years a liberalization had occurred allowing Africans to buy 
goods wholesale and take out loans. The SWynnerton aan pro­
vided for the parcelling and consolidation of land and the 
granting of freehold tenure to individuals, the idea being to 
create a landed and a landless class, with the former having 
a stake in the continuity of the system. By the late 1950 1 s it 
was clear that independence was inevitable, that the settlers 
would have to be sacrificed and their farms transferred to 
Africans, starting with the squatters and unemployed. If this 
could be done peacefully, the rest of the econOIIIic system 
could be preserved. 

Money to finance the settlement schemes was to come 
from the government of Great Britain but on the condition that 
the transfer was on a c0111111ercial basis. No land was to be given 
away free and the settlement schemes, once they had served the 
purpose of allowing a peaceful transition to independence , 
could be terminated as uneconomical . In a 1963 report, it was 
acknowledged that the reasons for the resettlement schemes had 
been to ease unemployment and distress and to buy out the Blro­
peans who wished to leave but that there was no real economic 
benefit to the schemes. 28 The proof of the pudding in terms 
of settlement, as a means of buying a peaceful transition to 
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independence , could be terminated as uneccmami.cal. In a 1963 
report, it was acknowledged that the reasons for the resettlement 
schemes had been to ease unemployment and distress and to buy out 
the Europeans who wished to leave but that there was no real eco­
nomic benefit to the schemes . 28 The proof of the pudding in terms 
of settlement, as a means of buying a peaceful transition to in­
dependence, can be seen in the fact that the schemes were vir­
tually discontinued after the mid 1960 ' s and that cmly 40 per­
cent of European mixed-farms were transferred under the schemes , 
the o~3r 60 percent changing hands to becOIN! Africa-owned lazqe 
farms. 

Leys ' conclusion on the arrangements made to secure a 
smooth transition to independence and to a neo-colonial economy , 
including the settlement schemes and the continuation of the co­
lonial system of protection and monopoly, were: 

"For the new system to be successfully consoli­
dated it had to provide all these ingredients; for 
the majority of the masses, enough land to provide 
at least a subsistence and some cash supplus; for 
the better educated, salaried or wealthier peasant, 
room to expand and innovate; for the w:ban salariat 
and politicians, an opportunity to translate poli­
tical influence into the owenrship of capital by 
becoming a large farm owner."30 

From the time of independence onwards the strategy of 
Kenya 's leadership has been to increase Kenyan control over for­
eign fixms by regulations, taxation and exchange control, to 
uAfricanize' executive positions in foreign firma and to "Afri­
canize ' the equity in these canpanies while maintaining the co­
lonially structured, external orientation of the ecooomy and in­
tegrating the Kenyan economy ever more tightly into the interna­
tional capitalist system. 

Africanization of positions within foreign firms seemed 
to have been successful by 1971, though in many cases , control 
over investment, pricing and wages remained in foreign hands. 
Exchange control regulations succeeded in ensuring that foreign 
fixms did not use Kenyan funds in their operations but failed to 
ensure that only capital coming from abroad was relllitted abroad. 
The way foreign firms avoided the latter controls was by remit­
ting funds abroad in the form of management fees , consultancy 
fees and royalties , which in 1971, constituted 40 percent of re­
mittances and 67 percent of dividends.31 

At the time of independence, foreign control of banking, 
finance , insurance and tourism was almost total. Eight years 
later, the percentage of foreign control was not significantly 
less . There was more govexnment participation in foreign com-
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panies but the premisses of the system had changed little. Bow 
far did this foreign oontzol increase dependency and contribute 
to underdevelopment? Leys considers this question under four 
heads: the level of p r ofits, the transfer of surplus abroad, the 
effects 011 waqes and 8111pl~t and the political influence of 
the foreign sector. 

'l'be average after-tax profits of six large public coapa­
nies in the years 1969 through 1972 were 22 percent, a high rate 
of profit for any investment area. Foreign manufacturing firms ' 
share of pre-tax profits was 73 percent in 1977 but their share 
of output was only S 1 percent. But as Leya points out to look 
merely at profits can be misleading since transnational companies 
can take their profits anywhere in the chain of productioo or 
distribution where the rate and level of profit is beat. 32 

In the years 1964 through 1970 private foreign investlllent 
was $40 lllillion while the outflow of capital was $80 mllion . 
But with such devices as over- invoicing and transfer pricing the 
total net export of capi~~ during this period, according to Lays 
was JDOre like $80 aillioo. 

From 1964 through 1969 total 8111ployment in the private 
sector rose by 2 percent vhile total output rose 918 percent. 
'1'be wage bi.ll rose 1 .1 percent but JDOst of this increase was in 
the capital intensive, w:ban , manufacturing sector, which rein­
forced existing dellland for goods. 34 

'1'be political and social influence of foreign firma was 
exercised largely through the Federation of ICenya Bllployera (in 

1970 11 out of 28 -.bars were African) , and pressure fraa this 
organization helped ensure that no 'amibus' trade union was 
formed. Anti-strike laws were passed llaking strikes in essential 
services illegal and allowing the goveDUI8Ilt to declare strikes 
in other areas illegal. ~ nlaber of strikes went down every 
year fraa 1964 to 1970~ except 1919 , and by 1970 were one third 
of the level of 1964 . 3 

By 1970, the probl- of relations with foreign firms had 
become clear: bigb profits and transfer of profits abroad, a 
lwo increase in e~~pl~t, wages falling in relation to profits , 
tight control of trade unions and increasing use of state power 
to crack down 011 any expz:essioo of dissent. 

ltlett.er or not ooe agrees with Leys ' use of the term 
'neo-colooial ' to describe the political econoaay of Xenya, it 
seems clear that in the ten years after independence xenya had 
attained significant growth without distribution, increasing un­
evenness of development and an ever gz:eater structural link-up 
with foreign capital . 
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'lhe political articulation of the alliance between Ken­
ya's leaders and foreign capital was manifested in a nlaber of 
ways. 'lhere was heavy dependence on the state institutioos to 
ensure the transition to an indigenous leadership ruling in al­
liance with foreign capital. The role of the ruling party (KANU) 
became less and less significant. Parliament became a 'talking 
shop' and power was centralized in the President and the ruling 
clique . Dissent from the official line became illegitimate and 
the ' radicals' in the KPU (Kenya People's Union) , led by Oqinga 
Odinga, which formed a populist, petty bourgeois opposition, ar­
guing for more land for the landless, and for free education, 
were banned. 'lhe settlement schemes, judged to be bad economic 
policy, were abandoned in favour of selling large farms intact . 
The Tripartite Agreement of 1964 traded a 10 percent increase in 
jobs for a wage freeze and a ban on strikes . The Forfllgn Invest­
ments Protection Act of 1964 assured foreign investors that their 
assets would not be expropriated and that they could freely re­
mit capital abroad. 

In 1S65, Kenya ' s "econou:.ic bible, • African Socialism and 
its Applicatior. to Planning in Kenya (Sessiooal Paper 10) was 
published. This work outlined the capitalist road to development 
that Kenya had e.mbarked upon. The ownership of capit.&l. was not 
excluded so long as it was used in ways 'consonant with the gen­
eral welfare' . It stated that Kenya needed rapid econondc growth 
which would come through the medium of la.rqe-scale foreign in­
vestments. Nationalization should be a measure of last resort . 
Unequal income distribution was permissible but it should not be 
inequitable. Foreign firms should Africanize their aa.nagement 
and their shares should be made available to Africans • And Afri­
can~ chculd be established in private enterprise through loans 
and credit. 

The document was in the neo-cl~sical mocld of politi­
cal economy. It assumed that growth ir. terms of production was 
the same as development and that given sufficient levels of for­
eign investment and enterprise by workers , peasants and entrepre­
neurs, Kenya could 'take off ' on the path of autonc:aous capita­
list development . That Sessional Paper 10 articulated the in­
terests and served the purposes of Kenya ' s ruling group cannot be 
in doubt. 'Jllat it ever held out the hope of autooc:aous capital­
ist development, given the expropriation of surplus by foreign 
companies and the continued extraversion of the economy which had 
been created to satisfy the needs of the metropolis, is much mc.re 
open to doubt. 

Additionally, the question arises of what Kenya ' s capi­
talist road to development means in terv.s of food policy? Es­
sentially , since most of the la.rqe-scale farms, ranches and plan­
tations have been taken over intact or maintair.ed in foreign 
ownership, the fundamental priority continues to be the produc-
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tion of cash crops for the world market. In tel3J of de Janviry 's 
contradiction between • food first • anci • coaparati ve advantage ' 
Kenya •a leaders have C<De out clearly on the side of CCIIIparative 
advantage. 'nUs e1op0rt· criented strategy concentrates on earning 
foreic;,n ex.change from the production of these crops which impor­
ting basic foodstuffs, capitu and luxury goods. It is a strategy 
which benefits xenya•s ~rs rather than one designed to better 
the lot of the majority of Kenya's peasant population. 

'11lere ha.s been a good deu of contention concerning the 
politicu economy of lCenya, llllCb of it involves the question of 
the degree to whic::h JCenya • s leadership is dependent 011 foreign 
capitu, how auton01110us it is and whether it constitutes a COID­

prador/awdliary bourgeoisie or a nationu bourgeoisie. For the 
pu:z:pose of this analysis , these questicna Ar\: r.ct c.f major impor­
tance since the -thesis adopted here is that whether the leade.r­
ship acts as a •tool ' of foreigr. c:.11pitu or constitutes a •nation­
al ' bou.rqeoil!tie, a.s long as it maintains its li.nka with the cap­
italist JEtrq.oles its poss!bilities of autooc:.;,us development 
will ht: severely ~lllited, no matter bow independently its leader­
ship may atteiiiPt to act . It is this analysis which will be de­
velope~ in relation to Tanzania's socialist experi.llent within 
the frameworlt of intemationu capitalism. 

Tanzania: The socialist road to dfWI!lopaent? 

Tanzania'£ c:clonia~ histc.xy differs from Kenya's almost 
as radically as does its FOat-coloniu history. '1'he main issues 
in Kenyz. ' s indepencl.ence strugqle - the political daaination by 
European settlers and landlessness, which led to the declaration 
of the • ElrAirgenc.y • in in the 1950's - plA:r c~ very ll ttle part in 
Tanzania's fight for independence. Tanzaniz. wcu. not a setUer 
eccn0111y and whole sue e.lrpropriation c.f land dici not take place . 
Tanzania, before independence, was on ti".& ·~riphexy of the peri­
phery' -a 'sub-sa.telllte' in Sh.ivji ' swords • t."ith Nairobi act­
ing as a "sub-a!tropolls for ti".e whole ot the East African re­
qion. •36 TanU:Dia • a lU.in role within the world capitalist system 
was as c. producer of :z:aw materius for export. In 1964, 46.7 per­
cent cf Tanzania's GDP came from export-oriented activities : 
c0117018rclu agl."icul.ture , hunting, forestry and fishing. 'Ihi.rty­
three percent of ita GOP came f.rCIII the non1'0r'.etarized sector 
(subsistence production) • 37 Lacking a significant settler popu­
lation Tanzania • s roa.d to independence was smocther than Kenya • s. 
Tbe leadenhip of the independence 1110Ve881\t came predCIIIinantly 
from the petty bouzgeoisie - teachers, civil servants , traders 
and profession~ - which ulled wi tb the pea.santry which provided the ma 
the mass base for 'l'ANU (Tanganyika African Natianu t.lni.on) which 
in turn led the independence IDO'IIelll8nt. 

At the time of in.dependenoe in 1961, 'l'anza.nia developed 
a sociUistic prograaa of developaaent but it was not until the 
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Arusha Declaration of 196 7 that Tanzania's leaders confronted 
the questions of Tanzaina's future develot-nt. Tanzania's so­
cialist strategy of development - based on collectivized agricul­
tu.re, self-reliance and state ownership of the major means of pro­
duction - was set out in the Arusha Declaration. 

For Julius Nyerere , President of Tanzania and the main 
ideologist of Tanzania's road to socialism, the purpose of Arusha 
and the measures which followed, was to create a classless soci­
ety where exploitation of man by man would not exist . He believed 
that socialism could be achieved on the basis of 'Uja Ujamaa' , 
which he perceived as the traditional form of organization of 
African society , where cooperation and mutual responsibility 
rather than competition was the norm. The aim was to build a dem­
ocratic socialist society through collective effort. He rejected 
the notion that Tanzania would have to go through a capitalist 
stage of development before a socialist society could be created 
as well as the idea that socialism in Tanzania aust co.e through 
the struggle of conflicting classes. He saw Tanzania' a socialism 
as being based on self-reliance and saw agriculture as the bases 
of socialist development, since the peasantry constituted the 
vast majority of Tanzania's population. The other central fea­
ture of Tanzania ' sroad to socialism was the necessity for the 
Tanzanian people to own and control, through its govemment, the 
major means of production within the country . 

Following the Arusha Declaration the major means of pro­
duction were nationalized and attempts were made to socialize 
agriculture, moving from individual peasant production to collec­
tive production. In 1977, in the Arusha Declaration Ten Years 
After,3B Nyerere acknowledged that Tanzania was not yet socialist 
or self-reliant and that Tanzania was still 'dependent •. He 
was not prepared to accept the view that 'Ojaaaa • had failed and 
he could point to genuine improvements in living standards in the 
ten years since Arusha: the number of children in pri..azy 
schools had doubled; life expectancy was up by about ten years, 
the ratio of top salaries to the minim\DD wage had gone down 
from 20:1 to 9:1.39 He acknowledged, however, that all had not 
gone as planned. There had had to be large imports of grain 
which Nyerere partly put down to climatic factors which led to 
a failure of the harvests and partly to the fact that prices 
paid to peasant producers were too low. There was aal.adadnis­
tration and too much bureaucracy in the implementation of 
'Oj amaa' and there had been a SO percent growth in the costs of 
government between 1967 and 1975. But despite these failings 
and the over-riding fact that agriculture had not been coll ec­
tivized, Nyerere could point to the thirteen million people liv­
ing in villages i.n 1977 and claim that Tanzania • s struggle for 
soci.alism conti.nued. 

Iss a Shi vji • s analysis of Tanzania's road to socialisa 
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in Class Struggles in Tanzania differs radically from Nyerere •s. 
Nyerere 's analysis denies the existence of CODflictJ.ng classes in 
Tanzania and views the Aruaha Declaratioo as an attelllpt to pre­
vent class divisioos from ccaing into existence; whereas Shivji 's 
is predicated oo the objective existence of cooflictJ.ng classes 
acting out their own class interests. 

Shivji ' s analysis comes within the framework of depen­
dency theory. He doubts the poesibillty of African states skip­
ping historical stages and holds that DO African state reJiaina 
outside of the world capitalist system, though the extent of 
their integratioo may vary. Be also denies the poesibility for 
an African state to attain autoocacus development and challeuge 
the core capitalist states of the West . 'lhe .oat it can do is to 
liquidate the features tying it to a particular -tropolitan 
country and multilateralize ita position of subjugation. 

For Shivji the independence struggle brought into being 
an alliance between the petty bourgeoisie and the peasantry . 
The petty bourgeoisie came to power but in a situation where 
power and property were separated. Power was in the hands of the 
African leadership, property in the hands of the largely Asian 
c:allllercial bourgeoisie. <:me or the other group had to win out 
either through the co..rcial bourgeoisie attaining state oowe; 
or through the petty bourgeoisie acquiring cootrol, if not" owner-
ship, of the major means of productioo. 'l'he fozaer was never a 
real possibility, especially ¢ven the unpopular role of the 
Asian ooaaunity, under colonialism, as the aiddl.-n between for­
eign capital and Tanzanian worltera and peasants . Thus , the Aru­
sha Declaration hearlded the victory of the petty bourgeoisie 
over the ~rcial bourgeoisie, with the Tanzanian leadership 
bringing power and property together under their control , through 
nationalization of the major JD&ana of production . 

Shivji doubts, for two reasons , that the Tanzanian lead­
ership's road to socialism ever held out any prospect of success. 
First, it was in the interest of Tanzania' s ruling class to 
create a socialist society which would necessitate a renuncia­
tion of its own power and privileges; second, socialism was not 
feasible while the structural links to international capitalism 
were maintained . 'Jhe figures he cites illustrate the links to 
intemational capitalism, and the continued extraversion of 
Tanzania's econcay begs the question of what self -reliance meant 
in the context of Tanzania's socialist goals. In 1972, Tanza­
nia was more of an export oriented econcay than it had been in 
1964; exports constituted 82 . 4 percent of ita GOP in the produc­
tive sectors in 1972, while they averaged 80 percent from 1964 
to 1966, with four JDAi.n cash crops accounting for almost SO 
percent of the exports in 1972 . 40 The sources and types of 
illports did not alter greatly in the post-Aruaha period ex-
cept for a six percent increase in the import of capital goods. 41 
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Exports to capitalist countries lessened from 88 percent to 
61 percent and exports to 'l'hird WOrld countries increased from 
10 to 25 percent from 1962 to 1971 . 42 Foreign aid increased 
threefold in the six years post-Arusha over the six years pre­
Arusha but 80 percent of the J.oans were from the countries of 
the developed capitalist worl d.43 Before Arusha the outflow 
of profits over the inflow of investments was 370 million Tan­
zanian shillings. After Arusha the form of expropriation changed 
with management contracts taking the place of direct foreign 
ownership, and royalties, cOIDillissions, patent fees , percentages 
of fees and profits taking the place of direct suq>lus expro­
priation, but the substance ramined the same. Ultimately, the 
orientation of the economy remained export based and the main 
partners remained the developed countries of the capitalist 
world. It is doubtful if socialism within this framework was 
ever a viable proposition. 

other observers of the Tanzanian scene have put forwcu:d 
explanations of why the experiment in rural socialism failed. 
Michaela von Freyhold44 put this failure down to a conflict be­
tween the progressive ideology of Tanzania's leadership and its 
objective class interest. In the end its class interest pre­
vailed over its progressiveness. certain individuals within 
the leadership believed in the dream of a society free from 
class conflict but in practice this c l ass acted out its c l ass 
interests and strengthened its power and control over the state 
machine. For von Freyhold there would be little difference be­
tween the political economies of Kenya and Tanzania in relation 
to the dependency of those econanies on the international capi­
talist system. The difference between them lies in the ideology 
of the leadership but in socio-economic terms their possibilities 
of autonanous development, short of breaking the links with in­
ternational capitalism, remain equally limited . 

For P.L. Raikes, 45 the basic problem with 'Ojamaa ' was 
that it was a partial solution. If Tanzania remained dependent 
on the export of cash crops then the relations of dependency, 
which limit the possibilities of socialist development, would 
still exist. 'lhe move from dependency to socialism and self­
reliance depended on a transformation of the econcmy and con­
trol by the masses over the means of production . 'lhese did not 
occur in Tanzania. 'l'here the attempt was made at bureaucrati­
cally-organized, 'socialism from above' while maintaining the 
export orientation of the economy . For Raikes, the Tanzanian 
road to socialism was a utopian one and its limits are revealed 
in the fact that little socialist content remains in the experi­
ment; collective agricultu.re has given way to villagization 
which carries with it no necessary socialist content . 

For Ahdu Awiti,46 the failure of 'Ujamaa• was to be 
found in the large economic differentiation between rich and 
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poor peasants. '!he poor peasants in Islllani (the area he ex­
amined) were in favour of collectivized agriculture but the 
rich peasants (32 percent of the richer peasants owned 80 per­
cent of the land while 80 percent of the poorer peasants owned 
20 percent. sabotaged the experiment . 

For Michael Lo!chie, 47 the explanation of the failure 
of 'Ujamaa• lay in the conservatism of the peasantry which was 
averse to taking the risks of a move to collective agriculture 
when there was no guarantee that it would provide them with 
a better livelihood than their existing mode of production. For 
Lofchie the • Uj amaa • progr1111111e failed in at least three respects: 
it failed to gain ideological acceptance f!:Qm the peasantry, it 
did not succeed in disseminating socialist practices in agricul­
ture; and it was the failure of the P%091"AID which led to the ag­
ricultural crisis of 1972-1975, where huge amounts of grain had 
to be i.lllported . 'Villagization without socialism is, in effect, 
the current policy' ,48 he claims, indicating that political so­
lutions to probleiiS of development have been replaced by techni­
cal ones. 

I.n rtl'j opinion, the explanations of the failure of 'Ujamaa' 
are useful in understanding the relationship between the leader­
ship and the -sea; the possibilities of collective as opposed 
to individualized agriculture, the mode of organizing socialism 
in rural areas (mass IK!bilization versus socialsia f!:Qm the top); 

and the CXlDServativo or revolutionary nature of the peasantry. 
However, the question still ~= even if 'Ujaaaa' had suc­
ceeded (in the sense of being accepted by the peasantry and in­
volving mass mobilization behind the program) , what form of so­
clalsim could have been achieved while the main production was 
cash crops for the elCpOrt lllllrltet within a system controlled by 
the developed countries within the international capitalist sys­
tem? 

I.n the end, the siai.larities between the strategies of 
.Kenya and Tanzania are greater than the differences. Tbe si.llli.­
larities are infrastructural, insofar as both are based on the 
capitalist IIIOde of production and both operate within the laws 
of the world capitalist ~ket. '!he differences are super-struc­
tural in so far as they involve ideological differences as to the 
optimum mode of develop~~ent wi thi.n societies based on a capitalist 
mode of production . '!he f\ndamental difference between them lies 
in the form of capitalist develop1118Dt they undertake. .Kenya 
adopted a classical 'laissez faire' capitalist strategy. Tan­
zania adopted a more socially-conscious , 'welfare-state' , capi­
tali at strategy . '!heir differences, in socio-economic teDIS, are 
no greater than the differences between a developed capitalist 
state which allows full rein to the freeplay of the lllllrket forces 
and another which adopts a more activist, interventionist ap­
proach on the part of government, to economic development. 
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Kenya's leadership concentrated on growth in GNP as an index 
of development, Tanzania ' s on greater dist.ribution of wealth and 
the creation of a more egalitarian society . 'lhe fo.tJDer approach 
assumed development would oome from the acCUIDulation of capital 
by individuals; the latter based its strategy on capital accumu­
lation by the state (which arguably, was the only available vehi­
cle of capital accumulation) • As James F . Petras states: ''l'he 
transfer from imperial to state ownership (on nationalization) 
occurs without any radical shift in the social relations of pro­
duction (including wage/salary differentials managerial preroga­
tives and/or the hierarchy of authority), market detel:llli.nation 
or profit calculations. State ownership does not in any funda­
mental way transform the conditions of exploitation and perhaps 
a change in the dispostion of the sur:plus (a greater percentage 
is reinvested in productive facilities within the nation instead 
of in the metropolis) .' 49 'l'his accurately describes the social 
relations in Tanzania post-Arusha . 'l'he state nationalized the 
major foreign industries but power and control over them .oved to 
Tanzania ' s leadership n.ot to the workers within those industries . 
In agriculture , even if ' Ujamaa ' had gone according to plan, the 
most that could have happened would have been the creation of a 
socialist form of agriculture masking a capitalist substance . Ul ­
timately Kenya •s strategy of development accepted capitalism as 
the best form of development. 'Ibis delineated the limits of 
Kenya's growth. Tanzania 's strategy never went beyond the 'form' 
of socialism to confront the fundamental contradiction of social­
ism within a single underdeveloped country which maintains its 
links with international capitalism. Similarly , Tanzania defined 
the limits of its own development . 

Conclusion 

It has been argued here that food problems in Africa 
or elsewhere cannot be looked at in purely technical teiliiS. 
'Food problems' have their roots in politics - the way power 
and resources are distributed nationally and internationally -
and the solutions must be found in politics. It is not enouqh 
for the question of the distribution of resources to be dealt 
with within a given society for, as has been stated many times 
here, the problems for poorer societies arise in an international 
context of unequal distribution of resources. But this does 
not mean that the question of distribution of resources within 
a given society is not important. As Frank, Shivji and others 
have pointed out, the struggle against oppression within a given 
society is part of the struggle against the international s ystem 
of oppression , which is monopoly capitalism. As Frank says in 
relation to Latin America, ' Though the principal enemy , undoubt­
edly is imperialism, the immediate enemy is the bourgeoisie in 
Latin America itself. ' Shivji states, linking the struggle 
against capitalism worldwide to the struggle against a terri-
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torial ruling class, ' the struggle against t.perialism is at 
the same time, a class struggle l in fact 1n two senses: lll 
as a part of the world-wide class struggle in so far as the 
breaking away of every territorial untt from the world capitalist 
system is a blow to the system and to its defenders, the inter­
national bourgeoisie with its allies the local &pendent bour­
geoisie; (2) as a territorial class struggle in so far as it 
is aimed at siD&Shing the territorial capitalist system and 
therefore directed against its defenders , the local dependent 
bourgeoisies and their ally, the international bourgeoisie. '57 

But what should be the strategy of an underdeveloped state 
which wishes to feed its people and develop its productive forces? 
Kenya • s strategy indicates the problems of growth vi thout develop­
ment or distribution . Tanzania indicates the problem of a 
socialist strategy of develqaent within the fr&EWOrk of inter­
national capi tallsm. Are there any other ways? 

Moat of the strategies for develqaent outside the 
framework of capitalism speak of 'food first ' , self-reliance 1 

mass 1110bilization and socialism. The answer 1 if there is one 1 

lies in these directions. But socialist develop1118nt (in the 
sense of creating an econOiaic infrastructure) does not cxme 
any easier than capitalist develq.ent 1 both requires an accu­
mulation of capital which bas to cc:.e froa sa.where. It is 
clear too that lllllDY poorer countries do not have the population 
or the resources for significant industrial develop-nt 1 even 
if they desired it. For these countries the beat strategy of 
deve~op1118Dt would appear to be to develop its own resources and 
aim for self-sufficiency in food and other necessities while 
creating regional ties to offset the need to rely on the inter­
nati~ capitalist aarltet. 

The opporturdty for socialist devel~t, in the sense 
that Harx talked of socialin, appeara l.i.llited in Africa at least 
in the short-to mediua-term due to the level of the productive 
forces. However 1 socialistic experilll8nts baaed on self-reliance 
and involving IIIObilization of the people to build a socialistic 
society (such as happened in Mo&ambique and Angola) should pro­
vide pointers to the possibilities of socialistic developlii8Dt 
in Third World countries. 

Postscript 

This paper vas written a~st a year ago and in the 
meantime f1fi position has undergone a re~valuation l as appears 
not to be unco...:>n regarding the question of capitalist develop­
ment and underdevel~t in the Third World. A few brief points 
here should suffice. 
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The depe.ndency approach provided a welcome rebuttal, 
from a Marxist perspective, to the ideologically-bound assuqp­
tions of neo-classical. economic theory and the deterministic 
and linear assuqptions of the developmental or 'take-off to 
sustained growth' approach to development in the Third WOrld. 

Yet, while the structural disequilibrium created by 
monopoly capitalism and imperialism in the Third world is real, 
there are nonetheless significant problems in the depende.ncy 
approach, at least at its current level of articulation . One 
problem is stasis, exemplified by its view of the impossibility 
of development short of breaking away from the international. 
capitalist system which is linked to conceptual weaknesses 
from the viewpoint of Marxist theory (for an analysis of which 
see Brenner 52 and weeks and core 53); another is its apparent 
inability to explain the largely autonomous capitalist develop­
ment generated in certain Third WOrld countries (for an anal.y­
sis of Taiwan's economic development see Amsden 54); and its 
lack of a rigorous analysis of the significance of the internal. 
class forces and class relations within particular Third world 
states, both on first contact with the developed capitalist 
states and in the colonial and post-colonial periods (for which 
see Leys ' re-evaluation of his earlier position 55 and SWainson 
56). The interesting argument has also been advanced, by 
Bnmanuel 57 that it is not capitalist investme.nt in the Third 
World which has led to underdevelopment but rather lack of 
capitalist investment. 

The critiques of the dependency approach in recent 
years point to the necessity for a more thoroughgoing analysis 
of the relationship between, on the one hand, the imposition 
of the capitalist mode of production and relations of produc­
tion on Third World countries and their integration into the 
world capitalist economy and, on the other , the modes andre­
lations of production encountered by the colonialist and i .m­
perialist powers which endured through the colonial period and 
are still significant today. Ultimately, as indicated in this 
paper, questions of agricultural development, how and on what 
basis this occurs and how it relates to industrial developlii8Dt, 
must be understood in the context of the political. and socio­
economic relationships between the developed and underdeveloped 
world. And yet, in understanding this context, it is necessary 
to particularise these relationships within the framework of 
the class relations in individual Third WOrld states. 

It is up to Marxist political economists and historians 
to make these connections and develop this synthesis for it is 
clear that bourgeois political econOJDY has no worthwhile analy­
sis of these relationships to offer. 
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