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Introduction

One of the glaring facts of to—day is that Africa’s recent economic performance
has been poor.” These may be some differences between countries but they are ones
of degree and not of kind. On a number of economic indicators Africa has performed
badly no matter how much or little credibility is given to these indicators and the
measurement problems associated with them.“One of the worst hit sectors is the
agricultural sector where declining production has occurred in food and traditional
primary export commodities. Table Iand II summarize some a3gricultural indicators.

From the tables and other information provided by FAO™, the following conclu-
sions may be drawn on the condition of agricultural production in general:

(a) The percentage of total population in agriculture stood at 64.7% in 1982 having
dropped by 8% since 1970. This drop, however, is not explained by a rise in
industrial employment in the cities and must therefore represent rural/urban
migration exacerbating urban unemployment.

(b) The contribution of agriculture to total production remains high.

(c) Total food production has increased more slowly than population growth.

(d) Per capita food output has fallen sometime by as much as 30%.

(e) Overall agricultural production has declined,] again by as much as 30%.

Among the important export Crops, i.e. coffee, cocoa, tea and cotton, the fol-
lowing trend is discernible: area harvested has grown while yields per hectare have
fallen along with total output. This suggests a decline in progductivity. For Africa as
,a whole, for example, coffee area expanded from 3263 thousand hectares
(1974—76) to 3591 thousand hectares (1982), yields fell from 382 kg/ha to 336 kg/ha
and total output fell from 1247 thousand metric tons to 1206 thousand metric tons in
the same year. For cereals, the general observation is that area harvested grew and
yields per hectare dropped, while total production remained stable or rose slightly.
This suggests that productivity in cereal production has fallen.

Explaining the Decline in Production
Economistic/Policy Explanations

A number of attempts have been made to explain the decline in production.
Almost all of the policy explanations have looked for and, post hocergo propter hoc,
found causes emanating from the last twenty years or sO of political independence.
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The World Bank report of 1901 5 identifies the major obstacle as misguided govern-
ment policies whose effect has been to distort the incentive structures in favour of the
manufacturing industries and urban dwellers at the expense of agriculture and rural
dwellers.’ It suggests that government intervention should be reduced, price incen-
tives introduced for farmers and primary commodity export production
strengthened. Johnston and Clark™ and others place the blame onlarge scale govern-
ment undertakings which are %sually too rigid and unwieldy to respond to changes in
factor markets. Goran Hyden™ blames the decline on the failure of an entrepreneu-
rial class to emerge because of the dominance of state monopolies. The OAU in the
Lagos Plan of Action places the blame on the market power in the possession of
Africa’s trading partners which results in negative terms of trade on the one hand axﬁ
worldwide declining prices for agricultural exports on the other. Other analysts
have blamed the bloated or overdeveloped bureaucracies which not only formulate
distortive policies but also drain the investible surplus through overmanned, patron-
izing crop authorities. This, it is argued, starves agriculture of fair returns and the
necessary investment. %

Briefly, economic inefficiency, incorrect public policies and mismanagement
are the key problems. A few other explanations tend to focus on the global recession
while others, reminscent of Jevons’ sun—spot theory, place the blame on weather
conditions.

As will be clear, most of the foregoing explanations operate at the level of
institutional policy or organizational problems. As pointed out earlier, the World
Bank would like to see much less government involvement in the economy, more
liberalization and increased incentives for primary commodity export production. So
would Hyden and Abernaty, both of whom would further want to see a reduction in’
the number of public servants. The Lagos Plan of Action seeks to develop the Afri-
can home markets but is emphatic about the necessity of external resource tranfers
to finance diversification and economic transformation. No serious strategy for

.autocentric accummulation is proposed. Finally, UNCTAD and the movement fora

NIEO would like to establish institutions and strengthen international regimes that
could ensure equitable distribution of gains from trade and investment between the
North and the South.

It should also be noted that all these explanations implicitly assume that com-
modity export trade is desirable and even, perhaps, necessary. In so far as they deal
with internal conditions, in economic terms, they confine themselves to the question
of ‘how to produce’. they completely ignore the other two fundamental economic
questions: ‘what is produced’ or the composition of production and ‘production for
whom’ or production priorities. In other words, no questions are raised either on the
structure of production or on the relationship beteen what is produced and the needs
of the producers. Moreover, as We mentioned before, these explanations tend to
analyse African economies beginning with the period of constitutional indepen-
dence. Little or no attempt is made to examine these economies as they have evolved
over a much longer period and to suggest possible historical explanations. For exam-
ple, little work has been done to address thg long term impact of primary commodity
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production on .laboluf productivity, land use and general economic development at
the producer levgl.”“ And yet we know from casual observation that the rural areas
have not made any tangible, let alone sustained, progress as a result of producing
export commodities since the colonial days.

Further, as Kjekshus ™~ has argued, before the colonial occupation a large part
of Africa was not only self—sufficient in food but generated food surpluses with
highly sophisticated agrarian systems. No concrete and systematic (cumulative)
studies have been conducted to establish what has happened in the system of produc-
tion to reverse this situation. This brings us to the importance of historical rather than
economistic/policy explanations.

Historical Explanations

A badly neglected and highly contentious historical question is the assessment
of the long term impact of the trans— Antlantic slave trade on the African economic,
social and political systems. Little effort (on the part of African scholars) has gone
into analysing the four centuries of this horredous historical process which preceded
formal partition and occupation of Africa. Aﬂong the few and hopefully growing
endeavours are these by J.E. Inikori. Inikori " has made a strong and persuasive
claim that the demographic impact of the African slave trade was de-population of
the continent at a scale comparable to the black death in 14th century Europe. A
number of demographic estimates show that between the 16th and the 19th century
Africa’s population was either stagnant or declining. For example, it is estmated by
Kay™ at the upper end of the scale that this ‘trade’ forcefully removed nearly 50mil-
lion people of ages between ten and thirty from the whole continent, a sizeable part
of the total population most of whom were the able bodied (working age) popula-
tion. We have to address the long term impact of such a population hemorrhage
which must have left Africa with a demographic structure of children and old people
for a long period. The implications of this for any system of production are clear.

Quite apart from the numbers question, which remains contentious, there are
questions of the mode of procurement which engandered widespread violence.
People were always in a state of fright from slave raiders. Perhaps a personal anec-
dote might illustrate the point. When I was growing up (less than forty years ago) my
grandmother used to caution us against staying out alone after dark because there
were slave catchers and we might never be seen again. The economic climate prevail-
ing under such conditions would be one of extreme uncertainty and instability. Such
a climate is not conducive to sustained economic activity, let alone the development
of the forces of production. It was in this climate that the €Xport crops were coer-
cively imposed and they continue to be produced under quasi—coercive conditions.
However, it should be remembered that the people resisted these crops then, they.
have continued to resist them to this day.

ese are facts on w,}lich differences of interpretation abound. For Walter Rod-

: ney1 and Franz Fanon1 , for example, the ‘social violence’ which characterized the
slave trade had far reaching socio—economic, political and psychological conse-

quences, not only for the people transported in sla\i%ry but also for those who

‘escaped capture. Other writers, like Ma{%ery Perham™°, however, tend to look at

that period as the necessary price that Africa had to pay to be civilized by Europe.:
The latter group of authors contends that African had no history before the coming’
of the Europeans. The majority of African historians seems to implicitlly accept this
assertion by studying African history largely from the time of colonial occupation
onwards. And yet colonial occupation was a phase which directly succeeded the slave
raiding phase of European imperialism. Whatever position one takes on these ques-
tions, it is important to comprehend the long term consequences of the slave trading
period in all its manifestations. It makes a difference whether, in analysing African
problems to—day, we are looking at a continent and a people (all over the world) that
are emfgging from centuries of subjugation, oppression, exploitation and de—popu-
lation, ~ or at a continent which inherited a colonial legacy twenty years or so ago
and have messed it up. In other words, is the African cup half full or half empty?
Would the situation have been different today, to beg the question, if formal col-
onialism had continued? In what ways? Underlying these questions, is the issue of
the overall historical impact of Europe’s contact with Africa and all colonized people
from the 15th century to—date. We must answer these questions in very specific and
unequivocal terms.

In our view, Africa’s present problems are not primarily of a conjunctural
nature. They can not be reduced simply to issues of policies, organization, institu-'
tions, etc. Africa’s present problems are of a historico—organic nature. The
economic problems are merely one dimensional, albeit a very crucial one. Africa’s
problems have to do with the history of the African people, not over the last twenty
years or so, but over the last five centuries. We will not, in this paper, go into the
details of the trans— Antlantic slave trade and its effects on the African economy and
polity. Neither will we dwell on the full impact of colonial occupation. Suffice it to say
that, in our view, Africa’s problems arise, in the first instance, from its position and

‘role given it by the capitalist world system in its historical development. That role and

position, established in the latter part of the 15th century, has not changed in
essence. The subordinate position of Africa certainly has not changed at all and its
role has changed only in form.

From the supply of labour to fuel European expansion to the New World
between the 16th and 19th centuries, Africa took on a new role with the abolition of
the slave trade and the partition of the continent in 1884. It is no accident, therefore,
that the end of the slave trade to Brazil and Cuba in 1882 was followed, two years
later, by the Berlin Conference at which Africa was partitioned. In the Berlin Con-
vention itself two clauses stand out. One requires that any claim over any territory
should be backed by effective occupation (a principle which has earlier been estab-
lished in the scramble for the New World). The other was the prohibition of slave’
trading between the colonial territories. What this means is that, by the late 19th cen-
tury, Africa had graduated from supplying labour to the Americas and the Caribbean
Islands to being exploited in its own territory under equally coersive conditions. King
Leopold’s Congo sérves as testimony to the change that had occurred. The brutality
perpetrated by the Belgians on the people of the Congo is sickening to describe. It
included cutting off peoples’ hands and women’s breasts when they failed to collect
the required amounts of rubber. The par}iqt’ion, on the whole, heralded a whole new
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era of coercive export crop production with coercive labour. In Tanganyika, under
the Germans, the application of lashes was quite common. Later on, under the
British, this coercion assumed economic forms such as hut tax or a poll tax.

To sum up, beginning with colonial occupation, Africans were made to meet the
new even more expanded demands of Europe, particularly after the colonies of
European emigrants began to rebel beginning with the United States. These
demands included rubber in the Congo after the motor car was invented in 1888 and
the vulcanization process was adopted around the same time. These demands also
spawned an expanded market for coffee, cocoa and tea from East and West Africa
after African slave labour had supplied sufficient amounts of sugar (a complemen-
tary) in the West Indies to raise it from a luxury to a necessity. Cotton and har fibres
were needed to supply the textile industry aswell as provide the twine for
trans—ocean transportation of commodities. Minerals from central and southern
Africa went to feed the heavy industries manufacturing machipery, ships, etc. No
wonder African labour was required at home in order to further'the exploitation of
its resources. Such are the ‘economies’ which were established with barbaric violence
and continue to be reproduced.by petty bourgeois governments under quasi—coer-
cive conditions. What is perceived as economic inefficiency, therefore, is nothing less

than an expression of resistance by the workers and peasants against the historically

enduring exploitation described above. Certainly, in trying to understand the pre-
sent situation, we must pose questions at this historic% level. Narrower and short
term questions will obscure more than they illuminate.

Concrete forms of Africa’s Subordination and Exploitation.

Sometimes, the term ‘incorporation’ is used to describe the conquest and subju-
gation of other countries by Europe beginning in the 15th century. This might be true
in those cases where a European settler majority overwhelmed the indigenous
people or physically annihilated them to set up colonies par excellence. This is
cetainly the case with the US and Canada where the native Indians were systemeti-
cally decimated. It is also true in the cases of Australia and New Zealand where the
Aborigines and the Maoris respectively were equally subdued. In these cases, the
colonies that emerged were seen by the home country and saw themselves, at least
initially, as extensions of the metropolitan power. They were not treated simply as
sources of raw materials, cheap labour and food. These were colonies for settlement;
not for exploitation.

In Africa, history took a different course. In spite of the slave trade and the
depopulation that resulted from it, it was not possible to annihilate people over
extensive areas to establish exclusively white settlements. The closest that Africa got
to this model is South Africa where the Khoi Khoi people were decimated by Euro-
pean diseases and military might in the 16th century. The rest resisted and have con-
tinued to struggle against foreign domination to this day. In this sense, Europe did
;mtdnﬁke Africa into extensions as it did with America, Australia and New Zea-
and.

By the mid 1950s, at the time c:fbgconstitutional independence, Africa had a

number of ‘countries’ with a whole range of colonial statuses. There were no settler
majority colonies. There were, however, a number of settler minority colonies. These
included Algeria, Kenya, The Federation of Rhodesia and Nyasaland, the Por-
tuguese colonies and South Africa which is a cress between the two types of settler
colonies. There were also the non settler or administrative colonies which made up
the bulk of British and French territories. They included Nigeria, Gold Coast, Ivory
Coast, Comeroon, Tanganyika and others. It is instructive to note the resource spe-
cific names given to some of them. This is consistent with their status as colonies of
exploitation, just like the Caribbean Islands were known as ‘sugar islands’.

In the settler minority colonies, the European settlers asserted some autonomy
from the mother country and staked a claim on the resources of the territories they
occupied. They exercized some local authority and control over land and labour. In
almost all cases, utilizing African labour, they set up and ran the plantations that pro-
duced commodities for the metropolitan market in return for manufactured com-
modities. In the non settler colonies like Ghana, Nigeria and Tanganyika, indirect
rule through traditional rulers was the dominant mode of domination. In the later
colonies, the production of commodities for the European mass markets was undt':r-
taken predominantly by peasants under the behest of traditional rulers and colqmal
personnel. The colonial crops were the only ones that occupied the minds of agricul-
tural researchers in both cases. Virtually no attention was paid to food production,
and in some cases food production was discouraged in favour of colonial crops. Col-
onial economies were conceived mainly as overseas plantations of the metropolitan
powers, and this situation remins largely unchanged.

Since the attainment of constitutional independence few, if any, African coun-
tries have address the question of transforming these inherited structures of produc-
tion. In some case, these structures have been reinforced by the addition of more
export crops. No African country has a serious agrarian transformation plan, let
alone a comprehensive overall economic plan. Most plans are merely shopping lists
projecting higher targets of the same commodities. Meanwhile, however, the colo-
nial commodity markets are threatened by overproduction, saturation or substitu-
tion. Synthetics have nibbled away the market for hard fibres. Cane sugar was first
confronted by European beet sugar and now it has to compete with corn sweeteners
and artificial sugars. Coffee producers scramble for a market that has been over-
supplied for most of this century and has recently found a substitute made from
wheat. In the market for cotton, synthetic fabrics compete. Changing tastes have
eroded the market for cocoa. In general, the ,anti—sucrose, anti--caffeine,
anti—nicotine and anti other ‘drugs’ wars are likely to grow and erode the marggts
further. Meanwhile, a food crisis of famine proportions pervades the continent.

Because of what we have just discussed, commodity markets have been and will
continue to behave quite erratically, while costs of production continue to rise. The
1985 cost of production for sugar, for example, was estimated at US $ 0.20 per pound
while the world marked price stood at US $ 0.04. To address this problem, most third
world countries, including the African countries, have opted for a strategy of
negotiating for a New International Economic Order to securg guaranteed markets
as well as remunerative and equitable p{ig;‘es for their exports.“” Apart from the fact




that these demands are being strongly resisted by the industrialized countries, there
is something ironically ominous about them. In the absence of a just, supranational

and authoritative allocatio%“mechanism over the world’s resources, such as was

suggested by Hiroschmann “” in the context of the United Nations after World War

II. a NIEO as now conceived is bound to have negative consequences. By obtaining
agreements for stable markets for example, it would have the effect of locking these
countries into depressed and eroding markets. The Lome Sugar protocol is a good
case in point. The EEC is currently a net exporter of sugar to the tune of 5.5 million
tons per annum. It does not make any economic sense that these same countries
should contract to buy 1.3 million tons of ACP sugar at preferential prices. This
sugar, by the way, is dumped back on the residual world market where it futher
depresses the so called free market prices. It has been suggested that in both the
sugar protocol and Stabex the pay of the EEC is not direct. The arrangements are a
means of guaranteeing to Europe present and future acess to Africa’s mineral
wealth, protecting present and future investments and preserving strategic interests.
And at what cost of Africa? Poverty, hunger and general deprivation. What then is to

be done? Two broa choices are insidered in this paper: staying within the capitalist
world economy or opting out. :

Free Trade vs Protectionism

In order to discover and understand the implications of either of these choices,
we shall focus our discussion on a debate that is currently topical among development
economists and- all those concerned about the economic future of third world
societies. That debate centres around the role and contribution of international trade
and investment in the development of third world countries. Let us review some of
the more noted protago%ists of each p%sgtion in brief. Many bourgeois economists
such as A.O. Krueger “°, B. Balassa , H. Johnson “’, Haberler “°, and many
others, have argued that free trade in general and export oriewtation in particular can
act as an engine of economic growth for third world countries. Croverbially, they pro-
ject the case of the four or five NICs (Taiwan, Hong—Kong, South Korea, Singapore’
and Brazil) as distinct example of rapid export led growth. The argument is extrapo-
lated to suggest that other third world countries can achieve similar results as long as
they maintain an open door policy and encourage foreign investment in manufactur-
ing. Further extrapolation claims that primary agricultural export production can'
also lead to economic diversification and transformation.

At the opposite end there are these who, following F. List 29, S. Amin ® and
others, have emphasized the development of a home market or national economy as
a sine qua non for sustained economic growth in each country and long run expansion
in international trade. The former we shall call the ‘free traders’ and the latter the
‘protectionists’.

The ‘free traders’ in their policy prescriptions advocated open participation in
international trade and investment on the basis of ‘comparative advantage’ regard-
less of the level of development of the individual countries. They contend that trade
benefits all participants by ensuring pare t%gptimal allocation of resources. The ‘pro-

tectionists’, on the contrary, insist thata _cquntry mus} delink or disengage froxp inter-
national economic intercouse as long as it is economically much weaker than its trad-
g pfatnsgzixsld be noted that both arguments tend tq be conceptual. That is'becaus.e,
they do not always show the concrete historical c1rcumstanc?s undgr which their
favoured model may have evolved. This fact tfends to undermine their explanatory
value as well as to limit their practical applicat, ?n. F(?r example, the free traders do
not always discuss the fact that when Ricardo™", their menFor, made the a}rgumeqt
for free trade under comparative advantage he_was r.lot setting out to ,prov1d§ a uni-
versal prescription for international trade. Wrxtteg in 1821, Rlcar_dq S trea.tlse was
prompted by British dominance in the manufacturing {ndustry. This is the.tlme that
Britain boasted of being the workshop of the world. It is, th;refore, no accident that
in his classic illustration of comparative advantage, Bljitam was to produce cloth
while Portugal produc * wine. The Manchester te.xtile industry peeded to procure
export markets and . ., could not be accomplished if other countries were to develop
their own textile indus.. -es. The Indian industry was liquidated for t.tus reason. Simi-
larly, the arguments maae by Cobden and others in the 1840s in favour of the
removal of corn laws were aimed at securing supplies of cheap food for the burgeon-
ing industrial labour force in England. In both cases, the frfat? trade: arguments rep-
resented the interests of an established industrial bourgeoisie agal’nst thqse of tl?e,
landed gentry. They also served to justify and reinforce England’s dominance in
rade and industry. . .
" The protectgnist are not always explicit about the fact that F: List was, in the
first instance, a strong German nationalist. But he. was not tht? 'ﬁrst European to
make a case for a strong naﬁO%a] economy. The classical g&ercantlhsts of the 17th and
18th centuries (Thomas Mun”“ of England and Cobert™ of Frar_lce) were strongly
protectionist when it suited their cxountries in the rivalry for colonies. T.he Pacte Co_l-i
oniale and the Navigation Acts are nothing but instruments fc.ar' exclusive econom;c
monopoly at home and abroad. In his National system of Political Economy ('184. )
List was essentially putting forward a programme for Germany, a l'flte capitalist
developer, to challenge British and French economic hegemony not just over the
German economy but in Europe and the world as a whole. He was saying to Ger-
many: “Protect and develop the home industry whex? you are dom’mated from
abroad”. Listhada profound influence on the US ‘Tariff Controversy’ of the early
1500s. Tt is also no accident that the English free trade movement was concurrent
with the German and American protectionist movements in the mid 19th century.
The former is the doctrine of the strong while the latter is and should be the doctrine
of the weak.

The Im peratives of Delinking from the Capitalist
World Economy

We have analysed the historical process and consequences of the s_ub?rdm:;ttl::
and exploitation of Africa. As a result of this process, African gconoirhnes are ees i
nally oriented, producing commodities for metropohtar? countries at the exper;:ﬁ el
their own needs — particularly. for needs. f}t' the same time, the export commodit




they produce are faced by structural surpluses, falling prices and rising production
costs. Because of these contradictions, agricultural output has been declining in spite

of government policies to increase total output and maximize total revenue on quan-

tity to counteract the declining prices. In some areas of Tanzania, for example, peas-
ants have independently abandoned coffee, tea and cashew production in spite of

(stiff) penalties that accompany such actions. In our view, it is the peasants or the

plantation workers who feel the long term effects of unstable and declining commod-
ity prices most strongly. Apart from the fact that the quality of their lives has not
improved over the decades of export crop production and that their subsistence base
is severely threatened, they know that in 1950, for example, they could buy a bicycle
with one bag of coffee and can not find one to buy to—day with five bags. At the pro-
ducer level the proverbial negetive terms of trade are very real.

The African Governors’ caucus of the World Bank and IMF acknowledged in
1982. “In agriculture, export crop production has not increased for the last twenty
years. Worse still, food production 3laas declined during the same period giving rise to
an intolerable food dependency”.” The decline in food production is not simply a
reflection of export crop orientation or negative price policies; it is also a manifesta-
tion of a ‘scissor crisis’. With manufacturing industry operating at less than 40%
capacity and the resulting scarcity in basic commodities, exchange relations between
industry (urban areas) and agriculture (rural areas) are gradually diminishing. Given
the rupture of reciprocal (agriculture/manufacturing) economic relations, a growing
urban population and declining food deliveries to the cities, African governments
will steadily resort to naked force to extract surplus product from the peasants and
to maintain order in the towns. How far and how long such repression can continue
without precipitating popular rebellions is anyone’s guess.

This situation calls for major and deliverate decisions on the part of our govern-
ments if only frqm the standpoint of raison defat. To be more specific, ways have to
be found to stem the tide of declining production if a general breakdown of the social’
order is to be avoided. For African economies to qualify for the name ‘Oikonomia’
(meaning household management), they must, primarily, meet the needs of the
people. A country or state without an economy i like an empty shell. Without a
‘national economy, i.e. one with a critical minimum level of self—sufficiency, a state
Can riot meet even the minimal goals of maintaining civil order, the reproduction and
protection of life, assurance of social welfare, etc. Under such conditions the legiti-
macy of the state is virtually non—existent. The goals of self—determination in
foreign policy are bound to be equally compromised. How can a country pursue
autonomous and consistent foreign policy objectives which are opposed to the wishes.
of its benefactors? The imperatives of self—determination, state autonomy,
self—sufficiency in necessities and maintenance of a civil order and national defence
dictate that African countries delink from the capitalist world system and move seri-
ously towards a unified economy and polity. The regional integration schemes so far
attempted have not fared well and can not be expecied to lead an integrated
economic transformation because the member countries, individually, have
remained entrapped in the capitalist world economy.

What then, is to be done? Having reviewed the evidence above, there should be
little ground for vacillation on this ques&ign. The capitalist world system is the cause"

ica’s problems. It is also not about to provide a solution. In the short run the
of A i l‘:t be advantageous to the i)etty bourgeoisie and the comprador elements
SyStemttI:; i’orkers and peasants ‘poverty is the product’. The logical and, in our view,
o t?’ically necessary solution is to delink from the capitalist world economy and sct
ihr:srt:otion the forces for continental unification. Let us'now turn t% Some historical
models of delinking to see what lessons can be gleaned from them.

Historical Models of Delinking>®

rman Model (Delinking with a national bourgeoisie)' .
i g]eGermany, the name F. List is associated not only with the establishment of

German national industry under government protection'but also with ;he'fonnat;ﬁg
of the common customs union — the ‘Zollverein’, the national system of rai way;, !
unification of Germany in 1871 and delinki'ng of the German economy in 18'1719. t bgf
been argued, however, that List’s true claim to fame was asa prophet o f the am ;
tions of all underdeveloped countries rather than a champion of protection per se.

ist himself says: il
L h;‘r:ae comgetition between two nations can only be mutually beneficial in case both of

i ition of industrial development, and that any nation‘which
glsir::gatrg ﬁizgita;lg,eegul?élfizsét:::ﬁ:rs in indqstry, comrr’nerce and navigation, whﬂ’?i she
nevertheless possesses the mental and t_ngtenal means.for developing those acquisi _0:1,
must first of all strengthen her own individual powers in order to 1i3t7herself to enter into
free competition with more advanced nations (E:,mphasxs ad(?ed.). a]

Lists’s model requires the mobilization of domestic resource in mdustry, the remov Y
of internal duties to promote internal trade anq the_: imposition of high 'tanffs al?j
duties against foreign imports including the application of _rc?tahat.ory tariffs. In t }i
model, the burden of accumulation is to be imposed on all citizensin tl'le forrp of hig
taxes, high prices and the purchase of domestiF g.ooQS which are inferior tﬁ 1mgorts.
List also emphasizes urbanization and industrialization ...V\(hlch calls fort an gro-
motes the growth of intellectual and moral forces of every k'md3 fos}enng of pro ucc-l
tive powers including political, administrative and sc?c1al 1nst’1tut10ns, natural an
human rescurces, industrial establishments and public works’. He also calls‘ for a
suitable rule of law with due protection of private property, use of !and and mineral
resources to the best industrial advantage and for development of skills among young
people and the professions. The state is rcquired to construct and maintain an
adequate system of railways, roads, canals, bridges, harborg etc. A
It is quite clear that, in this model, List was propounding an argument for e
development of a national industrial bourgeoisie under the tutelage of thq state. Thlls
model, adopted by 19th century Germany, was al§o emul'at:cd t?y Japan in the early
twentieth century. It is a model for alter capitalist industrialisation.

The Cuban Model (Revolutionary delinking with socialist co—operation)

In 1959, after the fall of Havana to the 26th July Movement, nobody had any
idea what the Cuban revolution would be like two and one half fiecades later. Two
major forces dialectically shaped the course of the Cuban revolution. Internally, :ll:e
process of consolidation of the revolution which included land refoms as well as the
re—organization of industry and commer?f‘i, forced the 26th of July Movement to




refine its ideological position, culminating in the establishment of the Communist
Party of Cuba in 1961. Externally, the US’s open hostility towards the Cuban revolu-
tion, provoked by the expropriation of its commercial, industrial and banking
interests, led to an economic embargo of Cuba at the time when the revolution was
still fragile. The US maliciously severed Cuba’s sugar export market, lines of credit
and all trading arrangements in an effort to quarantine the island and strangle the
revolution. This combination of internal and external contradictions forced Cuba to
forge new alliances with the COMECON countries. Twentyfive years later, this
relationship still flourishes. It has enabled Cuba to make significant strides in social,
economic and industrial development as well as play an active role in the world
revolutionary movement. Indeed, the relationship has endured for so long and so’
successfully that it has come to be known as the Cuban model of disengagement or
delinking.

The Cuban model suggests that a small and relatively poor country under
imperialist domination can successfully delink from the capitalist world economy
with an internal socialist revolution and the support of more advanced socialist coun--
tries. It should be pointed out, however, that mutual support among socialist coun-
tries was not invented after the Cuban Revolution. Socialist theory and practice has
always had components and proletarian internationalism as well as visions of a -
socialist world system or a socialist division of labour on a world scale. It is also worth
remembering that long before the Cuban revolution, under COMECON, the
socialist countries had already formed an economic community in which efforts were
being made-to institute a division of labour between themselves presumably with an
eye to eventually fully integrating their economies. But, strictly speaking, revolutio-
nary disengagement dates back to the early years of the Bolshevik revolution. In the
Soviet industrialization debate which followed the NEP in the 1920s, the key ques-
tion was how to build a strong economy in the Soviet Union given that the anticipated
revolutions in the advanced capitalist countries had not taken place.

Three positions were taken on the question. Lenin’s position advocated some
reliance on external resources from the capitalist countries. Preobrazhenski and
Trotski took the position that accumulation should proceed gradually with emphasis
on raising the standard of living of the working class and encouraging the rich peas-
ants or kulaks. Stalin and (for a while) Bukharin argued for imposing the burden of
capital formation on the peasantry through the collectivization of agriculture. This
had the double objective of pumping a labour force into industry and ensuring the
increased for production to feed the growing industrial labour force. The central
issue was how to achieve socialist accumulation without exploitation, colonialism,
plunder and robbery — the chief momenta of primitive accumulation in the capitalist
world economy. In the event, the third strategy was adopted.

The Chinese Korean Model (Revolutionary delinking with indigenization)

After the revolution, in 1949, China embarked on a two—pronged strategy of
socio—economic transformation. On the one hand, China received considerable
economic and technical assistance from the Soviet Union. On the other, China pur-

i articipation which, among other things, included the
g z:' (}::: lc‘)?;):Zkgyr::csl irr(:)(r)ltZrEeltersp and the collection of night soil to manure collec-
qper? ;ms This policy was followed until the early 1960s when differences et}lerged
b :en éhha and the Soviet Union. From that time to the early 1970s, China fpl-
llf\;:d a policy of self—reliance on domestic c_api@l amulaﬁon with selectn;e
importation of some capital goods. l’(lj‘rade ze}atxons involving barter arrangements
) i with third world countries. b i
werel?llslcésgtaglﬁi: (llaunched the policy of the ‘four modernisations’ which, in gen-
eral, seeks tc,) accelerate the development of the produc.tive forces ﬂ’xfm_lgh é;‘:fna;d:np‘;
tion of advanced Western technology. The de?bate wlzlch ensued v,nthm o
the political struggles which led to the discredit of t_he gang of four we_n; ctzt;)c:wm-
with whether China was politically ready to take this step w1th9ut t.he ris lo ooy
ing subordinated again to the capitalist world'eco'nomy. There is still no ¢ l:’:alr 1S T
tion of how far China will go in its liberahza’fnon programme. Non:it ete d;ﬁnk
Chinese experience provides some lessons for third world countries seeking to
italist world economy. ; :
‘ﬁomlzzi::%;ash; Japanese colox)lly from 1910 to 1945. Thf: Juche idea wlzch gzs;
guided North Korea’s political and econon}ic dqve;oprlxtx‘enl‘);l 1:11 c:;?;:::ot;u?[:ﬁ se;:gmi-
se to Japanese imperialism and cu . LT
er:x?t?cr)iel(lja?iss;;ﬁnp:; a politic;l and cult;:lrall tradition of subservience to foreign forces
. Juche is the counter—culture. -
knov?tli:;?v‘vlgnerally agreed that North.Kprea has re\"ersed the culture Ef subs::vtl(-)
ence. Through pursuing a policy of socialist self—rellaqce and non—alignme i
East or West, North Korea has successfully restructured its economy fro¥n an edx e 4
nally oriented raw material and agricultural exportgr tf’ an integrated, ;nw;r ::-1
self—sustaining industrial economy with a red}lced foreign trade s;cct(l); Inthe ;w az
1950s North Korea relied rather heavily on assistance fr(?m the S.ovn?t nion an 1
faced with the choice of adopting the Soviet model and integrating its economlyg i
the COMECON countries or developing an economy which was in essgen:; se Wi
liant. The latter choice was made in the early 1960s alnd the Juche become the Ig(ul ! f
doctrine. Echoes of List can be heard in the follc?wmg quote from a I.*Iortl; co(:’:try
paper: “Each country must develop its economy in a many s1d.ed way; ea:: o i
must grow into an independent economic unit .whlch is run with its own el” (![‘h é
natuca esourccs cxw ot matanioly S e somatintion ofth
rinciple of economic self—rehance 18 . . .
gemozratic People’s Republic of Korea (l?l_’RK). S.elf— rel_lancf 1s_e$;:;1$1::sd not
only in the economic sphere but also in political, social and ideologic .

Assessing North Korea’s performance, White haq tpe following to say:d Th:’,l Dtl:_llzll(el;a)-s
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state, a determined revolutionary party an
mobilized people and an economic strzastegy




domestic resources. This is also a strategy which, in North Korea thinking, will make
it easier to re—unify the country. This is very relevant for thinking about Africa’s
unification.

The necessary Political conditions for Delinking

None of the models advanced above is theoretical in an abstract sense. All of
them represent concrete historical cases which emerged under specific political con-
ditions.

Let us begin with the German case. Although the intellectual argument was
made by F. List in the 1820s, the formation of the zollverein did not take place until
the 1830s and Prince Bismark did not break with free trade unit 1879. Clearly, then,
it may be argued that the ‘National System’ advocated by List in 1841 could not come
into existence until 1871 with the political unification of Germany. But the unifica-
tion of Germany and the subsequent protection of the national economy were con-
tingent on the triumph of a national bourgeoisie over the provincial lords. A combi-
nation of German nationalism against British and French domination and the desire
to create a strong national economy led to Germany’s delinking from the European
trading system in 1979. The rest is history. By 1885, Germany had become a conten-
der to be reckoned with in the inter—imperialist rivalry between the European
power, It made its debut in 1884 by summoning the Berlin Conference at which
Africa was partitioned. After its unification and the development of a national eco-
nomy, Germany bacame an imperialist power. It would be stressed that, contrary to
functional integration thinking, the formation of a customs union or national system
of railways were a primun mobile for German unification. Behind the formation of
the Zollverein and the construction of a national system of railways were continuing
struggles between the rising industrial bourgeoisie and the feudal lords. The triumph
of Bismark over the provincial lords and the unification of Germany was the turning
point.

The Cuban model (revolutionary delinking with socialist co—operation) also
presupposes distinct political conditions. If the rise of the German state may be con-
sidered the last of the bourgeois revolutions in Europe, so is the Boilshevik revolu-
tion the first socialist revolution. As we saw before, the Soviet Union was also the
first country to institute a policy of autocentric development, delibrately opting out
of the capitalist world economy.

The Cuban revolution 1959 had been preceeded not only by the experience of
the Soviet Union’s own efforts to delink with a socialist revolution, the expansion of
the socialist world has made it possible for the new socialist countries to delink with
socialist co—operation. It should be pointed out, however, that there is no consensus
on this issue. The objections raised by Albania, North Korea and China against
‘Soviet social imperialism’ are worth noting. On the other hand, Cuba’s relationship
with the COMECON countries had contributed to the high rate of economic growth
and the social transformation although, for the time being, it had intensified Cuba’s

‘monocultural dependence on cane sugar exports. At the moment we are encouraged
to think Cuba’s autonomy allows it to carry out its internationalist revolutionary
tasks in Angola and Ethiopian. It is not clear whether Mozambique and Angola

would like to forge similar relations with COMECON.*’ Whatever views one may
pAE

hold on the matter, the fact is that the small, emergent revolutionary socialist oopntry
which seeks to delink from the capitalist world system now had the opportunity ' of
forging new politico—economic relations with the socialist world while resuructuring
its domestic economy. gy
The Chinese/North Korean model (revolutionary delinlsing with mc!xgemza—
tion) is the most difficult to asscss because oi the number of variants. E.ssent.lal'ly, the
model emphasizes self determination, cultural autonomy and an.tl—lmpena.hsm._ Ittl
rejects the possibility of gains from unequal Frade and s_eeks to build economxeskwu
domestic resources and skills. The revolutionary variant (Nprth Korea) se:c(ais ] t:;
build upon traditional practices as well as gdop} mf)dem practices to logal leee ]:t:
resources. The conservative variant of indigenization, howev‘er, may simply seef 0
restore and preserve tradition without a clear st{ategy for soclo—econormc.tr;_ms or;
mation. Burma of the 1950s and 1960s is a case in point. However, other virsions 0
self—reliance without a revolutionary strategy also belong to the conservative vari-
ia’s Ujamaa is a clear case. ‘ .
. gffaalntlhougl]l the model may be retrogressive in @e hands .of a norrowmmdeld_
and self—seriving petty bourgeoisie, as in the Tanzaman case, it has some notable
progressive elements in the hands of a revolutionary party. In the African ?fﬁ
there is a clear case for restoring and building upon our indigenous scientific
technological practice just like China and North. Korea have dc.me,‘ to some extent.
But in order for this to lead to fundamental social transformation it is necessary to

have a revolutionary situation.

Conclusions

To summarize, let us review the principal elements of each model. Tl.le first
model is a prescription for late capitalist development. It presupposes the ezuste{lce
of a national bourgeoisie, albeit weak, whose .development into a transformmg. class
can only be assured by strong state protection from external trz.lde competition.
There must be an entrepreneurial class and a strong state to protectit. In the German
case, this entailed the overthrow of feudal classes and the mstftutlon of .bo_urgems
rule. The second model requires the establishment of a revolutionary socialist state
which is committed to severing links with the capitalist world economy and'f.org}ng
new links with the socialist countries. It requires a hivgh level of popula.r moblhzat{on
to ensure a reasonably smooth absorption of the pain of t.ragsformatlon. The third
model suggests a complete turn around from the capxtah§t worlq economy, a
re—orientation of economic and political goals, the restoration and innovation of
indigenous science and technology, a redefinition of skill training, education, etc.
This autocentric model is the most challenging by far and also the most promising.
The pure model suggests complete autarchy. A fundamental component of any ver-
sion, however, is that no trade is necessary and therchre no forfalg.n exchange is

required. Economic activities would be defined strictly within the ll@ts of domestic
needs and resources. Thomas ,41 in his iron laws of equating demand w1?h needs, con-
'verting needs into effective demand and equating sppply with domestic resources 1:
speaking of this strategy. So is Samir Amin in his critique ofa NIEQ wl?lch does qod’.
seek to create internally integrated and self sustaining economies In tl_le Thir
World.* 1t should be noted that acros;_ a:’l} the models there are elements which over-
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lap and, therefore, the models are not mutually exclusive, particularly in practice.
In conclusion, let us be forthnght The argument for delinking centres around

economic strategies and, indeed, is the affirmation of the necessity of strong national

economies. The process of delinking, however, must be conceived, in the first

instance, as a political problem. The historical models summarized above can only
serve as a guide for Africa in the choice of our own path. Particular attention in the

‘African context will have to be paid to the question of unification, bearing in mind
that Afriean countries of today (in their size and history) are different from the Ger-
man principalities of the 19th century. Yet, we should be reminded that unification
and delinking are part and parcel of the same historical process of reconstructing our
continent.

It is not our intention in this paper to prescribe a particular model. However,
since the emergence of an autonomous national bourgeoisie in African is foreclosed

by the very process of sitbordination to the capitalist world system the German model-

is virtually ruled out. The second and third models therefore, are the historical can-

didates . If revolutionary parties come into power in individual African countries
without an immediate prospect for continent—wide revolutions, the tendency will be
most probably, to lean towards the Cuban model although good prospects for the

Korean model are not negligible, at least for some countries. If, on the other hand,
a unified Africa emerges from concurrent revolutionary struggles, then the Chinese/
Korean Model is not only desirable but also feasible. But at this stage this is pure con-
jecture for, to paraphrase Hegel, the ow! of Minerva takes flight at dusk. All we
know is that Africa is poised on the brink of tumultuous social change. All we can do
is intensify our own understanding of this social process so that it can be transformed
into a progressive and creative social force in the complete liberation of the continent
from centuries of oppression and exploitation.

o).

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION (Total)
(FAO Index Number 1974 — 1976 = 100)

TABLE !
D PRODUCTION
o 1971 1976 1982 )
' 116.7

World 91.29 102.36

Africa 93.31 102.19 114.47
Ivory Coast 86.22 101.89 147.80
Tanzania 92.67 108.11 116.72

Significant  declines (1982): Botswana~ 86.81; Gambia—89.82; Zambia—88.71;

Lesotho—91.06

CROPS

' 1971 1976 1982
World 93.45 102.64 117.53
Africa 93.59 102.23 109.61
Ivory Coast  86.02 105.30 137.52

Tanzania 96.88 107.11 104.68 :
Significant declines (1982): Zambia—79.10; Senegal—79.72; Lesotho—77.28; Angola—77.97

LIVESTOCK

1971 1976 1982
World 90.55 101.22 115.38
Africa 93.33 103.78 128.90
Ivory Coast  85.58 106.08 171.45
Tanzania 95.24 106.20 132.87

Significant declines (1982):Only Zimbabwe at 83.98 fell below 100

CEREALS

1971 1976 1982
World 92.96 104.78 118.12
Africa 93.35 102.44 107.20
IvoryCoast  88.00 101.37 112.74
Tanzania 98.05 105.60 101.26

Siguificant declines (1982): Botswana—23.29; Guinea Bissau—57.99; Angola—61. 53;
'Lesotho— 65.84; Zambia—62.49; Swaziland—70.55

AGRICULTURE (overall)

1971 1976 1982
World 91.63 102.02 116.19
Africa 94.02 101.70 113.57
IvoryCoast  86.63 105.28 139.40
Tanzania 96.98 107.09 109.00

Signiﬁcant declines (1982): Angola—83.41; Botswana—86.34; Senegal—86.34; Zam-
bia—88.78; Gambia—90.09; Guinea Bissau—92.31

Table compiled fromiao, Production Yearbook, 1983.




AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION (per capital)
(FAO Index Number 1974 — 1976 = 100)

TABLE I
FOOD
1971 1976 1982
World 98.54 100.52 103.50
Africa 104.16 99.36 93.32
Ivory Coast  103.85 97.81 116.33
‘Tanzania 104.36 105.04 94.13

Significant ~ declines  (1982): Zambia—70.95; Zimbabwe—74.79; Somalia—70.41;
Senegal—72.44; Mozambique—79.55; Gambia—74.12; Ghana—76.81; Lesotho—76.85.

CROPS

- 1971 1976 1982
World 100.87 100.79 104.14
Africa 104.46 98.41 89.35
Ivory Coast  103.72 101.18 108.35
Tanzania 109.05 104.04 84.38
Significant  declines  (1982): Zambia—63.26; Botswana—>55.95; Angola—65.33;
Lesotho—65.19; Senegal —66.46
LIVESTOCK

1971 1976 1982
World 97.72 99.38 102.24
Africa 104.20 100.93 105.09
Ivory Coast  103.12 101.95 135.09
Tanzania 107.14 103.13 107.05

Significant declines (1982): Zimbabwe—66.22; Rwanda—88.43; Somalia—69.90; Bots-
wana—88.46; Zaire—85.75.

CEREALS
1971 1976 1982
World 100.35 102.92 104.69
Africa 104.19 99.57 87.37
IvoryCoast  106.08 97.39 88.83
Tanzania 110.38 102.54 81.68
Significant  declines (1982): Zambia—49.98; Botswana—19.00; Angola—>51.67;
Lesotho—55.35; Guinea Bissau—51.61; Mozambique—58.89 :
AGRICULTURE (overall)
1971 1976 1982
World 98.90 100.18 102.96
Africa 104.94 98.87 92.58
IvoryCoast  104.45 101.16 109.82
Tanzania 109.18 104.03 87.88

Si.gniﬁcant declines (1982): Zambia—71.00; Zimbabwe—76.41; Senegal—71.99;
Libya—74.11; Gambia—74.35 Mozambique—78.93

Tables compiled from‘{AO, Production Yearbook, 1983
©
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