find a class-divided society held together by a
strongly centralized state. At its base were the
peasants, whose labour had to support not only
themselves but also a hierarchy of officials, a
military establishment and the nobility. A mon-
stary economy and the existence of a wealthy
merchant class distinguished Mogul India from,
say, Inca Peru. In Mogul India we have a so-
ciety comparable in many ways to the societies
of feudal Europe. There are no exact parallels,
however, for social phenomena such as the caste
system or Hinduism.

Other societies which Europe confronted were
guite unlike its own, smaller in scale, and more
egalitarian. Communities such as these were
beginning to be incorporated into more power-
ful and hierarchically organized states long
before the arrival of European merchants and
colonists. Subsistence producers were forced to
sustain others more powerful than themselves.
This did not necessarily mean that they began
to produce in different ways — simply that they
had to produce more; technology and forms of
co-operation often remained unchanged. What
was lost was the control of the producers over
the intensity of their work and over the fruits of
their labour. Adoption of the rulers’ language
and customs (what we might call ‘cultural in-

corporation’) was sometimes total, but often the .

conquered peoples maintained a degree of cul-
tural identity — as the Hindus retained their
distinctiveness from their Muslim rulers in Mo-
gul India.

In many respects, the empires which Europe cre-
ated in Africa, Asia and Latin America were
merely the last (to date) in a long line of im-
perial ventures. There were few areas in the
world which had not previously been subject to
overlordship by external forces, sometimes to the
suzerainty of successive powers. We still need
to ask why (for example) the Islamic empire frag-
mented and lost its impetus, while European
imperialism transformed the world economy.
There were, in fact, two vital differences between
the new empires and the old.

1 Whereas in previous empires merchants had
merely served the demands of wealthy minori-
ties for luxury goeds (and in the process accu-
mulated hoards of wealth themselves), now these
stocks of wealth began to go directly into the
transformation of productive processes in Europe
(the Industrial Revolution) rather than into con-
sumption. This transformation did not cccur eve-
rywhere — the empires of Spain and Portugal
(like that of the Arabs before them) were largely
of the ancient kind, and their decline when meyr-
cantilism had been exhausted is evident.

2 Territorial acquisitions in the old empires
were generally a means to ensure the appropria-
tion of a surplus, whose manner of production
was usually of little concern to the colonizers,
whether it was in the form of agricultural or ar-
tisan products or slaves. (This generalization is
not of course applicable to areas which were set-
tled by large numbers of Europeans — in par-
ticular North and South America, where
indigenous peoples were either wiped out or their
cultures largely destroyed). In the new phase of
empire the growth of capitalism in Europe led
to the need for a closer control over the type and
extent of production in areas under imperial
domination. The sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
tury trade in silk and spices, plus the plunder of
the treasures of other nations, began to give way
to the more direct organization of the produec-
tion of specific items, vital as raw materials or
as intermediate inputs to European industry.

European imperialism was thus the harbinger
of a new world economic order. The harnessing
of the labour of many millions to the creation
and recreation of industrial capital in Europe
led to the development of capitalist societies in
the West, but it transformed a large part of the
rest of the world into a backwater, supplying raw
materials for European industry and consum-
ing European manufactured goods. It played a
major part in creating economic dependency in
many parts of the world, whose capacity to de-
velop autonomously was — at least for a period -
gtifled.

This chapter explores some of the connections
between the three terms of its title, They are such
encompassing terms that discussion of them in
a single chapter is unavoidably schematic in (at
least) two senses. One is that it is schematic con-
ceptually: we cannot explore all the different
meanings and interpretations of colonialism,
capitalism and development, and of the connec-
tions between them. The other is that the dis-
cussion is schematic historically: it compresses
a great deal of time and variation, to which dif-
ferent understandings and interpretations of
colonialism, capitalism and development are
applied and debated.

The method of the chapter then, to adapt the
words of Gilsenan (1982, p.51), is to investigate
some general themes rather than the complex
variations that specific histories weave of them.
The point, as Gilsenan demonstrates so well in
his account of the diverse social histories of Is-
lam, is that it is difficult to make sense of com-
plex variations without a grasp of the general
themes (processes, dynamics) that underlie them.

The central theme here concerns the implications
for the rest of the world of the ‘great transforma-
tion’ in western (and especially north-western)
Europe. As for Karl Polanyi (1957), who coined
the term, that great transformation is understocd
as the rise of industrial capitalism from, roughly,
the late eighteenth century. The emergence of
industrial capitalism at that time, in what was
hitherto a quite peripheral part of the world, had
its own history, of course, including European
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overseas expansion from the late fifteenth cen-
tury. For simplicity of exposition, the peried from
the late fifteenth to eighteenth centuries is des-
ignated as the transition to capitalism in Europe,
and thereafter the period of industrial capital-
ism— its emergence, spread and dominance. Both
periods have distinctive features and effects in
shaping the regional patterns of development of
the ‘globalized’ world we inhabit today as well as
the contradictory processes of integration and
marginalization between and within the socie-
ties it incorporates.

What are colonialism and capitalism, and
the connections between them, conceptual
and historical?

How did (north)western Eurcpe come to
dominate so much of the world by the end
of the nineteenth century?

What are the implications of colonial
economy and society for development?

11.1 Colonialism and capitalism

The initial task is to define the first two of our
three key terms, to give them a content that can
be applied consistently in what follows. Even this
conceptual task requires reference to an histori-
cal framework, as will become evident. The dis-
cussion of colonialism and capitalism then
provides a basis for exploring our third question,
and its issues of development, later in the
chapter.




The terms ‘colonization’ and ‘colonialism’ derive
from the (ancient) Greek word for, and idea of,
the permanent settlement of a new territory by
a group of people who have moved there from
their original home: a colony. Colonization is
used to refer to this process, while colonialism
refers to political control or rule of the people of
a given territory by a foreign state. It is thus pos-
sible for colonization to occur without colonial-
ism. However, in the period of the formation of
the modern world with which this chapter is con-
cerned, ‘colonization’ is also often used to refer to
the process of establishing the colonial rule of 2
state over the inhabitants of other territories,
whether or not this is accompanied by signifi-
cant movements of population from the country
of the colonizing state to its colonial territory.
When this does occur, it can be distinguished by
the term ‘settler colonies’.

Colonization: (a) The settlement of new
territory by a group of people; (b) the im-
position of colonial rule by a foreign state
(colonialiSm)_.

Colonialism: The political control of peo-
ples and territories by foreign states,
whether accompanied by significant perma-
nent settlement (‘settler colonies’) or not

These various distinctions can be illustrated in
the periods we are concerned with. For example
in the Americas settler colonies were established
by Portuguese, Spanish, French, English and
other BEuropeans in the centuries following
Columbus’s fateful voyage of 1492, while a per-
manent settler presence was (demographically)
ingignificant in the European colonies of Asia.
Africa presents examples of both settler colonies
— the French in Algeria, Portuguese in Angola
and Mozambique, British in Kenya and Rhode-
sia (now Zimbabwe), Dutch and then British in
South Africa - and other colonies where the Eu-
ropean presence was mostly limited to the agents
of political rule (civil and military officials) and
economic activity (merchants, plantation man-
agers, mining engineers), who returned ‘home’
on retirement.

The distinction in terminology and its uses also
implies that a key difference in patterns of col-
onization is whether territories thereby settled
and/or brought under colonial rule are already
inhabited by other (indigenous) pecples — and
what are the consequences for them of coloniza-
tion and colonialism. Typically, the territories
colonized by European overseas expansion were
already inhabited by people of different cultures
and, moreover, ‘people of colour’ (or various col-
ours). European colonialism, then, was almost
invariably accompanied by ideologies of racial
superiority — of various kinds, intensities, and
mutations — that are among its most enduring
and intractable effects, whether indigenous peo-
ples were exterminated (the Caribbean, Tasnlla—
nia), dispossessed and marginalized (the native
Americans of North America, native Austral-
ians), or their labour pressed into the service of
colonial exploitation (see Figure 11.3 below).

We address next the definition (or understand-
ing) of capitalism used in this chapter, and
throughout this book more generally. Many, per-
haps most, people would agree with a definition
of capitalism as a system of production of goods
and services for market exchange (rather than
consumption by their producers) in order to
make a profit. More contentiously, this economic
system is also understood here — in the theor-
etical tradition of classical political economy (by
which Polanyi was strongly influenced) - as
based in a distinctive type of social relation be-
tween capital and labour, which generates the
two principal social classes of capitalism: the
capitalist class or bourgeoisie (owners of the
means of production) and the working class or
proletariat (owners solely of their own labour
power, or ability to work).

Capitalism: (a) Production of goods and
-‘'services for market exchange (commodi-
ties), to make profits; (b) founded on a de-
finitive social (class) relation between
owners of capital and owners of labour
~ power; (c). to'_’which_'_ other social relations
-and divisions are linked, e.g. those of gen-
_der; urban/ruiral differences, nationality.

This social - or social class — relation is the de-
finitive, hence most fundamental, feature of
capitalism for classical political economy, which
is not the same thing as an adequate deserip-
tion of the world as we experience it. Even at a
theoretical level, it requires elaboration in terms
of other axes of social differentiation that mani-
fest the ramified social divisions of labour of
capitalist society: for example, in the relations
and divisions of gender, of town and country-
side, and indeed of nationality and the political
conditions of economic activity — forms of the
state in capitalism, and the (international) re-
lations of states.

For the tradition of classical political economy,
therefore, capitalism is not just an economic
system, narrowly defined, for example, in no-
tions of ‘the market’, as consisting of atomized
individuals engaged in the rational pursuit of
their self-interest, and relating to each other
only as producers and consumers, sellers and
buyers, of commodities. Rather, capitalism is
understood as a system of social relations, with
particular political forms, and also cultural and
ideological processes, that are necessary to, and
intimately linked with, its distinetive economic
dynamism. We can ‘unpack’ this rather more
encompassing view of capitalism, by illustrat-
ing it in relation to the historical emergence and
development of capitalist society.

We saw in Chapter 10 that the production of
commedities (i.e. goods for exchange), the exist-
ence of markets for them, and the use of money
as a medium of exchange, are not exclusive to
capitalism. Pre-capitalist societies generally
produced a surplus and often had well-developed
markets and trade networks, considerable
specialization in the social division of labour, and
classes of rich merchants and money-lenders —
all, however, without having undergone a tran-
sition to capitalism as a distinctive mode of
production. The word ‘production’ is stressed
here because capitalism is distinguished by the
emergence and central importance of productive

capital — capital invested in production. Pro-

ductive capital invests in means of production

(land, tools, machines, etc.) and labour power,

which it then organizes in a production process,
making new commodities and creating new
value as the necessary step towards realizing a
profit. By contrast, mercantile capital is invested
in the circulation of commodities (by whole-
salers, chain stores) and finance capital in the
provision of finance and credit (by banks). Of
course, mercantile and financial capital play an
important role in a capitalist society in which
commodity production is generalized, but it is
the activities and needs of productive capital
that give that society its special characteristics,

Only productive capital presupposes that labour
power and the means of production are avail-
able as commodities. As most pre-capitalist so-
cieties were predominantly agrarian (hence the
common synonym ‘pre-industrial’), a crucial step
in the transition to capitalism was that land
should become a commodity, to be freely sold or
rented without restriction by customary laws,
the rights of monarchs, feudal lords, peasant
communities, or whatever. In England such re-
strictions on the commercialization of land, im-
posed by the class relations of feudalism (one
type of pre-capitalist society), were undermined
far earlier than anywhere else in Europe. His-
torians have stressed the importance of the cap-
italist ‘agricultural revolution’ in England that
preceded, and undoubtedly contributed to, the
more celebrated industrial revolution.

Productive capital invested in means of produc-
tion can do nothing, however, without labour
power to use those meanas. Just as land and other
means of preduction had become commodities,
there had to come into existence a class of peo-
ple possessing no other commodity than their
labour power. The related emergence of pro-
ductive capital and a working class — basic con-
ditions of capitalist production — are part of the
process called primitive accumulation that re-
sulted from particular processes of change and
disintegration in pre-capitalist societies. This
meaning of ‘accumulation’ is broader than the
usual notion of amassing wealth or capital, since
it includes the historical formation of a class of
people whose labour power is necessary to the
production of wealth and capital.
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The process of transition to capitalism in north-
western Europe took place over a long histori-
cal period, mainly the sixteenth to the
pineteenth centuries, when the industrial revo-
luticns took off. This period of transition was
one of continuous (albeit uneven) expansion of
commedity production and exchange, facilitated
by a range of social, political and cultural
changes.

The process of primitive accumulation was
helped by the ‘expansion of Europe’ in the same
period, as a result of which vast amounts of
wealth flowed into Europe from the plunder,
conquest and colonization of many of the pre-
capitalist societies of Latin America, Asia and
Africa. In itself, this flow of wealth was not dif-
ferent in character from the riches amassed
through other great imperial ventures in his-
tory, such as those of the Ottomans, the Moguls
and the Manchus. It would not have led to capi-
talism if it had not been able to feed into changes
already taking place in Europe. For example,
much of the treasure extracted from their col-
onies by Spain and Portugal went to buy com-
modities from north-western Europe, where the
transition to capitalist production in manufac-
turing as well as agriculture was taking place.
The relatively slow transformation of feudal re-
lations in Iberian society resulted in the declin-
ing wealth and power of Spain and Portugal
compared with those countries that were pio-
neering capitalism.

The development of capitalism had a global di-
mension from the beginning, therefore, which
was experienced by the pre-capitalist societies
of Latin America, Asia and Africa through their
incorporation in an emerging world market and
an international division of labour, typically in-
itiated during a period of European colonial rule.
Tn this sense, capitalism came to these societies
from the ‘outside’ rather than resulting from
their internal dynamics.

One ig struck by the long period (about three
centuries) between the beginning of the break-
down of feudal society and the onset of the in-
dustrial revolution, which provided the
emerging capitalist society of Britain with its

distinctive type of production process — large-
scale machine production. Once capitalist indus-
trial production was firmly established and had
begun to develop elsewhere in Europe, in the
TUSA and in Japan, the striking feature by con-
trast was the ‘acceleration’ of history, caused by
the tendency of capitalism constantly to revolu-
tionize technology and methods of production
and to accumulate capital on an ever larger
scale..

This framework suggests key themes in the re-
lationship between capitalism and colonialism,
and also significant variations in the colonial
experience. Such variations arose from:

1 different stages in the emergence of capi-
talism, and its uneven development between
colonizing powers and within the areas they colo-
nized;

2 different types of colonial state and the in-
terests they represented;

3 the diversity of the pre-colonial societies on
which European domination was imposed.

With respect to the first point, for example,
Spain and Portugal colonized Latin America
while they were still feudal societies, and did so
at an early stage of the transition to capitalism
in north-western Europe. At that time, the de-
mands of the emerging international market
focused on precious metals (gold and silver) and
on tropical products for luxury’ consumption by
the wealthy classes of Europe (e.g. sugar, cof-
fee, spices, precious woods and fabrics). But by
the time Britain, France and Germany were
competing for colonies in Africa in the last quar-
ter of the nineteenth century, they were already
industrialized or rapidly industrializing capital-
ist countries. The international market had
changed with the industrial revolution to pro-
duce an enormous demand for raw materials for
manufacturing (minerals and agricultural prod-
ucts like cotton, jute, rubber and sisal) and for
mass consumption by new and large urban
populations (e.g. tea, sugar, vegetable oils). It
should also be remembered that periods of col-
onial rule in different regions cut across those
stages in the development of capitalism. For

example, most of Latin America consisted of in-
dependent states, created from struggles against
the Spanish and Portuguese crowns, before most
of sub-Saharan Africa was incorporated into the
colonial empires of European powers.

This connects with the second and third points,
which entail consideration of the duration of
colonial rule as well as when it was initially
imposed. Most of Latin America, for example,
experienced at least three centuries of colonial-
izm, while in parts of Africa the period of col-
onial rule lasted less than the lifetime of some
individuals, Again, for Latin America and the
Caribbean colonialismm was a brutal first intro-
duction to the emerging world economy of the
sixteenth century, and existing ways of life were
shattered. In some parts of West Africa, on the
other hand, the development of an agrarian com-
modity economy involved in internaticnal trade
— ‘the major revolution in the lives of the peas-
ants’ (Crowder, 1968, p.7) — had begun long be-
fore the beginning of the colonial era in the late
nineteenth century, although it was certainly
restructured and intensified under colonialism.

11.2 Stages of colonialism and
capitalism

Periodizing the ‘stages’ of Eurcpean colonization
and the development of capitalism enables us
to trace some key connections between them,
albeit still in a schematic fashion. This further
gpecification and illustration of our general
theme is not the same as, nor a substitute for,
the detailed histories of particular countries (in-
cluding their formation, and incorporation in the
international economy and state system), of
which many illuminating accounts have been
written using this kind of framework. This sec-
tion elaborates the elements of a periodization
which is also summarized in Figure 11.1.

The crisis of feudalism and the first stage of
expansion {sixieenth cenfury)

It can be suggested that the motivations, forms
and cumulative intensity of the expansion of
Europe in the sixteenth century were closely
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linked to the crisis of feudalism there (Barratt
Brown, 1963). One aspect of crisis in the old or-
der was a transition from one kind of commod-
ity eccnomy, controlled and constrained by the
power of landowning aristocracies, to another
that was being initiated by increasingly inde-
pendent groups of merchants based in the towns.
They encouraged the development of urban pro-
duction (crafts, sitnple manufacturing) and ex-
ploited the weakening control of feudal lords
over the agrarian economy and its peasant pro-
ducers.

Late feudalism was marked by dynastic wars
for sovereignty within and between existing
political territories, and the emergence from
them of new states confronting the effects of the
massive costs of continuous military expeditions,
the disruption of the agrarian economy, and a
serieg of peasant uprisings. The need of these
gtates for further sources of revenue stimulated
the search for, and seizure of, the wealth of other
sccieties.

The agents of this first wave of expansion were
explorers, mercenaries and merchant adventur-
ers. From their forts and trading posts, these
gangster entrepreneurs collected from local so-
cieties the luxzury goods valued by the wealthy
classes of Europe, whether by plunder, trickery,
or establishing commercial monopolies.

In the gixteenth century, systematic colonial rule
was imposed only in the Caribbean and Latin
America where the aftermath as well as the im-
mediate methods of conquest had devastating
effects. The quest for treasure that had first
spurred exploration of a western route to the
Indies led to the opening of the great silver mines
of Mexico and Peru. It is estimated that the ‘sil-
ver mountain’ of Potosi absorbed the forced la-
bour of about 15% of the male population of Peru
in the second half of the century. From 1503 to
1660, shipments from Spanish America to
sCastile tripled the amount of gilver in Europe.

At the same time, although American silver sus-
tained the feudal regime of Spain, it did sc at
the expense of that regime over the longer term.
The domestic economies and overseas trade
of Spain and Portugal were to face increasing
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Figure 11.1  Periodization of European colonialism in relation to the development of capitalism.

competition from England and Holland in par-
ticular — small countries on the periphery of Eu-
rope that were moving much more rapidly
towards capitalism.

Merchants, slaves and plantations
{seventeenth and eighteenth centuries)

In the course of the seventeenth century, a dif-
ferent kind of European expansion was added
to the Spanish pursuit of treasure by plunder
and mining in the west, and to merchant—
adventurer trade in luxury items from the east.
Alongside these ‘feudal” types of colonization
and commerce, and uitimately displacing them,
new forms of settlement and trade, exemplified
by British interests in North America and Brit-
ish and Dutch activity in the Caribbean, linked
more directly with the development of manu-
facturing and the transition to capitalism in
Furope.

An example of this new type of colonization was
the Virginia colony in British North America,
where a plantation economy based on slave and
indentured labour was established. Tobacco and
cotton exports from Virginia became far more
important to the British economy, and especially
its emerging class of manufacturers, than the
luxury spices and silks of the Asian trade, and
the American colonies later became the main
export market for the products of England’s new
manufacturing enterprises (Barratt Brown,
1963, p.37).

In short, British colonization of North America
and the Caribbean initiated a new kind of in-
ternational trade linking the systematic large-
scale production of raw materials for
manufacturing in Europe, the development of
markets for European geods in the colonies, and
also, for several centuries, the procurement from
Africa of slave labour for plantation production
(Figure 11.2).

The first recorded slaves arrived in the New
World from West Africa in 1518, Until the mid-
seventeenth century their principal destination
was the sugar plantations of coastal Brazil. The
Dutch then played a leading role in the spread
of slave production to the mainland coasts and

Figure 11.2  The triangular trade.

islands of the Caribbean, to meet the demand
by merchants and sugar refiners in Holland,
while the British developed the slave plantation
system of what is now the southern USA.

Despite these important moments in the pro-
cess of colonization, and its connections with the
transition to capitalism, the latter half of the
seventeenth century experienced a relative de-
cline in international trade and the fortunes of
European merchant companies. This was con-
nected with turbulent events in Europe, includ-
ing dynastic wars and, significantly, a new type
of mercantilist trade war conducted principally
at sea by armed fleets. The eighteenth century
saw a revival and further intensification of Eu-
ropean expansion, both reflecting and contrib-
uting to the resumed pace of the transition to
capitalism. This was manifested in the growth
of the Atlantic slave trade to meet the increased
demand for tropical commodities. It was esti-
mated by Curtin (1969) that between 1701 and
1810, 6 million slaves left Africa, of whom 2.7
million were destined for the British and French
Caribbean, 1.9 million for Brazil, and the rest
for the Dutch Caribbean, Spanish America, Brit-
ish North America and the USA.

It was merchants who financed and crganized
the slave trade and the shipment of tropical com-
modities and European goods, to their own ben-
efit and that of the emerging industrialists of
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north-western Europe (Figure 11.3). During this
period, adventurers and merchants also ex-
tended their exploration, pillage and pursuit of
commetcial advantage along the coasts of Africa
and within Asia. These activities continued and
developed the forms of European expansion that
had begun in the gixteenth century, and were
marked by armed conflict between Europeans
{as well as between them and the people of the
areas on which they sought to impose their domi-
nation) — for example, between the Portuguese
and the Dutch in the Spice Islands (now Indone-
sia, Malaysia, and the Philippines), and between
the French and the British in India where the
power of the Mogul emperors was in decline.

The Dutch wrested control of the Spice Islands
from the Portuguese after a long struggle. The
Dutch East Indies Company profited consider-

Figure 11.3  Carved ivory tusk depicting an African
view of mercantilism as a hierarchy: slaves at the
bottom, African producers in the centre and a
European merchant at the top.

ably from remittances, dividends and exporting
spices between 1650 and 1780, and then from
the establishment of systematic plantation pro-
duction in Java. In India, Clive’s bloody victory
in Bengal in 1757 put paid to French hopes and
hastened the downfall of the Mogul order.

While France also lost Canada to Britain at the
end of the Seven Years’ War in 1763, and twenty
years later Britain in turn lost its original North
American colonies, both countries were able to
increase their importance as colonial powers in
Asia and Africa in the course of the nineteenth
century, as industrial capital rose to dominance
in their economies.

This extremely schematic outline has suggested
that, in the course of the seventeenth and eight-
eenth centuries, the expansion of Europe inten-
sified in ways connected with its accelerated
trangition to capitalism and the international
division of labour that was emerging from it. At
the same time, most colonization in this period
was undertaken by merchant companies rather
than by Kuropean states themselves (however
much these states assisted their merchants
through political, diplomatic, and military —
above all naval — measures).

Colonialism in the era of industrial capitalism
and imperialism (nineteenth and twentieth
cenfuries)

The consolidaticen of more systematic colonial
rule including state formation (see Chapter 12)
during the nineteenth century, as well as the
last great wave of colonial expansion towards
the end of the century, involved a more direct
role for European states in an international con-
text structured by the effects of industrial revo-
lution. Again, it is highly suggestive that the
original ‘feudal’ colonialisms of Spain and Por-
tugal were losing their American possessions at
a time when capitalist colonialism was about to
embark on its most significant period of domi-
nation, from the mid-nineteenth to the mid-
twentieth centuries.

The fypes and volumes of raw materials needed
by a rapidly industrializing Europe, new mar-
ket outlets for its factory-produced commodities,
the character of overseas investment, new types

s

of shipging and of communications more gener-
ally (rgllways, telegraph), together with their
stratc.eglc implications, all made the capitalist
colqmalism of the nineteenth and twentieth cen-
turies very different from its sixteenth-century
antecedent in Latin America.

In India, the rule of the Fast India Company
Was: rep%aced by that of the British state after
the ‘mutiny’ (uprising) of 1857-58. In subsequent
decades, colonial rule was also imposed and/or
consolidated by the British in Burma, Sarawak
ano_l the Malay States, and by the French in Indo-
China. The most rapid and dramatic wave of
‘European expansion in thig period, however, was
the scramble for Africa’. Tn 187 6, Buropean ’pow-
ers ruled about 10% of Africa. By 1900, they had
extended their domination to 90% of the conti-
nent, which was thus the last great ‘frontier’ of
cglonial capitalism. Africa was carved up prin-
cipally between Britain and France, with sub-

stantial areas algo seized by Belgium, Germany
and Portugal.

T-he causes of the partition of Africa in the late
nm.eteenth century are fiercely debated by his-
torians. Colonialism was a controversial isgue
among leading Furopean capitalists and poli-
ticians of the time, not least in Britain where
some preferred the ‘imperialism of free trade’ to
tl_lat of direct political rule, with what they con-
sidered its unnecessary costs. Even the advo-
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cates of such international free trade, howeve
had to recognize the strategic natur’e of ‘E;heir :
fsrade routes (and the sources of their raw mat :
ials) and, hence, the need to guard them Tl(iir :
meant, at the least, an effective netwolrk oi“
naval‘bases, and often the political and milita
capacity to guarantee communications and tg

flow of commodities across
' eat |
Figure i gr and masses

The scramble for Africa occurred during the
great depression of late nineteenth centur

Eurqpe (1873-96), which was the first majoi:
manifestation of the cycles (boom followed by
glump and crisis) of the new world economy of
industrial capitalism. A connection between
these two processes was suggested by Lenin in
his pamphlet Tmperialism.: the highest stage of
capitalism, written in 1916 with two immedi-
ate and related objectives: explaining the causes
of the First World War, and winning the worlc-
f;s (?f ;E}urope away from mutual slaughter in

& Interests of ‘their’ ryuli i
s ot their’ ruling classes (Lenin,

For Lenin, the great depression of the late nine-
jceent}-l century marked a critical turning point
In capitalism, from an earlier ‘competitive’ stage
towhat he termed monopoely capitalism. This
does not mean that competition ceased to exist
but rather that it took more extreme and dan-,
gerous forms (leading, in 1514, to war).

gzglfur.e ,11 4 Rivgh:y between European nations was exemplified by
ritain’s occupation of Egypt despite French claims.




Imperialism: Whereas coloniafism means
direct rule of a people by a foreign state,
imperialism refers to a general system of
domination by a state {or states) of other
states, regions or the whole world. Thus
political subjugation through colonialism
is only one form this domination might
take; imperialism also encompasses differ-
ent kinds of indirect control.

Monopoly capitalism: A stage in the de-
velopment of capitalism dominated by
giant corporations, each of which controls
a relatively high proportion of the local or -
world markets for its products. This means
that instead of simple price competition -
between small independent producers,
there is greater importance for finance and -
investment. Competition between large
corporations each with monopoly control -
in different areas takes the formy of com:
petition for finance, for sources of raw ma-
terials and for profitable investment oppor-
tunities. e

Lenin also argued that the expansion of coloni-
alism in this peried was due to the need to find
new outlets for the export of capital for two rea-
sons. The first reason was competition for over-
seas sources of raw materials and markets for
European manufactured goods (both in ever-
increasing velumes). The second was the search
for investment opportunities that would be more
profitable than those available in Furope itself.

Britain at this time provided the best example
of Lenin’s thesis of capital export. British capi-
tal exports accelerated rapidly in the later nine-
teenth century and early twentieth century, and
from the 1880s about 40% of British overseas
investment was directed to railways, planta-
tions, factories, government stocks and finance
in the empire.

Tt was Germany, on the other hand, that best
exemplified the concentration of capital in the
form of giant industrial corporations closely
linked with banks. Lenin termed this particu-
lar combination of industry and banking ‘finance

capital’, which he saw as the distinctive and
dominant form of capital in the period of imperi-
alism or monopoly capitalism.

Lenin’s account has been criticized on various
grounds, analytical, empirical and, of course,
ideslogical. For example, his analysis may be
considered ‘exaggerated’ in that two of the prin-
cipal characteristics of imperialism he identified
(capital export and the formation of modern fin-
ance capital} were respectively exhibited by two
countries with guite different paths of capitalist
development (Britain and Germany) rather than
being combined.

However, Lenin’s approach still attracts inter-
est, at least for some of the issues it posed, if not
necessarily his arguments about them. One rea-
son ig that the trends in the internationaliza-
tion of capitalist production and finance which
preoccupied Lenin have become much more pow-
erful and evident since then, notably in the op-
eration of transnational corporations and banks,
as contemporary concerns with ‘globalization’
suggest (see Chapter 16).

A second reason is that Lenin’s analysis high-
lighted a striking feature of capitalism in its ‘im-
perialist’ phase, namely the (growing?) gap
between the continuously increasing internation-
alization of capitalist production, finance and
markets, and the persisting political organiza-
tion of capitalist societies through national
states. This also resonates with a leading theme
of current debates about ‘globalization’, namely
the view that economic globalization inevitably
diminishes the functions and capacities of the
state and requires more effective institutions of
supranational governance — and whether this
thesis and prospect is embraced as a welcome
opportunity or deplored as inimical to democracy.

While Lenin sought to connect the great depres-
sion of late nineteenth-century Europe, the emer-
gence of imperialism, and the last great wave of
capitalist colonization in Africa, a third reason
for the continuing interest of his analysis is its
insistence that imperialism, as ‘the highest stage
of capitalism’, does not necessarily depend on
colonies {Figure 11.5). In the world 0of 1916, Lenin
illustrated this in relation to Argentina as a

‘semi-cclony’ of British finance capital, and in
relation to Portugal as a kind of client state of
Britain which was at the same time a (minor
feague) colonial power in Africa and Asia (hav-
ing lost Brazil, until its independence the jewel
in Portugal’s colonial erown).

As this indicates, imperialism in the sense of the
distinctive form of modern capitalism has a dif-
ferent and more precise meaning from imperial-
ism in the colloguial usage of ‘empire’. The latter
tends to include the British Empire, for exam-
ple, as simply one of a line of great empires in
history. Lenin suggested that British imperial-
ism could survive the end of its formal empire
and decolonization (on the analogy of Argentina
and Portugal). In this respect, too, it is worth
noticing that the First World War, caused by the
rivalry of industrial capitalist powers, also re-
sulted in the final demise (after long decline) of
the remaining pre-capitalist empires of Eurasia:
those of the Hapsburgs (Austro-Hungary), the
Romanovs (Russia), and the Ottomans (Turkey
and its possessions).

In fact, the inter-war years saw an increase in
the number of British (and French) overseas
dependencies. The vehicle of a League of Nations
‘mandate’ was used to allow what were effectively
new areas of colonial rule in the Middle East,

FELOHRAENT

Figure 11.5 European domination without direct
political control. China remained independent
throughout the period of European colonialism, but,
in the lute nineteenth century at least, European
powers were able to suppress anti-Western
rmovements. (left) A French magazine reports
massacres of Christians and missionaries in China
in 1881; (below) Punch’s view of Western action in
China against the ‘Boxer’ movement of 1900.
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where various parts of the old Ottoman empire
were divided between Britain and France. Al-
though Iraq, for example, was ruled by Britain
for only 16 years, during that period that rule
was enforced as strongly as anywhere in the
British Empire, and new weapons technology
in the form of air raids and mustard gas was
used in policing parts of the rural pepulation in
order to enforce payment of taxes.

The Middle East also gave rise to new examples
of imperialism continuing beyond a peried of
direct political control. New boundaries were
drawn and states granted independence at
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different times in such a way that what was be-
coming a vital natural resource, namely oil, was
divided geographically between several countries
so that the capitalist states of Europe and the
TSA were able to control supplies through the
various giant oil corporations.

League of Nations mandates granted Germany’s
West and East African colonies to France and
Britain (plus what is now Namibia to South Af-
rica, and Papua New Guinea to Australia). Apart
from Namibia, which remained occupied until
1990, these were treated like other colonies. Ja-
pan also consolidated the area of its overseas con-
trel in this period, and the Soviet Union was
established as a non-capitalist rival to the im-
perialist powers.

imperialism without colonies?

In the decades following the Second World War,
the European colonial empires were dismantled.
Decolonization occurred relatively quickly in the
Caribbean, Asia and Africa, compared with the
period during which European domination had
been established over these areas. The end of
empire was primarily the result of anti-
imperialist struggles pursued by the peoples
of the colonies, but post-war decolonization was
also supported by both the USSR and the USA,
though for different reasons.

The USA was the dominant international capi-
talist power after 1945, hence the dominant im-
perialist power in Lenin’s sense (and leaving
aside the question of whether ‘globalization” in
the late twentieth century marks a shift from
American economic dominance to a ‘triadization’
of the world economy based on three dominant
countries/regional blocs, namely the USA/North
America, Germany/the EU, Japan/East Asia). It
had little in the way of formal colonies; the Phil-
ippines which had been taken over by the USA
from Spain in 1898 (having been Spain’s princi-
pal Asian colony for nearly four centuries) be-
came politically independent in 1946. The
expansion through which the economic power of
US capitalism emerged had taken place mostly
through its own internal ‘frontier’, at the expense
of indigenous Americans and of Mexico to the
south. Before the First World War, however, US

capitalism had actively expressed its imperial-
ist character in the countries of Central America
and the Caribbean (as well as in the Philippines).
Following the decolonization of Asia and Africa,
its economic, political and military activity ex-
tended to other areas and intensified, confirm-
ing the role of the USA as the leading power in
an international capitalist economy now largely
without colonies.

This section has gone a considerable way — by
means of the particular theoretical framework
adopted, and conscious of the strains of histori-
cal compression - to answering the second ques-
tion posed at the beginning of this chapter. It
has done so mostly by focusing on the broad his-
torical contours and issues of European colon-
ization: its impulses, stages and (changing)
dynamics, and how these were shaped by pro-
found economic, social and political changes
in the countries of the colonial powers and by
conflicts between them. How colonialism — in its
‘feudal’, mercantilist and (industrial) capitalist
manifestations — impacted on the lives of hun-
dreds of millions of people subjected to it, is the
general theme we turn to next.

11.3 The making of colonial
economies: the labour question

Whether the initial reason for the colonization
of a territory was strategic or economic, few met-
ropolitan governments were prepared to bear the
financial cost of colonial administration for long.
It was therefore necessary to organize the pro-
ductive capacity of colonial territories, so as to
generate sufficient income to sustain the admin-
istrative and military presence that maintained
European control. This was seen as a minimal
requirement, though it was one that some colo-
nial territories were barely able to satisfy. In
addition, colonies were expected to contribute
to the economies of their metropolitan rulers.

(Cclonies therefore had to be integrated in an
international economy, initially formed by the
expansion of Europe in its period of transition
from feudalism to capitalism, and subsequently
shaped and reshaped by the dynamics of cap-

italist development on a global scale. The mak-
ing of colonial economies within the international
division of labour occurred through the produc-
tion of commodities for export, above all from
extractive industries and tropical agriculture.
The production of these commodities took differ-
ent forms. Mining and larger scale agriculture
(whether organized by plantation companies or
by individual colonial settlers granted large
areas of land for this purpose} required some
initial capital and a sufficiently large (and cheap)
labour force. Alternatively, peasants were ‘en-
couraged’ to grow particular crops for sale and
export, by various means ranging from direct
coercion to more indirect pressures, including the
need for a money income to pay taxes and to
purchase the new kinds of goods and services
introduced with colonialism.

The kinds of commodities produced in the colo-
nies, and how they were produced, varied in time
and place according to the interests represented
in different colonialisms. Large-scale trade domi-
nated by metropolitan companies and colonial
entrepreneurs was a consistent interest through-
out the history of colonialism, although the com-
position and scale of that trade changed as
industrial capitalism developed. In the sixteenth
and seventeenth centuries, the mining of gold
and silver in Spanish America and their trans-
port to Europe provided the profits of colonial
entrepreneurs, shipping and mercantile inter-
ests, and also met the needs of the Spanish
Crown for revenue to finance its dynastic ven-
tures in Europe. But as the growth of industrial
capitalism in Western Europe and the USA
accelerated during the nineteenth century, it re-
quired a more diverse range of products for
processing and manufacturing, and in ever larger
quantities: minerals like eopper, and industrial
crops like cotton, rubber, sisal and jute. The rapid
urbanization that accompanied industrialization
in the Western countries also resulted in a new
market demand for tropical products that became
items of mass consumption (sugar, tea, coffee,
palm oils) and their production in the colonies
was consequently expanded.

Changes in the international economy also led
to changes in forms of cclonial exploitation. For

example, the massive development of the min-
ing industry in South Africa in the late nine-
teenth century was a very different matter from
the earlier Spanish adventurers’ colenization of
Latin America in search of ‘treasure’. In the late
nineteenth century, gold was needed 4o support
the Gold Standard, on which the stability of
vastly expanding international trade and inter-
national monetary transactions was held to rest.
Diamonds were needed for new industrial pro-
cesses, as well as continuing to be an item of
luxury consumption.

The variation and complexity of the economies
created by European colonialism was thus a re-
sult partly of different stages in the formation
of a capitalist world economy, and also of differ-
ent forms of colonial incorporation and exploi-
tation of different types of pre-colonial economies
and societies. The making of colonial economies
required the ‘breaking’ of pre-existing types of
economy and their social relations. In different
cases, the rupture could be more or less abrupt,
more or less brutal, and effected by more or less
direct means.

In examining and iHustrating the general theme
of the impact of colonialism on the lives of its
subjects, we focus principally on questions of la-
bour and different types of labour regime. This
is because the formation of export economies
under colonialism required reorganization
of the economic activities of their ‘native’
populations. The term ‘labour regime’ refers to
different methods of mobilizing labour and
organizing it in production. The essential mecha-
nisms of four broad types of labour regime
are described, namely forced labour, semi-
proletarianization, petty commodity production
and proletarianization. Connections between
those labour regimes and the development of
capitalism are then suggested.

Forced labour

Of the regimes of forced labour, slavery in the
Caribbean and the Americas is probably the most
widely known because of its scale, its duration
over more than three centuries, and the intense
violence of the slave trade and of the conditions
of plantation production.
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Forced labour: The mobilization and
organization of workers based on extra-
economic coercion. Workers do not enter
the arrangement by their own volition or
by selling their labour power in the mar-
ket. Examples of forced labour are slavery,
tribute labour (labour services or payments
in kind) and indentured labour. In some
circumstances, forced labourers may own
or have access to their own means of pro- .
duction, from whose produce they may
make forced payments in kind as well as, -
or instead of, providing labour service.

There were two main historical factors that con-
tributed to the development of the slave trade.

1 The demand for certain products (sugar, cot-
ton, tobaecco) increased with the expansion of
production, trade and incomes in BEurope, which
was associated with the development of capit-
alism, itself stimulated by the in-flows of pre-
cious metals and treasure acquired from colonial
conguest in Spanish America, and subsequently
from the plundering of large areas of Asia.

2 The indigenous people of the colonized ar-
eag of the New World were too few to provide
sufficient labour to produce these commodities,
or were resistant to enslavement, or were de-
stroyed by European arms and diseases, or some
combination of these factors.

Significantly, the slave trade and plantation pro-
duction reached a peak in the eighteenth cen-
tury, as north-western Europe was completing
its long transition to industrial capitalism. Slav-
ery was profitable as long as a plentiful and
cheap supply of slaves could be assured. This
might be met by the reproduction of the exist-
ing slave populaticon, although reliance on this
placed limits on the intensity with which slaves
could be exploited: the slave population could
not be replaced at the desired rate if they were
literally worked to death after a few years or
less (Figure 11.6). Alternatively, plantation own-
ers had to rely on continuing shipments of slaves
from Africa at prices that suited them. This
strategy was undermined by the abolition of the
slave trade by Britain in 1807.

Two other factors in the eventual decline of slav-
ery are worth noting. The first is that in the
course of the nineteenth century, new and su-
perior technologies made available by the indus-
trial revolutions of Europe and the USA were
increasing the productivity of labour in agricul-
ture as well as in manufacturing, thereby ren-
dering slave production less competitive. The
nature of slave production on plantations, in-
cluding brutal forms of control and slaves’ re-
gistance to them, meant that it was very difficult
to operate new and more sophisticated tech-
nigues of production with coerced and antag-
onistic workers. Secondly, the social and political
costs of maintaining control over slave

Figure 11.6  Slaves on a treadwheel in Jomaica.

populations grew as they themselves increased
in number, both absclutely and as a proportion
of the population in plantation colonies. There
were numerous strike waves and slave revolts
in the sugar regions of Central America and the
Caribbean throughout the eighteenth and early
nineteenth centuries, and the ratio of slaves to
others was ten to one in Jamaica by the time of
the abolition of slavery in the British Empire in
1833.

The major effects of slavery over this Iong
period illustrate the spatial dimensions of the
processes contributing to the formation of a cap-
italist world economy.

1  In West Africa, slave trading brought about
massive social disruption and depopulation. The
raiding and warfare necessary for the provision
of slaves was mostly carried out by indigenous
groups (who consequently increased their own
wealth and power by, for example, acquiring Eu-
ropean firearms), in collaboration with Euro-
pean traders on the coast.

2 In those socisties it created (in the Carib-
bean, Brazil, the southern USA), the experience
of slavery had prefound consequences for social
differentiation and cultural patterns that are
gtili felt today.

3 For Eurcpe, where the often vast profits of
slave traders and shippers and plantation own-
ers were directed, slavery contributed to the ge-
cumulation of wealth and facilitated the
transition to industrial capitalism.

Having said that, the long history of New World
slavery provides an exemplary warning against
an overly schematic division of historical periods
(or ‘stages’). After slavery was abolished in the
French and British Caribbean, and in the newly
independent republics of Latin America, plan-
tation production by slaves underwent a further
wave of expansion in the southern USA, Brazil
and Cuba {where slavery was not abolished un-
til 1865, 1888, and 1889, respectively).

The historian Charles Post gives a subtle sum-
mary of the contribution of slavery to the devel-
opment of capitalism in the USA, and of the
historical conditions in which it then became
an cbstacle to (industrial) capitalism (Box 11.1).
Post makes two further observations of inter-
est. First, the Civil War of 1861-65 (despite its
subsequent mythology) was not a war o end
slavery but to prevent its expansion into the
south-west of the USA, as an obstacle to cap-
italist development (Post, 1982, p.37). Second,
the abolition of slavery in 1865 was a contingent
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outeome of civil war: “a measure forced upon the
industrial bourgeoisie by military exigencies
and the struggle of the slaves’(Post, 1982, p.49}.
The more general point he derives is that how-
ever potent the underlying ‘economic logic’ of
abolition in the USA, that logic was only - and
necessarily — realized through ‘political class
struggle’ between northern industrialists and
gsouthern glaveowners, and their allies (the com-
plex polities of abelifion in the colonial Carib-
bean and independent Latin America is also
central to the authoritative account by
Blackburn, 1988).

More or less contemporaneous with the long his-
tory of slavery was a variety of other forced la-
bour regimes in the Spanish colonies of the
Caribbean and Central and South America.
Originally adapted from the feudal institutions
and practices of SBpain, these allowed the Span-
ish settlers to establish themselves as a col-
onial aristocracy, in relation to the subjugated
indigenous populations on one hand, and to the
Spanish Crown on the other,

In the first half of the sixteenth century, indi-
vidual colonists, churches and agents of the

Spanish Crown were given rights to exact trib-
ute from the labour of indigenous ‘Indian’ com-
munities, which they could extract as labour
service (for agricultural production, porterage,
construction, personal services, etc.) and/or
tribute in kind (agricultural and craft products).
This was the encomienda system. Technically it
did not bestow rights to Indian land, although
individual grants of land could be made by the
Crown independently of the encomienda.

With the massive decline of the indigenous popu-
lation (in Mexico, for example, from about 11
million in 1519 to 6.5 million in 1540 and 4.5
million in 1565), as the direct and indirect re-
sult of conquest and early colonization, and with
the arrival of new colonists demanding their
grants of Indian labour, there were conflicts over
access to a diminishing labour supply. These
were intengified by the discovery of massive sil-
ver deposits in Mexico and Peru in the mid six-
teenth century. The Crown introduced new
mechanisms of forced Iabour service (known in
Mexico as repartimiento or cuatequil and in Peru
as mita), through which colonists had to apply
to the state for ‘Indian’ tribute labour (Box 11.2).
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In this sense, the allocation of labour was cen-
tralized and bureaucratized as an action of the
colonial state against colonial settlers (who ac-
cumulated large numbers of Indiang through
encomiendea and passed them on to their heirs).
At the same time, the aim of the new systems of
tribute labour was to rationalize the supply of
labour from wider areas for the concentrated
demand brought about by the new mining boom.
This resulted in long journeys undertaken by
large convoys of Indians to work out their la-
bour service at distant mines - from which many
of them never returned {(Figure 11.7).

The real practices of forced labour regimes in
Spanish America differed considerably from

Figure 11.7  Mining at Potosi, the Peruvian ‘silver mountain’,

the legal theory, and both changed over the cen-
turies with changes in patterns of economic
activity and with social and political struggles
between settlers and ‘Indians’ and settlers and
the Crown. Without going into the intricacies,
it should be noted that when the new republics
were established in the first half of the nine-
teenth century following wars of independence
against Spain, their constitutions granted Indi-
ans equal citizenship and abolished forced
labour. However, during the course of the eight-
eenth century many of the formal mechanisms
of labour coercion had already given way to other
labour regimes based on debt bondage (see be-
low), to secure labour for the estates of what
had become, in effect, a landed arigtocracy.




“In the process of debt bondage, the em-
ployers gave an advance on wages, or paid
their labourers’ tribute debts, after which
the debtor was obliged to work for the man
who had loaned him money until such time
as he was able to settle the debt. However,
since the debt slaves always received very
low wages, and since the employers pro-
vided them with essential commodities and
possibly also tools at a very high price, the
workers became more and more involved
in debt the longer they worked — so that
the system really in effect boiled down to
lifelong compulsory labour.”

(Kloosterboer, 1960)

Forced labour regimes were also features of
other colenies at other times, particularly dur-
-ing the early stages of colonization. Through-
out sub-Saharan Africa in the late nineteenth
century, and in a number of Asian colonies, trib-
ute labour was directed to the construction of
railways and roads and to work on European
plantations. The control over labour and the
conditions experienced by workers were little
different from those of slavery.

Another distinctive type of forced labour regime
was that of indenture. Indentured labour is a
practice whereby people contract themselves to
work for an agreed number of years for a par-
ticular employer. This was an important device
in the early settlement of British colonies in the
Caribbean and the southern USA, those who
were indentured as workers and servants com-
ing from the poorest sections of the British popu-
lation. Probably some of the small settlers in
the Caribbean, who were displaced by the spread
of sugar plantations in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, had first gone there as
indentured workers and had become small farm-
ers when the period of their indenture was
worked out.

In the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
indentured labour occurred on a far larger scale,
drawing particularly on those masses of people
in India and China whose poverty and destitu-
tion resulted from European domination (even
though China was not formally colonized), Most

of them were peasants driven from the land by
crippling debt or hunger produced by intensi-
fied commercialization and exploitation, and
craft workers like spinners and weavers, whose
livelihocods were destroyed by competition from
the cheap textiles of Britain's new factories.

Indian and Chinese indentured workers went
to the plantations of the Caribbean, Mauritius
in the Indian Ocean and Fiji in the South Pa-
cific; to the rubber plantations of Malaya; to
British East Africa, where the economically stra-
tegic railway from the port of Mombasa to Lake
Victoria was built by Indian indentured work-
ers in the first decade of the twentieth century;
and to South Africa, as workers in agriculture
and mining.

In principle, indenture was a contract freely
entered into by workers for a imited period, and
in this sense it differed from slavery, where the
body and person of the slave was exchanged and
used as a commeodity. However, given the cir-
cumstances of destitution that drove people into
indenture, the tricks and coercion often em-
ploved by licensed labour recruiters to get them
to gign the indenture contract, and the power of
the plantation owners and other employers
{backed up by the colenial state) in the coun-
tries where they went to work, the experiences
of indentured workers were often similar to
those of the slaves of earlier generations (whom
they replaced in the Caribbean). This has been
amply documented by Hugh Tinker (1974) who
termed indenture ‘a new system of slavery'.

Semi-proletarionization

Indentured workers who completed their con-
tracts often stayed in the colonies they had been
shipped to, some of them subseguently becom-
ing semi- or fully proletarianized. Full pro-
letarianization refers to a generalized process
of wage labour employment. When Karl Marx
analysed capitalism, he called wage labour ‘free’
because workers own no means of production
and are ‘free’ to sell their labour power as a com-
modity in the market without any form of co-
ercion beyond the economic necessity of earning
a living.

The meaning of semi-proletarianization iz
often elusive, but two somewhat different uses
of it can be suggested. The first refers to condi-
tions where producers are unable to pay back
debts and are required to carry out labour serv-
ices or make payments in kind to creditors (usu-
ally landlords). This is called debt bondage. This
kind of situation was (and still is) found among
the poorest strata of peasants and rural semi-
proletarians, caught in a permanent cycle of debt
to their landlords and others with a claim on
their labour. It was indicated above that in the
eighteenth century, with the consolidation of the
colonial aristocracy of Spanish America as a
landed class, many of the former forced labour
regimes gave way to debt bondage as a means
through which landowners secured a ‘captive’
(and resident) labour force for their estates.

Semi-proletarianization: A process
where people who have inadequate access
to means of production, or have been dis-
possessed of them, have to provide labour
for others. One mechanism of semi-
proletarianization is debt bondage in which
producers provide labour because they
have fallen in debt with their creditors over
land rents, cash loans or other resources.
Another type of semi-proletarianization
oceurs through periodic labour migratior.
Historically, semi-proletarianization has
involved a dimension of extra-economic
coercion as well as economic compulsion.
Current forms of semi-proletarianization
may mirror characteristics of colonial
forms but are generally regarded as being
based on economic compulsion. Addition-
ally, contemporary semi-proletarianization
often combines production using own
means of production with wage labour for
local farms and industrial enterprises.

Significantly, the introduction of new and prof-
itable commercial crops into particular areas
was often accompanied by new types of debt
bondage, or the intensification of existing ones.
The term ‘semi-proletarianization’ seems appro-
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priate here to the extent that debt bondage is a
way of securing labour for commodity produc-
tion within capitalism, but labour that is clearly
not ‘free’ in the full sense suggested by Marx.
In most Latin American countries, legislation
to abolish debt bondage was Ppassed between
1915 and 1920, but debt bondage as one type of
labour regime established within capitalism
(and not only colonial capitalism) remains wide-
spread today.

Those who have to supply their labour because
of debt bondage may also have some land of
their own or other resources which contribute
part of their livelihood through subsistence or
small-seale commeodity production. This is the
major characteristic of the second form of semi-
proletarianization in which periodic labour
migration is combined with other economic ac-
tivity (and especially subsistence agriculfure)
to provide a means of Iivelihood and household
reproduction. Cyclical or periodic labour migra-
tion regimes were a major feature of many col-
enial economies, notably in sub-Saharan Africa
where semi-proletarianized migrants supplied
much of the labour for mining and commercial

agriculture — both large-scale (particularly in

southern Africa) and small-seale {particularly
in West Africa) — and continue to do so. Like

debt bondage, then, the regime of gsemi-

proletarianized migrant labour is reproduced,

or even recreated, more generally within cap-

italism beyond the specifically colonial origins

it had in many cases.

Petty commodity production

Petty commodity production is widespread
today within an international division of labour
{see Chapter 5). Under colonialism its condi-
tions were typically established by the need for
a money income to pay taxzes, and subsequently
also to purchase new means of production and
consumption that the extension of the capital-
ist market made available (and often neces-
sary). In some cases, colonial states ordered
particular cash crops to be grown and attempted
to regulate their methods of eultivation: in other
cases, peasants seized or created oppertunities
to pioneer new cash crops and ways of farming.
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Petty commeodity production: The pro-
duction of commodities for sale based on
economic necessity and using own means
of production and household labour. Petty
commodity production is therefore small
scale but is based on a high level of infe-
gration in product markets, frequently
leading to integration in credit and input
markets. The use of family or household
labour is an important characteristic, al-
though temporary or seasonal wage labour
may also be employed. :

Here is an example from late nineteenth cen-
tury Guinea:

“A considerable poll tax was imposed on a
population which had littie or no contact
with a cash economy and thus quite liter-
ally had no money to pay with. So Africans
were forced to gather rubber to sell at de-
risory prices to the companies in order to
get the money with which to pay the tax.
Indeed, in the early days the tax was itself
payable in rubber. The Fonta and Savan-
nah areas were systematically defoliated
of rubber plants as every year the African
peasants moved out in ever wider circles
from their villages to gather rubber. Thus
the Administrator’s fiscal policy was aimed
at coercing Africans into the cash economy
for the greater profit of the trading com-
panies, and coincidentally to help balance
the Administration’s budgetary books.”
(Johnson, 1972, p.235)

Generally, rural populations preferred to meet
the new needs for cash imposed on them through
petty commodity production, in which they could
exercise some control over the uses of their la-
bour, rather than periodic wage labour for
others in the harsh conditions of plantations,
settler estates and mines. There is a parallel
here with encomiende, in which the payment of
tribute in kind was experienced as relatively less
oppressive than labour service.

In some colonial economies the preference of
rural people to undertake petty commodity pro-

duction, and their success in doing so, con-
fronted capitalists requiring large numbers of
workers at low rates of pay. The historian Colin
Bundy (1979), in a famous thesis, argued that
in the latter part of the nineteenth century a
thriving African commercial agriculture devel-
oped in the Eastern Cape and other parts of
South Africa. With the discovery of diamonds
at Kimberley, and subsequently gold on the
Rand, the rapid growth of mining (and the
stimulus to settler agriculture that it generated)
required a plentiful and continuous supply of
cheayp labour (in 1889 the gold mines employed
‘some 17 000 African workers and 11 000 whites;
by 1909 those numbers had grown to 200 000
and 23 000 respectively). Following the Anglo-
Boer war of 1899-1902, the subsequent ‘historic
compromise’ between British imperial and min-
ing interests and Afrikaner landowners, and the
establishment of the Union of South Africa in
1910 - outcomes of ‘political class struggle’
analogous to Post’s (1982) account of the Ameri-
can Civil War — the state moved to restrict Afri-
can access to land and incomes from farming
as part of the ‘economic logic’ of ensuring a plen-
tiful supply of cheap labour to the mines and
settlor agriculture, thereby engineering ‘the fall
of the South African peasantry’ as Bundy (1979)
put it.

This example can be repeated for many other
areas where the interests of powerful types of
capital demanded a plentiful and ‘cheap’ sup-
ply of labour rather than commodities produced
by peasants. In colonial eastern, central and
southern Africa the solution to the problem of
competition over labour between (European)
capitalist and (African) peasant production was
to undermine the ahility of the latter to gener-
ate an adequate income through growing cash
crops. This was done by restricting African
farming and rural residence to limited and
usually agriculturally marginal areas (the ‘Na-
tive Reserve’ system), and discriminating
against peasant commodity production in terms
of prices, transport charges, access to credit,
etc. These various measures, directly imposed
or facilitated by colonial states, thus institu-
tionalized some of the conditions of semi-
proletarianization.

Proletarianization

Full proletarianization in colonial economies
occurred when impoverished peasants and craft
producers (including previously indentured
workers) either lost access to land and other
means of production, or were driven by debt or
hunger to try to secure a living through gelling
their labour power. From the side of capital, there
was sometimes a demand for a more stable and
skilled workforce than the labour regime of semi-
proletarianization could provide. This applied to
some jobs in mining, in manufacturing (although
this was very limited in most colonial economies),
and in such branches as railways, ports and road
transport, which played a strategic role in the
circulation of commodities and in the adminis-
tration of the colonial state.

Proletarianization: The process (and re-
sult) of generalized employment of wage
labour in commodity production. Proletar-
ian labour is formed when producers are
separated from their means of production,
and have to sell their labour power to cap-
italists (owners of capital). The notion of
‘generalized commiodity production’ (often
vsed to describe capitalism) therefore
suggests not only the generalized pro-
duction of goods for sale but the employ-
ment of commeoditized labour (i.e. wage
labour) to do so. Proletarianization is based

on economic compulsion. -

While the emergence of a stable working class
in colonial economies was usually limited rela-
tive to the numbers of those proletarianized, that
working class was able to develop trade unions
and other forms of political action (both legal and
illegal) which often played an important role in

thcla movements for independénce from colonial
rule.

Colonial labour regimes and capitalism

The different types of colonial labour regimes
discussed here are summarized in Table 11.1.
fI‘he table does not represent a rigorous classif-
ication of mutually exclusive categories, which
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In any case could be misleading. In particular
if we view the global history of capitalism,
we see that it has absorbed, created and com:
bined many diverse social forms in the course of
its uneven and contradictory development. For
example, capitalism is usually characterized by
the employment of wage labour {or full
proletarianization) but other labour regimes can
and do co-exist under capitalism.

Directly coercive labour regimes were character-
istic of the period of primary or ‘primitive’ accu-
mulation on a world scale, during the sixteenth
to eighteenth centuries when Europe was un-
dergoing its long transition from feudal to cap-
italist society. This does not mean that directly
coerced labour then disappeared all at once. Vari-
ous forms of tribute labour were imposed on the
people of the new colonies of Africa and Asia in
the late nineteenth and early twentieth cen-
turies (and, in the case of Portugal’s African col-
onies, continued until the 1960s),

Nevertheless, from the turn of the nineteenth
century, there were important changes that led
to the establishment of forms of production in
colonial economies based on semi-proletarian
and proletarian labour (capitalist production)
and household labour (petty commeodity produc-
tion). Whereas the initial creation of these types
of labour within capitalism (as distinct from, for
example, pre-capitalist and pre-colonial peasant
production) often required direct and indirect
forms of extra-economic coercion, the latter were
replaced sooner or later by economic compulsion.
That is, people came to depend on commodities
for consumption (and in the case of petty com-
modity production, for means of production too)
and therefore needed cash incomes to buy thege
commodities, Semi-proletarian, proletarian and
househeld labour were all reproduced within
capitalism as a result of economic compulsion,

and consequently persisted after the demise of
colonialism.

This is the reason why these three types of la-
bour are shown in Table 11.1 as not requiring
extra-economic coercion as a condition of their
reproduction. At the same time, one should not
regard the ‘freedom’ of labour under capitalism
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too literally. Marx’s reference to such ‘freadom’
was ironic: it consists precisely in economic com-
pulsion rather than other types of compulsion.
Nevertheless, capitalists also use political, ideo-
logical and legal means of coercion to structure,
or to augment, economic compulsion in ways
that will deliver the kinds of labour they want
on the terms they want (levels of pay, conditions
of control and discipline, etc). This is evident in
labour regimes using debt bondage to try to se-
cure a captive and compliant work force, but it
also applies to class struggles more generally,
including those circumstances in which labour
power is ‘freely’ exchanged through the market.

Table 11.1 Colonial labour regimes

A similar point applies to the separation of the
producers from the means of production as a
condition of ‘free’ wage labour. Semi-proletarian
labour is generated within capitalism no less
than full proletarian labour. But conditions
which produce semi-proletarian labour are usu-
ally regarded as ‘transitional’; i.e. they are
considered to be only part way towards
proletarianization in its full sense. In practice,
semi-proletarian labour is not necessarily tran-
gitory or short-lived, and, along with fu‘lly
proletarianized labour and petty commodity
production, is a general feature of most econ-
omies of Africa, Asia and Latin America today.

Labour regime Separation of Exira-economic  ‘Free’ wage Examples
producers from coercion labour
means of production
I Forced labour .
let Yes No Caribbean, Brazil, southern
slovery Fomplete USA, 16th-19th centuries
[ in ki N Yes No Spanish America, 16th-17th
fribute toxin kind ° centuries; Africa, 19th to
early 20th centuries
i Partial Yes No Spanish America, 1§Th—] 8th
Labour servics e centuries; Africa, Asia, 19th
to early 20th centuries
et Partial “Transitional’ Caribbean, East Africa,
ndenture Complete Malyasia, Mauritivs, Fiji,
19th—20th centuries
2 Semi-prolefarian
fabour ‘
Debt bondage Partial or No ‘Transitional’ Sponish America, 18th-20th
complete centuries; Asia 19th-20th
centfuries
Periodic labour Partial No ‘Transitional’”  Africa and more generally,
migration 20th century
3 Pefty commodity  No No No India and Africa, 19th
roduction century; more gengrally,
P 20th century
4 Proletarianization  Complete No Yes Some sectors of colonial

economies: 18th century
{Lofin America), 19th century
(India), 20th century [Africa)

11.4 The experience of
colenialism

Closely associated with issues of labour and ia-
bour regimes in the political economy of coloni-
alism were issues of land. Given that most
people in pre-colonial societies gained their liv-
ing from the land, changes in ownership of, ac-
cess to, and uses of land had profound effects.

Throughout Latin America, in much of eastern,
central and southern Africa, and in regions of
South and South-east Asia where plantation
economies were established, land was exXpropri-
ated by settlers and colonial companies, whether
by formal decree or outright land-grabbing, and
its indigenous inhabitants restricted to agricul-
turally marginal (and, sooner or later, over-
crowded) areas of the countryside (Figure 11.8).
Even in colonial economies of a more ‘peasant’
type — in West Africa, most of South Asia, much
of South-east Asia - the development of export
crop production led to the commoditization of
land and associated struggles over its control
and uses, whether land was constituted as pri-
vate property under colonial legal codes or not
(see Bernstein et al., 1992, chapters 2 to 4).

Like labour then, land was also a key (and
closely connected) aspect of the general theme
of the making of colonial economies, and its
‘breaking’ of pre-colonial modes of production
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and Hvelihood, hence of ways of life. For labour
and land were not simply ‘economic’ resources,
or discrete ‘factors of production’ exchanged as
commodities in discrete factor markets’, as they
appear in capitalism. Rather, command over
labour and land, and their uses, were deeply ‘em-
bedded’, in Karl Polanyi’s term, in (different) sets
of social relations, institutions, beliefs and val-
ues: in short, in entire ways of life rooted in
material and symbolic cultures.

Attempts to reproduce, preserve or adapt those
ways of life in the face of colonial imposition were
expressed In a spectrum of resistance to col-
onial rule ranging from rebellion to evagion,
through collective and individual action, on a
larger and smaller scale. And this explains the
remarkable continuity of the ‘labour problem’
ag a preoccupation of colonial authorities, de-
spite all the complex variation of time and space
encompassed by the history of European col-
onialism, as the following examples show.

A Spanish decree on encomienda in 1513 stipu-
lated that ‘Indians...were to work nine months
a year for the Spaniards (i.e. without pay), and
were to be compelled to work on their own lands
or for the Spaniards for wages in the remaining
three months’. The stated intention was “o pre-
vent them spending their time in indolence and
to teach them to live as Christians (Kloosterkoer,
1960, emphasis added). More than 400 years
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later, the 1822 Annual Report of the Governor-
General of the Belgian Congo stated that ‘un-
der no circumstances whatsecever should it be
permitted to occur that a peasant, who has paid
his taxes and other legally required obligations,
ghould be left with nothing to de. The moral
authority of the administrator, persuasion, en-
couragement and other measures should be
adopted fo make the native work’ (Nzula et al.,
1979, emphasis added).

These examples also llustrate how colonial au-
thorities sought to justify their objectives, and
the means by which they pursued them, on
moral as well as practical grounds (as, indeed,
most states try to do most of the time). We shall
come back to this in the next section, but first
we amplify briefly other aspects of social and
cultural change under colonialism generated by
its central purpose of economic exploitation.

Social and cultural change

First, as just noted, the colonial experience in-
volved resistance and adaptation (sometimes
combined) by colonial peoples to the changes
tmposed on them, Two major instances in the
sphere of cultural change concern the introdue-
tion of Western education and of the Christian
religion (sometimes closely connected, as in most
of Africa). Both illustrate contradictions of col-
onial rule, and the impossibility of ensuring its
effective legitimacy over the colonized. Western
education was introduced to train people for the
lower ranks of the colonial civil service (as clerks,
medical assistants, teachers) but some who ac-
quired literacy in Western languages were able
to continue their education beyond the limits
set by their colonial (often missionary) teach-
ers. They were able to articulate their resist-
ance to foreign domination through turning
Western principles of democracy and justice (and
sometimes the vocabulary of socialism) against
their colonial masters.

Similarly, while Christianity was a central ele-
ment of Western imperialism’s ideclogy of its
‘eivilizing mission’, and missionaries often func-
tioned as informal agents of the colonial state,
the meaning of Christianity could be assimilated

and interpreted in different ways. It could fa-
cilitate the acceptance of colonial rule by preach-
ing the virtues of hard work, schriety and due
deference to authority, both spiritual and tem-
poral. On the other hand, its message of univer-
sal brotherhood and equality in the sight of God
could be used to criticize the inherent racial op-
pression and inequality of colonial society.

Second, responses to colenial incorporation in-
cluded initiatives and innovations by those who
were colonized (often using their ability to draw
on aspects of their culture and social organiza-
tion of which colonial authorities were ignorant,
or which they misunderstood), Within the (vary-
ing) constraints set by different forms of econ-
omic domination, some of the colonized became
entrepreneurs and were able to accumulate
through trade, land grabbing and renting, agri-
culture and transpert. In the sphere of religion,
many ‘native’ churches in Africa developed in
opposition to the European monopoly of Chris-
tianity (as also happened among the black
populations of the Caribbean and the USA,
themselves descended from African slaves).
Whether overtly resistant to colonial rule in their
teachings or not, these independent churches
were necessarily subversive of the ideology that
tried to justify European domination.

Third, colenial society was marked above all by
the ethnic divisions of labour, of legal status,
political influence and social standing, between
colonizers and colonized, justified by ideologies
of European racial superiority. This was a po-
tent factor contributing to the unity of anti-
colonial movements, overriding (at least
temporarily) many of the differences emerging
among the colonized people themselves. How-
ever, such unity could be fragile and subject to
intense strains following independence from
colonial rule {decolonization).

The final point is that the fundamental racial
differentiation of colonial society could obscure
the developing social differentiation among the
colonized, often abetted, whether intentionally
or unintentionally, by the policies and practices
of colonial states. These included strategies of
‘divide and rule’ (contributing to the potentially

explosive combination of extreme regional econ-
omic and social inequality with distinet cultural
identities, including language and religion), in-
corporating and reconstituting ruling groups
from pre-colonial society within the hierarchy of
the colonial order (giving offices to chiefs and
princes and educating them, granting land and
tax offices), and conducting other expériments
in ‘planned’ class formation. For example, the
Tanganyika Agricultural Corporation was set up
by the colonial government in 1953 to promote
‘a healthy, prosperous yeoman farmer class,
firmly established on the land, appreciative of
its fruits, jealous of its inherent wealth, and dedi-
cated to maintaining the family unit on it’
{(quoted in Cliffe & Cunningham, 1973, p.134).
This was partly a response to events in Kenya
(Mau Mau), and partly an attempt to create so-
cial groups which, it was hoped, would under-
write social stability and friendliness towards
the former colonial power (and the West more
generally) following the inevitable moment of
political independence.

11.5 And the eorigins of
developmeni?

The overview of social and cultural change un-
der colonialism, brief (and schematic) as it is,
contains some significant, more gpecific, histori-
cal markers. For example, the ability of an emer-
gent indigenous intelligentsia (and working
class) to articulate its opposition to colonial rule
(and exploitation) in terms of universal princi-
ples of democracy and Justice, and subsequently
socialism, was related to the historical moments
in which discourses about such principles and
rights emerged — and were fought over - in Ey-
rope. The discourse of republican liberty gener-
alized by the experience of France in ‘the age of
revolution’ (Hobsbawm, 1962) loomed large in
the struggle for independence of Spain’s colonies
in the Americas. Likewise, the discourses of de-
mocracy and nationalism that developed in Eu-
rope (and the USA) in the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries were taken up by Asian and
African anti-colonialism, while that of socialism
exerted its appeal with particular force after the
Bolshevik revolution of 1917 and formation of
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the Third (Communist) International, with its

support for anti-colonial and anti-imperialist
movements.

Another historical marker is that the moment
of independence from colonial rule in Agia and
Africa only appeared ‘inevitable’ in the reshap-
ing of the international political system after the
Second World War when, as noted earlier, the
strategies of the new definitive ‘superpowers’
(the USA and USSR) included the dismantling
of Europe’s colonial empires, above all that of
Britain. Finally, as the example of the Tangan-
yika Agricultural Corporation in the 1950s sug-
gests, the idea of development was established
by the late colonial period — and, moreover, the
idea of development as a process in which state
funding, agencies and initiatives had a central
role to play.

Ideas and practices of development — and their
various complexities and contestations — are the
central theme of this book. Here we can only
sketch some of the contexts and contours of their
historical career, in relation to the third and
final question of this chapter, concerning the im-
plications of colonial economy and society for
development.

Systematic colonization, under the aegis of the
state from the beginnings of Spanish rule in six-
teenth-century Latin America to the colonialisms
of Asia and Africa in the epoch of industrial cap-
italism, sought to theorize and justify the domi-
nation of colonial rule. These theories and
justifications typically presented colonialism as
in the interests, both practical and moral, of both
colonizers and colonized. The earliest formula-
tions of such ideclogy (and that persisted, with
variations, throughout the long period of col-
onialism) centred on the mission of spreading
Christian civilization. As the extract quoted
earlier from a Spanish decree on encomienda
shows, getting colonial subjects ‘to live as Chris-
tians’ entailed an opportune combination of el-
evating their belief through conversion and their
practical morality through hard work.

The mercantilist phase of colonialism allowed
the civilizing quality of ‘commerce’ (commodity
production and exchange) to be coupled with that
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of Christianity. The rise of industrial capitalism,
the new colonialisms it generated (as in Africa
and Indochina) and the older colonialisms it re-
shaped (of the British in India, the Dutch in In-
donesia), generated additional - and more
recognizably modern — justifications of colonial
rule in the form of ideologies of progress (Box
11.3}). Ideas of progress, with their own combi-
nation of elements of material advance and
moral quality, could be proposed in secular,
hence more universal, versions: from Christian
civilization to industrial civilization, and the
latter from ‘westernization’ to visions of ‘med-
ernization’ and ‘development’ finally liberated
from any explicit ethnocentric (as well as re-
ligious) associations.

Daocirines of development

Chapter 1 introduced the original and provoca-
tive study of the historical origins and career of
‘doctrines of development’ by Cowen and
Shenton (1996). They suggest (p.12) that ‘the
modern idea of development was created in the
crucible of the first half-century of Western Fu-
ropean transition to industrial capitalism’ (by
which Cowen and Shenton mean the first half
of the nineteenth century):

1. Priorto the crucial half-century of ‘the great
transformation’, earlier liberal views of progress
— formulated by enlightenment philosophers and
social theorists — saw progress as an immanent
or ‘natural’ process.

2 Inthe period of profound change of the tran-
sition to industrial capitalism, its key contra-
dictions — generated by its social class relations
and manifested in patterns of inequality, pov-
erty and unemployment, and their implications
for social order (fear of revolution) — stimulated
the invention of the idea of development as a
process requiring intention and design.

3 The content and purpose of ‘development’ is
thus to reconcile progress and order, to contain
and manage the potential social diserder of the
dynamics of immanent (or unchecked) capital-
ist development. '

4 Doctrines of development combine this need
for order with the agency of its intention and

design by an appropriate ‘trustee’ of scciety’s
progress with stability: ‘(development) became
the means whereby an epoch of the present was
to be transformed into another through the ac-
tive purpose of those...entrusted with the future
of society’ (Cowen & Shenton, 1996, p.25).

5 Typically, such trusteeship has been vested
in, or claimed by, the state.

This is cnly a partial summary of some key ideas
of a large, complex, and (it has to be said) often
very difficult book, but a summary that throws
light on our question about colonialism and de-
velopment. Cowen and Shenton propose the chal-
lenging thesis that doctrines of development, as
they theorize the concept, address not only the
prospects of change in poorer (colonial and
former colonial) countries, and are not only rel-
evant to the conjuncture of late colonialism and
decolonization with which they are convention-
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ally identified, but also have deeper historical
roots in the epoch of industrial capitalism. In the
second part of their wide-ranging book, they ex-
plore and illustrate this thesis in relation to the
settler colonies {later ‘white’ Dominions) of Aus-
tralia and Canada in the mid-nineteenth centulry,
late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century
Britain, and colonial and independent Kenyain
the second half of the twentieth century.

The strategic conclusion they derive is that while
European colonialism incorporated the terri-
tories of sc much of the world in an (evolving)
international capitalist system, and harnessed
their resources — above all the labour of their
inhabitants — to its purposes, it did so through
doctrines of development and practices of trus-
teeship that inhibited the fuller development of
capitalism. The principal reason is that while
development was invented in Western Europe
to control and manage the social effects (contra-
dictions) of ‘the great transformation’ that had
occurred there, in the colonies it was applied pre-
emptively, as it were: to engineer progress within
a framework of order, intention and design to
anticipate and contain the social and, above all,
class contradictions of capitalist development
experienced in Europe.

It was this aspiration, argue Cowen and Shenton
(1991a,b), that explains the apparent paradox
of the colonial promotion of peasant export crop
production for imperial and world markets on
the basis of ‘traditional’ or ‘customary’ land ten-
ure and forms of labour organization (household
and ‘co-operative’), rather than the formation of
indigenous classes of agrarian capital and labour,
which colonial states in Africa tried to inhibit.
Similarly, such concerns and notions informed
the colonial anthropology of native custom, ‘com-
munity’ and ‘tribe’ as anchors of social stahbility,
and the constitution of local government (indi-
rect rule) on the basis of an ethnicity opportunely
deemed both ‘natural’ to Africans and cost-
effective to the colonial state {(Mamdani, 19986,
and Chapter 12 following).

The corpus of Cowen and Shenton’s (continuing)
intellectual project is an original and comprehen-
sive account of the historical origins and career
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of ideas of development, applied in case studies
of economic and social change, and (related)
political, ideological and policy processes in a
range of contexts (which exemplify the complex
variations on their general themes). It also pro-
vides an analytical reference point to which other
aspects, and accounts, of the relationship be-
tween (capitalist) colonialism and development
can be linked, in all its ambiguities and tensions.

The ambigusus relationship of colonialism
and development

Modern colonial doetrine — as elaborated and
applied in the century or so of colonial expan-
sion and restructuring in the age of industrial
capitalism — increasingly featured notions of
development as a rationale of colonial rule and
its responsibilities. Developmental notions
ranged from the creation of law and order within
a modern administrative framework, to the
building of infrastructure and communications
to facilitate both the exercise of law and order
and the growth of markets and trade, the intro-
duction of Western education and medicine, and
the gradual formation of new tastes and disci-
plines, new capacities and values (Figure 11.9).

As with so much fundamental change elsewhere
in the twentieth century, the decades of the
1930s to 1950s — marked by the great Depres-
sion, the Second World War, and its aftermath —
were the crucible of a move explicit and com-
prehensive application of ‘doctrines of develop-
ment’in the colonies of Asia and Africa. Britain’s
first Colonial Development and Welfare Act of
1939 could not be implemented because of the
war, but a similarly titled Act of 1945 was the
legislative framework of colonial state
‘developmentalism’ in the next 15-20 years prioy
to independence. The Tanganyika Agricultural
Corporation, referred to above, is a typical ex-
ample of a colonial development intervention of
this period: premised on state initiative and
management to engineer a more productive ag-
riculture with explicit welfare objectives,
through the social creation of an (idealized) ‘yeo-
man farmer class’. The example of the TAC also
exemplifies the “rusteeship’ of the colonial state
in gradually ‘elevating’ (a term dear to French
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Figure 11.9 Lighting up Africa; an advertisement from the 1890s.

colonial discourse) colonial peoples to a level of
civilization - material and productive, moral and
civic — at which they would (eventually) be
equipped to govern themselves.

From the 1930s, and accelerating after 1945, late
colonialism in sub-Saharan Africa was thus
marked by a more intensive and comprehensive
series of interventions to promote development,
manifested in a range of ‘model’ agricultural
schemes, together with land use planning and
environmental conservation; infrastructural
development; urban planning and housing; la-
bour relations and social services; education and
health; local government reorganization and
limited elements of ‘self-rule’. All this oceurred
within the framework of state tutelage or trus-
teeship, intellectually shaped by Fabian ideas
of social engineering (Cowen & Shenton, 1991a)
and by contemporary experiments with
Keynesian policies in the metropelitan centres
of the colonial powers.

At the end of colonial rule, then, colonial doe-
trine could say to its former subjects: ‘we have
given you foundations of development’ — new
crops and ways of growing them; a thriving
international trade; ports, railways and roads;
schools, clinics and hospitals; the apparatuses

and precedures of modern state administration
- ‘and so now it is up to yow'.

Of course, there are other, less sanguine assess-
ments of the relationship of colonialism and de-
velopment, of the ‘balance sheet’ of achievements
and failures, problems and prospects, of devel-
opment, at the end of colonial rule. As we saw,
Cowen and Shenton’s perspective suggests that
how colonial states attempted to engineer econ-
omic and social change —~ through the commit-
ment to balance progress and order -
significantly inhibited the fuller development of
the social conditions of capitalist production
(class formation) among the colonized.

There are other arguments, too, about how the
contradictions of the colonial project of social
enginreering limited the realization of the claims
of colonial doctrine, as summarized above.
Recent historical research on colonialism in
the modern (industrial capitalist) epoch, and
especially the late colonialism of the twentieth
century, has emphasized how ostensibly
‘rational’ (or rationalistic) and ‘scientific’ (or
seientistic) doctrines and designs of development
that permeated colonial policies and practices —
of agricultural growth, conservation or health
care — were often intrinsically flawed and/or

inappropriate to the conditions of the colonies,
both environmental and social {e.g. Little, 1992;
Peters, 1994, on pastoralism in northern Kenya
and Botswana respectively; Moore & Vaughan,
1994, on agriculture, conservation and nutrition
in northern Zambia; Chandavarkar, 1998, ch.7,
on state responses to outbreaks of plague in col-
enial Bombay). Such doctrines and designs, and
the specific policies and practices they generated
—however misconceived or inappropriate — could
be imposed on colonial subjects with all the con-
fidence of modernity and arrogance of trustee-
ship, even though their consequences might
prove to be negative or simply ineffectual.

Beyond the kind of research cited and its find-
ings on late colonial developmentalism, a con-
temporary, and more fundamental, isgue was
how colonial subjects themselves perceived the
changes they experienced under colonial rule,
and especially (for present purposes) the leader-
ship and intelligentsia of the nationalist parties
and movements which formed the governments
of the independent states of Asia and Africa. Once
again this is a general theme about which it is
difficult to generalize empirically. However, it is
possible to ‘unpack’ two aspects of it.

One is straightfoward: the nationalist demand
for independence was political and ideological,
i.e. freedom from the oppression of rule by an-
other state. The other proved more ambiguous
in practice. This started from the belief that for-
eign rule entailed economic exploitation and ob-
stacles to development, that colonies were
established and ruled for the benefit of the col-
onial powers and not that of their subjects. This
could encompass views that;

1 patterns of economic change under coloni-
alism were ‘distorted’ towards the export
production of raw materials needed by
the markets and industries of the colonial
powers;

2 the development of manufacturing indus-
try, above all in capital goods and engineer-
ing — the definitive sector of modern
economic progress — was blocked or other-
wise inhibited by colenial states, whether
through design or neglect;
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3  the profits, hence accumulation, from the
activities of colonial production and trade
accrued to the economies of the colonial
powers rather than being invested to pro-
mote the economic development of the col-
onial territories.

In sum, this position was not a rejection of ideas
of development, nor of development doctrines
that constructed them in particular ways, but a
statement of the belief that political independ-
ence is a necessary condition of more rapid and
comprehensive ~ and indeed of more properly
‘national’ — development: to overcome the col-
onial legacy of ‘poverty, ignorance and disease’
(a standard expression of the time), and to yield
the fruits of prosperity and well-being. Achiev-
ing the progress of ‘national development’ was
also widely seen, together with the connected
ambition of ‘nation building’, as primarily the
role of the now national state established at in-
dependence.

The element of ambiguity — and irony — in the
project of post-colonial developmentalism, then,
was that it inherited, adapted, repro duced, and
in some instances reinforced, many of the spe-
cific ideas and methods of colonial doctrines of
development and their constructions of moder-
nity: what it means to be modern, and how to
get there.

11.6 Conclusion

In 1861, Julius Nyerere expressed the hopes of
the moment of independence: “This day has
dawned because the people of Tanganyika have
worked together in unity...[Flrom now on we are
fighting not man but nature.” In quoting these
words at the end of his authoritative history of
colonial Tanganyika, Iliffe (1979) commented
‘but it was more complicated than that.’

It proved to be more complicated precisely
because the end of colonialism was not the end
of capitalism. The former cclonies of Asia and
Africa still had to confront the unequal struc-
tures of the international division of labour
and capitalist world market in their efforts to
achieve economic development. In addition, the




contradictory soclal relations and divisions of
capitalism were now as much part of their so-
cieties as of those societies in which capitalism
had its origins; and many of the assumptions,

methods, institutions and practices of colonial
doctrines of development, with all their intrin-
sic tensions, were assimilated in the designs for
development of the newly independent states.

Summary

1 The three main phases of European colonialism were connected
with the development of capitalism in Europe: the crisis of feudal-
ism; mercantilist expansion during the transition to capitalism and
its ‘primitive accumulation’; more systematic colonization through
both expansion and the restructuring of colonial economies with
the emergence and dominance of industrial capitalism.

2 The peak period of European colonialism from the mid-
nineteenth to mid-twentieth centuries, in the era of industrial cap-
italism, involved more systematic and comprehensive exploitation
of the colonies as sources of raw materials for industries in Europe,
and as outlets for investment and markets for manufactured goods.

3 The making of colonial economies — through the organization of
commaodity production and trade by colonial states, settlers and
companies — entailed the ‘breaking’ of existing patterns of produc-
tion and social existence, of whole ways of life.

4 This process was encapsulated in the formation and function-
ing of colonial labour regimes, which underwent a broad, if uneven,
sequence of change from direct coercion during the period of
‘primitive accumulation’ (slavery, tribute labour, indentured labour)
to semi-proletarian, proletarian and household labour (petty com-
modity production) by the late nineteenth century.

5 Other aspects of social and cultural change under colonialism
also contributed to new forms of social differentiation among the
colonized, and exposed the contradictions of colonial rule, not least
in challenging its legitimacy.

& Colonial doctrine justified European colonization in terms of
its ‘civilizing mission’, typically connected with ideas of racial
superiority: from conversion to Christianity, to the civilizing effects
of trade and, in the era of industrial capitalism, notions of progress
universalized as ‘modernization’ and ‘development’.

7 The European colonial empires were dismantled in the decades
following the Second World War: anti-colonial movements became
stronger, and internaticnal capitalism led by the USA no longer
required the direct political rule of Asia and Africa (an ‘imperialism
without colonies’), while the proclamation of strategies of ‘national
development’ by the newly independent states assimilated many of
the tensions and ambiguities of the ‘doctrines of development’ of
the era of (industrial) capitalist colonialism.

DAVID POTTER

One of the things that has conventionally
distinguished developing countries in the Amer-
icas, Asia, Africa and the Middle East from
the rest of the world is that nearly all such
countries experienced some form of European
colonial rule. Some of the reasons for the Euro-
peans going to these parts of the world have al-
ready been mentioned in Chapter 11. They
include the economics of the expansion of
Europe, the development of capitalism, and the
creation of a world market and international
division of labour. Wherever and whenever the
colonialists established themselves, they were
gradually drawn to contrel the area they had
conquered or in which they had their invest-
ments. Eventually these political interventions
resulted in the formation of what came o be
called colonial states.

Colonial states gradually ripped apart pre-
existing economic and social relations and
created colonial economies, including various
labour regimes as discussed in Chapter 11. These
and other actions of such states were more or
less resisted by those on whom their rule was
imposed. The result was that colonial rule was
never eagily created and maintained. In the end,
the problem of rule became insuperable and the
European colonialists withdrew or were driven
out.

The “problem of rule’ from the European point of
view had two related aspects. One was that lines
of communication between Europe and far-flung

colonies, and between the seat of government
in a colonial city and the rural countryside, were
extremely slow and uncertain during nearly the
entire period of colonial rule. Colonial powers
in Europe therefore had to rely on officials in
the colony whom they could trust to rule on their
behalf. For the most part such trusted officials
were recruited in the European country and sent
out to the colony Bui, and this is the other as-
pect, only a minuscule number of such officials
relative to the indigenous population could be
sent. For example, in 1906 shortly after the Brit-
ish took control of northern Nigeria the ratio of
Furopean civil officers to the indigenous popu-
lation was 1 to 45 000; in terms of area it was 1
to 2900 square miles (Okonjo, 1974, cited in
Mamdani, 1996, .73). In 1939 the ratio of Eu-
ropean officials to Africans in both the Belgian
Congo and in French West Africa was about 1 to
4000 (Delavignette, 1950 cited in Mamdani,
1996, p.73). In India, Mahatma Ghandi used to
put the same issue this way: ‘We in India may
in a momeit realize that one hundred thousand
Englishmen [his estimate of their number in
India] need not frighten three hundred million
human beings’ (Gandhi, 1920, cited in Low, 1974,
p.8).

Such raties frame the key political question
about the power of colonial states, the question
with which this chapter is primarily concerned:

How was it possible for so few Europeans
to hold down so many colonial peoples?




