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Une tremendous ad&antage with the term "self-reliance" is its open-
endedness. The term has a certain nucleus of content, but it is up to all
of us to give it more precise connotations (as a matter of fact, that would
be the only self-reliant way of going about defining the term "self-reliance").
The following is one suggestion, one effort to fill it with content, even to ‘

build some kind of ideology around it ; by no means a set of prescriptions.

Roland Berger has this to say about ihe Chinese origin of the ideazl/

"In his August 1945 speech Mao Tse~tung used the phrase 'tzu 1i keng
sheng' which literally translated is ‘'regeneration through our own
efforts'. This more accurately conveys the true meaning of the policy
than the term 'self-reliance'., 'Regeneration ttrough our own efforts!'
alsu makes il clear that this is a policy radically different from
'self-sufficiency' or 'autarchy'. It is in fact the mass line applied un
cthe cecnomic froul and stems directly from iao Tee-tung's consistent
emphasis that 'ithe pcople, and the people alone, are the motive force
in the making of worid history' and that 'the masses have boundless
creative power'. (Italics ours).

Although nothing in what follows is contrary to what has just been said
it would be less than self-reliant to give to the Chinese any kind of
monopoly position relative to this precious idea. After all the idea of local
self-reliance in the sense of the small community relying on its own forces,
is as old as humanity itself: this was the normal form of human existence.
Then something happened: above all the world-encompassing center-periphery
formation built as a program into Western civilizationg (with the West in the

center, of course}, put into (1) cultural practice through the spread of

christianity and later on Western science and other forms of Western thought;

into (2) socio-economic practice through capitalism and (3) military-

political practice through colonialism—- all of them wrapped together in the

imperialism of the nineteenth and first half of the twentieth centuries, and
the neo~imperialism of our part of the twentieth centur;{ The neo-imperialist
experience informs us that center-periphery formation is a much deeper
phenomenon than political-military colonialism. One basic theoretical

assumptioh is that one has to find its roots in the economic infra-structure
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e.g. in the centralizing networks and economic cycles spun by the
transnational corporations. Another assumption, to which we would subs-
cribe ourselves, working backwards with the list given above (also working
backwards in history), would be that the roots above all are cultural/
civilizational, and of a double nature. On the one hand there is one
civilization in the world, the Western one, which not only considers
itself the center of the world (that is natural) but to be universally
valid, the center from which messages of all forms radiate to a periphery
eager to receive the Western truth in material and immaterial forms. On
the other hand, due to a number of geographical and historical circumstances
the rest of the world has to a large extent let itself be impressed by the
West and has to some extent accepted a position in the Periphery in ex-
change for some of the Center products, material and immaterial, that the
‘Center has considered it notonly its right, but its duty to distribute

all over the world. In other words, we postulate an-element of Periphery
complicity in the form of a submissiveness it is up to the Feriphery

to change, to withdraw.In this factor a basic source of change is located.

This type of analysis serves to place self-reliance in a3 historical
context. Self-reliance is not merely an abstract recipe, a way of
organizing the economy with heavy emphasis on the use of local factors,
but a highly concrete fight against any kind of center-periphery formation
with the ultimate goal of arriving at a world where "each part is a
center“é/ Since the essence of center-periphery formation is vertical
division of labor, with exchanges across'a gap in level of processing
where trade is concerned, a gap in level of knowledge where science is
concerned, a gap in level of initiative where politics is concerned and
so on - in short the difference between the sender and the receiver,
the leader and the led + the basic idea of self-reliance would be to get
out of this type of relationship. In order to obtain that three supporting
mechanisms (of exploitation) have to be attacked - penetration, fragmen-
tation and marginalization. And that leads one straight into the practice
of self-reliance way of fighting center-periphery fo ion; including

the penetration, fragmentation and marginalization.

Penetration, or dependency (the Latin American dependencia) is

essentially a power relation: it simply means thai what happens in the
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periphery is a consequence of causes located in ihe center. Thus, it
gives broader scope to "power" than is usually given in actor-oriented
analysis where the "cause" referred to has to be somebody's intent

to exercise power; it also takes in the type of power that is built into

a structure. Since power of any type can be seen as being of one or more

of three kinds;/ normative/ideologiqgl, remunerative and punitive (persuasions

carrot and stick power to put it simply), the fight against penetration
also has to have three ingredients. To withstand normative/ideological power

emanating from some kind of center self-confidence, self-respect (the Latin

American dignidad) is needed - a faith in own values and own culture and
civilizalion; the tradiiicnal one aud the abilily to create new culture.
Tu withsland remw:erative power awsdol.le seil-siificiency or autarchy is
-not needed. Un closer analysis it is clearly seen that the poini is Lo Le

able Lo _produse fvi basic heegs, parilcudact, iood, so that in e crisis

ivd_cannol be dged gs g wWeapon. Another aspect would combine the fights against
cultural ideologicéL and economic/remunerative penetration in the struggle

for independent taste-formation, being less susceptibie to "tastes" generated
from the center and satisfiable with center goods only. And finally: to
withstana coercive power a certain fearle$sness 1is needed, both as an

attitude and as a structure of Jefense, as an attitude and practice of

invulnerability.

Thus, with the focus on such expressions as self-ccnfidence, ability
to be self-sufficient and fearlessness/invulnerability it is clear that
self-reliance as a doctrine is located more in the field of psycho-
politics than in the field of economics. It would be a gross misunders-
tanding to reduce it to a formula for economic relations alone although
that would be in line with the economism of our timessend with the assumption
that the root of center-periphery relations is in the economic infra-
structure alone. More particularly, self-reliance is not a new way of
"bridging the gap", "catching up" in the sense of equalizing GNP/capita
or some similar measure. There are at least two good reasons why the latter
would not be compatible with the idea of self-reliance: it means taking
over the goal-structure of other societies which then become models to
imitate; and it probably also means taking over the means used by the rich
industrialized Western countries, including center-periphery formation
within and between countries. The Third World does not become self-reliant

by imitating the First and Second worlds, nor by exploiting some kind of
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Fourth World, the Fourth World by explditing the Fifth world (whatever'that
might be) etc? Self-reliance cannot be at the expense of the self-reliance
of others; it only implies the autonomy to set one's own goals and realize

them as far as possible through own efforts, using one's own factors.

In general terms the way to fight penetration is not through counter-
penetration, trying to do to the Center what the Center has always done to
the Periphery (persuasion, threats and promises) but to become autonomous.
There is much evidence to indicate that this is best done in a process of
airuggle; that the struggle itself generates patterns of attitude and
behavior and new structures that not only serve to break down ties of
penetration but also to build true selfvrelianceZ{ This was certainly true
for the Chinese and much of the success of their revolution was no doubt
due to their ability and opportunity to combine liberation with practice of
self-reliance during the long years of struggle. Whether this type of
experience is a necessary condition for true self-reliance later is another
question, however -- the Chinese, Vietnamese and partly Cuban experiences

seem to indicate that it may be closerto a sufficient condition.

The double character of self-reliance ~breaking up old relations in order to
build new ones - comes out equally clearly in the efforts to counteract
fragmentation and marginalization. The point is to break up the Center

monopoly, or near-monopoly, on inter-action by initiating new patterns of

cooperation, and to break up the Center near-monopoly on organizations

by creating new organizations. These are both active, outward oriented aspects
of self-reliance, showing clearly how different it is from self-sufficiency

as a concept. The point is not to avoid interaction but to interact according
to the criterion of selfrreliance, which means in such a way that no new
center-periphery relationship emerges. In practice this means higher priority
to horizontal interaction - particularly trade - with others more or less

at the same level; and a preference for organizations together with others

at the same level ~ "level" meaning something like "degree of peripherization"
rather than the highly misleading GNP per capita. The double nature consists
in using the same horizontal organizations of people, districts, countries,
even regions as solidarity organizations for collective bargaining and
confrontations with the centre, and for internal co-operation to 'obtain a more
equitable world. 8/
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So much for the general concept of self-reiiance as a pattern of
regeneration through own efforts, of fighting dominance by starting relying
‘on oneself, meaniug individual self and the collective Selfl of others in the
same position. Bul concrelely what is tne practice oI golf-reitance 7 Two
principles secm Lo L2 b work nere in addition LJ'LV\LJLhiDg salu atoves

the principle of participation and the principle of solidarity. These

principles are crucial as gaidelines, but like all such principles beuome

counter-productive when they degenerate into dogmatic prescriptions.

Self-reliance is a dynamic movement from the periphery, at zll levels-
individual, local, national, regional. 1i is not sumething done_for the |
peripherys; basically it is something done by the periphcry. Thus, control
over the economic machinery of a country by national, and even by local,
state or private capitalists in order to produce for the satisfaction of
basic needs is not self-reliance. It may be to "serve the people", but
it is not to "trust the people" - to use Chinese jargon. Self-reliance
ultimately means that the soclety is organized in such a way that the
masses arrive at self-fulfillment through self-reliance - in participation
with others in the same situation. Obviously this points directly to a
decentralized svciety, e.g. in the form of the 70,000 (or so) Chinese
people's communes with their subdivisions (brigades and teams), and sufficient

autonomy locally to permit participation down at the grassrootvlevelg/

Hence self-reliance should ideally be seen as something originating
in the antipode to the metropoles in the Center: the vast rural lands
in which the larger part of the world population still lives. Concretely
it takes the form of using local factors - local creativity, raw materials/
land and capital. uften the center has drained away so much of the conventional
raw materials and the local capital that the task is to find forms that
stimulate local creativity. This should not be confused with labor -
intensive forms of production which may constitute a solution where there
is scarcity of capital and excess of labor. Such factor-substitution is
entirely compatible with centralized management and manipulation,
professionalism and bureaucratization. Rather, the point would be to opt
for those forms of production that permit local grassrooté initiative
and innovation yielding results compatible with local conditions tastes

culture. The point would be that the loss in efficiency caused by sometimes
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reinventing something already invented elsewhere is more than offset by
the gain in self.~onfidence in accepting the challenge of being the
innovator. To be the able recipient of a technology developed elsewhere
casts the person/community/country/region in the role of the good pupilj
a role which is very difficult to unléarn and is the very opposite of

being self-confident.lg/

The basic economic principle, then, would be to use local factors
and produce for local consumption. Before producing anything, however,
the basic question asked during times of crisis should always be asked:
do we really need this product? The argument that it can be used for
exchange even if we do not need it for any use presupposes that there
are other communities that are not based on self-reliance - like
capitalism assuming that there will always be a periphery somewhere
that can serve as a markei!. Moreover, only with the masses in command
is there a sufficient guarantee that first priority will be given to
oroduction for the satisfaction of the basic needs of those most in need,

11
emphasizing use-value over exchange-value,’/ not ruling out the latter entirely.

If the answer is yes, the product is needed, the task would be
to try to produce it from local factors rather than getting it in
exchange for some factor held to be available in excess quantities
(labor, raw materials) or in exchange for some locally produced product.
In so thinking, and acting, there is no doubt that self-reliance is
prdfoundly anti-capitalist, for capitalism is based on mobility of factors

and products in world-encompassing cycles. Capitalism generates trade,

which in turn is good for the traderslg( If it had also been good for
development all over the world that would have shown up already given
the enormous increase in world trade during the last centuries. Hence

the theory is that self-reliance will serve the purpose of development in the

sense of satisfying both material and immaterial needs better.

But what happens if the product needed cannot be produced locally,
from local factors, in a federation of villages with little industrial
experience, only small scale industry? First, one might follow people in
times of crisis, trying to find some new ways of using raw materials so

as to get the product nevertheless (the Cuban use of sugar-cane as general
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raw material for a vast variety of products), or one changes the product
so that it still serves the purpose but makes better use of local factors

(the Chinese use of hydro-electric energy for tractors in some regions).

-4, However, thzre are obvious limits t¢ this, given the asymmetries:in
vhe world esconomic geography, and uhey are numciovs inoecds he mock
dmportant ohe probabuy velng the asjymmebry of water-dictrilbution. Ganals

can be dug by people raither than by machines, LUL porpo ave among the

best devices made by men, and one should nou necessarily wait till the

industirial bace 1{vr making pumps has been developed. The problem is

where 1o go to gel ihe pumps when tney are indispensablc and cannot be

produced locally. and this ig where the principle of solidarity

enters:s start the scarch for a partner in this type »f cooperation witﬁ

another community al the same level in the same district; if that does

not work have the district cooperate with another district in the same

province; if that does not work have the province search for another

province in the same country; if that does not work cooperate with another

country in the same sub-region (meaning Grupo Andino, ASEAN, West or

East African communities etec.); if that does not work try the larger

region (meaning the ECLA, the ECA, or the ACAFE regiéns): if that does

not work try for Third World cooperation - and ultimately, if that does

not work éither: some iype of exchange and co-operation with centre countries.
In a simplified version this leads to three levels of self-~

reliance: local self-reliance, national self-reliance and Xegional

(sub-regional, regional, Third World) self-reliance. The relations among these
three le;els pose important problems to be studied below. Thus, far from
being antithetical to trade and exchange and cooperation a consistent
policy of self-reliance may even increase the exchange level in the

world because it will engender much more cooperation between neighbars

in geographicai and social space. The point is not to cut out trade but

to redirect it and recompose it by giving preference to cooperation with
those in the same position, preferring the neighbor to the more distant
possibility, cooperation to exchange, and intra-sector to inter-sector
trade. Working outwards from oneseif and cneSelf, in a set of oceanic
circles as Gandhi might have saidlz/ is just the opposite of the prevalent
pattern today linking the periphery of the Periphery to the center of the

Center through a series of costly middlemen with obvious vested interests



and power to fight for the status quo, including lhe intellectual power

to rationalize the status quo through concepts like ®omparative advantages", 14/

41 this point let us summarize in a negative way by listing what

self-reliance (SR) is not:

(1} Sk is not an abstract, general formula. Self-reliance is a part of

an historial process, at the same time the fight against a certain global

and domestic structure and a way of building a new one.

(2)_SR canno’. be led from above. Self-reliance must probably be initiated
from sbove, but is meaningless without mass participation. Through
collective self~reliance necessary conditions may be created at the
national level and through national self-reliance necessary conditions

may be created ai the local level, but it is only at the local level that

self-reitance proverly speaking can unfold itself as mass action.

(3) Seli-re.iance is not the same as national/local processing of raw

paterials. This is usually a necessary condition, for one basic idea

is to contract economic cycles and to use local factors. But national
processing iz entirely compatible with national capjitalism and penetration
of the nationel periphev; from the national centers, just as local
processing is compatible with local capitalism and all that implies

in terms of division of labor between owners/labor—buyers/decision—
makers and workers of all kinds,both in terms of deciding what to produce,
how to produce it and what to do with the surplus created. Moreover,
capitalism as it is known today is expansionist by nature and will tend

to averfiow the borderlines of any self-reliant unit, turning other

units “nto souoces of factors and markets for capital and products all

»f which would te incoumpatible with the self-reliance of those units.

(4) Seif-reliance is no* the same as producing for the satisfaction

of the basic needs of those most in need. Those are excellent priorities,

toit they are also compatible with managerialism and clientelization. SR
implise another sabject/object relation, that the masses are more the
mastem of their cun necd-satisfaction, not developing the "psychology

.

, 1 . . 15
of depending on the goverrment for relief™ —/



same as seli-sufficiency or autarchy. SR implies

trads and cuoperation, nov the boilding

catthorsy LU may be argued thau self-

coosudo-rolioree let ue brdelly

ratlonglc  fowr sclf-reliance

womneleies in the world, tetween the
4 oan. peripheries. lMore precigely, there
trnis kind of structure that

croaredibility Lo be worth gambling

D

swarns produclion for baslc needs

waition 1 montrol of the productive machinery,

e, suoh ideas as using land for cash crops in

oyt {for the elites to tuy consumers goods,

some means of production) would less

. swver the economic cycle were sufficient

. . U
-1 not remain unsatlsflea.-/

+*i n ig ensured. A necessary condition for

soptrol over the local economy - which
Zt. If the economy 1s steered by remote
eesg, participation will remain formal, e.g.
‘nn in municipal elections, electing

~ver the economy as the local station-

sxoreon train (it is the train that directs

wwie rpther than vice versa). Thus mass participation

»f the czelf-reliance, both as necessary and

e utilized much better., This aspect of

inst capitalism that in addition to being

isn irrational in terms of its own criteria;

tocal factors. Trade is the easy solution once

4 merves as a substitute for search and re-search,
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for new ways of growing food, for new types of foodstuffs etc. Nobody
who has been through a crisis, e.g. a war economy is in any doubt as

to what this means: a mobilization of resources, some of them known
before but un-or underused; others even unknown., The argument against
this is often heard,"we do not want to live in a war economy". It is
true that psychologically this kind of economy has been associated

with crisis in the rich part of the world - for the poor in the poor
part of the world it is just the other way around. For them the "normal"
capitalist economy has been a state of permanent crisis and self-reliance,
under one name or the other, the alternative at least capable of
satisfying basic needs. But it is quite clear that the psychology

of the "developed" countries, and of the overdeveloped pockets in the
"developing" dountries, would have to undergo some changes in order

for SR to be more acceptable. These changes will probably come about in
two ways, negatively as the result of crisis produced with the coming
redirection and recomposition of world trade (and that would come even
as a consequence of the much more moderate New International Economic
Urder), and positively as a desire for an alternative style of life
where self-fulfillment is seen as scmething coming ‘out of self-reliance

than from mass consumption in an affluent, but clientelized, society.lZ/

(4) Through SR creativity is stimulated. We have mentioned above that

the transfer of technology, however good the terms, casts the recipient
in the role of the learner, the pupil - learning how to produce, even
1earniﬂg how to consume. Possibly this is the most devastating conse-
quence of the present world order and the consequence most difficult

to remedy. The way to go about it is definitely not through schooling
alone since that would, with the present pattern, only increase the
dependency on the Western centers rather than instilling faith and
pride in own culture and confidence in own ability to innovate. The
road to innovation probably goes through innovation, and by partly
closing oneself off from some of the innovations and advice coming from

global and domestic centers}

(5) Through Sk there will be more compatibility with local conditions.

That factors will be betler utilized has already teen mentioned, that

ecological concerns stand a better chance will be indicated below. The



type of conditions we have in mind here are n.i economic/ecological

but structural/c dt.ral. Self-reliance does not tuild walls in the

sense that pecople are no longer given access to knowledge about production
and consumpticr patterns outside Lhe cemmunity/nation/region, but it should
ltuster, indeed be vascu on, more self-confidence. Une impourtant aspect
would be to reverse the relation between technclogies of production and
consumption on the one hand and the local structure and culture on the
other from assuming (as Western social science has tended to do) that

the latter have to yield to the former to a search and re-search for

those technologies that are compatible with the structures and culture

one wants to have. Thus, if people want to be together and talk with each
other when they are working then individualizing and noisy means of
production should notbe chosen: there would be a search for other tech-
nologies. Under the condition of SR the local population will tend to

trust their own intuitions more and respect foreign technology less.

(6) Through SR there will be much more diversity of development. This is

almost a tautology: when development comes out of local conditions,

and co-operation is based on the principle of solidarity, local factors and
local culture, values, traditions will force much more diversity into

our world. Self-reliance is incompatible with imitation of model countries,
and also counteracts the silent subversion of local culture through the
culture and structure that always accompany the import of foreign tsch-
niques and material things in general. One of the most important proofs

of this hypothesis is given by China today: had China relied on technical
assistagée from either or both of the standard model countries, on trade,
on transfer of technology etc. as the basic factor in her development the
world would have been given one more big copy -~ instead world diversity

has increased tremendously, to the inspiration of all in search of a richer
basis for inspiration. For just as for trade SR does not rule out exchange
of ideas; it is rather a questioh of redirection and recomposition of the
idea-flow, learning more from cooperation with equals than from imitation

of (self-appointed)models.

(7) Through SR there will be less alienation. This also borders on the

tautologous: with self-reliance economic cycles will contract because

of the principles of local production (as far as possible)- and of horizon-
tal solidarity. However, it should be pointed out that local economic
cycles can also be highly aliensting if there is no mass participation

and no focus on production for one's own needs, particularly then for
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the basic needs. The point is rather that a negative factor is eliminated:
the vertical, world-encompassing cycle, practically speaking incomprehensible
except for the very few who, preclisely for that reason, get considerable
power. Thus, SR is incompatible with the transnational corporations as we
know them today.but not incompatible with some type of regional, horizontal,
organization for economic cooperation as long as it does not impede the type
of mass participation whereby people in general produce and consume in such

a way that higher needs are also satisfied (for creativity, togetherness,

sense of com.petence)l

(8) Through SR ecological balance will be more easily attained. When ecological

cycles contract the consequences of production and consumption, in terms of
depletion and pollution will be not only more visible, but also more direct.
The farmer who by and large produces what he consumes and consumes what he
produces has the gut knowledge that pollution and depletion will be detrimental
to him and his offspring, and this very knowledge initiates the type of
negative feed-back that may prevent ecological problems from surfacing at
all. Depletion cannot be relegated to some far-off corner of the world,
because in that corner they are also practising self-reliance and do not
let raw materials out except to neighbors at the same level. Pollutants
cannot be dumped on somebody else's territory, including "empty" nature,

if SR includes, as it should, a spirit of compassion, partnership with
nature (this does not follow from the economic principles alone). Of course,
one may still deplete and pollute oneself, as people have always done - the
argument being that if this is the case counter-acting forces may more
easily céﬁe into action than when depletion and pollution take place in

remote and defenseless corners of the economic cycles.

(9) Through Sk important externalities are internalized or given to

neighbors at the same level. This is, of course, cne or the most important

arguments in favor of SKH: by relying on one's own forces a genuine develop-
ment of oneself, individually and collectively takes place. Much less is
lost by reinventing sumethiing invented elscuwhere already than Ly casting
onesell in the role off a learnsr and imitator., In more conventional terms:
the research und developmenl facililies may be clumsy - whatever that means -
buat they are one's own, as are the mislakes, and It is from own mistakes,

not from those made by others, therc is more Lo leasrn. Through the mechaniem

of exchange with others at the same level (say, primitive tractors for
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primitive transistors) exlernalities are given to cthers at the same level
instead of being added to the high level of the Center countries. The
principles of redirection and recomposition would under inspired leadership

distribute the externalities more evenly inside today's vast global Periphery.

(1v) Through SK solidarity with others at the same level gets a solid

basis. The indication just given for trade redirection, with a simple

distinction made between local, national and regional (Third World) self-
reliance, the focus is already on Periphery solidarity. For the time being
this is best articulated at the inter~governmental regional level and through
increased trade later on, through increased cooperation and innovative
behavior of a type that respects local conditions a horizontal infra-structure
will emerge as a basis for true autonomy. Through mutual aid the Periphery

of today will be weaned off its dependency on the Center of today - through
partial withdrawal from the Center and increased reliance on itself - in

which case the terms "Center" and "Periphery as applied to the global system
will no longer be valid. But they may still be highly valid as applied to

the domestic system of the countries in today's Center and Periphery. The
principles of self-reliance are as valid for cooperation between districts/
states/provinces/departments inside countries as for cooperation between
countries. To wean districts off their dependence on capitals is a process
which involves the same patterns of thought and action as the corresponding
global action. We would agree, however, with those who argue that the basic
contradiction in the world of today resides in the structure of global
capitaliéﬁ- However, after that contradiction has been overcome a necessary
condition for attacking the domestic structures, will obtain; international

contradictions so far having overshadowed the national ones.

(il) Through SR ability to withstand manipulation due to trade dependency

increases. Dependency on import (e.g. of foodstuffs or oil) and on export
(e.g. of manufactures and capital) constitute an important sub-class of

the entire dependency syndrome. Decisions made in one country (to double
prices, to stop export, to deny import) have profound effects on other
countries in ways that are well known today. When the effect is submission
to the will of another country one can talk about manipulation. The obvious
countermeasure is, as pointed out above, to inoculate oneself against this

type of power by developing a_capacity for self-sufficiency (not only self-
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reliance) in times of crisig (i.e. when the weapons of export and/or import

denial are used), particularly in the field of bgsic_commodities., It may well

be that this will lead, in some cases, to a double economy - a regular one
with import of foodstuffs and oil and other commodities, and a reserve

economy where new patterns of growing food, and new forms of energy production,
conservation and conversion are developed. Better still would be a combination
in times of non-crisis of both economies, a "walking on two legs" policy,
because of the obvious benefits to be derived from this type of diversity.
Moreover, it will blur a distinction between the patterns of production and
consumption in ordinary and extraordinary periods thus contributing to

changes in life-styles and patterns of development. Innovations along such
lines as kitchen-gardens everywhere (including on the roofs of high-rise

city buildings), three—dimenéional agriculture, acjuaculture, bio-gas energy
generators, use of human manure combined with waste products from agricultural
production and consumption etc. should not be seen as crisis devices to be
dispensed with when the crisis is over so as to return to patterns of depen-
dency, wasteful overconsumption énd ecologically harmful practices, but

as good in themselves, e.g. for the many reasons already mentioned. And

one of the reasons, as mentioned, is to increase the power of today's
Periphery - collective, national, local by making it less susceptible tg

import/export manipulations, more able to withstand pressure.

(12) Through SR the military defense capability of the country increases.

A decentralized country with many units capable of susiailning themselves
in times of crisis, meaning not only producing their own fcod and other
esgential commodities Lol ailso their own loaderstip o poldauce and will
Lo resiet, io a musi less volnerable countlry, Velnerelility being one of
Lhe keys (and theretfore lesst analyzed) purameters of any military balacco
makes scme couiries virvtually indefensillc tousy Jopan Leing an extiremc
example Lecaase of its very high impori/expurt dependency and heavy
concentration of all kinds of institutions for tne pcoduction of goods and
decisions along the Tuokyo-Usaka line. In a country where the economy is
organized according to the principles of local self-reliance there is little
or no domino ecffect to be obtained by knocking out a center, e.g. the
capital (which often is the political/military/economic/cultural/
structural/communicative capital all in one). A SR country would have to

te conquered part by part, but these parts will have much higher capacity
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to organize para-military, guerilla-type resistance ss well as non-military
forms of defense even after an occupation has taken place. Knowledge of this
may deter effectively a would-be attacker; as it may have done both in the
US/Cuba and the Soviet Union/China cases. A country knowing its own
invulnerability to be high may also be less tempted to enter into pre-emptive
military adventures, threatening postures, military encirclement through
alliance-formation and bases and "forward defense lines" (in order to make
the fighting take place far away from one's own vulnerable homeland) - and,
consequently, become a much less aggressi?e country. In other words, just

as there is a basic compatibility between capitalistic growth and modern
hierarchical, technocratic military organization there is also a basic
compatibility between self-reliance as the basic mode of production and
paramilitary/guerrilla/satyagraha forms of defense whereby the civilian
population is mobilized and becomes less vulnerable and less clientelized
through dependence on vertieal military organizations that in turn depend

on Center countries for supplies of military hardware and software through

hierarchical "alliance" systems.

(13) Through SR as a basic approach today’s Center and Periphery are brought

on a more equal footing. The word-pair "developed/developing" is a part of

the Western syndrome whereby west defines itself as completed and the rest
of the world as a periphery waiting to become like West. The word-pair
Yunderdeveloped/overdeveloped" does away with this asymmetry defining

either as maldeveloped, one because there are too few means available

for the satisfaction of human needs, the other because there are too many29/
(Needless to say, there are underdeveloped pockets in the overdeveloped

countries and overdeveloped pockets in the underdeveloped countries).

Regional self-reliance in today's Center is more than a mechanism
of defense against regional self-reliance in today's Periphery: "if you
deny us raw materials we shall use synthetics; if you quadruple the prices
of yowoil we shall develop nuclear energy and other alternatives(in addition
to making use of Ngwegian oil resources)", and so on. This is a highly
foreseeable consequence and by and large to the good because it will, not
unlike ar economic boycott, force the Periphery into even more self-
reliance, thereby gradually meking the terms "Center" and "Periphery"

obsolete. The same, incidentally, applies to the present pattern of Center



- 16 -

countries to withdraw or withold money and personnel to intergovernmental
organizations, including falling back on their own organizations (EC,

OECD, ad hoc meetings etc.): it will pave the way for a Third World Secretariat,
even a Third World UN in addition to (not to the exclusion of) the present
system. But self-reliance in the Center, particularly when practised at

the local level, also gives the overdeveloped, capitalist West a chance

to regain so much of what has been lost in recent times: a sense of mastery
of local destiny, mobilization of local creativity, less dependence on
professionals, less clientelization generally speaking, new technologies
(intermediate, soft, appropriate, humgn) with smaller economic cycles that
are more aligned with middle-range ecological cycles, mass participation,
societies less vulnerable to military attack: in short the list we have

just gone through. Some lowering of purely material standard of living is

a very low price to pay for that - and as the contradictions sharpen the
probability that Center populations (not only some intellectual elites) will
consider that trade-off favorably will probably increase rgpidly.

It is felt that these arguments carry a certain weight and are already
being reflected, increasingly, at the global, domestic and local levels of
political thought and action. If put into practice there will be implications
for world interaction in general and world trade in particular, as indicated
in this Table:

intra-sector inter-sectof

trade trade
Center-Center upP 7
Center-Periphery ? DOWN
Periphery-Periphery upP ?

The most important dynamic tendency will be in the direction of decreased

Center-Periphery inter-sector trade (i«ee across genuine gaps in the level

of processing) as an expression of increased Periphery tendency to process
their own raw materiasls and use their own tertiary sector, their own services.
As a consequence of this and equally much as an expression of self-reliance
one may hypothesize increased intra-sector trade (raw materials against raw

materials, (semi)manufactures against (semi)manufactures, services against

services) both in the Center and in the Periphery. In doing so the Periphery
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will not only preserve more of the positive externalities for the Periphery
and distribute them more evenly among themselves; they will also be better
protected against terms of trade fluctuations since there will be more
focus on intrg-sector trade., What will happen in the other three cells in
the Table is hard to postulate but the general hypothesis is certainly
that increased self-reliance involves redirection and recomposition of
trade and, conseguently, will have an impact of the votal world trade
picture. Whether the lotal world trade volume will gc up or down or remain
about the same under a system of self-reliance is anolher matter, however -

there is hardly any basis for knowing.

The game, uneedless to say, applies to everything else said above:
it is highly hypothetical. The thirteen rationales should be seen as
hypothesis about positive effects that would derive from a policy of self-
reliance, but there are also hypothesis about negative effects. To mention

five of them:

(1) Through SR inequities may yield but inegualities will remain.There

are many types of inequalities, e.g. due to different factor endowment,
different ability to mobilize creativity if the masses, different levels

of mobilization of the population in general for action, and so on. Self-
reliance takes only care of inequality insofar as it is interaction-induced,
e.g. derives from the accumulative effects of unfavorable (to the Periphery) terms
of trade and/or spin-offs from vertical division of labor, or externalities,
in general. Through SR center-periphery relations will be cut down (and if
the center reacts sufficiently engrily it may quickly be cut down to almost
zero), but that only guarantees that whatever inequality remains is not
interaction-induced. Consequentlj there is also an argument for mechanisms
of global redistribution that will "take from the rich and give to the poor"
at the same time as the poor become more autonomous. The politics of
coordinating this will be extremely complex, to say the least, and the
complexity will serve as an argument in favor of small revisions of the
present system whereby the Center will promise some transfers (not only
stabilization of the terms of trade) in exchange for keeping the present’

(inter)national division of labor.

(2) Through SR at the regional level, and also at the national level

local exploitation may solidify &5 long as pasis is unchanged. The term

"self-reliance" should not be used unless there is genuine mass involvement.
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National and regional self-reliance should be seen as means towards this
goal. As such they are necessary, for local units would be much too exposed
to, say, transnational corporations unless there is some national protection
available, just as the single Periphery country would need vegional
solidarity in order to bring about changes in the global structures of
trade, politics, military action, culture and communication. The argument

is not in favor of anarchy in the sense of a world divided into small, local
communities, but in favor of a world where more power, initiative and the
level of needs-satisfaction are better distributed at all levels of
organization: individuals, groups, local communities, countries, regions.
What is not wanted is the use of the rhetoric of self-reliance to conceal

contradictions that have to be overcome, between local elites and the people.

(3) Through SR organic ties between units may be reduced. SR should not

be interpreted to mean isolationism but redirection of interaction in
general, as argued many times above. Nevertheless, the argument that the
world might be cut into two halves, the former Center and the former

Periphery carries a certain weight - not because that a trend in that direction
may not be a short term necessity, but as a long term trend it should be

counteracted. SR policy calls for a

certain amount of decoupling from the Center, for some time, but it

also calls for recoupling on more equal terms, e.g. for intra-sector
exchanges. The time for recoupling is not necessarily when the former

Center is willing to import manufactured goods on equal (tariff and non-
tariff) terms - that is a very limited perspective on the matter. Equally
important is probably the level of general population autonomy, of sufficient
self-confidence no longer to be afraid of meeting challenges from other

self-reliant units.

(4) Through SR mobility between units may be reduced. SR should not be

confused with a system of serfdom tying people to a geographical community,
nor with a nomadic system. SR should be compatible with mobility, especially
according to the principle of solidarity - meaning a preference for
exchange with people in units that are geographical and social neighbor. The
Chinese seem to be practising a high level of mobility at least between
neighbouring People's Communes as a way of exchanging experience and as

a way ol providing individuals with new expérionce and, consequently, with

the raw material for a richer life. What would not be legitimate under an
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ethos of self-reliance, however, would be to build the systems, particularly
the cconomy in such a way that the unit depends on an input on experts and/or
cheap labor from the outside (or depends on the export of such people because
of the postal remittances they send back). Again, it i obvious that any
snti-mobility privciple becomes meaningless if il is achered 4o too dopmatically,
among other reasons because of the needs for communic:tion between such

groups.

(5) Through SRk a new vertical distinction be created between self-

reliant and not self-reliant units. The argument is very often heard that not

all units can be self-reliant and it is easy for China to be self-reliant
with those masses of land and people and history, The argument usually
confuses self-reliance with self-sufficiency and also overlooks the important
circumstance that China practices self-reliance inside the country, probably
with ‘the consequence that intra-Chinese trade is lower that it would have been
in capitalist economy of the same size and the same level of conventional
development. Nevertheless it is obvious that there is a problem of delineating
the self-reliant units. Sometimes they will be sub-national, sometimes
national and sometimes super-national (Nordic countries, Grupo Andino, etc. )=
and SR being a psycho-political in addition to a socio-economic category

old cultural borders, ethnic groupings and so on will play considerable

role. Since the "integration" of ethnic minorities (that sometimes add up

to majorities) during state formation is a part of the general center-
periphery syndrome the idea of self-reliance should alsoc be considered in the
context of the striving for increased autonomy by such groups - and there

are many of them around the world.
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In conclusion, then, some words about the problem left untouched in the preceding
paragraphs: the problem of the size of a self-reliant unit. There are many good reasons
for leaving the problem untouched. First among them is the fear of dogmatism: the idea
that a self-reliant unit has to be located somewhere between 500 and 50.000, preferably
have around 5.000 mewbers may close rather than open for human imagination and social
creativity. Moreover, there is the idea that self-reliance does not only mean local
self-reliance. Local self-reliance alone would make the unit too vulnerable, e.g. to
transnational corporation penetration. But correspondingly: protection of the local unit
. through some mechanism of national self-reliance may constitute a carte blanche for local
national elites to exploit their masses. And regional self-reliance, at the regional or
sub-regional Third World level, might élso leave the scene open for exploitation by their
potential powers of dominance. Hence, the idea would be that Just as local self-reliance
has to be protected by national self-reliance and national by regional self-reliance the

purpose, the raison d'étre of the latter rwo is to provide a basis for the local self-

reliance, and the raison d'8tre of that again is human self-reliance, the self-reliance

of the individual and/or the group.

And that brings in the question of size. The two basic considérations behind any
theory in this field are obvious enough. On the one hand there is the problem of
viability: there is some element of slef-sufficiency in the iaea of local self-reliance,
however much one insists that it does not exclude co-operation, even some kind of trade

with other units, and there is obviously a lower limit, a minimum size for this to obtain.

Thus, if one has four thousand families of poor farmers with one acre each the farm is

hardly viable, nor are the four thousand farms. But if the plots are comvined into four
thousand acres and, two thouéand families work the land, one thousand are engaged in small
scale industry and one thousand in "tertiary sector" activities this unit of, say, twenty

thousand persons may be viable. In concrete terms this might be a federation of villages,

and if we say that India has close to 600.000 villages, out of which 300,000 have less

than 300 inhabitants the federation might include something like forty villages - possibly
divided into something corresponding to brigades and teams like in the Chinese system, or
their equivalents. Thus viability has at least two components: that the internal structure

permits rational use of all resources, and a minimum size.

But then there is the problem of maximum size, related to the problem of meaning,

identity, participation. What is the maximum size if some type of direct democracy is

wanted/needed in order to guarantee meaningful participation of everybody? Of course, the
classical answer is a succession of levels, a vertical hierarchy with indirect representatio:
upwards, perhaps also direct elections of some key leaders such as a president. But too
much of that is not self-reliance; this quickly becomes reliance on others. In the
principle of delegation of power, even very basic, crucial pover, there is also a delegation

of self-reliance away from the masses to the elites. The system may be called democracy

but it is not a system of self-reliance.
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The problem is how to obtain meaningful contact for decision-making made by all,
wvhich may be said to be a problem of how many can be in a.meeting together, communicate
with each other, articulate and somehow arrive at a decision - whether by voting
according to the Western individualist model, or according to a consensus model, more
compatible with many other cultures. Clearly the number is higher than five hundred,
lower than fifty thousand. There are national assemblies in the world based on more than
five hundred members and even if key decisions are made by small cliques within this
group they may at least on some crucial océasions arrive at a pattern of collective
‘decision-making. Even five thousand people may have a meeting in a stadium, a sports arena
and divide themsleves into ten, or fifty, working groups. With the assistance of cable
television, walkie-talkie etc., the possibility of mutually visible and audible
articulation, in a dialogue fashion, may be extended to a high percentage of even mass
meetings. It should be noted, however, that the point here is dialogue which implies

at least the sequence position-opposition-reaction, repeated many times, with new actors
in the three roles.

In general, however, really direct decision-making is hardly possible at these
orders of magnitude. Something between fifty and five hundred will sound more reasonable,
possibly with a committee down to five (the classical panchayyat) in a facilitating role;
not necessarily to yield ultimate power. And this brings us very close to the Chinese
model where the team, not the commune seems to be the working team, the accounti;E unit
and the unit that actually makes most decisions - and it has that order of magnitude
(2-300 being fairly typical). This is also a "natural”unit in the sense that it coincides
with the size of villages in many parts of the world. g}/ But it is not viable, hence
the need for the federation of villages which is the commune. If 80% of China's 800
million or so live in the 70.000 communes the average size of a commune is something
between eight and ten thousand -~ perhaps the size needed for viability. There is
something interesting in this: the team is necessary and sufficient forigégig viability,
for elementary forms of food production, and for basic participation. But for services
like health and education, and for small scale industry etc., a bigger unit is needed.

On the other hand, it is hardly necessary to have direct participation every day for
decision-making at that level as long as there is provision for some type of direct
democracy ~ and for that purpose even that level must not be too big, not more than the
ten to twenty thousand families mentioned in the directive establishing the people's
communes in 1958 (it should be noted that the real average size is much smaller, this

serves to indicate the maximum size).

Thus we have arrived at some reflections on minimum size, and some. on maximum size.
The optimistic conclusion is that the minimum is below the maximum - there is a positive

window so to speak, giving some leeway for social experimentation. It should be noticed
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how different this is from the theory and practice of the modern nation state. On the

one hand there is the ideology of economies of scale and the need for size in order to
play a role internationally. On the other there is the ideology that real human contact
can only take place in very small groups, say in familites or collectivities of the oxrder
of 101 - certainly not of the order of 102 and 105, even 105 discussed above, Of course,
in a certain sense this is true: capitalist production presupposes a certain market,
power politics a certain size at least when there are others around of some magnitude.

And there is a type of human nearness that probably can evolve only in very small units
.out of which the bi-sexual dyand is certainly the most famous - one might assume in China
too (although one does not hear too much about that dyand). But the point is that this
should be seen as an ideology, not as anything near the status of a law of nature. Big
state'ism combined with fragmentation of the population into small units, families and
individuals, willing and ready to "delegate" their power at regualr or irregular intervals
is a coherent ideology highly compatible with strong centre-periphery gradients of a‘
cultural, political, economic nature; but is certainly not the only possible way of
organizing the human existence. There are other ways, more self-reliant ways, and if our
present technology is incompatible with smaller units this means we have to change the
technology, not to permit it to steer us in one direction only. gg/ Which does not mean
that all technology has to be of the local, beta-type variety - but that conscious choices

have to be made so as to arrive at an acceptable mix of alpha and beta structures and

techniques.
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Roland Berger, '"Self-Heliance, Past and Present", Eastern Horizon, Vol. IX
No. 3, pp. 8-24. Also see the paper prepared for the 25th Pugwash Conference
(Madras, 13-19 January 1976) "The Role of Self-Reliance in Alternative
Strategies for Development", by Ashok Parthasarathi with a summary hy

the Secretary - General of Pugwash. One particular aspect of self-reliance
is analyzed in Surendra J. Patel, "Collective Self-Reliance of Developing
Countries (WFUNA Annual Summer School, Background Faper 8). Also see the
Cocoyoc Declaration for the general philosophy of self-reliance.

This is a basic theme of the "Trends in Western Civilization" research
program of the Chair in Conflict and Peace Research, University of Oslo.

. The standard term is "neo-colonialism", but the phenomenon is boarder in

scope; it is actually imperialism no longer supported by military-political
colonialism in the classical sense.

From the Cocoyoc declaration: "The ideal we need is a harmonized
cooperative world in which each part is a center, living at the expense
of nobody else, in partnership with nature and in solidarity with
future generations".

Power is then seen as a relation between a sender and a receiver, not as
something existing in the sender alone - that would be power potential.

Extreme care should be taken in using concepts like the "fourth world"
usually introduced to indicate divisiveness inside the Thiird World. On

the other hand there is no reason to concesl that dominance relations

also develcop inside the Third World. If one should talk meaningfully

about the "fourth world", however, it would probably make much more senseto
see it as located within all Third World countries -~ the vast periphery

of the Periphery- than to see it as a group of countries, e.g. the 25
designated as least developed countries.

This is probably a contingent relation, though. It is hardly absolutely
necessary, but that it is not absolutely sufficient is seen from the
Algerian case today, and probably also from the Soviet case. In both
cases a tremendous struggle preceded independence and transition to
socialism, but the systems can hardly be characterized as self-reliant.

Thus, the UNCTAD 77 is certainly more than an organization for global
articulation and collective bargaining; it is also a setting within which
new cooperative structures are emerging.

This is developed in some detail in Johan Galtung and Fumiko Nishimura,
Learning from the Chinese People (Oslo, 1975), chapter 4.

At this point a Western preoccupation with the loss of inefficiency in
multiple innovation, or re-innovation, enters. Great efforts are exercised
to avoid this through "coordination and documentation". Without denying the
value of that approach in some fields it should be noticed how this serves
the function of reinforcing the Center as a Center because they have the
largest capability, e.g. in pure R and D, science and technology, terms

for creating new science and technology.
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However, noc absolute dogmatic position about only producing for use, never
for exchange will be taken here. When one produces for the use of others
there is always an exchange element present which makes it hard to draw an
absolute borderline. But the concept of production for socially beneficial
goals, including the satisfaction of basic material needs of oneself and
others might be seen as a basic ingredient in self-reliance as a concept.

This is probably one of the few absolutely safe statements one can make
about capitalism, from which it follows that capitalist patterns will be
maint&ined not necessarily only by countries with a dominant private sector,
but by countries that base their economies to a large extent on trade,
whether most of the economy is in the private or public sectors.

Gandhi may be seen as one of the ideologists, and practitioners of
self-reliance, through the sarvodaya concept (local level) and swadeshi
concept more applied at the national level) -~ inside a pattern of local
capitalism, but of the type normatively repulated through what Gandhi
referred to as the "horizontal" aspects of casie.

The concept is probably, as Myrdal has argucd, mesningful for couniries

at the same level of development, making cxchanges of products at roughly
speaking the same level of processing, thus Laluencios the externalities and
kecping terms of Lrade relatively stable.

berger, op.city,ir. ¢— the quotation is from a cable by Mao to some local
headquarter in 1948,

See the very intorcstive analysis by K. L. ke, ob. ol

Chemplojment and peveloonent Policy - A Usse oty o) Soloeted lsoueg
witin Reference o herslg (lrivandrum, Maveb 1975} where it is arpaed
strongly that food shovld be produced locally in ¢ridozs not to become
tuoo expensive for the people, and in order (v wiilize fully marginal

resources,

1t is probably only when the quest for a necw 1ife 5%

consumptive,crisis is seen as a quest for a higher gquality of life (and not
as a reaction to changing trade patterns etc.) that sufficient momentum will
be generated.

The individual level paradigm for this is, of course, the way in which
myst people grow up through a phase of withdrawal from parental authority,
establishing their own personalities through more autonomously guided trial
and error. From the parental point of view this is known as "the difficult
years" and 'the puberty crisis".

These more ephemeral, higher and immaterial needs are more difficult to
define and for that reason usually left out of economistically guided
analyses. The result is clearly seen in the high level of alienation in

the working conditions of developed countries; one eloquent testimony being
Studs Terkel, Working (New York: Avon Books, 1972).

See Johan Galtung et al, Measuring World Development, Chair in Conflict and
Peace Research, University of Uslo, Oslo 1974.

siyle in rich countries, less
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Lacas, in his article on Quiroga, in The Americas, vol. 1l4,no. 1, pp, 57-86
makes some use of the finding by Doxiades, i.e. that there are 14.10° human
settlements in the world, that 53.5% of the world pgpulation lives in rural
settlements, including 4.10° single farms and 10.10° rural settlements with
less than 5.000 inhabitants. Above tgat there are 32,700 settlements with more
than 5000 inhabitants, 1.460 above 10”7, 141 with more than one million and

3 megalopolis (with more than ten million). These figures are now a bit old,
but the general conclusion still holds: it is normal in the sense of frequent
for human beings to live in relatively small settlements.

Anthony Jay, in "Who Knows What Primitive Instincts Iurk in the Heart of
Modern Corporation Man?", New York, 20 September 1971 concludes (p-35) after
having examined a large variety of forms of organization that something around
five hundred seems to be about the maximum that can be managed from the point
of view of participation and meaningful decision-making. Beyond that bureau-
cratization sets in, and stereotyped thinking and action become abundant.

This, according to him, is the size of tribes in Australia, of what Romans
ended up with as the practical unit of varfare, of what executives say they can
"handle" (not to be confused with the concept of participation mentioned above),
and of the famous French marriage circles, the groups of people from which

one finds a spouse (about 1100 in rural communities, 900 in raris - obviously
to a young person in Paris not all of Paris is eligible, only a very small
part, and the size is about the same as to a person living in the countryside).
Obviously this size has something to do with the human capacity for sending
and receiving information - but we would prefer not to have too strong opinions

on the size since this capacity may depend on factors we do not know enough
about.



