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In a network l ike the GPID there is always the problem of maintaining dialogues betw€en meetings. One
possibil i ty is by mail. Gilbert Rist started this type of "intellectual stimulation" in the GPID project.
To make it known to others, three such dialogues are published here. They refer to papers already
published in this series (and to some unpublished papers, but that should not worry the reader):

"Notes for an Epistemology of Holism" by Oscar Nudler (HSDRGPID-13/UNUP-65);
"Towards a Model of Human Growth" by Telma Nudler (HSDRGPID-7/UNUP-59);
"The Organizational Context of Development: l l luminating Paths for Wider Participation" by Chadwick

Alser  (HSDRGPI D-1 7/UNUP-791 ;
"Two Views on Interdependence and Self-reliance: Polit ics of De-oríentation and Polit ics of Re-creation"

by Herb Addo.

Geneva, January 1981 Johan Galtung

This paper is being circulated in a pre-publication form to elicit comments from readers and generate
dialogue on the subject at this stage of the research.
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F R O M  G I L B E R T  R I S T  T O T H E  B A R I L O C H E  G R O U P

Geneva,  August  15,  L979

My dear Car los and f r iends,

In my at tempt to s t imul-a. te some k ind of  in te l lectual  co l l -aborat ion wi th-

in  the GPID network,  I  have spent  a couple of  days reading -  er  re-

reading - the various papers produced by your team in order to find out

how they could be used by other people within the netrvork and -

modestly - how they could be revised in order to take into account some

other f loating GPID paradigrms. May I say immedia+-ely that I found the

task pret ty  d i f f icu l t  and that  I  am not  sure that  my ref lect ion shal l

help you a great  deal .  In  any case,  I  do not  pretend to have a f ina l

word.  I  would therefore l ike you to consider  th is  le t ter  as a beginning

of  a process,  or  the cont inuat ion of  d ia logues which we a l ready had,  in

order  to br ing about  a bet ter  understanding in  the pro ject .

F i rs t  of  a l l ,  J-et  me state the reasons for  rny d i f f icu l t ies:

a.  In  a sense,  I  f ind i t  d i f f icu l t  to  recommend concrete ways for

integrating the Bariloche group into the GPID network, since you

have probably made the greatest possible effort to find out ways of

in tegrat ion of  the pro ject  i tse l f  (c f .  your  var ious papers on th is

q r r l . r - i  o n f  ì

b.  The hol is t ic  perspect ive of  the Bar i l -oche group makes i t  a lso

di f f icu l t  to  determine what  could have been " le f t  out"  of  the

approach (a simple look at your "needs table" would suffice to

st rengthen th is  point )  .

c. The GPID matrix shows that the Bariloche group has chosen to work
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mainJ-y on the goals aspects of  the GPID,  which means that  i t  might

be unfa i r  to  say that  your  involvement  in  the processes or  ind icators

s ide is  too smal l .  One could a lso add that  the par t ic ipat ion of  the

Bar i foche team in the "goals sub-pro jects"  (needs and v j_s ions of

desi rable societ ies)  has been outstanding and that ,  through these

sub-pro jects,  you are indeed in constant  touch wrth the GPID network.

The preceding points expla in my st ructura l  d i f f icu l - t ies when i t  comes to

ref lect  on the bet ter  in tegrat ion of  the Bar i loche group into the GPID

ne twork .  r  am temp ted  to  say :  Eve ry th ing  i s  f i ne ,  j us t  con t i nue  a long

the same l ine.  At  t l ie  same t ime,  T must  confess that  I  fee l  a lso rather

uneasy  fo r  more  pe rsona l  r easons ,  v í2 .  because  I  have  the  impress ion  tha t

f  am not  inc luded in the same "paradigm" as yours.  something which is

ra the r  d i f f i cu l t  t o  exp la in ,  necessa r i l y  b r i e f l y ,  i n  a  l e t t e r .

There is  no secret  that ,  for  example,  we have a d i f ferent  v iew about

needs.  I  a lso know that  my own perspect ive on th is  quest ion is  not  very

much shared wi- th in the GPID pro ject  as a whole.  One possibJ-e explanat ion

comes from the fact that I am dependent on "French" (Johan would say

Gal l ic  . )  sources for  my cr i - t . ique of  the theory of  needs,  and th is

is  probably why my only in te l lectual  companions on th is  point  (outs ide

IUED) are found in Dakar and in Spain ( I  am th ink ing of  José-Marra

Tortosa) .  îo  my v iew,  such a d ivergency is  par t ly  due to d i f ferences

in cul tura l  background (French vs.  Anglo-Saxon) ,  and I  am st i11

wonder ing why the Bar i loche group should be inc luded.  for  that  mat ter ,

in  the Anqlo-Saxon t radi t ion!  I  do not  want  to enter ,  once again,  t -nco

the debate, since you shall have ampl-e opportunities to meditate on my

own approach, which wil-1 appear i in a rather revised form) in the book

which Katr in  Lederer  is  about  to publ ish-

May I  lust  say that  I  cannot  see how the fo l lowing statements can be

reconci led:  "Human needs are f in i te ,  numerabfe and per fect - Iy

c lass i f i ab le "  ( "Human  S l zne rgy r "  p .  L4 ) i  "The  sys tem o f  human  needs  i s  a

h ie ra rch i ca l l y  o rde red  sys tem"  ( "Consc iousness  o f  T ime , "  p .  7 ) ,  and
".  in  human systems the presence of  language and cul ture br ing

about  complexi t ies which are absent  in  other  s tages" ( "Epistemology of
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H o l i s m - "  n -  7 ) -  T n  o t h r r r  w n r d s -  t h e  l a s t  s e n t e n c e  s e e m s  t o  m e  t h e  m o s tI  y .

important  one;  i f  i t  is  t rue,  how can needs be ordered,  numbered,

c lass i f ied? How can such a c lass i f icat ion have an operat ional  va lue fcr

l - h o  n r n n o < q o c 2

V'lithout entering into the detail-s, the ansv/er to such a question depends

on the v is  j -on that  one has of  development  as a process.  Hence t -he

' i  m n n r f n n r - e  n f  t h e  n a n e r s  o n  t h e  r r ^ ' ' ^ r i + - '  ^ t  r ' l É ^ t r  a n d  t h e  t ' M o d e l  o fr r L r l r u !  L 4 l r u s  v !  u r r u  l / q l r s !  y u q r r  L y  v !  ! f  ! s

Human Growth."  I  must  say immediate ly  that  I  an very sympathet .c  to a

great  many ideas developed in these contr ibut ions (a lso "Human Synerqy") .

I  fu l ly  share Lhe cr i t ique of  western th ink ing (a l though I  have the

€oa l  i nn  { -ha+ -  f ha  r r3n f i do te "  t o  i t  iS  ma in l y  f ound  i n  " t he  g rea t

c i v i t i sa t i ons  o f  t he  Eas t , "  and  no t  enough  i n  t he  ac tua l  soc ia l  p rac t i ces_

-  taken as res is tances to the v/estern model  -  o f  the "underdeveloped"

o r  "p r im i , t i ve "  soc ie t i es ) ;  I  a l so  ag ree  tha t  be ing  i s  more  va luab l -e  t han

having,  that  harmonious development  in  smal ler  uni ts  is  preferabl -e to

author i tar ianism l inked to g igant ism, that  the human person should not

be sacr i f iced to the developmerr t  o f  society (a l though I  do not  share t -he

kind of  ant inomic perspect ive which is  found in "Human Grcwth,"  p.  4) ,

and I also share the idea that maturíty growth is preferable t-o

i ; ld iv idual  success and compet i t ion.  on the whole,  th is  means a great

deal  of  agreement !  But  at  the same t ime,  i t  is  c fear  that  i t  woul-d be

hard to be against  such k ind of  goals for  any human being.  However,  I

fee l  a b i t  l - j -ke a st ranger in  th is  k ind of  problémat ique.  I  am afra id

to say that  I  have never  met  the k ind of  person you are descr ib ing in

the "Human Growth" paper. In other words, I do not know thi-s "universal

rran" (a kind of i. jbermensch) whom you are referring to, and who is l ike

a "Cartes ian subject , "  h / i thout  h is tory,  wi thout  c lass ident i ty '  ab le to

integrate conf l ic ts  in  order  to bui ld  up h is  personal i ty ,  e tc .  I  should

hasten to say that I am not a psychologist and that I do not r^/allt Lo

carry the debate on that level; the only thing I could say is that a

great deal of American contemporary psychology (you are quoting The

Pr imal  Scream, but  you coufd a lso have quoted Passages)  has st i l l  not

overcome the crit igue levelled by the Freudian tradition (where the

conf l ic t  has a d i f ferent  va l -ue f rom what  I  th ink you are saying) .  rn a

sense, the debate goes beyond i+-s purely cultural symptoms (Anglo-Saxon

3



vs.  French t radi t ion) :  what  I  am miss ing in  your  papers is  both Marx

and Freud,  two ord- fashioned gent lemen,  beyond whom i t  is  rather

d i f f icu l t  to  go (as far  as the methodology is  concerned).  T a l -so make

th is  point  in  v iew of  the fact  that  your  own anthropology is  much o lder

than Marx and Freud:  the whole idea of  the nature of  man,  to which

universal  l -aws can be appl ied,  seems to go back to the e ighteenth

cen tu ry ,  i f  n< - l t  t o  s to i c i sm (mens  sana  i n  co rpo re  sano ,  seJ - f - res t ra in+ - ,

humiJ - i t y ,  gene ros i t y ,  e t c . ) .  Hones t l y ,  I  do  no t  be l i eve  (and  i t  goes

beyond a mere beÌ ie f )  that  " i t  is  a fact  that  a theory of  normal  growth

ex i s t s "  ( "Human  Growth r "  p .  5 ) ,  no r  do  r  t h i nk  t ha t  a  "good"  (o r  hea l t hy )

group does not  generate ethnocentr isrn ( ib id. ,  p .  24)  .  For  ethnocentr ism

is in  i tse l f  a  condi t ion of  cu l iura l  ident i ty  and the debate is  i - rot  for

or  against  ethnocentr ism per  se but  for  or  against  the western brand

(un i ve rsa l i s t i c ,  expans ion i s t )  o f  e thnocen t r i sm.

The main idea behind the paper on "Epistemology of  Hol ism' ,  j_s a cr i t ique

o f  t he  emp i r i ca l  Ca r tes ian  ana l ys i s  o f  soc ia l  r ea l i t y  and  a  des i re  t o

combine the var ious "human sc iences,  "  namely socio logy and psychology

(p.  L2) .  I  be l ieve that  we are a l l -  longing for  (parc icu l -ar ì -y  wi th i -n

the GPID network)  a k ind of  t ransdisc i_pJ- inary approach,  and you are

probably r ight  to  emphas. ise the human s ide of  the whole pro ject .  But  r

am wonder ing whether  you are not  making the task too easy by us ing,  both

in the socio-  and in the psycho-theory,  the same k ind of  t rends

(" ideal - ism,"  to  use a very broad label ) .  l lhat  about  t ry ing to develop

a k ind of  mul t iparadigmat ic  hol ism? Just  an example:  The cr i t ique of

the western approach can be made by referr ing to Bergson,  but  s t ructur-

a l ism can a l -so be seen as a way of  understanding the whole rather  than

the components.

No doubt, it would be far better to tark about these problems than to

write about them. r feel forced to summarize so much my own thinking

that  my remarks are necessar i ly  d is tor ted;  they become so schemat ic  that

you mj-ght even find that I am rather unfair to your rather balanced and

harmonious papers. But this is probably part of the "game', which we

have to p lay in  our  "wr i t ten network."



I {oreover ,  i f  we want  to s t lmulate some k ind.  of  " in te l lectual -  co l labor-

at ion"  wi th in GPID,  these comments should nct  be restr ic ted to you.  The

bes t  I  cou ld  do  a t  t h i s  s tage ,  i t  seems  to  me ,  i s  t o  sha re  t hese  remarks

wi th those people,  in  the network,  who are not  so much work ing on goals

(as Bar i loche)  but  rather  on processes,  and inv i te t .hem for  conments.

They might  a lso correct  some of  my own staternents,  i f  they th ink that

they are mispJ-aced or  unfa i r .  rn spi te of  the fact  that  r  am s i t t ing

Ín the "co-ord inat ing uni t , "  f  do not  c l -a im to have the t ruth avai l -able.

r  am just  t ry ing to get  the bal r  ro l l ing,  expect ing other  peopte in  the

network to take some steps fur ther  in  the d iscussion;  th is  is  probably

one possib le way of  achlev ing some progress towarcs,  i f  not  a conìmon

model of human growth, at least a common languaqe.

l l i t h  a l l  bes t  w i shes  to  a r l  o f  you ;  spec ia l  r ega rds  t o  ca r l os .

( i  n c e r o l  \ /  \ / ^ : r r q

Gi lbe r t  R i s t



F R O M  O S C A R  N U D L E R  T O  G I L B E R T  R I S T

Dear Gilbert,

As one of Carlosf frierds, thank you so nnrch for your letter of
August 15 to "Carlos and friends".

The words just qLroted bring me to my not so 1itt1e first point.
I quote the fornnrla you usd to address us, not because I think there is some-
thing rdrong about it. Qrite the contrary. In this particular case, however.,[ri
seqns to me that the forrm-rla nisled you into letting you think that all the tit
papers by people jrr the Bariloche troup, though signe<l hrith different names,
could be considerd as v!:ritten by just one single uriter. This blurring of
differences rerninds me of a naneuver used in ideological discussions in order
to reduce the opponentrs complexity and marufacture a sinple, clear target at
which to shoot. I Írm not implying that your real intention was that. It
seems nore likeLy tlat the short time you devoted to studying our work - rra
co;ple of days", as you declare - prevented you from getting a finer urderstand-
ing of it. h:t independently of the nntivation issue, the fact is that the
one single writer formula is prezupposed in your criticism. Tlnrs, in page 2
of your letter you use the forrnrla to "discover" a sort of contradiction in our
work. Let me quote: Tulay I just say that I cannot see hoi{ the following statq
ments can be reconciled: 

- "F[-úran neeis are finite, numerable and perfectly É

classifiable" (Ffunan synergy, p.14), "The systen of hunan neds is a hierarchiea
ordered system'f (Consciousness of time, p. 7) ard rf... in tlnîan systens the *L
presence of language and culture bning about conplexities which are absent in
other stages, etc.r' (Epistemology- of holisrn, p. 8). In other uorcis, the last
sentence seerns to me the nost irnportant one; if it is true, how can needs be
ordered, rnu'nbered, classified?' . The papers referred to are rTl-unan Synergy
as the Ethical ard Esthetical Foundation of Developnent" by C.A. lvfallmann,
"Consciousness of Time, Needs and Societiesl', first draft of "On types of
Cir,'ilization. A Ccrnpariscn through Three Dimensionsr" ancl "Notes for an
Episternology of Flo1isn", the last two by 0. l'fudler. So the clain is that an
inconsistency exists between a statement taken from lttrallmannts paper and a
statement taken frorn my last paper. The claim is ill-founded because no
contradiction exists between sayins that certain thinss are complex and sayins
that the same thlngs are "finite."numerable and perféctly clas'sifiable". 

' -

All you can claim is that the task of classifying complex things rvould be
difficult, maybe extremely difficult, but both statenents could be perfectly l"reconciled" on logical grounds. But lvhat I like to stress here is that I
even though the alleged contradiction lvould be such, this would not be good i
grounds for cri-ticizing us. And here I touch the nain point. It is i
éompletely tme that all nernbers of our group share veri basic beliefs. I
It would be not only impossible but also a bit out of place to enter here ,,.
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into a detailed account of this colnmon outlook. You have our contributions
tc the GPID and nay-be other naterial too. Perhaps just a list of a few
key words could give a hint of the main thrust oi the work of all of us:
hulan needs, huna:-i der.elopment or grouth, holistic krowledge, non-
la- 'a l ' rAr \ ' ,  non-author i tar ian,  par t ic ipator) -  nn icro,  meso ancl  nac lo soc ia l
structures. It is therefore true that we share some essential beliefs about
the ln-unan being and the hrrnan society. hrt this does not jinply at all that
the "one single writertf fornnrla is an appropriate vantage point for approaching
and evaluating our i.\rork. lvfany differences exist between us, sometines gr%t,
sonetimes mirlor: differences in field preferences, in background, in style ard
also in opinions. Needs theory could be a case in point. Besides a basic
agreenent, certain differences beth/een us rsnain" I an not referring to
Carlosr statement you quote! which inspires in ne some reserv'ations too, but
which I think is taken out of context. I am referring, for exÉrmple, to the
ciassification of needs or to the consideration of needs as dyrarnic forces or
just as logical categories. The important thing you should realize when
looking at our group is that we try to practice the tn:man growth, non-authoritarian

. ilay \,\re recorrnerd to others. fuld if we consistently proceed this tuay, differences
| ìt will inevitably arise. We are not afraid of them, they are welcome. We think
F*' that the existence of these differences is a most fortunate fact since it
' allows us to maintain a co-operative and, at the same time, mutrally challenging,
: stimulating dialogire.

So rn-rch for what. concerns youx supposed finding of an inconsistenc.y in our
work.

As to your critici.sm regarCing my paper on holism I presented to the GPID,
d- I cannot follow exactly what you nean" I see that you put a labe1 on me -

"idealisrn" - and I guess this is not intended to be praise. But why I deserve
this label is not explained. I believe I arn not an idealist (in any of the

r philosophical meanings usually attached to this rrord) but since. as Freudians
ter rlould say that my unconscious could be cheating fl€, it would be most helpful
F if you could expl-ain to me why you said that.

f r " l  You suggest  in  the sanc paraglapl i  o f  vour ' le t tcr  in  r i l i ich vou accuser l
L  ne  o f  i dea l i sm (p .3 )  t o  tTV  to  deve lop  a  "n ru l t i pa rad - igna t i c  ho l i sm" .

Tlr,is seems to me a fascinating proposal, far more audacious than my ornrn
i version of holism, and I worlid encortrage you to work it out a little bit
r nore. I would only object tlnt your approach to this ambitious project

is too narrow jn cultural terms, since you take as an exanple of rnultipara-
digmatic holism the combination of French strLrcturalism plus Bergson (a1so
a French philosoPher).

Now a bl ief cotnment ol l  vour doubts about f indinq a wa.y of integra'uinq
the &.riloche team with the.rest of the GPID. YouÈ main'ar$nnent-for this
seqns to be that you find us too holistic so that nothing uould have been
t'left out'r of our approach. But this is not, in my view, a sound argument.
To be in favor of hófism (by the way, a kind of holisn which does not exclude
analysi-s) does not rmply at all believing that onefs oun forces are enough
to carry out the desired "holisis". Qrite the contrary, and this you nay
attribrte to aI1 of us, hre are attenpting to imply a plea for integrated ilork.
This seems to me clearly shown through the several papers on integîation
which Carlos and I have written for the GPID.



And, independently of your argunent, I urould invite you
your doubts about our integrability in the GPID with the evidence
our integration Ì',ork. I an pretty sure that such a confrontation
facts will dispel your doubts.

Kvr_,
to confrot

produced b
with the

Finally, letme express, beyord all our points of disagresnent or
misrnderstanding, my !ùannest thanks for the attention you paid to our
contributions to the GPID. In my vielr, you gave an extremely valuable
exanple wtr-ich desewes to be followed.

Sincerely,



,{

nfrorl
ed by
the

F R O M  T E L M A  N U D L E R  T O  G I L B E R T  R I S T

San Carlos de Bariloche, Septanber 27, 1979.

D e a r  P r o f  

.  ^  L  4 ?  . -  r : - rfour letter of August 15 i-n which you analyze sctme papers

presented by mernbers of tlle GPID Bariloche group has reached us. At the

monent neither Carlos trtallnann nor Oscar hfudler are in Bariloche, It yil1

be sone time before they retuln and i.ri11 be able to take up the zubject

of your letter. For my part, I r,rould like to reply to you at once"

I shall only refer to your comnents on my paper '"Iowards

a }.lodel of l{unan Growth". Although all three of us share sone flrndamental

ideas r^rhich provide us lrith a gene-ral framework in cor'.mon, our papers

contain individual contributions and do not always tepresent the opinion

of the others.

In the first place, I u,oukl like to thank you heartily

for your critical conments. I consider it a real pleasure to discuss

these theoretical questions. I believe that polemics enrich inteLlectual

uiork very much, they are an in',raluable source of stiraulation and help to

clarify one's orrn thinking ruhile at the same tirne obliging one to justify

it or naybe even nodify it. i,oreover, your conÍnents touch on point-s r^,'hich

are very central to rry l?a,Der and this gives me the opporttmity to develop

the'r and perhaps deaL clearly with some latent controversial points.

In the light of your coments, I realize once nore what a

gîeat amount of asstrnptions are nade rvhich underlie the paper i-tself, as

well as the zubjective motivation of the author and tire tJreoretical foun-
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rlations involved. Ín a wa1r, the reader is obliged to,[uess,, or ,,irnagine,,
tl:ese assulptions. It is as j-f only the pealt of the icebez.g is sholdns
and the largest, nost funda,neetal Eart is suhnergerl. I bcl1eve tha.i the
clue here is in the concept of parariig!"n ivhich you mention: .',uiren fil.c persons
share the same paradi-gn they sonehor'; intuitively perceive or reconstruct
the hidden part of other's iceberg. To share a pararìigr,r creates sonething
like a sort of intellectual- "anpathy". If not" the th:-nking of tire other
person alw:ìys appears sonevrhat incomprehensibleo naybe enigmatic and. even
absurd' The paradigm allows us to see and un<ierstand r,vhat fits into it
and anything which is unconnectd or strange becones blurrcd or distorted..

For exainple, you say I adhere to a pre-t{arxist and pre-Freudian
anthropology (which is certainly saying a lot:). you also consider ny
thinking follovrs a line close to stoicism. r feel that this is absolutely
ltJTong' on the one hand, r believ*e that the anthropological conception on
which Íny paper rests incorporates elernents both frorn t{arxist and Freudian
(and post-Freudian) theories, alllrough not in an orthodox way_. As regarcs
stoicism, r consider that ny conceptual framehrork is far reniovd frorn that
phil:sophical school. Now, the fact that you interpreted my paper the way
you did is probably not due to a urong reading on your part but to an
iacomplete' partial (and rnybe in some sense inadequate) ex,oosition on nry
part. But, in the last instance, it is due to the fact that we rnove in
different paradigms.

However, I believe tiiat these paradigns need not be at arl
irreconcilable" They very orobably have a conrnon core and it warld be
desirable, in my opinion, that they should cone to comprenìent each other.
For this reason' it seerns ir:rportant to me to explain the ,'anthropological,,
or "psychological" 

as$mptions (the borderline between them is not crearly
defined) on uhich I built ny Da-cer.

I do not know if this is quite correct or not because your
criticisns point tc statements nade in the article and, if I r+ere to proced
in orthodox forn as regards an i?acadsnic,, controversy, r should refer
directly to your cdmnents and. to the corresponding paragraphs of rny paper.
Before entering into detail regarding your criticisr.ls, hovrever, I feel the
need to clarify fi,rst sc,rne of ny underlying beliefs. i,iirat goocl can this
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do? Is it not too egocentric and unbeconing to set out here some of my
paradigmatic assunpti.ons? At the risk of receiving just such a reproach,
I have decided to do so for two reasons:

1. A general reason: I believe that tiiscussion on asstutptions is usefu1
and even necessary, espccially when atternpting to integrate in some v/ay

a unrking team. It rnnuld be interestirry to ask oneself : "Are the
different groups comprising the GPID in agreeinent with a basic paradigm?

If not, what are the dif,ferences? ',,'iould it be worth while to atternpt to
bring the paradigns closer or is it better to heep thqn "closed'r, with
their ol.m internal coherence?

Z. A particular reason: To reoly neaningfully to your criticisms and

enable us to understand each other, f must first try to reveal some zones

of the o'iceberg'o which were perhaps not sufficiently visible in the paper.

I. Some Ba ic Assr.rnplions regarding "Fi.unan llature"

l"fy conception of a lnnnan being, to put it very schernatically and only

in the aspects which are ilrost relevant for this discussion, is the

following:

I believe a hman being is affected, more than any other living creature,

by the influence of his envirorunent, among other things because of his

irmnense plasticity, his mininnrn endownent with instinctive behavior which

t{ould enable hin to adapt hfunself o'automatically'î to his surroundings in

order to sunrive, and be'cause of his extrenely helpless infancy (which also

lasts longer than that of other animals) "

The irdividual self is not iffrate. It is constructed all through a very

complex process, in rvhich other persons intervene decisively. l^lithin the

prinary parental gîoup, the farlily or other substitute social groups, the

individual acquires in his first years of life the fundarnental structure of

his personality, the basic patterns f-or adapting to reality, the fundamental

frames of self-perception, the sub-strata of his ol'm identitl/. A11 this

takes place through a $btle di.alectic process in which innate and acquired

nechanisns interact closely.

In all this initial process, the economic and crrltural envirorment in

which the indiviùral is inserted r^rill be findamental. The personality
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structure will vary, in a large proportion, rvith the different cultures and

also lvithi-n the same society there will be differences according to social

cla-sses and other socio-econornj-c and cultural condj-tioners (rura1 or urban

groups, narginal or integrated in the systern, irmnigrants or not. religious

or ot- irerwise, etc.). Althoueh I consider these -social condit ioners to be

very inportant, providing tlre general frame in rvhich the personality

construction process develops, tlley are not bv any rneans nechanical nor

uricue Ceterminants. Other kinCs of conditioners are f-undanental for a

child's Dersonality, his prinary-corporaL link vrith his nother; the

circrnnstances surroundinq his birth, his parentrs capacity for affection or

their rlepressive nature, the coherence or incoherence of the nessages

received. l.rithin the faniLy, etc.. (although all this in turn is conditioned

by the envirorunent and the social situation; but also by the psychic history

of tire parents, etc. ) .

The child gradually begins to receive rnore clirect influences of his

environment (not medi.ated by his fanily). He progressively takes part in

other social groups r.,rhere he "absorbs" a basic psychosocial clirnate, he

learns certains basic rules of the social game and he adapts to the

exigencies of his enviroffnent to survive physically and socially for occupy-

ing a place j-n the s6iety, (in a ìilanner nnre or less critical,more cr less

conformist).

Every person thus suffers the influence of a conplex cluster of conditioners

extending from material conditions and t!ìe more directly socio-economic and

cultural variablesr passing through values, attitudes, beliefs, expectations,

etc. , up to the variables closer to individual psychisn and to biological

conJitions. All this process may be better or worse for the individual, so

his life may be a good one or a bad one, a mutilated life or a full life, etc.

Therefore I believe t'hat a hunan being i-s neither aEistoric nor tmwerd.

In n7 opinion 'fTherr htunan being does not exist. Concrete hr.man beings do

exist and. each is distinct fron u-verI other" Each person is r-:nique because

each Derson has his unique history, ryhich can never be repeate<l"

Sunning up, aJìd as regar,'l,s the problsr of ll-r'nan nature, Let irne state that:

A. I m iOT BELIEVT TIIERE IS A Fll-[,{AN ],IATIJRE either in the sense that aL1

hurnan beings are identical, made to a conrnon pattern, or in the sense that

t 1



one can conceive of a uriversal, atemporal, ahistoric person. This would
deny a-11 the socio-cultural conditioning and individual irsychic history.
Nothing is farther from my t iror_rght.

On the other hatrcl, I firmly believe that there are basjc elements of a psychic
nat.ure which are corlÌmon to all Ìruman beings. These traits comprise, among
other thi irgs, certain potential i t ies or latencies and certain basjc neeCs.
For instance, amolìg the former, I would refer to hal'ing potentiality for
acquiring a slmbolic {unct-ion (fundamental trait for any specifically hulan
development) atrd amotrg the basic needs the fund.amental need, of ever), hunan
being to receive coryoral contact and caresses in the first month-s of life
and to receive acceptance and recognition from his fellows during his lvhole
1  i f e .

'Ihis sei of traits ivhich are proper to tire hrlnan species is, in my opinion,
wirat perrnj ts us to talk of better or worse social structures for the hunan
being. ,iust as there are.situations which the br-man being cannot lvithstand
without pcrishing or becoming deeply l.iurt for biological reasons flr'hich
obviously rrobodv denies) I believe there are institutional forms and psycho-
social mechanisrns u'hich deepii' hurt psychically the human being , àny htunan
being, indepenclently of the culture or hi*storical period to lvhicli he belo1gs.
(Possibly wirat cioes vary according to the period or tire culture rvould be the
degree of consciousness of suffering).

For instance, I think that slavery is bad for any ll.unan being because of
certai-n physical characteristics proper to the species. I believe there are
societies which outrage basic traits of hrlnan beings nnre and others rvhich
outrage them 1ess. it is for tliat reason and for that reason alone that r
believe there are societies lvhich are better than others.

If I did not believe this, there rvould seem to rne to be no motive for.
reflecting on desirable soci-eties. Desirable for what? Desirable for what
if it is not because they rvill give greater wellbeing to their merabers? And
what is meant by giving greater wellbeing to persons if lve clo not accept
that there is some kind of fturdamental lrtunan irature which aciapts better to
certain social situations t-han to others?

Therefore I affirnr that:

B. I D0 BELIEVE TIIEIìE IS A tl{JI'lAN NATURE in the sense that there are certain
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basic traits in the hrman species comrnon to all hulan beings for bio-psychical

reasons and that a society rvil1 be gcod only if it respects or adapts itself

to the basic exigencies of that Hunan Nature a:rd, in this sense, respects

anci pronotes the authentic development of hr-unan beings.

We l -ar-e l rore no dnrrhf  e semant ìc  orrest ion:  d ' i  f ferent  uscs of  the terml l L  a 4 u L  l L U l v t  r l v  u v u v L  t  
q  J v r r r u

'"Lltunan 
Nature" given in A and in B. At all events, it would be very important

for this discussion to lcrotv whether you accept or reject, from your

conceptual paradigrn, the existance cf a lÌuman I'lature in the second sense.

And j-f you do not accept it, what is your parameter for evaluating ouality

of life and the character - desirable or othen^,'ise - of a society?

It. t tralyt is of S*e Crit icl

1. I sha11 now analyze some of the criticisms:

In the first place let me refer to your lines: I'I am afraid to say that

I have never met the kind of person you are describing in the 'l'Lunan Growtht

papeT. In other rvords, I do not lcrow this 'universal man' (a kind of

úbermensch) whom you are referring to and who is like a 'Cartesian subject,'

wj-thout history, without class identity, able to integrate conflicts in

order to build up his personali ty, etc."

1.1. I  suppose ycu are referring to the "ideal t lpeî ' lvhich appears in part

IV, paragraph 2 (Two Paradigrns: Success vs. Gror'vth) .

You say you have never met this kind of person. Strictly speaking and

from a rigorously logical vierrpoint this conrnent cannot be taken as a

critici-sm because the fact r-hat one does not know any individual of a

given tlpe does not mean that such individuals do not erist, and much

less that they carurot exist. Such inferences are an iilustration of

what in logic is called a non sequitur. But I rather believe that what

you mean is that such a person is "inconceivable", i.e. his existence

is not possible, neither today nor ever. This is inferred from the

last part of the phrase: "a tCartesian subjectt,  without history, without

ciass identity, able to integrate conflicts in order to build up his

personali ty".

r4

As regards this, I would like to make the follorving clarifications:



nt

tat

)

:hout

L.2. Real Existence of the "X'fature lrfan"

I never stated at any moment in nry paper that such an individual exists
(that is why I spoke of ''idea1 tyDes"). In this sense r say: 'within the
prevailing conception of v"hat constitutes a successful man, uie can point
out a series of typical achievsnents. lJe consider it ',,rou1d be interesting
to comnare these achievslents or acquisitions which are characteristic of
the successful nnn of utilitarian culture to the achievernents which could

be attained by the strong, natlire or developed person who lives out a real,
profounci process of maturity gror,rrth. This cornparison will be made using

ideal or pure t1pes, ernphasr-zing the more significant features" (page 29).

Tire object here is to cornpare an ideal developnnent model with a real,

current nodeL which is a fact in our society. It seer,s to rne that in.a

society vrhose basic econonic impulse is profit anC r,.n'hose in<lividual

zubjective impulse is cornpetitive individualisn, it is difficult for many
people to achieve a harmonious, balanced de',re1oprnent. That is in fact one

of the central cores of my article and because of your criticism referring

to the "non-existence of such a ty1pe", I realize that this point has not

been made sufficiently c1ear.

I tried to say that this "td"o] " growth is very 4i.fficult in a society which

needs another type of character structure, vrhich generates another very

different type of social character. In part III, where I ask: ',Is

l,faturity Growth Possible?", I point out sone of the psychosocial conditions

vrhich limit maturity groiÉh. You can see there that I point out as negative

for maturity growth a series of circlnstances which occur freq.lently in our

culture. Since the corditions which hinder or inhibit developnent occur

extrenely frequently, it is not to be ex?ected that such developnent vrill"

take place. I therefore say at the end of part I, section one. page 3, that

Írcst people within our society are underdeveloped, impotent to achieve the

real unfolding of their potentialities and aptitudes. tr also say this

explicitly at the begiruring of part IV: "It follows from part III that the

psychosocial conciitions rr'trich characterLze a utilitarian, individulist, md

conpetitive society are not the most favourable for encouraging ma-turity

growtht'.

Nevertheless, my paradign is not totally "r.mreal", even r.r-itlún our society"
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Some persons are closer to the model than others. There are people who, in

spite of social obstacles (and due to circunstances peculiar to their
nar-cnnq] h'istory) |arre reaChed greater matUrity gror^rth than otfierS. IìOr
'inqtqnr-o tirere are adults lvho can experience emotions and feellngs (proint

9 of the paradign) intensely and others rvho are cold, withered. In this
+L^-' ?re irirpotent. There are people with a capacity'fcr chang.e (point.  >E, l  l>U L . t IU /  (

11) and others lvho are ì.mperneab1,e, rigid. There are others who enjoy

profound personal conrnunication (poj.nts 2 and 4) and others rvho are

inaccessible, shrrt in with their ego. There are people who have creative

capacity [7) ivhile others have none. Tlrere are persons u'ho fee]. the in4rulse

torn'ards social transcendence and others who are locked inside a shell of

sterile indirridualism. And so on.

All this, not because of any innate quality, but because of the greater or

lesser oirportunity given then by their personal history and their psychosocial

erwirornent f,or their growth or dcvelopnent,

1.3. "Desirable" Ì.,fodel

In the paradigm, I llns not tr,ving to describe a real, complete person (that

is vdry you firC him "rrithout history', for exanple) but rather certain

powers or potencies which are reached with maturity gror^rth and urhich adults

could achieve '?naturally" vrith a rlesirable society (and ',vhich contrasts,

roreover, rrith what is considerd to be potency or povier i:r a strccessful

person within a utilitarian culture).

I believe it is important to discuss this because our irnage of a good h.man

developnent and con"seqt-rently a god 1ife, a full lif,e, a gosJ society, is at

stake. I invite you to pause at every heading separately and anaTyze vihether

or not you apfee that a person r.fto uor-rk1 live his hnrnan dwelopnent in

plenitude r.rould ccnne to bear these traits or not. And I ask yrou to point out

to me specifically with lrhich ones you do not agree, what aspects appear to

1ou totally unreal, urachievablc or undesirable. This would give a npre

constntctive, more analytical sense to the discr..lssion. For example, do you

believe that a good society uculC stimulate people to greater self-lnorvledge

or not? that the systeîatic exercise of introspection is gnsi-tive or not?

Eyen lrhen )rou stated at the beginning of your criticism that "it is clear it
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would he liard to be against such kinrl of goals fol any human being" (with

which you appear to agree although at the price of naking it trivial, of

taki.rg it as obvious) I am sr-lre that rnany of the "potencies'o analyzed here

are considerably confl.ictj.ve anl debatable in thsnselves and that we are

far frsn being all in agreernent iorhen rrie speak of 'desirable society" and
"hurnan rievelorment in plenitude".

Here I believe lies the importance of opening up the gror,rth paradigm ard

discussing it in <letaiL . ltany of the aspects indicated entail ideological

questions which are anyLhing but trivial".

1.4. Feasibility of the l'{orlel

To say that- a devel,opment nrodcl is desirable is very different from saying

it is feasible.

The nessage inferred fror,r your letter is that you do not ionsirler it feasible,

although it is desirable (obviously desirable) "

This brings up a qilestion r,il:ich seems to me to be valid: the problem of

feasibility of such nnaturity gror,rth (assr.ming that we consider it'odesirable'o

as a goal or an ideal).

Let me divide this probisn into four parts:

Psychic feasiLility

Psychosocial feasibility

l,{acro - soc ial feasibility

Historical feasibility

1.4.1. Psychic feasibil i ty

In vievr of the intrinsic nature of htunan psychic processes, is naturity

growth feasible, such as clescribed? Or are there radical obstacles related

to the very structure of the lnnran bio-psychic apparatus wtrich make this

f.rll grourth model ontologically unra,orkable? The reply to these qlrestions

will deperd naturally oi1 the theoretical frarne in ldrich we move, axd it is

well lctown that psychology is far from having achieved a universally

accepted paradign. I believe that Freud uould roundly d.eny that tlie model

is feasible ard I also believe that some critical Freudians, such as i,I.

Reich, E. Fronrn and A.S" Neill vrould say it is feasible. Thinkers r^rho

follow the line of J. Nr-rttin or C.Rogers would (I think) also agree.
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1 .4.2. Psychosocial feasibil i ty

Can microsocial stnrctures really exist which not only ad'nit but alsg
nourish and cultivate such Cevelopnent (flal1 groups , f.ano'lry or school
institutions, labor groups, comrn-mity organizations, etc. which instead.
of generating conpetition generate soliC.arity, lrhich try to raise social
transcendency and individual development, etc.)J Cr are there
difficulties inr\erent to every hunan group that necessarily hinder such
growth?

'1 
. 4 "3. i,racrosocial feasibility

Can econqnic and poli'iical structures rea11y exist i,rhich nake lnssible
the microstn-rctures mentioned above and, consequentll,, gror^th?

1 .4 "4. Historical feasibil i ty

In viel of the political and economi"c reality of the i.,orld today, can the
transformation dsaanded in 1.4.3. be achieved?

?. Si:nilarities r+ith "Stoicisn"

". ". the w'ho1e idea of the nature of man, to which universal laws can be
applied, seems to go back to the eighteenth century, if not, to stoicism
(nens sana in corpore sano, self-restraint, huri l i ty, generosity, etc.)".

2."1. In principle (and as a general clarification) I musi say I do not believe
tlrat the antiquity of an idea necessarily r,nkes i.t bad or unsuitable. Sone
eighteenth-century ideas can stil1 be valid today in certain aspects.

i-lovrever, I do not believe at aL1 that my developnent rno;l-el resembles either
the illtminist or the stoic ideals.

I shall confine nyscl:f tc a-n analysis of my differences vrith the vievpoint
of stoicisn, a Ohilosophical rvay of thought frour rrùich i feel particr_rlar1y
far renoved.

1J'hile the stoics cmphasize the supratacy of self-detennination governed by
reason, "freedom as regarCs the r'nrki,ng of the r,Drld,', ny preoccupation
tirroughout all ny vmrk is to show how psychic ctevelopment is severely
conditioned and, consequentllr, how there can be no hr..Fnan plenitude as iong
as appr'cpriate basic psycho-sociaL conditions for full <levelopirent of h.urnn
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potentialities do not exist. (I rnust say hot^iever that the lirnits between

deter:ninisn and freedom in the grorrth process are not at all clear to me, nor

is thc inierplay of the conscious and the unconscious. Bltt this corìplex

problérnatique was not approachcci at all in nny paper" I believe that if my

paper is at fault it is in being excessively determinist, but never

voluntarist). l,{oreover, stoicisnr is intellectualist and one or' my points of

enphasis in constructilg the paradign and on arLalyzing the different facets of

gror,rrlh (Part II, section 3) '"uas to revaluate affectivity and sensitivity,

aspects which have been belittlccl since Plato through ilh.uninisnt, positivism and

narxisr,l. Stoicisrn is rnoralistic and rny approach is not. Stoicism lras an

individualist character in its ideal of "se1f-sufficiency", while ny paradign

prts the accent on comrunication, active social transcendency and the critical

transformation of reality. Just r'rhere does my model resernble the stoic

rnodel?

2.2. As regards that part of your criticism conceming human nature, please see

Part I of this letter and paragraph 1.2. in Part II (Rea1 Existence of the

I,{ature l'Ian).

5. The Role of Conflict

3.1. You say in your letter that "... a great deal of American contemfrrary

psycholog'/., . has still not overcone thc critique 1evelled by the Frzudian

tradition (vftere the conflict has a different value from i.ftat I think you are

saying) ".

3. 1 . 1 . I don r t understand your reference to |lorth American psychology. I don' t think

I defended it (or attacked it) in nny article.

3.1.?. Nor do I quite understand your criticism. One possible interpretation is

that you consirler I deny the role of conflict. In that case, I vrould 1íke to

make it clear thar this is not r,rhat I think, nor do I recall having said so

at any time in my paper. Developrnent is, roithout doubt, partly the result

of conflicts (at an obvious 1eve1, for instance, I could refer to the

conflict represented by beconing independent of parental figures).

In reality, I <1o not analyze at any tine in ny paper the subjective dynamics

of gror^ith, the interior grovrth process.
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3.1.3. ì'ievertìrcless, let ne say that while I clo not deny the role of conflict, I
do not accept the Freudian conception of it (anrl I d-o not feel obliged to
arlhere to it). In accordance r,,ith rny concept of a person, I figure tirat
the Freudian concept is too bioloqical, rnechanistic, reductionist. ìUy owit
gnint of view on the rolo of conflict in developnent is rnuch closer to an
approach like tìris:

ool do not think that ps,vchoanalytical interpretation exhausts the meaning
of the situation of conflict. \or do I think it necessary to reserve the
term conflict for those dranp.tic monents in r",rhich rrersonal destiny i.s
conpronised (..") The conflict is at the sarne time thc consequence of the
rnultiplication of contacts 'arith. beings and things, of affective ancl
intellectual encounters, of actiirities, roles and the very cause, the
dynamism of that 'exoan.ing r-uriverser which the life of ai-r aclult rL.presents.
Therefore it is neither nornal nor healthy to try ahiays to redrrce conflicts
both for others and for oneself. The solution of a conflict is
trndoubtedly not positive idren it consists of returning to the previous
equilibrir.un, of aprpeasrynent, the refound safety of thc r+ornh (...) the final
explanation of conduct is irossilrly not the rcrcuction of i:ensions,

requirsnents or of anxiety, br-rt rather the search for a higher equilibriw,r,
an enrichsnent, an increase of value. To use Atkinsonts terminoLory, à
certain nLmber of authors tend today to substitute the clrive reduction
theory by a value expectancy theory r..ùich roould explain certain conducts
better than the reducer theories. Some rese.arch in a:ri:nal psycholoqly has
slmt'm the irnportance of curiosity, of seeking excitement for its ovrn sake
ttùrich certain animals denonstrate. The investigation of :1 plsyslty, the
search f,or ner.r problems, the pleasure r:f djscovery, of risko thc
courageousness of individual strategies and in particular of tirat of
individuals r*ho corne to prefer suffering in order to rlefend a conviction,
an ideal, appear to shou tirat hunan beings rlo not seck only an<l above aiL
eo3rilibritnî and security" (Germaine de r.,lonùna11in, in Lagache 'The l{ode1s l

of per.sonality,') ,

3.2" In another paragranh of your lctter you say, denying the feasitrility of the
n o d e 1 , . . . . t h i s o u n i v e r s a 1 n a n ' . . . a b I e t o i n t e g r a t e c o n f 1 i c t s i n o r c 1 e r t o

build uf' his personality, etc."
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I donrt understand why it should be theoretically repugnant to assrlne

that a person can proceed to integrate his conflicts in the process of
personality construction and grorrth.

4. "l.lormal" Grovrth

You say in your cor,ments: "f do not believe (and it goes beyond a mere

belief) that 'it is a fact that a theory of norrnal growth exists' ('Hunan

Gror.',rth' , p. 5) " .

This phrase r^rhich you quote attributing it to the paper 'Towards a Model

of Fi.unan Growth", does not in fact aprrear in the paper. So I an not zure

which aspect of nry article you are rejecting by this criticisn. Perhaps

you want to refer to what I say on page 4: "As in every society, an

incorporated nodel of the 'normal' or 'nature' adult exists in our

society". And later, on page 5, "this inpl icit  existence of a 'normal'

growth rnodel is demonstrated. . . . "

Let ne clarify my thinking somer,rhat on this point (derreloped in Part I,

paragraph 2 of the article "The l{odel of Grouth"). I believe that in

eì/ery society there is a dornins:rt cosrnovision and I believe it is correct

to state that 'the dsninant cosmovision is the cosmovision of the dominant

class". i^lithin this dcminant cosmovision there is an anthropovision, a

vision of rvhat a hr-u'nan being is. Do you not egree vritrr tiris? Do you not

believe there is a generaiizcd nrodel of hor"' a chitd shoulrl develop and

grovl to become a "normal-" adult, what things can be expecte.J- of hi:n, what

things it uculd be as r,,rell to encourage, and what things tie should

discourage? Do you not think tlr,at there is a value systsn, incorporatal

into language as r+e11, th;rt shows us what society erqrects of us? One may

bemore or less critical, norc or less "adaptativeo'urith regarcl to the

nodel, but it cannot be ignore<1.

It is true that there are nany irrdividual differences and a-lso differences

accorrling to the different social classes, etc. (here I return to what was

said in Part I about the differences in personality s1*cfdre according to

the social groups). In this sense I do not believe in total uniformity

but I do believe in gencral lines that are proper to each society. In

t

I

addition, I believe that if those general lines do not exists rye__qe441g!



-g

talk about a societv. Let me give you some exanples. Our society does not
consider as nonml the ecstasy and possession which a prolonged, frenziecl
dance can provoke, it does not consider pure rnysticism to be either nontal
or desirable and it considers dnrg addiction an anomaly, íf not delinquency.
However, each of these conducts are perforrned normally and forrn part of the
normal life of adults in other conrnunities. Qrr society considers that an
adult should struggle to succeed in life, to defend and rnaintain his family
(nonoganous) . For this Flrpose it is desirable that he dwelops practical,
utilitarian skills. Few parents (statistically speaking) drean of their
child becorning a poet or an ascetic. All this forms part of a "normal"

dwelopnent model. l{hat lrappens with the "no1Tna1'!lode1 is characteristic of
all the rCIst profoundly rootal cultural traits. They arc so deep r.rithin us
that it is difficult for us to see thsn as relative or socially conditioned.
For instance, most people are inclined to supoose that individualisn (and
elren the obsession vdth making money) is norrnal to lnunan nature. It is what
people see and have absorbed frsn the day they were born till the day they
die, probably. Hh-rnan sciences display the vast range of behaviors and
values which the ]unan species has constructed in the different conrnunities.
But for the person who breathes that "social atnosphere" as itnatural" there
are things which are "inherent" to htunan nature even ruhen they really are the
product of cultural apprenticeship.

5. Group and Ethnocentrisiì

You say: "lJor do I think that a 'good' (or healthy) group does not generate
etlrnocentrisin. For ethnocentrism is in itself a condition of cultural
ident i t y . . .  . "

Once again it seems to me a senantic question is being posed. I believe that
every group vthich really functions (and therefore has groutr identity) must
have a cohesive force, a feeling of "us". hrt r do not think that the
feeling of "us" should necessarily appear as an aggressive opposition to "the

otiters". I do not know in what sense you use the term "ethnocentrign" when
stating that ethnocentrism is a condition of cultural identity. I do rpt lnow
if by ethnocentrism you mean "active consciousness of Us, interior group
cohesion" or t'active consciousness of Us, interior group cohesion in
aggressive opposition to 'the othersrr'.
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I&y I rqnind you here that my description of the "healthy group" refers

exclusively to small groups (groups in r,rhich there is face-to-face

interaction and individual recognition of menibers) as I clarified repeatdly

in paragraph 4. t/'/ithin the srnall groups I state that there can be

cohesion and a feeling of "Us" without this implying having to assule
"aggressive opposition to the cthers". Do you accept tJris or not? Or do

you consider that the consciousness of IJs can only be formed by active

opposition to the "others"? I believe that here we have tvro distinct

conceptions of the hurnan group, of interaction and tn-tq,an cors,nunication.

This point se€rns to me to be of the utnost interest.

-o0o- - -

Dr. Rist, I really ani ashamed at the length of riry reply. You

rnust be rondering if you have lifted the 1id of Pandora's boxl The tnrth

is that these subjects fascinate me and I have the impression that they

are ideologically very important, that they provoke strong reactions

because they touch deeply rooted as$mptions. It uould be a pleasure if

we could continue this cliscussion.

Thank you again for your corrnents. Ì{ith kindest regards.

Cordially )rours,

|  , , '
I I
|  |  t . ' :
t l
f l

i " i

I

\ Telma ì"tudler
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F R O M  G I L B E R T  R I S T  T O CHADWI CK ALGER

Geneva,  September 7,  L979

Dear Chad,

In my at . tempt to create some k ind of  " in te l - lectual  s t imulat ion"  wi th in the

GPrD network,  r  have been ref lect ing on the var ious papers which you

have produced so far  in  order  to f ind out  possib le l inks wi th other

research uni ts .  Needless to say,  the very nature of  your  concern ( t rans-

nat ional -  processes)  J-eads m.e to bel ieve that  the research done at  Mershon

should be coupled wi th a l l  un i ts .  This  is  even expl ic i t ly  sa id at  the

end of  your  paper ent i t led "The Organizat ional  Context  of  Development :

I ] l um ina t i ng  Pa ths  f o r  W ide r  pa r t i c i pa t i on "  (pp .  2 I  f f . ) .  I n  sp i t e  o f

these remarks,  r  shat l  t imi t  the c i rcu l -a. t ion of  th is  le t ter  and

concentrate my comments on some speci f ic  issues.  Let  me alsc indicate

that I shall- refer to the foltowing papers (plus the one mentioned

above) : "Memorandum Members of the GPLD/H1D/uNU"; "people in the Future

Global-  Order .  "

The main idea behind these papers is that "devel-opment is impossible

wi thout  local  contro l  over  t ransnat- ional  processes" ( "The Organizat ional -

Context , "  p.  L2) .  For  th is  to happen,  people should.  be made aware of

t -he t ransnat ional  involvement  of  thei r  daiJ-y l i fe ,  wi th a v iew to induce

them to generate contacts,  across nat ional  bound.ar ies,  wi th other

s imi lar  groups at  the same level .  The development  of  th is  thesis  (which

r can onl-y summarize here) is coupJ-ed with a strong crit icism of the

existj-ng nation-state structure which is e>rpropriating po\der from the

people (not  only  in  the realm of  fore ign pol icy) .
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There is  a great  r ichness indeed in your  research which combines (nay,

in tegrates)  the var ious locaL,  regional ,  nat ional ,  and t ransnat ional

l eve l s ,  and  wh ich  has  the  mer i t  o f  r a i s i ng  t he  "good  ques t i ons "  (wh i ch

is  somet imes more d i f f icu l t  than provld ing the "good answers")  .  I t  can

be considered as a new vers ion of  the theory of  the wi ther ing away of

the st .ate,  considered not  so much as the superf luous superst ructure of

a c lass less society but  rather  as the useless remnant  of  a former stage

in a t ransnat ional  era (and even i f  you mighL chal lenge th is  formulat ion

of  your  own posi t ion) .  Your research a lso combines the cr i t ique of  the

present  s tate of  af fa i rs  and concrete proposal-s  concerning the possi -

b i l i ty  of  overcomj-ng the ignorance of  the people about  thei r  t rans-

nat ional  re lat ions.  I  fu l ly  agree wi th you when you say that  most

people do not quite know how to go about interpreting their own situation

in the wor ld:  the normal ly  very parochia l  perspect ive of  the people has

to be broadened and the boundar ies of  one's  own v iew should be extended

far  beyond the nat ional  sphere.

But  th is  can a lso be seen as the source of  a new quest ion:  i t  is  a law

of journalism that one dead in the vil lage is m.ore important than ten

dead in the next  town,  who are st i l l  more important  than I ,000 people

who fa l l  v ic t im to a natura l  catastrophe in another  cont inent .  Peop1e

are always more concerned with what happens in the neighbourhood than

elsewhere and th is  is ,  therefore,  one good argument  in  favour of  a

search for  se l f - re l iance.  Yet  your  own th ink ing a lso goes in  the

d i rec t i on  o f  se l f - r e l i ance  ( "Peop le  i n  t he  Fu tu re , "  pp .  16  f f . ) ;  mY

quest ion,  then,  is :  "How do you combine both t rends?" I t  would seem

to me that once people have understood the impact of the transnational

re lat ions on thei r  dai ly  l i fe  they would have a tendency to re ject  these

"fore ign l inkages" rather  than t ry ing to create new ones.  Of  course '

a l l  t ransnat ionaL processes are not  of  the same k ind:  i t  is  d i f ferent  to

be exploited by a Lransnational corporation (TNc) than to be supported

by a remote local- group of Amnesty International-. But on the whole' I

think that the aiienating aspects of transnational (TN) refations (which

are mostly established by the centre countries) are more important than

the l iberating ones. ft would be interesting to know what happens in

other countries (Mexico, Italy) when peopfe are made aware of the impact
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of  these shadow TN forces.

You r  c r i t i que  o f  t he  na t i on -s ta te  co r ì cepb  i s  a  ve ry  va l i d  one :  r  a l so

th ink  t ha t  t he  reg iona l  movemen ts  (B re tons ,  euebec ,  occ i t ans ,  e t c . )  have

to be taken very ser iously  in  the search for  a l ternat ive sr- rategies in

the t r {est ,  But  we should a lso t ry  to make c l -ear  that  our  cr i t ique of  the

na+-Íon-state rests upon other  p: :emises than the one which is  done by tne
"new r i qh t . "  ( I n  F rance  l - es  nouveaux  ph i l osophes ,  i n  t he  US  the  Ch icago

schoo l . )  s i nce  th i s  t endency  i s  s t rong l y  com ing  to  t he  f o re f ron t ,  we

miqht  be wel- Ì  advised to make the parLi t ion l ine between them and us

quace  c lea r .

Let us now imagine for a while that triúo setf-rel-iant communities have

the desi re of  get t ing in  touch wi th each other  wi thout  us ing the

classical -  channel  of  nat ional  bureaucracy.  How wou]d they do i t?  How

do  Lhey  ge t ,  f i r s t  o f  a l t ,  t he  i n fo rma t i on  abou t  t he i r  po ten t i a l

partners unless through the knowledge of the establ-ished cosrnopoÌitan

cl ique? r t  might  be that  in  the uS there is  a suf f ic ient  number of

drop-outs f rom th is  establ ished TN society who can pass on in format ion.

But what about third-worl_d (TVf) countries? How can they have the

in i t ia t ive of  the encounter? Moreover,  and th is  n ight  be pract icaì_ry

even more rmportant ,  how wi l l  they f ind the necessary means to shor t -

c i rcu i t  the nat . ional /governmental  channels? rn other  words,  r  th ink

that there is a difference if the state wi-thers away from the top or

f rom the  bo t tom,  i . € . ,  i f  t he  TNCs  dec ide  to  ge t  r i d  o f  i t  because  j - t

has become obsolete or  useless for  thei r  own operat ions,  or  i f  t .he
"grass-roots peopre"  decide to go sel f - rer iant  beca.use t .hey know that

noth ing ser ious to sat is fy  thei r  own needs can be expected f rom the

people in  power.  My reading is  that  the f i rs t  a l - ternat ive is  the most

l ike ly  one,  at  least  in  the industr ia t ized countr ies.  The extension of

the EEC is  a wi tness to th is  t rend and may be something t ransient  on

the way to a nore gJ-obal structure: we shoutd not forget that the

developtnent of the nation-state is coeval with the development of the

market  (a"  Smith,  The Weal th of  Nat ions) .  Regional ism, at  l_east  in

Europe'  can be in terpreted ( in  the ser ious,  non- fo lk tor ic  instances)  as

a f ight  against  the TNs'  homogenlzrng t rend.  l iowever,  the s i tuat ion
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seems to be tota l ly  d i f ferent  in  the T\nJ,  where the re inforcement  of  the

state is  {a lso)  a h/ay of  d imin ishing the impact  of  the t ransnat ional

processes (par t icu lar ly  of  the TNCs) .  For  sure,  the net  resul t  consis ts

in a re inforcement  of  the local -  bourgeois ie (c f .  Fawzy Mansour,  "Global

Socia l  Democracy and the New Internat ional  Economic Order")  ,  but  th is

is  prec isely  why the t ransnat ional izat ion which you are advocat ing

( ' oPeop le  i n  t he  Fu tu re r "  p .  25 )  i s  so  d i f f i cu l t  t o  b r i ng  abou t .  I

wonder how the colleagues from IDEP who are working on the self-reliant

"Afr ica 2000" pro ject  would react  to  your  proposals.

F ina11y,  I  would l ike you to expand a l i t t le  b i t  on what  you have

p roposed  as  an  "ou t l i ne  o f  a  GPID  p ro jec t "  ( " î he  Organ i za t i ona l

Con tex t , "  p .  27  f f . ) .  I  have  t r i ed  i o  f i gu re  ou t  wha t  i t  wou ld  mean  fo r

my o\^rn situation, but I have become quickly discouraged by the magnitude

of  the task!  I  grant  you that  Geneva can be taken as a speciaf  case

given ttre considerable number of networks (counting only IGOs and INGOs)

whj-ch are represented here (and which make the "Swiss way of  f i fe"

possib- le  because of  the economic act iv i ty  which they induce).  But  i t

is  not  only  a quest ion of  adding IGOs to INGOs: in  Geneva,  l ike in

Mershon,  what  do you do wi th the chocolate you eat ,  the petro l  in  your

car  (or  the ny lon of  your  shi r t - ) ,  the soap powder which you put  in  the

washing machine,  etc .? In other  words,  how do you "deveJ-op an inventory

of  t -he organizat ional -  context  of  a l -ocal  communi ty"  ( ib id.  )  ?  Even i f

i t  is  pure ly  impressì-onis t ic ,  i t  might  be wi thout  end.  But  i t  may a lso

be that  I  have mis interpreted what  you mean by "org 'anizat ional  context . "

What  is  sure is  that  the t ransnat ionaf izat ion process in  which we are

is mainly geared not towards better understanding between people but

rather to a better expioitation of the periphery. My amhivalence

towards your  perspect ive is  ak in to the ambival -ence ofr  sèy,  tour ism.

In a sense,  i t  could,  be taken as one possib le way of  deveioping l inkages

between human set t lements;  th is  is ,  a t  least ,  one of  the constant

rationales of the tour operators, but we know that the reality is very

di f ferent ,  as i t  -  anong other  th ings -  re inforces ethnocentr ic

pre judrces.  I  am not  saying that  you are work ing wi th the same paradigm

as the tour operators, but I wonder how the other side of the coin coul-d

be included in ):our perspective: peopl-e might l ike to participate in
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globaJ-  processes,  but  those who handle these g lobaJ-  processes might  noc

l - i ke  i t .

Once more,  I  th ink that  i rou have indeed explored some " i l luminat inq

paths for  wider  par t ic ipat ion."  lu ly  main quest ion concerns how these

paths shal l  be fo l lcwed" Because peopJ-e suddenly become a\ , /are of  thei r

ex is tence,  or  because they are forced to use them? Or both? I

s incerely  wish that  these t ransnat ional  l inkages could come into being,

but ,  as you correct ly  pointed out ,  "each parLy must  be a l_ l_owed to g ive

someth ing  to  t he  re la t i onsh ip "  ( "Peop le  i n  t he  FL r t . u re , "  p .  31 )  .  How

does one do that?

I t  was real ly  enjoyable to devote some t ime to your  papers.  I  Ì iope that

these comments wi l l  not  d isappoi-nt  you too much:  take them as a k ind of

TN  th ink ing  exe rc i se ,  t o  wh i ch  I  am t r y i ng  to  con t r i bu te .

W j th  eve ry  bes t  w i sh .

v ^ r r r q  q i  n n o r o  I  r r

GiLbert  R- is t
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F R 0 M  C H A D u /  I  C K  A L G T R  T 0  G  I  L B E R T  R  I  S T

eo l r rmbus,  Oh io ,  Septemtre :  Z I ,  I ] I9

lear Gi lbert :

I  was  exbremely  de l igh ted  tc  rece ive  your  le t te r  o f  7  Sep-

tember. Your effort  to generate dialc,g within the cpiD network is

terr Íbly i rnporta-nt.  rn order to st inulate others to respond to your

fe t te r ,  I  am hereby  rep ly rng  in led ia te ly .  I r  do ìng  th is

r am not suggest ing that there are simple 3r1sÌ/ers to your quest ions.

I  am simply try i .ng to faci f i tate dialog. T hopc to have more thoughr-

ful  responses later and, hopeîu1 ly,  af ' r ,er others have resp:nded to

you.

l - , a l -  m o  t . l  i p n  r r r n n o p d  t o  f  r  ) r r r  k è r r  n o i  n t s  i  n  v n r r r  
- l  ̂ + + ^ - '

-  , s s  r  u u  I  v 4 !  ^ L J  P V f I I  U D  a l l  J  V U I  I s  U  U U I  .

l .  Page 2,  paragrapi r  2:  I ' rny qrrest i  on,  then,  is :  r l iow d-o yor , r  ccmbine

b .o th  t r ends? t  i t  wou fC  seen  to  n re  t ha l  once  peoD le  l r ave  unde rs i -ood

the  i nFa .c t  : Í '  t he  t r a r sna t i ona l  r e l a t i cns  on  the i r  da i1y  l i f e  t i r e l '

wou l -d  have  a  t endency  to  re jec t  t hese  ? fone - i , gn  l i nkages '  r ' a the r

t , l r q n  t r w í n r n  t o  e  r e " . t e  ] . t ? w  , X t . : J . r f

A sinple answer would be: Why should we want to "combine both

t rends"? We wish to crea"te corrd i t ions for  se l f - re l - iance.  Or: r  goal

is  not  to  create t ransnat iona. l  processes as ends in  themselves but

rn the r  nn lw  i n  rpsnnnse  to  humqn  needs .  I f  e l i r n i na t i on  o f  exp lo i t a -'  v L r  - L . t

t ion requi res the creat ion of  a wcr ld.  of 'au- tarchic  l -ocal  commu:t i t iest

so be i t !  But  a nore real is t ic  ansi , /e l  woulC.  be:  Whether  speci f ic

people would indeed develop t ransnat ional  processes that  serve thei r

needs . r r rce ern lo i ta t ive t ransr iat ional  processes have been e l imina. ted
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woufd be d" i f f icuf t  to  forecast .  But  why would"  we er ; lect  that  se l - f -

re l j -ance processes would have more l imi ted terr i tor ia f  bor :ndar ies

than  exp lo i t a t i ve  p rocesses?  Ts  i t  no t  t r ue  t ha t  i n  w idesp read .

nh i l  nsnnh i  r :  : nd  - ^ ]  i  - ì  ^ ' ' . .  + - ^ . r ' ;  + i ons  the re  i s  be l - i c f  i n  a  t r ans -
} J i r r ! U È U y I r I L  A l u  I  s  L I ó I ! , c D  u I  o u l  u

cendent human family? Are people ever;rwhere not curious about what

, is  going on e lsewhere in  the wor ld,  s t imulat ing inqui ry  and" t ravel?

Are people everywhere not continually trying to learn from others'

and endeavcring to share what they icrow? Who is not l inked to d-istant

^^^ - r  ^  ^ - , r  - r  ^ ^^q  ' bw  
ne rsona . l  m i  * -+ i  ^É  m- i  . t r ^+ - i  on  o f  r e f  a t i ves  c r r} / s u P r s  d  l u  l ] ] d u s r  v J  l J e r  u v r r o r  ! 1 1 6 !  a v r v r r  t  i r r r ó !  o  v r

* l r r l r + ' n  ' m r r . r l  o À - o  n f  m i m r t i  n n q  ' i n  t h o  n e q t ?  l o  n o i  n e n n l è  6 l V è 1 .i , l l l ' i ' r l d l l  i s t U w l e u s . -  -  r -  . r - -  - , - - ' y -

where crave a nel /  taste,  a new col -or ,  a  d- i f ferent  shape? In other

wnrds  T  qoo  n^  s r l nn . rT t  f o r  t he  no t i on  t ha t  i so l -a t i on  i s  ren r t i r ed -  f o rr Y v I u U ' l u u y ì / v !

self-rel iarÌce. But powerful  inst i tut ions have so successful ly

captured control of iransnational- processes that they make any other

n ^ * *  ^  C  
' l  . í  * l - ^  -  f l " ^  r r l - " . m ^ -  f  - m i  

' l  
r r t t  ' . - * 1 . , ' i  r ì - ^ l ' - l  ^I U I l l l  U L L I I A ó ó e  d f l t u 1 l ó  U l l C  I l U l r d l  r d L L ! L J  4 I U l l J l t ^ é U I s .

2. Page 3, paragr?aph 3: " I  think that there is a dl f ference i f  the

state withers away from the tcp or from the bottom'r i .e. ,  whether

the  TNCs get  r íd  o f  i t  o r  whether  the  "g rass- roc ts  pecp le"  c lec ide  tc

so  se l f - re l ian t .

T n  mnl  o+^-1  "  " , . i  + r , .  " ^ . '  ^ - . r  - . ^ . .  ^ -e  r i , . "h t  tha . t  reg iOna l -f  U  u r l J l s  u s f J  d t i l g s  w f  u l l  J  v 4 .  r u r u  J  v *  ( u u

' i s m  i n  F r r r o n p ' i q  ^  a + r ^ n m  ^ - À  T  h e l i e V e  V è a . v  n T ^ - ' i ^ ; - -  - ^ ^ ^ + i ^ n  t Oa D l l t  I l I  L U f  U P g  f , ù  d ,  D  U r U l 1 6 t  d l u  I  v e a f  u v  u  Y  e r J  I / r U l r r r D f r r ó t  ! s 4 9  U r V .

TNC controÌ of  bransnat ior ia" l  processes. Ts the si tuat ion, as yorr

claim, " totai ly di f ferent in the ' - third.  Worfdr '? Do you think the

record of the state as protector of the people against the TNC is

better in the Third l lor ld- than i t  is in the industr ial ized world? Do

, , ^ , .  + L i h r -  + 1 . . .  +  ^ v e r  i h e  l n n r "  h a u l  t h e  n e o i r l t r  . r f  A n v  n e r t  o f  f , h e  W O f l d. y w u  u r f ! r f N  u l l 4 u  v v s r  u r r u  r r r 1 6  r L a 4 f  v r r s  y s v P r s  v r  @ f J  y @ !  u  v f

wi l ]  rea l l y  be  pro tec ted  aga ins t  TNCs un icss  t i rey  have the  competence

to d-o i t  themselves, in their  own communit ies, in terms of interests

def ined. by themselves? Why should. we expect that "protect ive

d.emocracyrî ,  j -n contrast to "part ic ipalory d-emocracyrr,  wi l l  work any

better in the Third Worfd. than it has in the industrialized r.rorld?

It seems to rne ihat the d.ifference between the industri-alized. worfd

and- the Third- World that you assert  has a hint of  prejud. ice-- i .e. ,

that Third" World- peopfe are l-ess able to take care of themselves than
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people in the ind-ustr ial ized worl-d. .  r  know that you dontt  mean this.

But is i t  not a-heri tage oî the myth in the \ , r /est bhat cofonial  peoples

werenrt  read.y fo:r  independence? Fol lowing on thís is the myth that

L lps te rn  - s tw ' l  p  s t . a t es  e re  r on r l i  r ed  o r ran  t hn r r  o r r .  r r r n  h r r  I  nn r " l  o - ì  r '  tv v c D u s l t r - ù u J r E  D U a u s D  a r s  r y ( 1 u f f  v u ,  u v u l t  t r t l u u g t t  J . * _  _ . 1  _ _ _ , , , e S ,

to protect focal people. rs i t  not t rue that they would ha-ve been

more able to protecl  their  f ishing grormds and f iarns had- their

nat ional governments not jo ined with t ,he TNC to take these thinr"s

away from them? Tn other r+ord-s, the bel- ief  that rhjrd.  l lnrtd people

need the state to protect them from external d,ominat ion is a product

o f  s ta t i s t  ideo lo ry .  0 f  course ,  on  some occas ions  i t  m igh t  be  t rue .

But ,  th is  i s  a  mat te r  tc  be  dec ided on  the  bas is  o f  empi r i ca l

lanowJ-edge of specif ic s i tuat ions and after considerat ion of af terna-

t i v e s .

3.  Page 3,  paragraph 3:  r l le t  us now imag_ine for  a whi le  that  two sel f -

re l iant  communi t ies have the desi re of  get t íng in  touch wi th each

oiher without using the cla.ssical- channel of nationaf bureaucracv.

How would-  they d,o i t?  How do they get ,  f i rs t  o f  a l l ,  the in forma-

t ion about  thei r  potent ia l  par tners unless through the hrowledge of

t he  es tab i i shed  cosmopo l i t an  c l i que? r '

You have put  your  f lnger  on a very d i f f icu l t  problen in

socieLl  change.  Erper ience in my Columbus,  Ohio,  laborar lcry has made

me deeply ahia l 'e  of  the fact  that  large and.  powerf 'u l  s t ructures dÍs-

tant  f rom the l ives of  rnost  people contro l  t ransnat icnal  processes.

Most  inst i tu t ions j -n most  local  cornmuni t ies do not  have the depth of

international comrretence that is to be fo..nd in governmental , mil itary

and. TNC head.quarters in d-istant cj-t ies. Bui, as you Ìcrow, i lreir in-

format ion and erper t ise is  b j  ased toward maintenance of  thei r  own

power,  and every t ine these st ructures are used thei r  contro l  is  re-

i n fo rced .

I am more hopefuJ- than you are that the rîclassical channel of

national bureaucracy" can be circumvented. You speak of the r'Icî.ow-

1ed-ge of  the estabf ished cosmopol i tan e l i te . "  To some consid.erable

degree this '?knowl-edge" is a myth--part of the mythotory on which the
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pover of the nat ion-state systen is bui l t .  Much of this knowled.ge is

irelevant to huma-n need-s, having to do with ni l i tary str :ateryt

Àer rn ' l  nnmon t  n r , - . , c , - sqè Í ì ,  n rp . r s . ; t r e6  b - '  - - ^ ^ ' . ^ l i  n r  ^ f  CNP_  :n f l  s cheme_c  f o fu . U  v  u r v } , r L v  \ / e V ù J L - o  ! ! 9 ú J u I  9 u  ! . y

r r , n t r . r l l i n c  n a , r n l o  s n  t h c w  c n n  h e  r r s e d  f o r  n l a w i n g  g a m e s  o f l  s t r a . * ^ - -
r v - ! r . v  e v  ' * * u s è J

in the nat icn-state system. Perhaps you would st i l l  cal l -  then a.

.r 'cosmo-c'r l i tan el i ter" but I  increasingly encounter '  alnong people

espor-rsing sel . f ' - ref iance, a counter-cul- ture that is not ignora-nt of

al ternat ive co. l - la.borators in other par, ts of the wcrLd. There are

netwc iks  th rough sc ience,  re l ig ion ,  TeseaJch,  ed-ucat icn ,  e thn ic  t ies t

etc.  whose potent ial  is not ful1y und.erstcoi l  t 'ecar-rse scholars, the

press anri .  na-t ionaf and internat ional of f ic ials have studiedo reported

arrd supported ent j- t ies in the nat ion-state system. this has strength-

ened these syst,ems and. p-revenl-ed. peopl-e from thinking concretely arld

creat ivefy 'about al ternat ives. Of course, al ternat ive networks now

tend to be untler the control of national government, rnilitary and TNC

official-s. But is this inevitable i-f alternatives are made thinkable

h w  n e n n ' l c  l i k e  r r s ?

4. Page z{, paragraph 2: "How clo you 'rlevelop an irrventory of' the

crgarrizationai context of a focal- commr.rti*;y' ' i  . i+" might be with-

or.lt en,:[. tÎ

The purpose of the inventory i-s prina^rily to help researchers

to develcp their  competence to perceive and interpret t ransnat ional

processes in their olJn comnunity--not only the more obvious ones that

f i t  into prevai l ing paradigms and that ref l -ect exist ing power struc-

tures but al-so ones that can only be seen through afternative para-

digrns, ones that suggest potential power for fulfilting hunan need,s

in local cornmrrnities. fh,e inventory sinply offers a base fron r,rhich

locaf people coul-d be helped toward part ic ipatory learning experiences

vith respect to their  present dependence and suggests possibi l i t ies

for enhanci-ng self-rel.iance. Thus the inventory is not an end in

i tsel f  but a method- for acquir in5g l- iberat ion fron the nat ion-state

parad.Ígni. Once conceptual liberation has been achieved further

inquiry is oarr ied, out in response to perceived possibi l i t ies for

using transnational processes in serving hr:man needs. 'Ihis is where
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día lo;"  becomeu very inrpor tat r t .  The present  t tsc iencef i  o f  in ternat ion-

a l  re lat ions ha.s been infused wi th nat ion-state mythoÌogy and.  has

the rehy  c rea ted .  a  se l f - f u l f i l l i ng  p rophecy ,  i . o . ,  ( t )  t ha t  na t i on -

^ + ^ + ^ ^  / ^  * , , + r ^ ^ r  ^ ^ i  ^ ^  |  + ^ , m  - ^ + , . ^ l 1 , ,  É ^ - - i - . "  ^  \
! j LaLes  \ a  i l r y  r , r . r ' . ) i og r - ( : a -L  Le i r l l  aL :uua r l . . v  r i r edJ r . r - I l . 8  a  sma-L - i  e . L ] - I e /  a l ' e  r e -

r l u i r ed  j n  o rde r  t o  p ro+ .cc t  peop le  f r om ex te rna l  agg ressc rs  ( i . " . ,

smal f  e l i tes in  d is tant  capi ta ls  who acquire power by p lay ing the

same game),  ana (Z)  that  nat ion-states are requi red-  for  "development"

(which usual ly  d-oes not  mean improving the l - ives of  most  of  the people

vho  i nhab i t  t he  t e r r i t o r y  i nvo l ved ) .  D ia log  w i th  l oca l  peop le ,  when

infused with lcnowled-ge about transnational processes that transcend,

the nat iona. l -s ta ' r ,e  paraoigrn,  can generate a r rsc iencerr  of  t ransnat ion-

a l  re lat ions that  is  responsive to human need-s.  That  is ,  i t  can

stinulate inquiry about how people in their l-ocal communities can use

trensna+" ional  processes to fu l f i ì - Ì  need-s,  ìncìud. ing st rategies fcr

e l - im i r ra t i ng  ex i s t i ng  exp lo i t a t i ve  p rocesses .  0 f  cou rse ,  unde r l y i ng

th is  is  a f i rmly held.  bel ie f  that  icrowiedge about  t ransnat ional

af fa i rs  c i i l  be unúerstood by ncst  pecple.  f  see no jus ' r , i f icat icn for

the wroespread bel le f  that  ihese mat ters ane too d i f f icu l t  for  any but

an anointed few. Thrs j s sinply part of the mytholcry that keeps

these few in pover .

I  agree with ; 'ou. I t  must be d. i f f icul- t  to cope

issues in GPID headquarters in Geneva, at the center of

of TGOs, TIIGOs and TNOs. Ttwould seem that inquiry and

would suggest afternative global systems, (io which the

centers suc;h as New York, llashi.ngton, Geneva, Brussels,

Tolqgo, etc.  woulù be vi tal l -y al tered) might necessari ly

ar.lay f::om the overpowering infltrence ofl these existing

s t ruc tures .

with these

- . . ^ ^ +
d  v a Ò v  a J _ L a J

i r l @ ! v ó  u r r a  u

ro le  o f

T ,n rA  n r

t : l r o  n l  n  nc

This suggests that revision of existing power structures that will

serve self-reliance and fu]fii lment of hr:nan needs cannot be inibiated"

in these centers but must come from the peripheries--in the ind"ustri-

al-ized vcrl-d. as well- as in the Third World,. i believe this will-

ei ther reqrr i re that j -nbel- l -ectuals in projects such as GPID l iberate

themsel.ves frcm the old- centers and establish d"eep attachment to
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q n o n i  f  i  r .  n a r ì  n l r a r - i  a oD P g U J T T V  P g r r P r r g r a c ù

recrul ted.

or that new intel lectuals from perípheries be

Q ì n n o r a l  \ /  1 r , 1 r Ì h q

Chadwick Alger
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F R O M  G I L B E R T  R I S T  T O  H E R B  A D D O

G p n a r r r  M a r r  l O .  L 9 1 9s ,  r r s f  L v ,

Dear Herb,

Fi rs t  of  a l l ,  I  should probably say that

and that ,  on the whole,  I  do not  have any

against  your  paper,  g iven the fact  that  I

same wavelength. Maybe too much so .

your paper might very well be taken as a

s tu f f .

I  very much share your  concerns,

st rong cr j - t ic ism to level

found myseJ-f very rnuch on the

.  Consequen t l y ,  c r i t i c i sm o f

kind of auto-crit ique of my owrr

Mlr main connent concerns your terminology. I believe you are quite

right in showing that al-1 the new words and phrases that have now

entered ihe d.evelopment jargon are co-opted by the establ-ishment, and

that actual circumstances are not going to be changed by simply modifyingr

the use of  words.  For  sure,  "co l l -ect ive SR,"  in  i ts  present  Ul{ /NIEo

understanding,  is  noth ing but  another  way of  get t ing concessions f rom

the  Nor th ,  i nc reas ing  "a id r "  e t c . ,  w i t hou t  p ropos ing  any  k ind  o f

a l - ternat ive on the domest ic  l -evel .  I t  is ,  therefore,  t - rue that ,  in

general ,  the T"d reacts rather  than acts.

But  I  have a problem wi th your  use of  the word " in terdependence";  
You

give the impression of  tak ing i t  a t  i ts  face value.  You ta lk  about

interdependence between Europe and the "non-European" (what an ethno-

centr ic  concept ,  by the way!  )  wor ld s ince che f i f teenth centuryr  you

talk about the "discovery" of interdependence by the dominant parts of

the wor ld in  the tTOs;  and then you ta lk  about  the necessi ty  of  per iph-
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eral  capi ta l - i : ; rn  to become sel - f - re i , iant  \ r i th in an in terdependent  wor ld.

Now I  am not  sure that  in  these three cases the word " in terdependent"

has uhe same meaning.  Wc might  agree -  you and I  -  thaL we \ , rant .  to

p romo te  a  k i nd  o f  i n te rdepe r rden t  wo r i d ,  bu t  t he  f ac t  r c rna ins  t - hac ,  l n

i t .s  present  uscr  ( in  the NrEo,  for  example) ,  Lhe term is  used j -n order

to  b iu r  t he  j - ssue  o f  dependence .  rn te rdependence  i s  an  i deo logy ,  i . € . ,

a form of  camouf lage of  real i ty ,  and we shoul_d t ry  to show that  the

ro r ] i t - \ ,  i r  i c  c ' 1ppp5ed  to  desc r i be  i s  i n  t o ta l  con t rad i c t i on  t - o  t he

obvious meaning of  r -he word.  Thls is  the usual-  economist ic  t r ick:

Adam Smith tal-ked about. harmony and the invisible hand at a time when

i l r i ta in was in a mess because of  the beginnings of  industr ia l - izat i -on;

Keynes larutched ihe theory of  egui i - ibr ium when there was tota l

À i c a n r r i  ì  i 1 ì r ì ì r - .  a n d  t h e  
" n g w t t  

f f ,  
" r r r d e r I  l f o c p f h c r  w i f h  i n t e r r ì e n e n j p n c c lv r v s !  \  L U Y s L r r c !  w I L t I  I l l u g t u g P - . . e e r r v e /

is  used in order  to mask t i re  pers is tence of  the wor ld d isorder  and of

dependence.  So much f  or  that ,  s ince you probably agree.  I r4y point  is

t Ì ' ra t  ÍL  mig i r t  not .  be suf f ic ient ly  c le. r r ly  s taLed in your  paper.

To remain wi th in semanLics,  I  admire your  neologisms:  de-or ientat ion

l =  i  m n n r l -  c r r l r c l - i  t r r f  i  n n  / è v n ^ r l -  - - O m O t i O n  =  d e S a f f O . I l i S m O )  a n d  f e -

c rea t i on  ( sa t r s fac t i on  o f  bas rc  needs  fo r  a f l ,  non -exp lo r ta t i ve

economies ) .  r  do  n t - : t  ob jec t  t o  t hese  words ,  pa r t i cuJ -a r l y  s i nce  they

could prov ide us wi th an a l tern, i t ive t .o  "c levelopment ,  "  a  term which is

always abused and which for some people means de-orientatíon and for

o the rs  re -c rea t i on .  f n  a  sense ,  i t  m igh t  he lp ,  even  w i th i i r  t he  GF ID

rietwork, if we ,.:ould come to an agreenrent. about this terminology. The

trouble,  howe. /er ,  -Ls that  everyone would obviously  c ia j -m that  ì r is

ans\^/er to the problem should be taken to mean re-creatiorr rather than

de-or ientat ion.  And,  hence,  we would f ind outselves back in to the verv

same problem which h/e now have with "development. "

Just  one word about  the facL that  you def ine explo i tat ion as lnequal i ty

x dependence and r - r requaJ-r ty  as a funct ion of  dependency.  This is

cer+-a in ly  t rue for  TVJ countr ies but  how do yotr  the:n expla in inequal í t i .es

in "norr -dependent"  ccuntr ies? Do inequal i t ies +-hen ar : j -se out  of  t -he

phenomena  o f  i n t c rna i  dependency  ( i . e . ,  a t  na t i ona l  l eve l )?  WouJ_d  you

say that  in  the TId external  dependency const i tu t .es the main factor  of
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inequal i t ies and that  in  i r rdustr ia l ized countr ies inequal i t ies are the

resul - t  o f  nat ional  dependencies? But ,  i f  explo i ta t ion is  equal  to

rnequal i t ies x  dependency ' ,  Con' t  you th ink t .hat  inequai i t ies could a l -so

be considered as the resul t  o f  expl_oi tat i_on?

I.low a final- conunent about your wish that "the preconditions (of re-

creat ion)  are the establ ishments in  the Tw nat l -ons of  the k ind of  non-

explo i tat ive economy that  they c la im tc  seek at  wor l_d level"  (p.  l -6) .

This is  where your  paper resembl-es too much the k ind of  th ings which I

am of ten saying .  rn other  words,  r  have no doubt  about  that ,  bur-

I am sti l- l- wondering how this shoul_d be achieved. I, lhat you are

descr ib ing (a non-exploì - t .ar ive economy) is  the f ina l  s tate of  b l iss

which hre are a l r  ronging for .  But  how do we get  there? I {hat  you say,

towards r-he end of your paper, abouL the caribbean area is probabry not

expl ic i t  enough,  at  least  to  my taste.  on the other  hand,  r  th ink that

we def in i te ly  must  f ind some k ind of  answer to these quest ions,  because

they are too v i ta l  to  be le f t  unanswered;  on the ot .her  hand,  I  somet imes

wond.er  i f  we are the r ight  k ind of  people to g ive the answer.  r  a t

l-east am nol going to say what re-creation means for the Caribbean - but

what worries me is that r do not see much more crearJ-y what should.

happen in this part of the world. so what about putting together our

quest ion marks?

You wi l l  have noted that  I  p layed the ro le of  the T! '1  in  react ing to your

paper. What about you starting to act on my remarks?

Id i t h  a l l  bes t  w i shes ,

Gi lber t  Rist
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F R O M  H E R B  A D D O  T O  G I L B E R T  R I S T

St imu la t ion  on  Po l i t i cs  o f  Re-crea t ion

I  very  much apprec ia te  your  reac t ion  to  the  p iece  on ' rDe-or ien ta t ion

and Re-creat ionrt ;  your conments are fundamental  and therefore both

st i rnulat ing and worr isome. You commented on the most pert inent parts

o f  the  paper  in  the  charac ter is t i c  G i lber t  manner  o f  cons t ruc t ive

c r i t i c i s m .

The paper was the product of a hurr ied response to an invi tat ion from

the ISER, Nlona, Jamaica, for a workshop they were putt ing on for UNCTAD

v.  I  in tended i t  to  be  read prec ise ly  the  way you read i t .  Not  too

nany papers get read the way the author intended i t .  You read i t  the

correct way because we are on the same wavelength and the funCamental

concerns  are  the  same.

Let me react to your remarks:

You remark that I  give the inpression of taking the word r Î inter-

dependencer ra t  i t s  face  va lue .  And you exp la in  th is  by  the  fac t  tha t

I  talk about (a) i -nterdependence between Europe and "non-Europeanrt

wor lds  s ince  the  f i f teen th  century ;  (b )  the  "d iscovery r r  o f  r t in te r -

dependence"  by  the  cent re  in  the  '70s ;  aud (c )  the  necess i ty  o f

per iphera l  cap i ta l i sm to  becone se l f - re l ian t  w i th in  an  in te rdependent

wor ld

You are  qu i te  r igh t  on  these po in ts .  But  I  de f in i te ly  d id  no t  want  to

take the word at i ts face va1ue. ' Ihe faul t  here I  think is try ing to

keep di-scussion on the word ' Î interdependence'r  to the minimum. What I
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r e a l l y  w a n t e d  t o  e x p r e s s  i s  t h i s .

In te rdependence is  no th ing  new i "n  wor ld -h is to ry .  The deve lopment  o f  the

cap i ta l i s t  wor ld -economy has  neant  the  rea l i za t ion ,  in  inc reas ing  fo rm,

o f  a  wor ld  in  wh ich  events  and deve iopments  in  one par t  have a f fec ted

ot .her  par ts ,  i f  no t  the  en t i re  wor ld .  Here  I  want  to  say  tha t ,  f rom

the wor id -sys tem perspec t ive ,  to  make an  issue o f  in te rdependence is  to

waste  prec ious  t ime on  the  obv ious .  The in te rdependent .na ture  o f  the

wor ld  has  some par t i cu la r  charac ter is t i cs ,  and to  my mind i t  i s  the

charac ter is t i cs  in  the i r  wor ld -h is to ry  contex ts  wh ich  are  impor tan t .

Among these is  the  Eurocent r i c  na ture  o f  the  in te rdependence,  by  wh ich

I  mean the  ' rEuropeann dominance in  the  wor ld -sys tem.

To recogn ize  th is  fac t  i s  no t  necessar i l y  to  be  Eurocent r i c .  I  p re fe r

to  beg in  f rom th is  po in t  in  o rder  to  be  ab le  to  po in t  ou t  tha t  to  nake

an issue ou t  o f  th is  in te rdependence in  the  1970s is  to  t ry  to  d iver t

a t ten t ion  f rom the  more  i - rnpor tan t  charac ter is t i c  o f  th is  in te rdependence.

In  bo th  our  v iews the  dependent  charac ter is t i c  o f  th is  in te rdependent

rea i i t -y  i s  what  we shou ld  h igh l igh t .  My v iew,  wh ich  I  am sure  you

share ,  i s :  That  the  wor ld  i s  in te rdependent  i s  no t  in  d ispu te ;  bu t  tha t

th is  in te rdependent  na ture  o f  the  wor ld  i s  to  the  advantage o f  some and

the  d isadvantage o f  o thers  j -s  what  i s  in te res t ing .  The ideo logy  o f

interdependence is to my mind an attempt to incorporate into l iberal

th ink ing  the  rad ica l  c r i t ique  o f  the  cap i ta l i s t  wor ld  over  the  las t  few

years .  Th is  w i l l  be  dangerous  i f  we le t  them.  I t  w i l l  be  even more

dangerous  i f  we 1e t  them fo rce  us  to  debate  whether  the  wor ld  i s  in te r -

dependent .  That  the  wor ld  i s  in te rdependent  i s  imp l ìed  by  the  mean ing

of the word "world '  by contemporary concept ion, and j- t  has been so far

a  long t i rne  now,  For  th is  reason,  the  word  " in te rdependencet t  has  no

nean ing  by  i t se l f .  I t  i s  the  sane as  say ing  the  wor ld  cons is ts  o f

i n t e r a c t i n g ' r p a r t s . r '  F r o m  t h i s  I  w i l l  a r g u e  t h a t  i t  i s  o u r  d u t y  t o

argue tha t  the  word  i t se l f  i s  no t  use fu l .  I t  i s  no t  even in te res t ing .

What  i s  use fu l  and a t  the  same t i rne  in te res t ing  are  the  charac ter is t i cs

o f  the  wor ld  as  an  in te rdependent  sys tem.  These charac ter is t i cs ,  we

agree, include the Eurocentr ic dominance and the consequent dependence

of  non-Europea l ìs .  Both  these charac ter is t i cs  der ive  f rom the  cap i ta l i s t
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nature of the worlc i .  which i -s interdenendent.

I  agree with you on what you say with respect to Adam Smith and Keynes,

except  I  w i l l  add  tha t  they  bo th  be l ieved tha t  the  prescr ip t ions  o f

the i r  ideo log ies  wou ld  c r r re  the  undes i rab les  o f  the i r  t imes.  My po in t

is that interdependence. is introduced into the argtrment by the l iberals

to  suggest  tha t  th is  fac t  i s  a  la te  a r r i va l  in  the  a f fa i rs  o f  the  wor ld

and tha t  i t s  recogn i t ion  w i l l  ca l l  fo r  cer ta in  minor  "ad jus tments r î

wh ich  w i l l  make the  wor ld  "be t te r . r '  Th is  i s  the  po in t  I  take  issue w i th .

I  a rgue tha t  in te rdependence is  no t  a  la te  a r r i va l ;  i t  i s  an  o ld

compan ion ,  o r  consequence o f  the  deve lopnent  o f  the  wor ld -sys tem.  And

t i ie  na ture  o f  the  in te rdependence makes i t  imposs ib le  fo r  the  k inds  o f
I 'ad jus t rnent ' t  suggested  to  be  o f  nuch use in  chang ing  the  wor1d.

The argument is that interdependence has become an irreversible fact of

l i fe  in  our  p resent  wor ld ;  and any  c red ì -b le  wor ld  tha t  I  can  env isage

wi l i  have to  be  more  or  less  in te rdependent .  The l ibera ls  use  the  te rm

to  serve  as  an  ideo log ica l  camouf lage o f  the  dependency  re la t ionsh ips

rvhich const i tute the interdependent real i ty and also as a warning to the

T l 'V  no t  to  rock  the  order  wh ich  they  be l ieve  cou ld  serve  the  in te res ts

o f  the  TW as  much as  i t  se lves  the i rs .  The word  is  a lso  used by  the

domj .nant  par ts  as  a  jus t j , f i ca t ion ,  on  the i r  dornes t ic  f ron ts ,  fo r  the

minor and ineffec.t ive concessions they intend to grant to the TW. My

argument is that,  s ince the word has no obvious rneaning outsi-de a

pr:ecíse context,  we shorr ld ignore semantics and move on to the

ana ly t i ca l l y  use fu l  conceptua l i za t ion  o f  the  te rm.  There  is  no th ing  in

or  about  the  word  " in te rdependence"  wh j .ch  g ives  i t  an ' rcbv ious  mean ing . "

The word could cover al l  meanings between the equal/symmetr ic-;nequal/

asymmetr i-c l imits.  Interdependence nowhere suggests equal or unequal

dependence.  I t  depends upon the  concre te  s i tua t io r rs  in  ques t ion .

Common language may have endowed the word

neut ra l  s tance v is -a -v is  the  equa l i t y  o r

" interdependence'r  with a

the inequal i ty of the dependence

For  th is  reason i t  becomes a

In  a  sc ien t i f i c  d iscourse ,  such

of the concrete si tuat ion in

subs tance,  wh ich  the  in te r  mere ly  l inks

semant ic  p rob lem once the  word  is  used.

as  we are  engaged in ,  the  charac ter is t i cs
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quest ion  are  what  g ive  the  word  i t s  p rec ise  mean ing .  In  o ther  words ,

we conceptua l i ze  the  te rm by  i t s  concre te  na ture .  In  th is  sense,  the

on1'r  obvious meaning which the concept has is i ts unequal property.  So

that when I  say on page 2 that the dominant parts of the world-econony

have sudden ly  d iscovered in te rdependence,  I  am be ing  sarcas t ic .  As  i t

s tood,  rny  v iew on the  concept  was no t  c lear .  The d iscuss ion  was too

br ie f ;  in  fac t ,  i t  was  c ryp t ic .  Upon re f lec t ion ,  I  th ink  i t  was

because I  d id  no t  th ink  i t  was  wor th  d iscuss ing .  I  cons idered,  and

s t i1 l  cons ider ,  i t  an  unc lever  excuse fo r  the  perpetua t ion  o f  the

ex is t ing  sys tem.  Take a  look  a t  the  photocop ied  pages 456 and 457 o f

the  in i t ia l  p iece  and you w i l l  agree  tha t  INDZ is  the  e lement  tha t

supplenents ÌNDS to descr ibe the interdependence answeî to TW.

Let me agîee with you then that you at 'e r igir t  in point i t ìg to the lack

o f  c la r i t y  w i th  ' t in te rdependencet r  as  i  b r ie f l y  t rea t  i t  on  pages 2  and

3.  Does the  above make the  in tended v iew o f  the  concent  much c learer?

A more  subs tan t ia l  po in t  i s  the  mean ing  I  a t tach  to  se l f - re l iance.  I

see  S-R as  hav ing  a  use fu l  ro le  to  p lay  in  res t ruc tu r ing  the  wor ld -

economy.  I  reason th is  way:  I f  the  wor ld  i s  imevers ib ly  in te r -

dependent,  and i f  what is sought is not the negat ion of this inter-

dependence but the introduct ion of equal relat ionships and the removal

o f  unequa l  ones ,  and,  fu r ther ,  i f  we are  ta lk ing  about  co l lec t i ve  S-R

at  the  wor ld  leve1,  then I  seem to  th ink  tha t  the  u t i l i t y  o f  co l lec t i ve

S-R is to be sought in the extent to which i t  can be used to mount a

frontal  at tack on the prevai l ing unequal ly interdependent nature of the

cap i ta l  i s t  wor ld -economy.

From th is  I  a rgue tha t  i f  S-R cornes  in  i t s  ind iv idua l  and co l lec t i ve

nat ional forms, then the terms are understood di f ferent ly by the cerrtre

and the  per iphery .  The cent re  sees  S-R as  essent ia l l y  mean ing  tha t  the

TW count r ies  must  re ly  more  on  themse lves  w i th in  the  cap i ta l i s t  wor ld -

econony rather than looking to them for help of var ious kinds. The TW

count r ies  see i t  as  mean ing  essent ia l l y  the i r  band ing  together  to  p ress

for  more  concess ions  a t  the  in te rna t iona l  leve l .  I  regard  bo th

interpretat ions as not amounting to much in terms of mounting the frontal
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attack necessary t .o change the world-economy enough to make the

i r revers ib le  in te rdependence more  equa l .  Bo th  mean ings  conform to  what

Par :mar  ca l l s  I 'nar rown because they  do  no t  a im so  nuch a t  long- te rm

Test ruc tur i ,ng  o f  the  wor ld -economy as  a t  i t s  shor t - te rm fo re ign  exchange

budget .  These v iews are  growth-cent red ,  no t  human-cent red  and equ i ty -

a i m e d .  H e r e ,  s e e  J o h a n ' s  p ì - e c e  o n  S - R  a n d  B N  ( B e r L i n ,  M a y  1 9 7 9 ) .

Fron  th is ,  I  wou ld  l i ke  to  express  in  some deta i l  tha t  so  long as  the

terms o f  un i t  re fe rence remain  the  na t ions  and the  in te rna t iona l ,  we

miss  the  r i cher  mean ing  o f  S-R j -n  i t s  na t iona l  sense,  wh ich  I  unders tand

as the main instrument in fashioning the fundamentai  basis for making

coÌ lec t i ve  S-R someth ing  more  than a  conven ien t  shor t - te îm escape and

p r o j e c t i o n s  f o r  T W  n a t i o n a l  é l l t e s .  M o s t  o f  t h e s e  é 1 i t e s  r e g a r d  S - R  a s

outward-or ien ted  escape by  pass ing  the  buck  f rom the i r  and to  the

in te rna t iona l  end.  In  th is  decept ive  buck-pass ing ,  these é1 i tes  appear

t o  s a y  t h i s :  I t  i s  n o t  o u r  f a u l t ;  a l l  t h e  f a u l t  i s  e x t e r n a l l y  i n d u c e d .

And whi le they cry out this excuse t i rey open their  nat i -ons for more

ex terna l  penet ra t ions  and they  amass wea l th  in  p rec iseJ .y  the  ways  tha t

w i l l  n o t  1 e t  t h e  b e n e f i t s  t r i c k l e  d o w n  t o  t h o s e  i n  t h e i r  v a r i o u s

count r ies  who are  most  j -n  need.  In  i t s  in te r -TW co l lec t i ve  ser ìse ,  S-R

then assumes th is  mean ing :  S ince  a l l  the  prob lem is  ex te rna l l y  induced,

l -e t  us  use  our  co l .Lec t ive  s t rength  to  p ress  fo r  more  s t ruc tu ra l  exchanges

in  the  in te rna t iona l  env i ronment .  Th is  they  do  w i th  some concer ted

gus io .  No mat te r  how grea t  o r  meagre  the  benef i t s  o f  such changes -

take  the  ACP fo r  exanrp le  -  what  use  seems to  come out  o f  th is?  Not

much.  Wl ty?  Because the  ga ì -ns  are  d j -ss j -pa ted  by  no t  be ing  used to  bu i ld

nat ional economies that go sonìe way to negate the unequal nature of the

in te rdependent  wor1d.  Take OPEC.  The pr ice  inc reases  in  o i l  a re  a  good

th ing .  But  what  use  are  they ,  i f  the  T IV count r ies  a re  those who fee l

the  e f fec t  o f  these pr ice  inc reases  most?  What  use  are  these pr i -ce

increases  fo r  d .eve lopment ,  as  you and I  unders tand i t ,  i f  the  OPEC

nat ions  use  the  money to  bu i ld  even more  dependent  economies ,  c rea te

ins tan t  mi l l iona i res  among the  many peasants ,  acqu i re  soph is t i ca ted

armaments, buy hotels in London and New York, and nnerely br ing home to

these OPEC é1 i tes  the i r  cher ished co lon ia l  hopes  o f  l i v ing  l i ke  the i r

counterparts in the centre?
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The rnain quest ion in your cr i t ique is how we br ing about the desired

changes.  I  am conv inced tha t  in te rna t iona l  ac t ions  a lone w i l l  no t  do

i t .  N IEO is  bas ica l l y  an  in te rna t iona l  ac t ion ,  and hence i t s  l im i ta t ions

are  c lear ly  tha t ;  even i f  i t  were  to  be  to ta l l y  success fu l  beyond our

w ides t  d reams,  a l l  i t  cou ld  do  wou ld  be  to  buy  some more  t ime fo r  the

wor ld  cap i ta l i s t  sys tem,  and -  worse  -  th is  buy ing  t ime wou ld  mean

creat ing  s t rong na t ion-s ta tes  o f  the  wrong t )?es  in  the  per iphery  -  OPEC

types .  The é1 i tes  w i l l  be  s t ronger ,  the  nasses  worse  o f f  -  i t  w i l l  take

mi l l ions  f rom the  land and lumpen ize  thern .  The é1 i tes ,  w i thout  p lann ing

for  a  ser ious  fu tu re  change,  w i l l  d iss ipa tg  a l l  the  benef i t s  o f  N IEO in

a  genera t ion .  The nex t  é1 i tes  w i l l  ca l l  fo r  a  new NIEO,  and so  on .  In

a l l  th is ,  the  s ta tus  o f  the  per iphery  w i l l  s t i l l  remain  and the  locus

wi l l  s t i l l  be  in  the  per iphery  o f  the  per iphery ,  wh ich  fo r  a  long t ime

to  come wi l l  con ta in  the  major i t y  o f  human be ings .

NIEO is not bad considering the circumstances of the t ime. My argument

then is :  In  wh ich  way can NIEO be pu t  to  the  bes t  use? I t  i s  here  tha t

I  a t tempt  to  cont ras t  de-or ien ta t ion  and re -c rea t ion .  The d is t inc t ion

ought to be made sharper,  I  admit ,  and I  expect help and insights from

the ne twork  on  th is .  Re-crea t ion  cons iders  in te rna l  re fo rm a long BN

l ines ,  and the  prob lem a t  i t s  source  and imper ia l i s t  exp lo i ta t ion  as

i ts  contex t .  The two are  connected  by  the  imper ia l i s t  connect ion  -  the

nexus  be tween the  ' t in te rna l -per iphery"  and the  t r in te rna l -cent re ' r  sources

of  imper ia l i sm.  The so lu t ion  o f  th is  p rob lémat ique is  the  d issc lu t ion

o f  t h i s  n e x u s .

I t  i s  in  th is  sense tha t  I  tend to  see in te rna l -per iphery  deve lopments

of a part icular k ind which attempt to inst i tute the sane kind of demand

that NIEO contains in individual countr ies of the periphery: such an

inst i tut ion would provide the structural  and moral basis for the

t rans format ion  o f  the  wor ld .

On the  sens i t i ve  mat te r  o f  a  separa t ion  be tween the  exp lo i te rs  and the

exp lo i ted  in  the  cent re  o r  the  per iphery ,  my s tand is  th is :  The topmost

exp lo i te rs  exp lo i t  a l l ;  bu t  when i t  comes to  changes wh ich  cou ld  a f fec t

those who are  less  exp lo i ted  in  bo th  the  cent re  ( the  workers )  and the
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p e r i p h e r y  ( t h e  é 1 i t e s ) ,  t h e y  a r e

k i n d .

I t  i s  fo r  these reasons  tha t

t w o  p o l i t i c s ,  t h e  a b s t r a c t  o f

to  p roduce a  theory  o f  s t ra ta

imp le inenta t ion  o f  NIEO.

aga ins t  changes o f  a  fundamenta l

I  have embarked on a paper based on the

wh ich  I  enc lose .  Reac i  and  reac t .  I  a im

o f  so r t s  f o r  t he  mos t  e f f ec t i ve

I  hope I  sha l l
r f  st  imul at  ion' l

about them.

see you or hear

go ing .  i  hope to

from you soon

anshrer other

I  jus t  rece ived your  response to  Gordon
I 'Cur ren t  Issues  j ,n  Deve lopment  Theory , "

r , , i s i t ing  here  in  January ;  I  sha l l  ta lk

v iew in  mind .  I  th ink  a  ne twork  on  the

i n s t i t u t e d .  I s  t h i s  n o t  o n e  o f  K i r n o n ' s

Thanks .

Herb Addo

so we can keep the

po i .n ts  as  I  th ink  more

Jamm.  Very  good.  I  have the

but  no t  the  o thers .  Gordon is

to  h in  on  these na t te rs  w i th  your

concept  o f  deve lopment  must  be

main comments?

44


