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 BOOK REVIEWS

 ANDRE GUNDER FRANK, CAPITALISM AND UNDERDEVE-
 LOPMENT IN LATIN AMERICA, Pelican Books 1971 (first
 published in 1967), pp 368.

 THE sole reason for reviewing this rather dated book on Latin
 America1 in these columns is that certain 'theoretical-conceptual' theses
 presented by the author (who modestly points out in his Preface that they
 have 'important scientific implication') have come to exert a considerable
 influence on a section of academic opinion on India.

 We first observed the influence of these theses in Kathleen Gough's
 mimeographed paper, Peasant Resistance and Revolt in South India,2 where the
 author confessed to being "partly influenced by Andre Gunder Frank's
 analysis of the Brazilian economy". We saw Gunder Frank being exalted
 to authoritative status when Bipan Chandra in his Presidential Address,
 Colonialism and Modern India, at the Indian History Congress in December
 1970 complimented him on his 'clear-cut hypothesis' on the connection
 between industrial development and the 'weakening' of imperialist econo-
 mic ties during the two world wars and the depression.3 We learnt that
 Gunder Frank was one of the stars of the 'International Seminar on Im-

 perialism, Independence and Social Transformation in the Contemporary
 World' held in New Delhi (March 1972). A casual remark by S K Mishra
 in a book review of Bettelheim's India Independent in the second issue of
 Social Scientist4 confirmed our suspicion about the rising status of Gunder
 Frank-not merely as an authority on Latin American backwardness, but
 as a 'revolutionary theoretician' who has brought Marxism-Leninism up
 to date and (what is more important) up to an analysis of the condition
 of 'underdevelopment'.

 Let us make it clear at the outset that we consider Gunder Frank's

 work a highly schematic and vulgar presentation of Trotskyite theory in
 relation to the conditions of backwardness in Latin America. We are,
 however, concerned in this review only with two aspects of the theoretic al
 analysis of the author:

 -his understanding of capitalism in general and his construct of the
 relation between capitalism and backwardness;
 -his approach to the problem of relations of production and, in parti-
 cular of relations of production in agriculture.

 Gunder Frank's main thesis is that the internal contradictions of

 capitalism and the historical development of the capitalist system "have
 generated underdevelopment in the peripheral satellites whose economic
 surplus was expropriated, while generating economic development in the
 metropolitan centres, which appropriate that surplus-and, further, that
 this process still continues" (p 27).
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 This thesis unfolds in the discussion on "the development of under-
 development in Chile" (the author has an inexhaustible flair for such fine
 phrases and catchwords) where economic development and underdevelop-
 ment are traced to three 'fundamental contradictions' of capitalism:

 1 The expropriation/appropriation of the economic surplus.
 2 The polarisation into metropolitan centre and peripheral satellites.
 3 The contradiction of continuity in change.
 Implicit in the first contradiction is a so-called 'drain' theory attri-

 buted to Paul Baran. Gunder Frank asserts that the non-realisation and

 unavailability for investment of the 'potential' (as opposed to the 'actual')
 economic surplus is attributable essentially to the 'monopoly structure of
 capitalism'; he takes it upon himself to show how this structure resulted
 in the underdevelopment of Chile throughout mode,rn hlistory.

 No serious Marxist-Leninist can doubt that capitalism in its histori-
 cal development must bear the responsibility for keeping Latin America,
 and a very large part of the world, in wretched backwardness.5 No one
 can seriously dispute the formulation that the retention of a vast reserve
 of precapitalist relations, the distortion of the process of primitive accu-
 mulation, the expropriation of a large part of the population in these
 countries, the one-sided utilisation of raw material and, later on, the
 large-scale export of capital to these countries kept them in this state.

 It turns out that this is not at all what Gunder Frank has in mind.

 According to him, world capitalism-past, present and future, advanced
 or backward-is characterised by "a highly monopolistic structure"
 (p 31). Here we get to the real point of the analysis: This monopoly
 structure, working primarily through the expropriation/appropriation con-
 tradiction, spread its tentacles from top to near-bottom, to everything that
 has moved in the historical development of (say, Chile's) economy. In
 fact, literally everything from the big top of world capitalism to the near-
 bottom of the underdeveloped society is one chain of exploitation rela-
 tions. Next follows an elaboration of the 'chain-like relation' : world capi-
 talism exploits the'national metropolises'; the national metropolises exploit
 the regional centres; the regional centres exploit the local centres; the
 large landowners or merchants exploit the small peasants or tenants; the
 small peasants and tenants exploit the landless labourers. In fact, accord-
 ing to Gunder Frank, everybody in this system, with the sole exception of
 the absolutely pauperised worker, exploits somebody or the other.

 At every step on the ladder (note the elegant variation of metaphor),
 he discovers that the relatively few 'capitalists above' exercise 'monopoly
 power'over the many below. And thus, the economic surplus gets ex-
 propriated and appropriated. The end result is-the development of
 underdevelopment.

 Lenin pointed out that Trotskyite theory has the same relation to
 Marxism as a caricature to the original. Like all Trotskyite romanticists
 and pseudo-scientific writers, Gunder Frank has a talent for ignoring real
 relations and confusing the reader in a flurry of elegant rhetoric,
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 One seriously protests only at the affrontery of attributing all this
 to "Marx's analysis of capitalism which identified and emphasised the ex-
 propriation of the surplus value created by producers and its appropriation
 by capitalists" (p 30).

 Marx's theory of the realisation of the social product in capitalist
 society rests on two fundamental premises: (i) The total product of a
 capitalist society, like the individual product, consists of three parts, cons-
 tant capital, variable capital and surplus value; (ii) The two major depart-
 ments of capitalist production must be distinguished: Department I, or
 the production of the means of production; and Department II, or the
 production of the articles of consumption.

 Needless to say, this theoretical position presupposes reference to a
 particular stage of historical development and to a particular historical
 situation. In a later review, we shall try to present our understanding
 of this theoretical position in relation to a backward country oppressed by
 a rising capitalism and, subsequently, by imperialism.

 Gunder Frank, of course, betrays not the slightest acquaintance with
 this theoretical-conceptual position on the realisation of the social product,
 the replacement of its various component parts or the process of the repro-
 duction of the total social capital. What Marxist-Leninist theory is concern-
 ed with is not the elegant distinction between the 'actual' economic surplus
 (i.e, that part of current production which is "saved and invested... one
 part of the surplus value") and the 'potential' economic surplus (i.e, the
 potentially investible economic surplus not available to society, because
 the monopoly structure prevents its production, or if it is produced, is
 appropriated and dissipated through luxury consumption), but capital accu-
 mulation, or rather the extended reproduction of capital and its consequen-
 ces under conditions of colonialism.

 The second fundamental contradiction of capitalism, according to
 Gunder Frank, is the 'contradiction of metropolis-satellite polarisation'.
 On the commonsense understanding that the advanced capitalist countries
 have oppressed the backward countries, he builds a whole theory of exact
 inverse relationship between development and underdevelopment. They are
 "opposite faces of the same coin"; they are not merely 'relative and quan-
 titative' but 'relational and qualitative'; they are even in 'dialectical con-
 tradiction' !

 That is to say (to attempt a gloss on Gunder Frank) while development
 develops, underdevelopment underdevelops-except for "temporary spurts of
 development" during wars, depressions, etc in the metropolis, which
 momentarily weaken the spell of development over underdevelopment.
 Here, too, Gunder Frank modestly claims that he is doing no more than
 continuing the analysis by Marx of the imminent centralisation of the
 capitalist system.

 The third fundamental contradiction of capitalism, according to him,
 is the "contradiction of continuity in change". (This time Engels is quot-
 ed: "There is a contradiction in a thing remaining the same and yet
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 constantly changing.") All that is meant here, of course, is that (despite
 certain superficial changes that might have taken place within underdeve-
 lopment) Gunder Frank's vision of the "structural stability and continuity
 of underdevelopment" must be allowed to run through the beginning
 and end of capitalism.

 Gunder Frank's theorising about relations of production in the capi-
 talist world, and especially his "critique of the myth of feudalism" (pp
 249-305) show very much the same quality of understanding as has been
 presented above. After a few clever remarks against the "standard West-
 ern bourgeois analysis", he descends on the 'traditional Marxist' theses,
 out of which he picks out three: (a) feudalism predates capitalism, (b)
 feudalism coexists with capitalism, and (c) feudalism is penetrated or in-
 vaded by capitalism.

 He brings in some irrelevant references to slavery in Brazil to make
 light of the view that feudalism predates capitalism. Coming to the 'co-
 existence' theory, he alleges that this political analysis, "parallelling the
 theory of the dual society", has been better articulated by a bDurgeois
 ideologist, to wit no less a bourgeois than a Brazilian Minister of Econo-
 mic Planning. He also suitably makes light of the idea that feudalism is
 only 'penetrated' or 'invaded' by capitalism.

 But Gunder Frank's ace is a table (p 259) in which the 'traditional
 Marxist' views are supposed to end up. We reproduce the table to the
 last punctuation to give the reader an idea of the wiles of Gunder Frank:

 TABLE I

 Features of 'Feudalism' and 'Capitalism' (according to traditional
 Marxist theses)

 FEUDALISM

 A Organisation of Agricultural Production

 CAPITALISM

 1 Large size of landholdings
 (latifundia)

 2 Extensive agriculture.
 3 Low and inefficient land use

 4 Migrant and slash-burn
 agriculture

 5 Land-exhaustive and eroding
 techniques

 6 Extensive livestock grazing
 7 Capital-poor agriculture;

 no fertiliser, machinery or
 investment

 8 Self-sufficiency sector;
 subsistence

 9 Non-rational mentality

 1 Landholdings smaller ?

 2

 3

 4

 Intensive agriculture.
 Greater, more efficient land use
 Crop rotation

 5 Land conservation and main-

 tenance

 6 Intensive livestock raising
 7 Capital-intensive agriculture;

 fertiliser, machinery, investment

 8 Specialisation, outside dependency,
 commercialisation, no subsistence

 9 Rational, capitalist mentality

 76
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 B Condition of Agricultural Workers

 1 Serfdom

 2 Tenancy, sharecropping, unpaid
 labour; payment in kind and in
 tokens

 3 Unfree existence even behind

 money-payment facade
 4 Low income

 5 Workers tied to farm

 C Changes Over time

 1 Continuous de-feudalisation

 2 Total disappearance of feudal
 agriculture

 3 Unresponsiveness to demand
 changes

 1 Proletarianisation

 2 Contract work with pay in money
 wages

 8 A certain liberty

 4 Labour more expensive; workers
 less poor ?

 5 Expulsion of agricultural workers

 1 Continuous capitalisation
 2 Total proletarianisation of agri-

 culture; irreversibility of defeu-
 dalisation/capitalisation process

 3 Responsiveness to changes in
 market demand

 From this analysis, Gunder Frank proceeds to topple (with no more
 than a touch of 'reality') one by one of what he imagines to be the pillars
 of 'traditional Marxist' theory. And thus, he works his way to such pro-
 fundities as: Capitalism does not preclude or inhibit concentration...
 There is no consistent pattern of agriculture under capitalism.... If
 'rational' means serving one's own interests well, it might well be that
 people in the allegedly 'feudal' sector serve their own interests better....
 The tenant-landlord relationship is really the wage-labour-capitalist rela-
 tionship in disguise...etc.

 The essence of the method is to lump the real Marxist-Leninist
 theoretical propositions with the mistaken and the fake; to create confusion
 by presenting some clever remarks as one's 'critique', and then, to parade
 one's own 'theory'.

 What stands out, of course, is the blatant dishonesty of the whole
 thing. First of all, it can be easily seen that the 'standard Western bour-
 geois view', if it refers to feudalism seriously, uses it mostly as a pejorative
 and not at all in the sense of a relation. Whatever this view might pro-
 fess (or even subjectively desire) it does not, in this moribund phase of
 capitalism, propose seriously to destroy these precapitalist relations.
 Secondly, and far more important for us, it is not at all this view of capita-
 lism that is widespread among 'traditional Marxists'. We do not deny that
 there are those who cite odd quotations from Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin
 and Mao Tse-tung without being able to apply their stand, viewpoint and
 methodology of Marxism-Leninism to concrete conditions. We do not
 also deny that there are Marxists who make mistakes in honestly trying
 to apply this scientific theory.

 But it is not at all these 'traditional Marxists' that Gunder Frank
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 has in mind. He is referring precisely to those who, on the basis of con-
 crete class analysis, find that in certain countries which were once under
 colonial or semi-colonial rule (which may now be independent, or be
 counted as neo-colonies), precapitalist relations still exist in agriculture.
 According to him to take this standpoint amounts to proposing the same
 solution as the bourgeoisie proposes; accelerate and complete the capitali-
 sation of agriculture.

 This 'ultra-revolutionary' not merely rejects the theoretical under-
 standing of the bourgeois.democratic revolution in backward countries,
 and the transition from this new-democratic revolution to the socialist

 revolution. He slanders every successful revolution in our time-the
 October Revolution, the Chinese Revolution, not to speak of the Viet-
 namese, Korean, Cuban and the other people's democratic and socialist
 revolutions. The logical conclusion of Gunder Frank's analysis is that all
 that these revolutions did was to accelerate and complete the capitalisa-
 tion of agriculture, among other blunders.

 In all his work, as we have demonstrated above, Gunder Frank
 betrays a wrong understanding of Marxist-Leninist theory, in relation to
 capitalism in the abstract,6 in relation to the specific capitalist development
 in the advanced countries and in relation to capitalism developing under
 colonial rule. He pays no heed to its scientific understanding of the
 historical development of capitalism, from lower to higher stages, and
 finally to the last stage, the stage of monopoly capitalism, or imperialism.
 He rejects its emphasis on the fundamental contradiction of capitalism,
 whether under advanced capitalist conditions or in a colonial situation:
 the contradiction between the social character of production and the pri-
 vate nature of appropriation.

 To Gunder Frank, as we pointed out here, all the stages are simply
 characterised by the "monopoly structure of production". Not only does
 he give development no chance at 'one edge' of capitalism; he obscures
 the tremendously important distinction that all Marxist-Leninists make
 between the progressive phase of capitalism and its reactionary phase, which
 roughly begins with the era of imperialism.

 As for the aspect of the application of the theory to the concrete
 conditions of Latin America, it must be conceded that the specific his-
 torical and economic features of the different parts of Latin America-and
 their great backwardness-do lend Gunder Frank's theory marked and
 distinctive features. But, as Lenin would say, these distinctive features are
 no more than between "varieties within the same species",8 Trotskyism.
 Making free with scraps of quotations from various books, newspaper
 reports and articles and scattering some dubious estimates, Frank sows
 tremendous confusion under cover of presenting his "scientific theory
 capable of encompassing and explaining the nature, contradictions, his-
 torical development and underdevelopment of this world-wide process and
 system as a whole" (p 141).

 One realises that what Gunder Frank is talking about is not the
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 development of capitalism at all, but of some curse called underdevelopment.
 His sentimental tirade against capitalism takes him to a repetition of the
 typical error of romanticism: the conclusion that since capitalism is torn
 by contradictions, it is not a higher form of social organisation.9

 A romanticist, with his reactionary point of view, denies, precisely
 that which the scientific theory of Marx and Lenin found in capitalism:
 its inherent striving for development, its irresistible urge onwards, its in-
 ability to halt or to reproduce the economic processes in their former,
 rigid dimensions.10 A romanticist reads into the tremendous impoverish-
 ment and suffering of the people the conclusion that what has happened
 is not a stageforward in the historical development of that socio-economic
 formation, but actually a stage backward. Gunder Frank cannot, of course,
 understand that even in the colonised countries, the home market does not
 shrink, but is actually created (although with very great constraints on its
 growth) by the development of capitalism. He cannot, of course, accept
 the position that the development of capitalism under such conditions
 (although characterised by unprecedented plunder, loot, exploitation and
 criminality) actually creates a market for capital, to the extent wage
 labour is created, domestic production gives way to production for sale,
 and the handicraftsman is superceded by the factory. In his preoccupa-
 tion with chains and ladders (which link world capitalism from top to
 bottom, from beginning to end) Gunder Frank forgets the simple truth
 that capital is primarily a relation between social classes involved in
 production.

 Gunder Frank's theory sees capitalism outside of production, as some-
 thing which happened when the world became divided into two unequal
 halves. Marxist-Leninist theory presents a brilliant attack on capitalism,
 but only after emphasising that capitalism was a great advance over pre-
 ceding stages of historical development-from the foundations of which
 one can proceed to a higher level. He questions the reality of these
 foundations, heaps 'ultra left' scorn over the historical process of develop-
 ment and scolds its direction. Thus, we read: "The necessity arises out
 of the structure and development of the world and national capitalist
 system which increasingly deepens the underdevelopment of Chile, sinks
 the majority of its people into ever greater poverty, and at the same time
 renders its bourgeoisie less and less capable of reversing the centuries-long
 development of underdevelopment. The process transcends Chile and is
 worldwide" (p 144, emphasis added).

 There is a well-known political position to which all this leads.
 Gunder Frank, denouncing all 'reformist' (including 'traditional Marxist')
 solutions, proclaims himself for 'socialist revolution' here and now.
 Trotsky also declared himself, at one stage, for a 'genuine proletarian
 revolution', that must occur straightaway, or not at all. One does not
 know precisely which faction, school or political party within the 'Fourth
 International' Gunder Frank favours. One does know on whose side

 Trotsky ended up. -N RAM
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 1 This is a collection of five historical essays written at different times, in several coun-
 tries and for varying purposes and media. The author first came into prominence
 after his article, "The Development of Underdevelopment" was published in the
 Monthly Review, New York, September 1966. The book in its present form appeared
 in 1967.

 2 This paper was first read out at a meeting of the South Asia Colloquium of the Paci-
 fic North-West held at the University of Washington in 1968.

 3 See page 10-11 of the address cited. From the easily observable fact that certain sections
 of the indigenous industrial capitalists made notable gains during the two world wars
 and, more doubtfully, the depression, Bipan Chandra (following Gunder Frank) comes
 to the sweeping conclusion that industrial development in India under imperialism
 occurred only when the 'international economy' was forced to temporarily 'weaken'
 or 'disrupt' its links-when the 'international economy' reforged these links, India's
 industrial development relapsed into backwardness and stagnation !

 4 S K Mishra, in his review in Social Scientist, September 1972, asserted: "Marxists,
 particularty those who share the views of Andre Gunder Frank, may say that the
 Indian economy, including its agriculture, is part of the capitalist system."

 6 Some of the well-known Marxist-Leninist theoretical writings on the subject are
 contained in the collection, Marx and Engels, On Colonialism, Moscow, 1968; Marx
 and Engels On Ireland and the Irish Question, Moscow, 1971; Lenin The Awakening of
 Asia, Moscow, 1965; The National Liberation Movement in the East, Moscow, 1969; and
 Imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism, Moscow, 1970.

 6 By abstract, we refer to the highly generalised aspect of the theoretical work of Marx
 and Lenin, for instance the abstract theory of realisation and the abstract theory of
 ground rent.

 7 See Lenin, A Characterisation of Economic Romanticism, Moscow, 1967, p 122
 $ lbid., p. 86.
 9 Ibid
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