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Having participated in great many UN consultative bodies,
wor ki ng groups and expert neetings since 1963, /such as e. g.
those on the identification and devel opnent pronotion of
the | east devel oped countriés, on the link between environnent
and devel opnent strategies, on unegual exchange and deteriorating
position of commobdity producers, on the social inplications
of the New International Economc Oder, on the basic needs
oriented devel opnent, on rural devel opnent and enpl oynent,
on the educational policy and devel opnent, on the concept of
integrated devel opnent, on the preparation of societies for
life in peace, on Peace and d obal Transformation, on hunan
devel opnent etc. - organi zed by UNCTAD, -1 LO UNESCO, UNU,

UNDP respectively/, which were all related in one way or
another to the "right to developnent” as interpreted in the
41/ 128 resolution of the UN General Assenbly, and having
also read the varions resolutions, reports and summaries of
views on the Rght to Devel opnent, as already produced and
col l ected before our neeting, | nust express ny sincere

wor ryabout the frustrating gap between the so carefully and
nicely fornmulated ideas, principles, declared rights and the
harsti reality which is increasingly discrediting such

activities of the United Nations O ganisation.

To avoid m sunderstanding: frustration follows, in ny
opinion, by no neans fromthe brain-stormng intellectua
exercise ained at the conceptualization of real problens,
and focussing on sonme crucial issues', or defining nore
appropriateprincipies and criteria, but fromthe pretence,
so typical in the W diplonmacy, and bureaucracy, as if

sonet hing substantial had changed and real progress were



acni eved by new resolutions, nore accurately defined principles
and decl aration of new rights, or the establishnment of new
conm ttees, sub-commttees etc. The latter-seemto have

their own life linked by references and code nunbers wth

each ot her, independently of harsh reality.

The tenptation to go into the details of this paper-morld-
and el aborate further, nore precisely one or another of its
docunents nay not only increase certain anbiguities rooted
in the original ones, but also divert the attention away
fromthe crucial issues of the real world.

. Thus, while being grateful to the organizers of this
consultation for the excellent opportunity of a valuable
exchange of views on the real problens of developnent in
the contenporary world, | feel also obliged to warn not to
fall into the usual trap.

H The first question we nust ask or repeat is the

follow ng: whose right to devel opnent is to be ensured?

The docunents answer this question by referring to "everyone",
to individual "human beings" as well as to "peoples", com
munities and also the "states".

In the harsh reality of the prevailing world order,
however '

lal the individual and the collective rights may not
only differ but also conflict;

/' b/ the exercizing of certain individual or collective,
national rights may infringe upon those of others;

/c/ the subjects of the collective rights, which often

appear as synonyns in the docunents, nanely "peoples",



"nations"” and "the states"” are not identical;

lui the actual actors of devel opnent’' and the subjects
whom t he righf‘To devel oprment is to be aééigned to are not
necessarily the sane.

It is perhaps needless to point to those many, cases when
an individual citizen exercizing his or her own right to
devel opnent, e. g. econom cally, may thereby redch the same
right of others, or when the collective right to devel opnent
of a nation can be seriously infringed upon by the practice
of certain individual rights le. g. in the case of the-brain
drain emigration/. A conplete national or state sovereignty
over all the natural wealth and resources may inply not only
the deprivation of others, of such resources belonging to
the common Earth, but also a use of the latter endangering
the ecol ogical conditions for others.

The very concept of the sovereignty of the states is
itself anbiguous and nay contradict the soveregnty of the
nations, and peoples. A respect of the state sovereignty
which is considered so inportant and fundanental in the
"international” law and the United "Nations" Organization,
may actually help oppressive reginmes depriving the people
of individual and collective rights, to survive. And so on. ..

In the sphere of the econony, as it is well-known,
devel opnent nay often dépend nore on external factors
/such as e. g. the changes in the world market, the activities
of transnational corporations, the conditions dictated by
the creditors etc./ than on internal ones, particularly on

the personal efforts and performances of the individua



citizens. CQultural developnent of a nation may al so be

heavily, if not decisively, influenced by.external denonstration
ef fects, which--a national policy of cultural devel opment can
hardly countervail today. /But this incongruity of the

subjects of the right to devel opnment with those actors,

forces and effects determ ning actual developnent is a

question on the conditions of exercising this right to which

we shall return./

In view of the above we cannot sinply overlook the real
conflicts between individuals, nations, peoples and the
States in the exercise of the right to devel opnment, nor can
we ignore the inadequacy of the State-based or State-centered
institutional systemin which this right is to be ensured
both for individuals and collectives on a global scene. Wiat
follows is that a project devoted to the issue of the right
to devel opnent nust necessarily deal also with the question

/al how to reconcile, in a denocratic way and effective

mechani sm the practicé of this right anong its many subjects,
and / b/ how to devel op gradually, by nmaking use of the

existing one, a nore adequate institutional system correspond-

ing to the increasingly globalized and interdependent world
society and its transnationalizing economc system
Il The second |ogical question, already posed and

answered by the docunents, is on the meaning of devel opnent.

Recal ling the fanous debate, in the international fora

and Iiterature,1

on "grow h" and "devel opnent”, on "back-
war dness” or "underdevel opnment”, which started in the late
1950s and | asted alnmost for two decades, producing such terns

as e. g. "perverse growth", "growth wthout devel opnent",
"distorted and dependent devel opnent”, "nal devel opnent” and



even "overdevel opment” etc., and in which | nyself belonged

to those arguin_g against any narrow, over r-sinplified inter-
2

pretation of developnent /as well as "underdevel opnent”/ ,
| must be happy with the definition given by the Declaration

on the Rght to Devel opnent, since it correctly describes

devel opnent as a conprehensi ve econonic, social, cultura

and political process, the natural object of which is to be

the constant inprovenent of the well-being of the entire

popul ation and of all individuals on the basis of their active,

free and neaningful participation in devel opnent and in the

fair distribution of benefits resulting:therefrom

However, here again we nust be realistic enough to | ook
at this "conprehensive process" called devel opnent, not as a
har noni ous one the conponents of which, nanely the econom c,

the social, the cultural and the political ones, are conpl enenting

and supporting only each other, but as a very contradictory

process with tensions and conflicts between its conponents.

It is too easy to say e. g. that econom c devel opnent cannot

go far without social and cultural devel opnent but in short-
-termreality the actual choice is either to allocate nore resource;
for education, culture, social services, environnent protection

etc. and less for the econony or vice versa. The shorter

the country in devel opnent resources, the nore this conflict

appears as a zero-sumgane in the policy of resource allocation

/or rather as a negative-sum gane under the worsening

conditions of the econony in heavily indebted countries/.



A "constant inprovenent of the well-being of the entire
popul ation" is also a correctly fornmulated aim a nornative
obj ect, whi ch, however, is not only difficult to reach under
the conditions of economc cycles, crisis-affected econom es
and unequal power structures etc., but involves also an
anbiguity in respect of the actual neaning of "well-being"
and its possible indicators. /Unless well-being is reduced
to its material conception, we nust take into account also
its sociological and psychol ogical inplications, the changes
in the natural and social environment, the general conditions

of life and health security etc./

Simlarly the correct notion about “active, free and
nmeani ngful participation in devel opnment” |eaves open the
qguestion: whether this participation, if within a society, is
restricted to the role of an exécuter who inplenents only
the decisions nade by others, or it extends also to the
deci si on-maki ng process itself, and if internationally, how
at all a denocratic participation in the decision-making on
real devel opnment can be achieved under the given structure
of institutions. Not to mention how anbi guous the term "fair
distribution of benefits" seens to be even within a society,
in view of the possible application of quite different, often
contradictory norns /such as e. g. the size of invested
capital, the performance of own |abour, the already achieved
social status, the size of the famly, the nunber of children
etc./, while internationally the markedly unegual distribution

of benefits is subject to the still unregulated rules of the



world econony with its law of uneven developnent.3

Even if we disregard fromthe effects of the uneven
devel opnent of. .the world econony and its .xentre-periphery
relations on the distribution of benefits, the question
ari ses whether the right to devel opnent, if exercised by all

nations or countries, inplies a convergence or divergence

of their devel opnent, and whether the existing devel opnent
gap between advanced and underdevel oped countries wll be
overcone by the "catching up" of the latter follow ng the
exanple of the former. /The fact that the "socialist"
attenpt of the East to catch up with the nost devel oped
countries of the West on a diverging devel opnent path, which
actually inplied mlitary rather than réally soci al i st
el ements under the conditions of a cold war isolation¥ has
proved to be finally an alnost total failure, does not
inval i date the above question./

In the history of human societies, particularly since
the rise of capitalismwth its world-econom c system and
gl obal centre-periphery relations, no country has ever been

able to copy successfully the exanple® the "nodel"” of the

other, the nore advanced, at least for three reasons:

[al Their actual endowrents, the given |ocal conditions
are always different,

/b/ In the nmeantinme, i. e. between the tine of the
success of the pioneering, "nodel-setting" country
and the tine of its successor's attenpt to copy the
|atter, the world productive forces, science and
technol ogy devel op further, and new engi nes of

devel opnent cone into existence, new dynamc sectors



devel op. The newconer, in order to catch up, nmnust

i nnovate, instead of going through all the previous

stagégmof econom ¢ and technoloé?cal /as well as

the related political, institutional etc./ devel opnent.
/c/ Since capitalism has devel oped not only national

soci eties, national econom es and nation-states,

i. e. national systens, but also a morld-systen#

i nvol ving an organic world-econony with inter-
national i zing productive forces and increasingly
transnationalized production and distribution
relations /in ternms of capital nobility, ownershinp,
di vision of |abour and inconme flows/, and also h
/highly inadequate/ institutional system based upon
the states and the inter-state relations, no

society in the world is fully autononous, independent
of others, none of themis free of the inpact of

gl obal /asynmetrical/ interdependencies and inter-

actions.

The wunilinear conception of devel opnent is therefore
totally m sleading because it assunes that societies are

running on the same road and in the sanme direction side

by side or one after the other followi ng each other independently.

An expl anation, accordingly, by internal factors only, of
t he higher devel opnent of some and of the underdevel opnent
of others is totally false. Underdevel opment of nany countries
and overdevel opnment of sonme others, all belonging to the sane
organi c global system are the tw different sides of the

sane coin. And insofar as the fornmer is a historical distortion




of devel opnent rather than a nmere "lack" of devel opnent, the

latter also manifests a kind of dis}ortidh and di sproportions.
Thi s doéé-aot mean, of course, that fhstead of the

"internal” forces and conditions it is the "external" ones

whi ch exclusively or primarily determ ne the devel opnent

positions and international gap, but is does mean that a

dialectical interrelationship exists between the internal and

external factors of developnent. It also neans that the

devel opnment pattern of the nobst devel oped countries is not

a nodel which the |ess devel oped ones have to follow, and

are able at all to copy, noreover it also requires fundanmenta

corrections in order to meet the declaréed aim of a conprehensive

and sust ai nabl e devel opment benefiting all individuals.

/ 3/ The third fundanent al question, actual ly the nost

critical one, is about the necessary objective conditions

for exercising the right to devel opnent. The declaration of
equal rights neans only a formal equality. Real equality

presupposes equal opportunities, i. e. a real emancipation

both within and anong societies, wthout which the right to
devel opment /and other human or national rights/ can hardly
be exercised equally.

Despite the great nany positive historical changes in
the gl obal system /such as decol onization/ as well as wthin
societies /such as denocratization of authoritarian reginmes/

the process of real enmancipation, i. e. the extension not

only of equal rights but also equal opportunities to all

citizens and all nations, still has a very long way to go.



Social and international inequities are, of course,
of highly differing natures and origins, and can be expl ai ned
in many different ways. Wat, however, sééns to be a common
denom nator is that they all involve, in one form or another,
subordination /i. e. dom nance and asymmetrical dependence
rel ations/, deprivation /of devel opnent resources through
incone | asses, brain drain etc./ and exclusion /i. e. nobnopo-
lization, discrimnation and marginalization, periphefization
or isolation/. Further they all stem from and are reproduced
by the given nechanism of objective structures and institu-
tionalized systens, and reinformed or caused by subjective
factors, biased policies and actions.

Many societies of the world, i ndeed t he great majority
of humanki nd, have been prevented until quite recently from
devel oping as national societies with an internally integrated
nati onal econony and as sovereign nation states. Instead,
they were col oni zed or forced_in other ways into a dependent
peri phery position within tHe wor |l d econony, practically
governed from outside or according to foreign interests,

t hough often with the servile collaboration of the local ruling
stratum The pattern of devel opnent inposed upon them has
resulted not only in the reproduction of their dependence
‘relations with the dom nant centres of the world econony,

but also in an internal socio-economc structure with deep
inequalities and disequalizing tendencies.

Subordi nation, deprivation and exclusion nay take on

different forns and varieties.



In a few countries, they assune a very open form -
such as the case of apartheid, racial, ethnic or religious
discrininatioh:hfascist or sem -fasci st fale, peopl e- oppr ess-
ing mlitary regine, feudal-oligarchic system etc. In
this case even the formal equality of citizens is denied.
Society, or a part of it, is deprived of the nost el enen-
tary human rights, also in formal terns. N@nbers.of soci ety
are openly subordinated to and exploited by the ruling mn-
ority and are excluded from the benefits of economc and
t echnol ogi cal devel opnent of the country, fromits comunity,
cultural and political life.

In many other countries, also anong the nost advanced
ones, the fornmal equality of all citizens - i. e. a fornal
emanci pation of the nenbers of society, including wonen, the
various ethnic groups, religious sects, social classes etc."";
may have been ensured, and their human rights nmay be legally
respected. Yet under the surface of formal equality and
denocracy, deep inequalities, hierarchical dependence and
exploitation relations can often be found which result from the
spont aneous nechani sm and institutionalized structure of the
gi ven socio-economc system and its devel opnent pattern.

Thi s expl ai ns why even in economcal ly prosperous'periods
and in the.richest countries, too, social tensions, unrest,
political violence and revolts - not to nention terrorist

actions - may remain regular phenonena hardly attributable

nmerely to "foreigners" or "foreign influence".



Prof ound inequalities appear in the sphere of ownership
relations which tend to generate inequalities also in other
spheres and may prevent some of the fornmal rights from
bei ng exercised in practice.

The nore nonopolized the ownership over devel opnent
resources in a given country and the nore concentrated it is
in a few hands, the bigger will be the gap between the
equality of rights and the equality of opportunities, and
the nore markedly a duality will appear in the actual ruleé
governing the dis;ributipn of social roles and of incones.
For the majority it is own labour /if enployed at all/, i. e
the actual performance, skill, know edge, talent and hard
wor k, on which the achieved role in the social division
of labour and the earned inconme depend. But for the nenbers
and famlies of the richest, nost powerful group of capital-
-owners it is primarily and decisively their accumnul ated
property which /even if acconpanied by own work/ determ nes
career, social status and wealth.

| nequal ities appear along with, or independently of,
those in ownership also in respect of participation in
deci sion-nmaking and rel ations of control over economc pro-
cesses, as well as in access to information, education', skill,
'knomﬁedge, technol ogy and cul ture.

Public ownership over socially-needed devel opnent
resources, over key sectors of the econony or the main neans

of production can hardly ensure econom c denobcracy and socia



- -

emanci pation unl ess acconpanied by denocratic participation
in decision making and real social control over activity of
those sectors. -

Though free education nmay induce sonme equalizing tendencies
in career chances, such tendencies can hardly unfold as |ong
as famly background and its cultural environnent hinder the
process of learning and education. This is especfally t he
case today when nodern technology requires nore and nore

sophi sticated know edge, far exceeding what free education

can provide..

" In nmodern societies accumul at ed know edge, skill and
cultural assets nay also act at nonopolized private "capital"
di sequal i zing social opportunities and reproduci ng the unequa
distribution of social roles and incomes - provided that
access to such know edge and cultural assets is nore or |ess
nmonopol i zed. CQultural and educational nonopolies rarely take
such open forns as exclusion, by adm nistrative neasures,
of certain social classes, strata, ethnic or religious
groups from schooling. Instead the incone gaps within society,
differences in the quality of teaching between schools, the
need of poorer youth to earn incone earlier than in rich
fam |ies, divergencies in cultural environnent etc. - al
these do the job of excluding many from given opportunities.

Political power may al so be nonopolized by a narrow
6

group and if coupled, as in the Stalinist regines,  wth a
| arge-scale state sector and direct state intervention in
the econony, may also be used as a "capital” /a politica

one/ for appropriating a higher, disproportionate and unearned



share in the national inconme by neans of controlling devel opnent

resources, incone redistribution and resource allocation.
Econoniééffy | ess devel oped societiég, particularly

those of Third Wrld, denonstrate a dualistic structure wth

enclaves of a relatively nodern, nore or |ess urban sector

and the "sea" of the remmants of the forner traditiondl soci ety
mainly in the rural sector. In such societies soci al in-
equalities and gaps are even nore pronounced.

A disintegrated econony and a disintegrated society in
whi ch the nodern .does not nodernize, is not in organic contact
with the rest of the econony and society, does not assist
but rather blocs the nodernization of the latter by draining
off resources, such a society can hardly devel op and nake

progress towards real emancipation.

Wthin societies, in general, real emancipation, which

the equal opportunity for everyone to exercise equal rights
depends on, prescribes the gradual elimnation of all those
fundanmental inequalities manifested in nonopolistic relations
of ownership and control over "physical capital" /neans of
production and investnent funds/, "intellectual" or "cultura
capital" /access to education, skill and culture/and "politica
capital" /access to political power and participation/ which
make not only the allocation of social roles and the distrib-
ution of incomes socially unequal and unjust but also the

devel opnent facilities for the majority rather limted.

Internationally the prevailing world order is also

heavily burdened by inequalities and dom nance rel ations,
such as the centre-periphery relations of the world econony

and the patron-client relations of international politics.



They nay exist, as they do, between formally sovereign

states as well. Thus unequal position and-unequal devel oprment
opportunities ¢re possessed by formally e-qual and sovereign
partners, tied with disequalizing relations to each other.

The substance of inequality in position and devel opnment
opportunities of nations, insofar as it is a histoiica
product and not nerely a consequence of natural endowrents,
mani fests itself, besides the inequalities of political,
cultural and other relations, primarily in asymetrica
dependence relations and the internal structure of their
econony.

Today we live in a world of interdependencies. Watever
happens in one part of the world, affects directly or in-
directly the others. Production, technology and science are
becom ng nore and nore international.

Wil e the devel opnent of the productive forces and the
advancing internationalization of the reproduction process
establish ever closer and ever wider relations wthin a
system of interferences and conplex interactions, there exist
heavily asymmetrical, wunilaterally dependent relations,
dom nance and nonopoly positions hidden behind the apperance
of interdependencef |

Funda-nental inequalities and asymmetric dependence
relations characterize all the main spheres of the world
econony :

- international trade, the international flow and exchange

relations of commodities, the pattern of specialization,

the allocation of roles in the world division of |abour



- the internal flow and allocation of financia
resources, credit and investnent capital, the
international distribution of capifal owership and
control over neans, sectors or capacities of production
and services, and in the creditor-debtor rel ations;

- the international flow of technol ogies and the

international distribution of the capacities of
t echnol ogi cal devel opnent, of R and D centres;

- the international flow of manpower, and the distribution

of skill and intellectual resources anong countries.

These asymmetric relations and their consequences
explain nost of the inbalances of the world econony.

They conprise tI"R background for great uncertainities
and for such growing contradictions and serious world problens
as the shaperning contradiction between a squandering "consuner
society" and the limted availability of natural resources;
the coexi stence, within even the poorest countries, of
conspi cuous luxury consunption and msery; the nutrition
crisis of agrarian countries; the insufficiency of nationa
regulation and the lack of international regulation over the
activity of transnational corporations.

Subordination /as in the form of asymmetric dependence
‘relations mentioned above/, deprivation of own product and
devel opnent resources /as carried out through the various
mechani sns of international exploitation/ and excl usiveness
/as manifested in peripherization and discrimnation in the

i nternational econony and in politics/ necessarily prevent,



undermne or restrict the sovereignty and equality of nations.
Therefore, real emancipation of the latter, this prerequisite
for ensuring nore equal opportunities of devel opnent, calls

for a new, denocratic world order, which

- elimnates subordination, dom nance, foreign intervention
and asymmetric dependencies, and ensures enanci pation
/real, not only formal/ anong sovereign nations,

- elimnates international exploitation, whi ch deprives -
nations of their due results and devel opnent resources,
and ensures appropriate sharing among all nations of
the benefits fromthe econom c, technological, scientific
and cultural devel opnent of the world;

- replaces all forns of peripherizétion, mar gi nal i zati on,
discrimnation and isolation by denocratic cooperation
anong sovereign and emanci pated partner-nations all
involved and actively participating in the world
process of social devel opnent, its governance and
control ;

- and involves a truly denocratic gl obal instftutiona
system based upon the denocratic representation of
all peoples and able to act, allocate and redistribute
on global level, in consonance with the gl obalization
of interdependences and the common interests of our

gl obal society.



Not es

See Paul'éfféeten, L' évol uti on des thébries rel ati ves

au dével oppnent écononi que. Probl énmes Econoni ques. No.

1546, 9. Nov. 1977. and Nouvel |l es conceptions du

dével opprment, Finances et dével oppnent, Sept. 1977.

See Tamds Szentes, The Political Econony of Underdevel opnent .

Akadém ai, Budapest 1971./and 1973, 1976, 1983, 1985/.

See Samr Amin, Le dével oppnent inéqai. Ed. de Mnuit,

1973.

See T. Szentes, Radical Transformation, Denocratization
and Reopening in the East: thives,'inplications and
D | emmas. | BEWSS East-West Task- Force, Washi ngton, June
7-9, 19B9, Institute for East-West Security Studies.

See Immanuel Wallerstein: Hstorical Capitalism Verso.

London, 1983.

See T. Szentes, Radical Transformation ... Op. cit.



