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I em writing this letter to you and a few others of my f?iends kee?ing in mind our
personal friendship, our common concerns, your interest in the socla% sclences, and
your political receptivity. I want by this means to try to reesta?ilsh thg intima-
cy of contact we had before I left our professional world and to discuss with you
the circumstances and terms of my possible return to it. Thg latter means in a word
a job - but it is complicated by several political and technical problems.. I hope
you will take me seriously and that I will as & minimum at least oevoke a sign of
life out of you, but preferably more.

It has been four years since I left the United States, except for three couple-
month visits in 1961 and 1962. In June 1960 I went to the Soviet Union on a one
month American research grsnt, 1960-61 I was on research leave of absence from Mi-
chigan State University and svent it in Cuba, West Africa, and Eastern Burope look-
ing into political determinants of economic development. More generally, I was
trying to get & bet er perspective on development problemg thap I had been able to
acquire at home. tien resigned from Michigan State University because I felt

problems of economic development and social chenge which could never bear fruit in
speeding up development in underdeveloped countries and serves, on the contrary,
only to retard it. I decided, therefore, to remain for further study in the under-
developed countries or the socialist ones and to look for a political-intellectual

climate which could influence me to at least ask more nearly the right questions of
my chosen problem of development,

In the spring of 1962 I went to Latin America to pursue my search and research. I
intended to go to Cuba to work. While waiting to arrange something in Cuba, and
in case I could not as inde=d I have not bsen abls to so far, 1 wantcd to de three
things in Latin America: To come to know it in g g=neral way as a Preliminary to
future reszarch on this area; sccondly, to learn how on« might go about doing re-
;ear:hh9§ the pol?tical dgterminants of development and underdevelopment (as an
arstwhilce economis ince ifto ior "a ic" "
al" fgctors in dutclogmggt égggtgéﬁzitsgigz gtmﬁagtgﬁgﬁligmgrgg g;goggmtge Z:id:ggi;
imgedlately more important political ones, but I lacked any traretical guide for
do1pg_so though 1 4ig know, as I am sure you will agree, that asking the Americsn
political scientists is a sure way never to find any); and thirdly, should “uba
pProveé to be unavailable to me, I wanted to find an alternative institutional working
eRvironment whosg politicsal origntetion woulad Steer me in the right and not drag me
paok into.tng wrong direction, Thus, I spent upwards of a month each visiting, doing
informal interviews in, reading about, and beginning to write about Mexico, Guatemala
V:nfz%e%i, Peru, and Chi;e, In the ;atter country, I did not 1earn much beceuse I ’
pen ree months getting married instead - ta Marta Fuentes, on December 21, 1962,

In January 1963, Marta end I set off for Brazil and,
of politicel -professiemnal interest there, for Emst g
a.visiting professimrship. We ended up stayimg in Br
ning of 1964. The first half of the ywar I(taught 5
ieglcnl Fh@cmy (functi@nalism) at the new University .of Brasilia, and the secand

alf I did research on the historical sAurces of underdevel opemsnt in Latin America
My fecus h§d ch=nged fram "development" t "und@rdcevel&pment" and it wes ¢han ;: )
ffmm studying the determinents of one or the other of these to,examining how higtgﬁ
rically each of these determined and stil] continues to produce the other{but more
about that below). 1In Brasilia and Rio de Janeiro also, I came to have oldese perso-~

in case I did not find anything
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to be snuffed out by the recent coup. All my friends dipnded in ja%l or exile. I
didn't because I left short ly beforehand and returned to Chile with my Chilean
wife and my Brazilian son, Paulo Rene, I 40 not expe?t to gtay here very long‘an&
am debating where to go next, But this involv:s consideration of the substantial
political and professicnal transformations I have undergone in the course of all
this., It is to these that I want to turn now.

Pravelling from one place to another, I had no illusions about being able te pur-
sue careful rnsearch leading to drtisles for professional journals. What I thought
I should and ceuld do, and that I have accomplished perhaps beyond expectations,
was to get a better perspective on development problems which could serve to orient
my selection and handling of research and teaching problems in the future. In the
meantime, L was content to write serious journalism which, though maybe more super-
ficial, brought me cldser to the real problems of underdeveloped countries and away
from some of the imaginaty ones we often prefer to trecat as social scientists. I
wrote articles fop magazines from the Nation to the left, eg. Monthly Review,
Revolution, and a number of similar magazines and newspapers in Latin America. I
came to be a regular contributor to Monthly Keview; and it has become increasingly
difficult, and on important matters impossible, for me to tone down and/or bend to
the rieht so far as to write for the Nation. At the same time, though still with
a stroig political strain and in journals of political analysis, I bcgan again to
write things which more nearly meet academic standards. I refer particularly to
two long articles for publication both in Latin America and in the United States, in
the latter of which they will appear combined as a book to be published by Monthly
Review Press., In the first, "Capitalism and Underdevelopment,"”I examine the source
and nature of the development of the structure of underdevelopment in the course of
history., I reject as contrary to fact the more commonly held supposition that under-
development is somwhow origim~l or traditional, or that developed countries were once
underdeveloped as the under~ weloped ones are now; and I try to suggest how interna-
tionally, nationally, and r:gionally underdevelopment developed no less than "develop:
menty! each in a close causative relation with the other, as a result ofccapitalist
development itself. I suggest moreover, that the development of underdevelopment
no less than that of development isself is s necessary consequence of capitalism and
that under capitalism this process continues today essentially as it did in the past.
I suggest, finally, that insofar as this thesis is well taken, a whole set of thes#s
about development that are widely accepted in tre s>cial sciences as points of de-
parture and arrival for research and policy formation are very far off the mark of
reality. The second article, Brazilian Agricutture: Capitalism and the Myth of
Feudalism," brings this approach to bear on a particular problem of underdevelop-
ment and development, Here, I criticise as factually erroneus and theoretically
inadeguate the widely accepted "dual society" thesis and its related or sub thesis
which atributes the ills of agriculture and often of everything in Latin America
(and elsewhere also) to the survival of an isolated, feudal, non-market, or folk
society or sector. Examining the same reality that is usually interpreted along the
above lines, I seek to derive them and underdevelopment itself from the developmen t,
structure, and functioning of the capitalist system and mouepclized merket of they
economy and society 28 a whole, rather than falling back on the supposed feudalttys
or flckefness of part of the supposedly "dual" seciety. Finally, I go on to criti-
cise the very similar policies of the Alliance for Progress and the Communist Parties
in Latin America, both of which are essaciated with very similar but quite erroneous
angléses of Latin American reality in terms of dualism and feudalism and both of
wr'éch demonstrably have the for Latin America disasterous results of retarding ever-
all development and increasiagg underdevelopment still further.

These and other articles,as well as g couple of books ambong these lines in the ma-
king, which employ a more holistic structural and histerical analysis and interpre-~
tation of underdevelJipment and development and which hopefully will contribute te
& more adequate theory of capitalist reality, is the beginning of a more extensive
study I hope to undertake in the coming years, Another part of the same study is
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the aforementioned research on the historicdl sources of underdevelopment and de-
velopuent in Letin America which will appear in part ass a2 bibliograyhical essay
on the subject comissiuned by UNESCO's Latin American Center for Research in the
Social Sciences in Rio de Janeiro. Hopefully, I will be able to undertake a simi-
lar study on Asia and/or Africa at a later date, In general, I am parsuing my gréw-
ing conviction that development policy in underdeveloped countries cannot ape that
which was adwquate for or is now perscribed by the developed countriesy that it is
factually erroneous, theoretically nonsensical, and politically reactionery to get
the developed countries' atages of growth out as a necessary or desireaible path of
development for the underdeveliped ones; that this is so in part because the deve-
loped countries were never like the underdeveloped ones are now - the developed
countries were never underdeveloped but at best undeveloped; that development and - -
underdevelopment are nat so much relative to one another as they &re related t# each
other; and that,far from having taken. uff and left the uiderdevel oped ‘countzies. -
¥here they were, the development of the developed colUntries and regions produced
the underdevelopment of the underdeveloped ones and ¥ice versa - that development
and underdevelopment developed simultaneously, each caasing the other as the result
of the expansion, speration, maintenance, and continuing development of the mefcan-
tilist and capitalist system over the course of the centuries as well as still in
out times. Without turning into a purs histerian but:kecping the needs of theory
and policy ko deal with present and future reality in mind, I vant tma study this
historical process in past and present in order to distill from it the structure
and preavsitrtransformation: if any of the relationships between the underdevelnped
peripheries and the developed metropoles, the ones appearantly still underdeveloping
whils the others continue ta develop, on the world, national, regional, ahd sometimes
sectoral levels., Beyond its description of present reality and its possible contri-
bution to theory, the purpose of the study is, of course, to ask and to answer what
the structural changes are which are necessary to permit the underdeveloped coun-
tries to develop and to inquire into what must be done politically, economically,
socially anl otherwise to bring tkese structural changes about. So far, the neces-
sary structural change apnears to be the unierdevelope? countries' liberation from
the inexterably inter:iwined netional ani world capidtalism wvich-produced an? still
maintains and e¢ven dec_.ens their underdevelopment; and the only available means

for the abandunment of capitalism seems to be revelution, Thus, the same study
raises the further question, of course, of how revolution must be worked for and

can be made bo succeed or destined to fail under the conditions which here and there
exist in reality rather than in some people's theory, imagination or desire. Nothing
less than thet seems to me scientificelly, morslly, rnd politically adeguste, Phis
exoplains my rejestion and criticism not only of most of our socizl science and
economic or political policy but also of most of the Comunist Parties! status quo
maintaining stretegies; and it accounts for my 8iding with Peking against Moscow or
for Peking's siding with me #nd some of my articles.- I am told that Peking's People's
Daily and other Chinese papers reprinted an article of mine in which I show part of
how American aid and investment in underdeveloped countries, fer from helping then,

exploits them and deforms their economiee intm ever more dependent =nd underdeve-
loped ones. I should add meybe thet the debate between Washington, Moscow, =nd Pe-
king nnd the current reclity it reflects hss necessarily led me to extend my think-
ing and reserrch on problems of development to those of war and to the intimate con-
ncction betwser the two in the present as in the vast,

My thus emerging research, teaching, pamphleteering, and maybe one day fighting ori-~
entation has several personal, political, intellectual, and professional implications
that I would like t» consider with you now. I can no longer distinguish political
from professional aspocts and mayb - also from personal relations in my life and work,
I hav: long thought that the liberal positivist cr-ed or idecology of trying to sepa-
rate ones politics from ones social scicnec is not only politically and morally bt
8lsoiscientifically objucticaable in that the supposed political amd morsl dispasg-
sion, far from permitting objectivity, condcmns to scientific failure, But for a
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long time also I did not know how to avoid it and lcd a schitzoid existencs like
many of us in which political snd moral idcas and fcelings were effactively com-
partmcntalized and separated from work as a social scientist. A major purpose of

my work abroad, of course, has bezn to overcome this weakness; and I think I am now
well along the way to a cure. My "unliberal" identification of science with poli-
tics, let alone with my politics, would not be very well received in the United
States of course. Furthermore, though I would not and do not do so, better Marxists
both south and north of the equator now call me one of them. I have not devoted my -
self to studying the great books - though I am belatedly getting around to reading
some of them - but according to these Marmists I think like a Marxist dislectician
and perceive and study the world around me like one. Be that Marxism or not, I my-
self recognize that both &s a person and a scientist I view and analyze the socisal,
economic, and political reality around me so differently from my liberal friends

and earstwhile colleagues that we kardly ' :m to be living in the same world. As a
person I must support the present Chinese position on major world problems and that
of the most militemd black nationalists such as Malcom X and Robert Williams on
American domestic ones because as a social scientist I see that it is their positions
whtdh most nearly reflect the world's realities amd necessities.

My present and growing scientific perspective and politiczl concern are of course
reflected in my present and future research. .I heve t#lrendy referred above to my
empirical #nd tneoretical work on development, underdevelopment, and crpitslism
which, I hope, can in one way or znother lensd to more adequcte theory, pélicy, ond
politics of development. Beyond the difference in direction between it #nd the work
of mest of my fellow social scientists, this work is producing some srticles ass a
byproduct which zre explicit debunking criticisms of several sacred social science
cows, Some of these past, current, and future articles I will submit to professio-
nal journals in the United States and other developed countries, though my intention
and hope is less to convince social scientists there to abandon their erroneous
assumptions, theories, and policies than it is to try to warn their colleagues in
underdeveloped countries against importing, accepting, and trying to build on them.
The theses of some of these articles are already explicit or implicit in the dis-
cussion of my work and orientation above; others maybe deservs speocial mention here.

These debunking articles all revolve around reality as it is in most of the world
today and the inadequacy of theory and misdirection of resesrch and policy offered
by most of social science which claims to deal and to want to help improve that
reality. I might add that my personal feelings are that many of my colleagues fai-
lings along these lines are a mark of their irresponsibility. One 0f my debunking
theses, of course, is that the appearantly well nigh universally accepted thesis
of the -existence in underdevrloped countries of a "dual society" and/or"dual econo-
my" is factually quite erroneous, theoretically very weak, and politically pernici-~
ous. Another is to argue against the related thesis according to which it is the
introduction of feudalism by the Spaniards and others sand the supposed survival of
feudal relations and social structures today which is the cause of underdstvedops .-
ment and present gbstacle to development in Latin America and elsewhere. A related
thesis or counter-thesis extends the work of Eric Wolf and others to show that there
is nothing original or traditiorel aboit "felk" or "traditional™ society and that
most of the associated cultural, ethnic, and social charactersitics, far from being
part of or due to any eultural holism of long standing are the specific responses
to and effects of fairly reccent, largely economicelly determiend, historical develop-
nents. Refering to all too evident rcality in Latin America snd elsewhere, I aldo
wish to challenge the all too widely accepted viewv that political power rests with
landowners, feudal or otherwise. Another widegpread assumpiion and/or conclusion
about development in underdeveloped countries today which is contradicted by the
facts and based on erroneous and otherwise inadequate theory is that the middle
classes and social mobility play a generally progressive economic and political
role and that they should therefore be encouraged. On the contrary, in general the




middle classes ard all the more so the bourgeoisies (as Franz Fanon has po?nted out
in his epochmaking book, Les Damnés de¢ la Terrec - now also in spanish - which I re-

commend to one and all) are the consequence and expression of the very econsdmic =tr
structure of underdevelopment which they also seek and serve to perpetuate. Beyond
fhe srticles Ichave alresdy mentioned, I hsve briefly dealt with the foregoing to-

pics in my review article of Whither Latin America?, "Capitalism - Not Fedualism,""
in Monthly Review, December 1963,

These same considerations and concerns are also giving rise to articles dealing
more specifically with sociological theory. My seminar on functionalism in Brasilia
and the lead article in t''e October 1963 American Sociological Heview which purports
in outrageously idiotic fashion to synthesize functionalism and dislectics have led
me to write an article for submission to that seme journal in which I examine seve-
ral fas3l=mentals of functionalism which seem to have gone entirely unnoticed in the
reeent lengthy Jonrnel debates on the subject and which render functionalist theory
very nisleading if not entirely unsuitable for research on the real nroblems of deve-
lopment and indeed on the functioning of our capitalist society. I have also long
wanted to write up my classroom analysis, prepared already in Mighigen but extended
in Brasilia, of Homans and Schneider's sottempt to substitute efficient cruse for
final oruse or teleology.in théir explanition of the incidence of various forms of
cross cousin marriage.?%%?gnd the theoretical and empirical criticism of their work
that has already appeared, I want to suggest that by substituting, as has been ob-
served, an uninteresting problem for Levy-Strauss' much mecre important one, they
fall victim to all kinds c¢f lougical and thecretical error, render the argument still
more teleological, and suggest that functionalism cannot be saved by that or any road.
More than anything, given its increasing popularity at home and abroad without appear-
antly any serious criticism, I think it most important to unmask the entire "pattern
variable" appraoch to development problems in terms of socio-psychological charactez-
istics that are supposedly found in but more usually attributed to developed and
underdevelpped societies. This neo-Weberian and pseudo-Freudean ( or perhaps more
accurately v~ pseudn-Weberian and neo-Freudean) approach to development of under-
devel 'ped countries by Parsonians and bhis fellow travellers like Almond, Coleman,
Hagen, Hoselitz, Levy, and worst of all McClelland and their many followers is a
theoretical snare and an empirical delusion. I have al ways known and maintained that
it is fallacious to claim, as they do, that it is necessary or desireable for develep-
ment for underdevelnped countries to switch from socio-cultural charscteristics of
particularism, ascritption, and difuseness to those of universalism, achievement, and
specificity (or the sams under less Parsonian names). But since coming to underdeve-
losed countries I have learned alsn that this thesis is ¥aséd on an ingnerance or
downright misrepresentation of the facts and reality of underdeveloped and developed
countrieas and on totally ill-conceived theory, both of which should have been obvious
all along. In fact, an honest look at reality in underdeveloped countries, and parti-
cularly at the orgainzation and use of power which is so determinant of developemnt
and underdevelopment but which social scientists like so much to leave out of all con-
sideration, shows - consider military coups and the role they play in economic orga-
nizati-n for instance - that underdevelopment is not at all characterized by particu-
larism, ascription, snd difuseness whrile the doveloped cointries are not characteriz-
ed by the epposite, as even Mr, Eisenhower noted in his reference to the military-
industrial complex. S50, the characteristics sttributed to development and under-
development do not reflect the realities of the resrmective countries. Put maybe that
is fortunatc for thc theorizing, since the characteristics sclected for emphasis are
alse far from those which are rcally significant for the determination of underdeve-
lopment and development. The importar+ - ° ~~*ermining charecteristics of development
and undeérdevelopment are not social, cultiral, or psychological atributes at 8ll, and
1ea§t of all are they any suppogedly original or trsditional ones; but they are re-
lat}ons,eapeciallj economic and power relations, -and above - or below - all the his-
tgrlcal development and present structure of the relations betwcen developed metropo-
lls_and unde?dsvelope& periphery; and it is thess relations, rather than any falsély
assigned atributes, that must change in order %o: stem the tide of deepening misery




and underdevelopement for most of the world's people. S$ince a number of my good
friends seem to be deeply committed to this gattern variable sociology, it is there-
*s. for a particularly unpleassnt duty for me to note that this social science theorizing
fﬂ\and'policy formulation is little more than t'e ultra reactionery "anti-communist"
" '‘Moral Rearmament (MRA) movement in pseudo-scientific guise.

Some sacred or at least all too worshipped economic cows also come in for substan-
tisl criticism. Ilrecently read Milton Friedman's Capitalism and Freedom; and its
disingenious mixture of fallaciously muddled logic with unscientific selection of
some and crass disregard for other facts makes me marvel at how I could ever have
been led, as others still are, to think that the guiding spirit of the economics
department in which I received my PhD - deserves hie reputation of exceptionally able
theoretician and empiricist. Of course hardly anybody in the world any more accepts,
as I never did either, tbe ultra reactionery conclusions and policy recommendations
which he claims to derive from neo-classical econowic analysis. But most of my eco-
nomist colleagues happly continue to operate from “2aentially the same basic assump-
tions and with largely the same analytic tools, introducing only a Keynesemm nodifica-
tion here and an "adaptation to local conditions" there before going on to give under-
developed countries (and their own) disasterous advice on how they are supposed to
develop in the develoned capitalist countries' image. The entire neo-classical perri-
nel nmicro arlysis of course, but the Keynesean macro analysis no less so, necessarily
accepts the existing economic structure as given, though equally necessarily both of
them fail entirely to try much less to succeed to show just what that structure is and
what developmnental and underdevelopmental effects it produces. For this reason among
various others, as I mean to show in an article, the entire now famous debate about
inflation and development between neo-classical monetarists and essentially Keynesean
structuralists is largely Thomistic in that there is hardly any difference bBetweer
them on the fundamentals of theory while both of them studiously avoid the facts of
the real structure of underdevelcpment and development(it occurrs to me that this
debate about underdevel.ped countries is roughly equivalent to that between conper-
vatives and liberals in thes United States about the problem of poverty or of grces).
By study has also lead me to plan an artielc on the thecry of comparative advantage
which subjects it to far greater criticiem than it has to ny knowledge so far received.
It can and should be shown that the theory of comparative advantage and the policies
supposedly derived from it rest on about twenty assunptions each and every one of
which totally misrepresent reality and did so as well during and long before the time
of kicardo; that several of its assuuptions are so inconsistent with each other as

%o make the theory theoreticslly quite untenable 88 well; that its theorrtically
static axioms do not provide & theorectically legitinate basis for the derivation of
any developument policy st all; that its principal tenents and the policies that have
suppos~dly been derived from it consistently - and that is about the only consistent
thing about the whole business - favor the stroncger more develo ed countries and
discririnate against the weaker or less industrialized and developed ones; that this
is why the theory and its associated free trade doct'rine were invented and applied
and why they are still mainéained by the metropolis, while very responsible econo-
mist and statesman throhghout the history of the peripheral countries has rejected
them for that reason unless he was or is directly or indirectly paid for or fooled
into acrepting this theory and associated though not leven legitimately derived
policy which evidently permit the exploitation of the at.least in part therefore
underdeveloping countries by the therefore developring ones. Looking beyond the

trade relations between the metropolitan and peripheral countries to these estab-
lished between and within them by fcraien investment and aid,an honest look and

even more so some careful research show that both in the past and the present the
capitalist metro -olitan countries' so called investment and aid for their economic
colonies or partners among the also caritalist peripheral ones sucks capital out

of the latter,increasingly deforms the structure of their economies, excerts con-
servative noliticzl pressure on them in-less obvio s as well as the more svident
ways, and serves to maintain and deejen underdevelopment there today as it helped

to create it in the past. There is room here for plenty of research on what really




goes on (vide an artitle of mine in the Nltion, November 16, 1963 ard a forthcoming
one in Monthly Heview) to cointerweigh some of the stars and stripes and red flag
waving on the subject, Lest you think that I am working owvér o6nly the neo-classical
right side or the BCLA structuralist center of the road, I should note that Lam
elso working on a criticism of Leninist theory of imperialism. Drwme, am not plen-
ning still another right wing apologist whitewashing of worldwide capitalism, but
rather a reexamination of the théory in the light of the reality of neticapital >
flows from the underdevel »ped periphery to the developed metropolis today as well
as during most, if not all, of the past, In genersl, all this of course igplies
the rejection on empirical and theoretical grounds of the entire basis, conception,
exposition, and application of the kostowian stages of growth approach to the
problems of development. Similarly, it involves the criticism and rejection of the
diffugionist ‘thesis, be it in economic or in anthropological clothing, according to
which economic development will and can only occurr in the periphery thanks to the
diffusion out or down to it from the metropolis of cepital, technology, economic,
political and social institutions, znd a whole variety end pattern of cultural and
other attributes., This view, explicit in some and implicit in so much other social
science, is unfortunntely belied by reality. FPinally zs an afterthought, L might
mention thot the neo-evolutionist technological determinism which is finding so much
belated vogae uzmong some of my friends and colleagues is also rendered unacceptable
by any sarious and honest examination of reality.

This same intelectual, professional, and political transformation 1 have undergone
inevitably affects my teaching profoundly. Evidently, I can no longer teach the
courses I once did in anything like the way I did before; and most of them I cannot
teach anymore at all, Inis goes especially for introductory and standard theory
gourses in economics, sociology, and the social sciences generally, and in anthro-
pology to a lesser degree. I cannot obviously teach, preach, suggest or fail to
challenge error, to say nothing of pernicious falsehood, as I see it., Insofer as
my teaching is to be directed at an American or similar audience, the resulting
problem is however not so much cne of disagreement as one of perspective. It is
not sc much that 1 may disagree with the cunventional answers to the ccnvetional
questions, for that problem shcould exist for any sericus teacher any time; it is
that the world I see leads me to reject most of the conventional questions as ir-
relavant or worse yet as prone or even calculated to evade the real questions and
%o -obscure or hide the real answers. If I teach cdourscs on dev:lopment - that is
on underdevzlopment - or on sociology or economics - that is on the naturs of the
society and economy which produces among other things development, undcrdevel opment,
race problems, and the threat of neuclear destruction - I have to pose the questions,
to say nothing of any possible answers, quite differently than do colleagues and
books at home and to a large extent abroad, I could not devoic Ly traching and re-
search to leeding students, peofessional colleagues, and in general the public
whose problems cry out for solutions down the gerden path.

My tesehing and research involve the further consideration of the audience they are
directed to and communication with the same. With respect to teaching American astu-
ients for instance, I fear that the difference in political-inteklectual framework
between me and even the most liberal of them, %o say not'ing of ordinary students,
would result in e talking past each other that vould make what 1 say seem like Chi-
nese to them. I imagine the problem littke different with potential American col-
leagues. One of the things, precisely. that I wonld ask of you is to tell me if my
fears in this respect are well founded or whether I am exaggerating the peculiarity
of my position and the difficulty of communication. In my research, the problem of
audience and communication tekes another form. I believe that within my present
political-intellectual-scientific framework and with my present reasearch-~theory-
policy purpnses I cannot hope to influence metropolitan, and least of all American,
mainstream research, theory, policy, or opinion except perhaps with a theoretical

or empirical criticism now and then of thc sort outlined above. The structure of
American gociety and the country's position in the world, and to a lesser extznt that
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of the metropolis as & whole, renders it very unlikely if not impossible that in
the foreseeable futurc its academic or scientific community, itad publicepelicy ma-
kers, or its public opinion come to think in anything apvpreaching the lines I pro-
pose. There I could hope to speak only to a very few others who also are im or are
moving out to far left Tield, As far as my possible positive contributions to
theory, if any, are concerned, in the United States they could be useful only to
a very limited number of people in the AfrosrAmericsn's national liberstion movement
and to a possible few of those who are willing to look beyond the surface of the
arms economy and neuclear politics. But more important than any difficulties I may
encounter in communicsting my research to people in cepitelism'simetropolis is the
need to direct it to those people in capitalism's underdeveloped periphery and in
the socialist world who in the scientific, intellectual, and political battlefronts
may be or get td be in a position to use whatever contribution I might be able to
make to the understanding of reality in thier own revolutionery efforts to change it.
It is in their scientific, intellectual, and political enterprise that I must sesk
to participate and cooperate becaunme all avgilable evidence suggests thet only Irom
their efforts can and will the economics, sociology, and politiovs of development
emerge that will be necessary to liberste the underdevelopsd countries and the world
as a whole from the present sources of =~ misery and war. The metropolis, and least
of all its mainstream, will never produce the ideology, the social science, the
policy, or the politics +to aid the underdeveloped world to develop. In the future
as in the past, *he export of these metropolitan aids can only help the underdeve-
loped world become still more underdeveloped. I cannot in good conscience associate
myself with this enterprise in the future as I did ot one time in the past and must
instead do whatever smell part I can in stemming the import by the underdsveloped
world of science and policy which prejudices their interests and contribute however
I might be sble to their development of the science, policy, and politics necessary
for their liberation. This may involve, of course, fighting with more than a pen
as weapon,
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Having summarized my geographical, intellectual, and political wanderings of the
past few years, 1 would like now to consider with you their implications for any
possible return of mine to the Americen or some similar academic and professional
world. ©Some reasons for my physical absence from and some obstacles to my return
to that world have fallen away, while other reasons for and obstacles to my return
have arisen. The main purpose of my trip abronrd, orienting myself better in and
improving my scientific perspective on the world around me, has for the time being
been accomplished, My search for an institutional environment and people in Latin
America who would guide me in the right direction has taught me thet outside Cuba
no such institution dees or can exist in this continent and thst there are few such
people. The University of Brasilia was a partial exception to this rule - that is
why I went there - but its masterial facilities prohibited research; and anyway the
military coup proved how exceptional it was by throwing all of my immédiate ex col-
leapues in jail withoutexception and after releasing those it did again, kickirng
them all out of the University. At the same time, the independent personal poli-
tical - intellectual development that I had to undertake in the absence of insti-
tutional support and guidance has, I fear, alreasdy 1led me to the scientific fron-
tier at least of the direction I am working in and therefore deprives me of the op-
portunity of ideological or scientific guidance of any but very few people within
sight. But my same independent development and the extent to which it seems now to
be ingrained in my perception, thinking, and work also mean that I probably do not
have to continue to refuse jobs in Latin #America, as I did several times in the past,
or to regist returning to the United States for fear that their institutional envi-
ronment would suck me back into the old rut{the institutions here that had money to
offer me jobs imported it and along with it their entire scientific bag and baggage
from the United States). Yhis political-scientific obstasle to my return to the
old conservative environment, be it at home or abroad, secms to hsve dissapeared.

But my same political-intellectual-professional development has created a whole set
of other problems. The kind of historical-theoretical research on underdevelopment
that I want to do is difficult to do in the underdeveloped countries themselves * -~
siune they lack the necessary resources to support it because of their very underde-~
velopment. ‘hey do not have the financial resources to acquire the necessary biblio-~
graphical materials, and their immediate needs meke it appear that they cannot well
afford this kind of basic or longrange research. The books and the money for thet
are largely avﬁilable?gnythe develeped countries, which of course carried many of
the research m:terials ond other resources awsy from the underdeveloped countries in
the first pbace. The same political reasons and American pressure here are also mae-
king me increasingly unemployable in Latin American academic and research institu-
tions. ZEven if they employ homegrown leftists, it is more risky for them to have
foreign ones around; and a dean who is a personal friend of mine and who had offered
me a job before the more recent changes in my political orientation mnd reputation
withdrew the offer now that he has more roney because he has two American projects
supporting his enterprise, Brazil, of course, is now entirely closed tvw me; and I
fear that after a few more such coups, several other countries hereabouts will be ton.
too. All this of course contributes substantially to my financial difficulties, and
these in turn render full time devotion to serious research that much more difficult.
Moreover, as you must know, in many ways access to the underdeveloped periphery, and
certainly to another part of it than that in which lone is at any one time, is more
avdilable through the institutions of the developed metropolis - if they do not cor-
rupt one - than it is through the underdeveloped institutions themselves. All these
considerations lead me to_want to inquirc with you into the possibilities of my

rg?;rning to the United S,atzs or going to somc other metropolitan country for a
while.
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My present political, intellectual, and professional position poses several probZems
for my possible return to the United States and our professbonal world., The Cnes
that arise in connection with my research and teaching probably do not require fur-
ther discussion here. I fear that in my resesreh L could not gd¥ance in any of the
principal directions current in our profession and that in my teaching I would lack
the agreement on fundamentals that is probably necessary to fruitful communication.
These difficulties would, I fear, manifiest themselves even in such technicalities as
inability to publish theright sort of things in the right journals and conflict
with my colleagues and students about selection of courses and their content. These
and other matters, as well as advance statement of my political position,necessarily
would ceuse @ifficulties in my getting a "first" job, keeping it afterwards, being
promoted, transfering to another place, getting foundation or other rgsearch sup-
port, etc. Beyond that, there are difficulties with the government. The latter might
try to interfere with or to prevent my work zlong the aforementioned iines, perticu~
larly inasmuch as I am a foreigner, In fact, my relations with the government al-
ready render difficult and maybe even impossible my reentry into the United States.
For various technical reasons and my refusal to be drafted;, I clready had serious
difficulties in traveling and returning from abroad while 1 was a permanent resi-
dent of the U.S, without citizenship., But now T am not even a resident anymore, since
I lost my residency by staying out too long. I have applied for a new immigration
(rosident) visa bat have receéived no answer in 5 months elthough I was tditially told
by the Americen embassy in Brasil that I could easily get such a visa in one month.
I do not know if the refusal of the visa so far is for technical reasons or if, gi-
ven my past relations with the Immigration service plus my recent political publi-
cations and other activitycs, the reasons are political. In any event,before I am
‘finally granted any American visa other than & tourist one, like any other foreigmer
I now need a previous written job offer, in duplicate.

At long last, then, I come to the end of my progress report, if that is what 1t is.
And now I want to ask for a» eimly written response from you and,insofar as you

"~ are able and willing to give it, for your advice and help. The response I am asking
for is that you write me what you have been doing and how things are going with you
and where you are. %the advice I would like is your evaluation of the desireability
and possibility of my return to our professibonal world, be it in the United States
or in Canada or Europe for instance, in view of the political, intellectual, and
professional conditions that I would set and insist on with respect to what I would
and would refuse to teach end do research on., <The help that I presume to ask for
in view of our former and I hope still current friendship is to have you investigate,
and where possible pave or even create the way for my return should that become de-~
sireable., In this connection, it would perhaps be wise to give apecial considera-
tion to the possibilities of beginning with a research job or one outside the Uni-
ted Stetes which might circumvent at lezst some of the nbovementioned problems.
Though I realize that the summer is a late and particularly bad time to start leok-
tngg:] would consider a job for as early as fall 1964; and in fact without one I am
likely to end up quite underemployed if not altogether unemployed. Finally, let me
say that if the foregoing problems render my return to out professional world frem
where I am now difficult, then they render it totally impossible without inside
help. I would not know where or how to begin other than by writing you and a few
other friends as I do., herewith.

As ever,

Andrew Gunder Frank




