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What are the 3 causes of imperialism

Five motives of imperialism Various motives encourage the empire to seek to expand its rule over other countries or territories. These include economic, intelligence, ethnocentric, political and religious motives. Economics: Imperial governments and/or private companies under these governments have been looking for
ways to maximize profits. Economic expansion required cheap labor, access or control of markets for the sale or purchase of products, as well as natural resources such as precious metals and land; governments have flooded these requirements crochet (tribute) or fraudsters (looting). After the arrival of the Industrial
Revolution, dependent colonies often provided European factories and markets with the raw materials needed for production. Imperial merchants often created trading posts and warehouses, created transport infrastructure and sought control of strategic choking points such as the Suez Canal in Egypt (allowing boats to
reduce thousands of miles of travel time between Asia and Europe). Imperial states often competed with each for the best potential resources, markets and trade. Exploratory: Imperial nations or their citizens wanted to explore an area that was, to them, unknown. Sometimes they did so for the purpose of medical or
scientific research. At other times, they did it for a sense of adventure. Invariably, imperial explorers sought to discover, map and claim territory before their imperial competition did, in part, for national and personal fame and partly serve the imperialist purpose of expansion. Ethnocentric: imperial peoples sometimes
believed that their cultural values or beliefs are surpassed by other peoples or groups. Imperial conquest, in their opinion, will bring a successful culture to lower people. In the late 19th century, for example, European states clung to the racist belief that lower races must be won in order to civilize them. Europeans acted
on their ethnocentrism, the belief that one race or nation outnunues others. Political: Patriotism and growing imperial power have encouraged countries to compete with others for dominance. It is a matter of national pride, prestige and security. Empires sought strategic territory to provide access for their military forces
and armies around the world. The empire must be defended and, even better, expanded. Political motives have often been invoked as responses to perceived threats to the security or prestige of imperial power or its citizens abroad. Religious: During imperial expansion, religious people sometimes go on to transform
new members of their religion and thus their empire. Christian missionaries from Europe, for example, created churches in conquered areas during the nineteenth century. At the same time, they also spread Western cultural values. Typically, missionaries spread the language of the imperial nation through educational
and religious although some missionaries helped preserve indigenous languages. British missionaries led the charge to stop the slave trade in the nineteenth century, while others, such as French missionaries in Vietnam in the same time period, became interested in their country to take on the nation. Main image
directions: View this gallery of twelve images from major map sources, ads, thumbnails, and photos. What imperial motifs do you see presented in each image? What is the motive presented most often in these images? Why can this motive be presented more often? ‹ › In short: power. Imperialism is the process by
which one country dominates another directly, politically, either indirectly, economically in order to steal its wealth (either natural or produced). This, if necessary, means using the exploitation of working people in a dominant country, and can also help exploit working people elsewhere. Thus, imperialism cannot be seen in
isolation from the dominant economic and social system. Fundamentally, the cause is the same inequality of power used in the service of exploitation. As we will discuss in the following chapters, imperialism has changed over time, especially over the past two hundred years (where its forms and methods have evolved
from the evolutionary needs of capitalism). But even in classical times, the construction of imperialism was due to economic forces and needs. In order to make her state safe to increase the wealth available to the state, its ruling bureaucracy and the associated ruling class, it had to be based on a strong economy and
have sufficient resources. By increasing state-controlled territory, one increased available wealth. States by nature, like capital, are expansionists, with those who run them, always wanting to increase the spectrum of their power and influence. This is best seen from the huge number of wars that have occurred in Europe
over the past 500 years, as nation states have been created by kings who declare land their private property. Moreover, this conflict did not end when the monarchies were replaced by more democratic forms of government. As Bakunin argued: We find wars of destruction, wars among races and nations; wars of
conquest, wars for maintaining equilibrium, political and religious wars, wars were waged in the name of great ideas. . . And what do we find beneath all this, under all the hypocritical phrases used to give these wars the emergence of humanity and right? Always the same economic phenomenon: the tendency on the part
of some to live and thrive at the expense of others . . . strong people who direct the fate of the state know only too well that there is only one motive at the heart of all these wars: robbery, capture wealth and and other people's labor. [Bakuning's political philosophy, 170] However, while the economic motive for expansion



is usually the same, the economic system on which the nation is based has some influence on what drives this motive and the nature of this imperialism. Thus, the empire building of ancient Rome or Feudal England has a different economic base (and so driving is necessary) than, say, nineteenth-century Germany and
England or the twentieth century (or twenty-first century) U.S. Here we will focus mainly on modern capitalist imperialism, as it is the only one relevant in today's world. Capitalism, by its very nature, is based on growth and is therefore characterized by accumulation and concentration of capital. Companies need to expand
to survive competition in the marketplace. This, inevitably, sees an increase in international activity and organization as a result of competition for markets and resources within this country. By expanding into new markets in new countries, the company can gain an advantage over competitors, as well as overcome limited
markets and resources in its home country. Hence capitalism is inevitably imperialist. Regardless of recent claims, capital has always been global. International trade has always existed and, indeed, has always played a key role in its development (mercantilism, for example, manipulated international trade to increase
capital accumulation). The capitalist system is the most adaptable and voracious in history. From the very beginning, its components (individual companies, states and capital) were due to the need to constantly expand or die; changes that have occurred in recent years are an expression of this need. As Bakunin argued:
Just as capitalist manufacturing and banking speculations that in the long run swallow that production should, under threat of bankruptcy, ceaselessly expand at the expense of the small financial and productive enterprises they absorb should become universal, monopoly enterprises stretching around the world - so this
modern and necessarily military state is moving towards an irrepressible desire to become a universal state. Hegemonia is only a modest manifestation, possible under circumstances, of this unrealized inducement inherent in each state. And the first condition of this hegemony is the relative impotency and subordination
of all neighboring states. [Op. Cit., p. 210] Therefore, economically and politically does not surprise imperialist activities of both capitalist and state-capitalist (i.e. the Soviet Union and other socialist peoples). The changing nature of modern imperialism may be roughly due to events within the capitalist economy (see next
chapter). However, the growth of big business to gain the benefits and survival of competition is key because the size of the companies ensures that they be international. Because power depends on profits within capitalism, this means that modern imperialism is caused by more economic factors than purely political
considerations (although obviously this factor plays a role). As will be seen in section D.5.1, imperialism serves capital by increasing the pool of profits available to the imperialist country in the global market, as well as reducing the number of potential competitors. As Kropotkin emphasized: [C]apital knows no father's
land; and if high profits can be derived from work Indian cooling, whose wages are only half that of English [i.e. British] workers [or women], or even less, capital will migrate to India since it went into Russian, although its migration could mean famine for Lancashire and Dundee . [Fields, factories and workshops, p. 57]
Thus, capital will travel to where it can maximize its profits - regardless of human or environmental costs at home or in exile. It is an economic base for imperialism to ensure that any trade underway benefits a stronger party more than a weaker one. Whether this trade between nations or between classes doesn't matter,
the goal of imperialism is to give businesses an advantage in the marketplace. By traveling to a place where labor is cheap and the labor movement is weak (usually thanks to dictatorial regimes), environmental laws are scarce or non-existent, and there is little in the way of corporate power, big business can maximize its
profits. Moreover, capital exports reduce the competitive pressures faced by companies in home markets (at least for a short time). This has two effects. First, an industrialized nation (or, a more correct corporation based in this country) can exploit less developed countries. Thus, the dominant government can maximize
for itself the benefits created by international trade. If, as some claims claim, trade always benefits each side, then imperialism allows the benefits of international trade to accrue more one way than the other. Second, it gives big business more weapons to weaken Labour's position in the imperialist nation. This, again,
allows the benefits of trade (this time trade workers freedom for wages) to accrue more business rather than labor. How it is done and in what way changes and changes, but the goal is always the same - exploitation. This operation can be done in many ways. For example, allowing imports of cheaper raw materials and
goods, exporting goods to markets, sheltering from foreign competitors and exporting capital from capital-rich areas to capital-poor areas. Investing capital in less industrialized countries allows the capitalists in question to benefit from for example, or from less environmental and social control and laws. All this allows
profits to be at the expense of the able-bodied people of an oppressed nation (the rulers of these nations tend to do well out of imperialism, as you would expect). The initial source of exported capital, of course, is the exploitation of labor at home, but it is exported to less developed countries where capital is scarce, the
price of land is lower, wages are lower and raw materials are cheaper. These factors all contribute to increased profits: The relationship of these global corporations with poorer countries has long been exploitative . . . While U.S. corporations in Europe between 1950 and 1965 invested $8.1 billion and made $5.5 billion in
profit, in Latin America, they invested $3.8 billion and made an $11.2 billion profit, and in Africa they invested $5.2 billion and made $14.3 of ingot profits. [Howard Zinn, People's History of the United States, 556] Betsy Hartman, looking at the 1980s, agrees. Despite the popular Western image of the Third World as a
bottomless sagging bowl, she observes, it gives more to the industrial world today than it needs to. The inflow of official assistance and private loans and investments exceeds the outflow in the form of repatriated profits, interest payments and private capital sent abroad by third world elites. [quotes George Bradford,
Freedom of the Woman: The Key to the Population Issue, p. 77] In addition, imperialism allows big business to build up its strength towards its workforce in the imperialist nation through the threat of switching production to other countries or using foreign investment to fight strikes (also see section D.5.3). While the home
working class is still exploited and depressed, their constant attempts to organize and confront their exploiters have proved increasingly successful. Thus, imperialism (e.g. capitalism) is driven not only by the need to increase profits (important because it is, of course), it is also driven by class struggle - the need for capital
to break out of the strength of the working class in a particular country (this process played a key role in the growth of globalization - see section D.5.3). From this point of view, the export of capital can be seen in two ways. First, as a means of discerning rebellious workers at home by investment strike (capital, in fact,
flees, therefore causes unemployment). Second, as a way to increase the reserve army of unemployed people who face working people in imperialist countries by creating new competitors for their jobs (i.e. separating, and so ruling, workers by playing one set of workers against another). Both are related, of course, and
both seek to weaken the power of the working class for fear of unemployment. Thus, imperialism, which reaches in search of surplus profits for big business, is also a response to working-class power at home. Export of capital is carried out by means of multinationals to overcome the consciousness of the working class,
which is often too advanced for heavy exploitation (i.e. huge profit margins), and financial capital can ease and increase profits by investing productive capital elsewhere. Imperialism has a different function, namely to hinder or control the industrialization of other countries. Such industrialization, of course, will mean the
emergence of new capitalists who will compete with existing ones in both less developed countries and the global market as a whole. Imperialism therefore reduces competition in the global market. As we discuss in the next chapter, the nineteenth century saw the industrialization of many European nations, as well as
America, Japan and Russia. However, this process of industrialization, conducted by other countries, had a disadvantage. This means that more and more competitors can eat into the world market. Moreover, as Kropotkin pointed out, they have the advantage that new manufacturers . . . begin where the old ones
arrived after a century of experimentation and groups, and so they are built according to the newest and best models that have been worked out elsewhere. [Op. Cit., p. 32 and p. 49] Hence the need to stop new competitors, which was achieved by colonialism in the late nineteenth century.: Industries of all kinds
decentralize and scattered around the world; and everywhere different, integrated varieties, trades are growing, instead of specialising . . . . each nation becomes in turn a manufacturing nation. . . . For every new wanting first steps only challenging . . . The case is so well felt, if not clear, that the race for the colonies has
become a hallmark of the last twenty years [Kropotkin wrote in 1912]. Every nation will have its own colonies. But the colonies will not help. [Op. Cit., p. 75] Thus, imperialism can also be seen as a means of impeding (or controlling) industrialization, which hinders the development of new competitors in the global
marketplace of existing large businesses operating in the international market. It also helps bargain business positions by luring workers in one country against another, so while they are exploited by the same set of bosses, these bosses can use this fictional competition of foreign workers to squeeze concessions out of
workers at home. Imperialism hinders industrialization in two ways. The first way was direct colonization. The second is indirect means – namely profit extraction by international big business. A directly dominant country can be stopped from the emerging industry and be forced to specialise as a supplier of raw materials.
This was the goal of classical imperialism, with its empires and Wars. This approach has been stivenated by indirect means (see next section). When capital is invested in foreign countries, the surplus is workers in these countries are not reinvested in these countries. Quite a significant part of it goes back to the basic
nation corporation (in the form of profits for this company). Indeed, this is to be expected as the whole reason for investing capital in the first place was to get more out of the country than the corporation had invested in it. Rather than this excess value being reinvested in industry in a less developed country (as would be
the case with home-rated exploiters who depend on local markets) it finds itself in the hands of foreign exploiters who dislodice them out of the dominant country. This means industrial development as less resources to draw, making the local ruling class dependent on foreign capital and its whims. By colonizing imperialist
states ensure that a less developed nation remains this way - providing one less competitor, as well as favourable access to raw materials and cheap labor. Globalization can be seen as an intensification of this process. Codifying in international agreements the ability of corporations to sue nation states for violating free
trade, the possibility of developing new competitor countries is weakening. Industrialization will depend on multinational corporations, and so development will be hindered and directed to ensure corporate profits and power. Unsurprisingly, those countries that have industrialized over the past few decades (such as the
East Asian Tiger economies) have done so, using the state to protect industry and control international finance. The new capitalist class attack (globalization) is a means of plundering local capitalists and reducing their capacity and control zone. The process also played a steady weakening and the final collapse of the
Eastern Bloc (in terms of economic/political indicators and ideological appeal). The end of the Cold War meant reducing the space available to local elites for manoeuvre. Before that, the local ruling classes could, if they were lucky enough, use the struggle between U.S. imperialism and the USSR to give them a
breathing space in which they could exploit to achieve their own agenda (within, of course, the blessing of imperialist power in whose orbit they were in). Tiger's eastern economies have been an example of this process at work. The West could use them in the ideological conflict of the Cold War as an example of the
benefits of the free market (not that they were) and the ruling elites, while maintaining a prose measure and a pro-business environment (a force directed against its own population, of course), could pursue its own economic strategies. With the end of the Cold War, this factor no longer plays out and these elites are now
encouraged (by economic blackmail through the World Bank and IMF) to embrace us economic ideology. Just like attacks the welfare state in imperialist peoples, so this leads to a decrease in tolerance of local capital to less developed peoples. Imperialism, then, is mainly the ability of countries to globally and locally
dictate trade relations and investments with other countries in ways that gain an advantage over other countries. This can be done directly (by invasion and colonies) or indirectly (with the help of economic and political power). What method is used depends on the specific circumstances facing the countries in question.
In addition, it depends on the balance of class forces in each country (for example, a nation with a militant working class would be less likely to pursue military policy because of social costs). However, the purpose of imperialism is always to enrich and empower the capitalist and bureaucratic classes. This struggle for
markets and resources, if necessary, leads to conflicts. It could be the wars of conquest needed to first dominate an economically backward nation (such as the U.S. invasion of the Philippines, africa's conquest by Western European powers and so on) or maintain that dominance once it is achieved (such as the Vietnam
War, the Algerian War, the Gulf War, and so on). Or it could be wars between major imperialist powers once competition for markets and colonies reaches a point where they cannot be settled peacefully (as in The First and Second World Wars). As Kropotkin argued, men are no longer struggling to meet kings, they are
fighting for the integrity of income and for growing wealth . . . [for the benefit of] barons of high finance and industry . . . [P]olitical preponderance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . is quite simply a matter of economic pre-assurance in international markets. What Germany, France, Russia, England and Austria are
all trying to win . . . is not a military preponderation: it is economic domination. It is the right to impose their goods and their customs tariffs on their neighbors; the right to exploit industrially backward nations; the privilege of building railways . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
. . . . . . . . . . . . according to a nearby port that activates commerce, or provinces where excess goods can be unloaded. He stressed that [w]hen we are fighting today is to guarantee our large industrialists a profit of 30% to reassure financial barons of their dominance on the [stock exchange] exchange, and to provide
shareholders of mines and railways with their revenues. [Rebel Words, 65-6] To summarize, imperialism has always served the interests of Capital. If that hadn't happened, if imperialism were bad for business, business class would have opposed it. This partly explains why colonialism of the 19th no more (other reasons
are social resistance to a foreign lord, which obviously helped make imperialism bad both for business and the need for U.S. imperialism to access these markets after World War II). Now there are more cost-effective means than direct colonialism to ensure that underdeveloped countries remain open to exploitation by
foreign capital. Once the costs exceeded the benefits, colonialist imperialism changed to the unocolonialism of multinationals, political influence and the threat of use of force (see next chapter). Moreover, we must not forget that any change in imperialism concerns changes in the basic economic system. Obviously,
anarchists oppose imperialism and imperialist wars. Cuban anarchists advocated for all of us when they declared that they were against all forms of imperialism and colonialism; against the economic domination of nations. . . . against military pressure to impose on peoples a political and economic system foreign to their
national cultures, customs and social systems. We believe that among the peoples of the world, the little ones are as worthy as the great ones. Just as we remain enemies of nation states, because each of them keeps their people in the subject; similarly, we oppose super-states that are levercing their political, economic
and military power to impose their misguided exploitation systems on weaker countries. As against all forms of imperialism, we declare revolutionary internationalism; for the creation of large confederations of free peoples for their mutual interests; solidarity and mutual assistance. [quotes Sam Dolgoff, Cuban Revolution:
Critical Perspective, 138] It is impossible to be free, dependent on the power of another. If the capital used belongs to another country, it is unable to resist the demands of that country. If you depend on foreign corporations and international finance to invest in your nation, then you should do what they want (and so the
ruling class will suppress political and social opposition to please your backs as well as keep yourself in power). To be self-governing under capitalism, a community or nation must be economically independent. The centralization of capital implied by imperialism means that power flows into the hands of several others,
not with those directly affected by the decisions made by the authorities. Thus, capitalism soon makes a decentralized economy, and therefore a free society, impossible. Thus, anarchists emphasize the decentralization of industry and its integration with agriculture (see section I.3.8) in the context of socialization of
property and self-structure of production workers. Only this can ensure that production meets the needs of all, not the profits of the few. In addition, anarchists also recognize that economic imperialism is the father of cultural and social imperialism. According to Tacis Photopulos, marketing of culture and recent
deregulation of markets significant contribution to modern cultural homogenization, with traditional communities and their cultures disappearing around the world, and people transformed into consumers of mass culture produced in advanced capitalist countries and, in particular, the United States. [To inclusive
democracy, p. 40] This does not mean that anarchists blindly support national liberation movements or any form of nationalism. Anarchists oppose nationalism just as they oppose imperialism - nor offer a path to a free society (see sections D.6 and D.7 for more details). Anarchists, therefore, are not against globalization
or international ties and ties as such. Away from it, we have always been internationalists and advocate globalization from below, which respects and encourages diversity and difference by dividing the world. However, we have no desire to live in a world that has evolved into corporate power and economic imperialism.
Thus, we resist capitalist tendencies that commodify culture as it modifies social relationships. We want to make the world an interesting place to live, and that means countering both the actual (i.e. physical, political and economic) imperialism and the cultural and social forms of it. The development of imperialism cannot
be isolated from the general dynamics and trends of the capitalist economy. Imperialist-capitalism is therefore not identical to the recapitalist forms of imperialism, although there may, of course, be similarities. Thus, it should be seen as an advanced stage of capitalism, not as some of its deviations. This kind of
imperialism was achieved by some nations, mostly Western European, in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. It has since changed and evolved as economic and political developments have taken place, but it is based on the same basic principles. However, it is useful to describe the history of capitalism to fully
understand the place that imperialism holds in it, how it has changed and what functions it provides. Imperialism has important economic benefits for those who run the economy. As business class needs change, forms adopted by imperialism also change. We can define three main stages: classical imperialism (i.e.
conquest), indirect (economic) imperialism and globalization. The first two we will look at in this section and globalization in section D.5.3. However, for all the talk of globalization in recent years, it is important to remember that capitalism has always been an international system, that changing forms of imperialism reflects
this international character and that changes within imperialism occur in response to developments within capitalism itself. Capitalism has always been expensive. As we noted in the last chapter, this is not surprising since it is based on competing or dying, which is getting to grow or die. mercantilism, for example, the
free market was nationalized within the nation state, while state aid was used to skew international trade on behalf of the home elite and in favor of the development of capitalist industry. This meant the use of a centralized state (and its armed power) in order to break down internal barriers and customs that prevented
the free flow of goods, capital and, ultimately, labor. We must emphasize this as the state has always played a key role in the development and protection of capitalism. The use of the state for, firstly, the protection of children's capitalist production and, secondly, the creation of a free market (i.e. free from customs and
interference of society) should not be forgotten, in particular, since this second (internal) role is repeated externally through imperialism. Needless to say, this process of internal imperialism within the country by the ruling class with the help of the state was accompanied by great violence against the working class (see
section F.8). Consequently, state intervention was used to create and secure its dominant position at home by protecting it from foreign competition and recently tosking the working class. This transition from feudal to capitalist economy enjoyed active promotion of state bodies, increasing centralization of which continued
in parallel with the growth of strength and size of merchant capital. It also needed a powerful state to protect its international trade, conquer colonies and fight for control of the world market. Absolutist state was used for active implantation, assistance and development of capitalist trade and industry. The first industrial
nation was Britain. After establishing its industrial base under mercantilism and crushing its rivals in various wars, it was in the perfect position to dominate the international market. It embraced free trade as its unique place as the only capitalist/industrial nation in the global market, which meant it did not have to worry
about competition from other countries. Any free exchange between unequal traders will benefit the stronger side. Thus, Britain could achieve domination of the world market through free trade. This meant that goods were exported, not capital. Faced with an influx of cheap, mass-produced goods, the existing industry in
Europe and America has faced ruins. According to economist Nicholas Caldor, the arrival of cheap factory English goods really caused the loss of employment and production of small-sized industry (artisan) both in European countries (where it was later compensated by large-scale industrialization, which was made by
protection) and even more in India and China, where this was not the case [Next Essays on Applied Economics, 1999] The existing industrial base has been crushed, industrialization has been interrupted and unemployment has risen. These countries faced two possibilities: to turn themselves into suppliers of raw
materials for Britain or violate market principles and are industrialized by protectionism. In many Western European countries (soon followed by the U.S. and Japan), the solution was simple. Faced with this competition, these countries use the means by which the UK is industrialised - state protection. There have been
increased tariff barriers given to state aid and a revitalted industry enough to turn these nations into successful competitors in Britain. This process Kropotkin became a consistent development of nations (although he underestimated the importance of State aid in this process). [Fields, factories and workshops, p. 49] No
nation, he argued, would allow itself to become specialized as a supplier of raw materials or a producer of multiple goods, but would diversify in many different areas of production. Obviously, no national ruling class would like to see itself dependent on another and therefore industrial development was essential
(regardless of the wishes of the population as a whole). Thus, a nation in such a situation is trying to emancipate itself from its dependence. and rapidly begins to produce all the goods that it used for import. [Op. Cit., p. 32] Protectionism may have violated the laws of the neoclassical economy, but proved important for
industrialization. Although, as Kropotkin argued, protectionism provided high profits for those producers who do not improve their factories and mainly respond to cheap labor and long hours, it also meant that these profits would be used to finance industry and develop an industrial base. [Op. Cit., p. 41] Without this state
aid, it is doubtful that these countries would have industrialized (as Caldor points out, all current developed or industrialized countries have created their industries through import substitution through protective tariffs and/or differential subsidies. [Op. Cit., 127]). Within the industrial country continued the usual competition
procedures that driven out competitors. More and more markets dominated big business (though, as Kropotkin stressed, not completely eliminating smaller workshops in the industry and even creating more around them). Oligopoly marked the national economies of the most popular capitalist nations as a means of
creating a union of capitalists in order to dominate the market, and not to reduce the cost of the technical process. [Kropotkin, op. Cit., p. 354] Indeed, as Maximoff emphasized, the specific nature of imperialism is . . . concentration and centralization of capital in syndicates, trusts and cartels that . . . have a decisive voice
not only in the economic and political life of their countries, but also in the lives of the peoples of the worlds as a whole. [Anarcho-Syndicalism Programme, 10] Modern multinational and multinational corporations are expression of this process. Simply put, the size of big business was such that it had to expand
internationally because their original national markets weren't enough and gain further advantages over their competitors. Faced with high tariff barriers and increasing international competition, the industry responded in two ways: capital exports and increased capital concentrations. The latter was essential to gaining an
advantage against foreign competitors and dominance in the international market as they dominated the national market. So the imperialist form of capitalism sees the growth of big business and big finance. In addition to export of finished goods, capital (investment, venture capital, financial capital) is also exported. This
export of capital was an integral way of beating protectionism (and even reaping the benefits of it) and entrenching itself in foreign markets (protective duties, undoubtedly promoted . . . . Cit., p. 41]). In addition, it allowed access to cheap labor and raw materials by placing capital on foreign lands As part of this process,
the colonies were removed to increase the size of friendly markets and, of course, allow easy export of capital to areas with cheap labor and raw materials. These two processes are due to the needs of capital for accumulation. This form of imperialism, which emerged in the late nineteenth century., was based on the
creation of larger and larger enterprises and the creation of colonies around the world industrial peoples. Direct conquest had the advantage of opening up a larger area of the planet for the capitalist market, which led to greater trade and exploitation of raw materials and labor (and often slavery). This gave a huge boost
to both the state and the intrusion sectors of the country in terms of new profits, which allowed to increase the number of capitalists and other social parasites that could exist in the developed country. As Kropotkin pointed out at the time, British, French, Belgian and other capitalists, through the ease with which they
exploit countries that themselves do not have a developed industry, today control the work of hundreds of millions of these people in Eastern Europe, Asia and Africa. The result is that the number of those people in europe's leading industrialized countries who live outside the work of others is not decreasing at all. Far
from it. [Anarchism and Syndicalism, in Black Flag No. 210, p. 26] As well as gaining access to raw materials, imperialism allows the dominant nation to access markets for its goods. By having an empire, products produced at home can easily be dumped in foreign markets with less developed undermining local goods
and therefore destroying the local economy (and therefore potential along with society and culture based on it. Building an empire is a good way to create privileged markets for your goods. By eliminated external competition, the imperialist nation's capitalists can charge monopolistic prices in a dominant country,
therefore providing high profit margins for capitalist businesses. This adds to the challenges associated with over-manufacturing goods: A worker unable to purchase with their wages the wealth they produce, the industry needs to look for new markets elsewhere, among other people's middle classes. It has to find
markets, in the East, in Africa, anywhere; it should increase, by trade, the number of its serfs in Egypt, in India, in the Congo. But everywhere it finds competitors in other countries that are rapidly entering the same line of industrial development. And wars, continuous wars, must be fought for domination of the world
market - the war for the possession of the East, the war for possession of seas, the war for the right to impose heavy duties on foreign goods. [Kropotkin, Kropotkin's Revolutionary Brochures, 55-6] This process of expansion into non-capitalist areas also helps Capital feed both subjective and objective economic
pressures on it, causing the business cycle (see section C.7 -- What causes the capitalist business cycle? Because wealth looted from less industrialized countries is exported back to their home country, the level of return can be protected from both working class requirements and any relative decline in surplus
production caused by increased capital investment (see section C.2 for more information on excess value). In fact, imperialism often allowed the working-class invasion of the country to receive improved wages and living conditions because looted wealth was imported into the country, and workers could fight for, and win,
improvements that would otherwise provoke an intense class of conflict. And as the sons and daughters of the poor emigrated to the colony to earn a living on stolen land, the wealth extracted from those colonies helped overcome the shrinking supply of labor at home, which would increase its market price. This loot also
helps to reduce the competitive pressure on the economy of the country. Of course, these benefits of conquest cannot completely stop the business cycle or eliminate competition, as imperialist nations soon discovered. Therefore, the classical form of imperialism, based on the direct conquest and creation of colonies,
had numerous advantages for imperialist peoples and big business, which represented their states. These dominant nations were, in major, recapitalist societies. The domination of imperialist states meant the importation of capitalist social relations and institutions in them, so the pervasion of a broad cultural physical
resistance these attempts by foreign capitalists to promote the growth of the free market. However, the desire of peasants, artisans and tribal people to be left alone never respected, and civilization was forced on them for all their own good. As Kropotkin realized, power is necessary to permanently bring new uncivilized
peoples on the same terms [wages]. [Anarchism and anarchist communism, 53] Anarchist George Bradford also stresses this, arguing that we must remember that, historically, colonialism, bringing with it a new capitalist economy and wage payment system, has destroyed the traditions of the economies of most
countries. By developing monetary crops and monoculture for forms of sustainable agriculture, it destroyed the basic land skills of the people it erected to plantation workers. [How deep is deep ecology, p. 40] Indeed, this process was largely similar to the development of capitalism in developed nations, with the creation
of a class of landless workers that forms the core of the first generation of people committed to the mercy of producers (for more information, see section F.8.3). However, this process had objective limitations. First, the expansion of empires had limitations that there were only so many potential colonies. This meant that
conflicts over markets and colonies were inevitable (as the states involved knew, and so they embarked on a policy of building larger and larger armed forces). As Kropotkin argued before World War I, the real cause of the war at the time was competition for markets and the right to exploit countries back in industry.
[quotes Martin Miller, Kropotkin, 225] Second, the creation of trusts, exports of goods and imports of cheap raw materials can not stop either the business cycle or the redemption of the working class indefinitely (i.e. the excess profits of imperialism will never be enough to deliver ever more reforms and improvements to
the working class in the industrial world). Thus, the need to overcome economic downturns has prompted businesses to find new ways to dominate the market, up to and including using war to capture new markets and destroy rivals. Moreover, war was a good way of sidelining class conflict at home - which, let's not
forget, reached an increasing, more militant and more radical level across all imperialist nations (see The Origin and Significance of World War II by John Zerzan in his elements of denial). Thus, this first phase of imperialism began as a growing capitalist economy began to reach the limits of the nationalized market
created by the state within its own borders. Imperialism was then used to expand the territory that could be colonized by the capital associated with a given nation state. This phase ended, however, once the dominant states carved the planet into different spheres of influence there was nowhere new to expand. In
competition for increased sales and access to cheap raw materials and foreign markets, nation states have been at war with each other. Since it was obvious that the conflict was brewing, major European countries tried to organize a balance of power. This meant that the army was built and military-military, created to
scare other countries and so deter war. Unfortunately, these measures were not enough to counter the economic and energy processes at play. The war will break, the war over empires and influence, the war, it was argued that all wars would end. As we now know, of course, it's not because he's not fighting the primacy
of modern wars, capitalism. After World War I, the identification of a nation state with a national capital became even more evident, and it can be seen in the rise of widespread state intervention to withhold capitalism - such as the rise of fascism in Italy and Germany and the efforts of the national governments of Britain
and the United States to solve the economic crisis of the Great Depression. However, these attempts to solve capital problems failed. Economic imperatives at work before the first world war did not divide into a thing. Big business still needed markets and raw materials, and the statistics of the industry under fascism
only helped the problems associated with imperialism. Another war was only a matter of time and when the majority of anarchists came, as they had during the first world war, opposed both sides and called for revolution: the present struggle is one between competing imperialism and for the protection of endearing
interests. Workers in every country belonging to the oppressed class have nothing to do with these interests and the political aspirations of the ruling class. Their immediate struggle is their emancipation. Their front line is a workshop and a factory, not a Maginot line, where they will just rot and die, while their hosts at
home pile up their misbetuperies. [War commentary, quoted Mark Shipvey, anti-parliamentary communism, p. 170] After World War II, European countries came under pressure from the United States and national liberation movements and rubbed many former countries independence (often after a tense conflict). As
Kropotkin predicted, such social movements should have been expected with the growth of capitalism, the number of people interested in the surrender of the capitalist state system is also growing. [Peter Kropotkin, Anarchism and Syndicalism, in Black Flag No. 210, p. 26] Unfortunately, these liberation movements
turned the mass struggle against potential struggle against capitalism into movements aimed at independent capitalist nation states. No, we should stress that the U.S. has been altruistic in its actions, independence for the colonies has weakened its rivals, as well as allowing the U.S. capital to these markets. This
process was accompanied by an even greater expansion of capital outside the nation state into multinational corporations. Accordingly, the nature of imperialism and imperialist wars has changed. In addition, various successful struggles for national liberation ensured that imperialism had to change in the face of popular
resistance. These two factors ensured that the old form of imperialism was replaced by a new system of neo-colonialism, in which newly minted independent colonies are forced, through political and economic pressure, to open their borders to foreign capital. If the state takes a position that imperial powers consider bad
for business, action will be taken, from sanctions to outright invasion. Keeping the world open and free for capitalist exploitation has been America's common policy since 1945. It comes directly from the requirements of private capital expansion and therefore cannot be fundamentally changed. However, it was also
influenced by changes in needs, which led to a new political and economic order, and rivalries that exist between imperialist peoples (particularly in the Cold War). Thus, what method of interference and transition from direct colonialism to non-colonialism (and any anomalies) can be explained by these conflicts. Within
this basic indirect imperialism, many developing nations managed to start the process of industrialization. Partly in response to the Great Depression, some former colonies began enforcing policies so successfully used by imperialist nations such as Germany and America in the previous century. They followed an import
substitution policy, which meant they tried to produce goods such as, for example, cars they had previously imported. Without suggesting this kind of policy offered a positive alternative (it was, after all, just local capitalism) he had one big drawback for imperialist states; he generally denied them both markets and cheap
raw materials (the current twist to globalisation was used to break that policy). Thus, whether the nation pursued such a policy depended on the costs associated with imperialist power. Thus, instead of direct rule over less developed countries (which in general proved too expensive, both economically and politically),
indirect forms of domination were now preferable, with force resorted only if business interests are at risk. Examples of new imperialist wars are Vietnam, U.S. support for contras in Nicaragua and the Gulf War. Political and economic power (e.g. capital flight threat or sanctions) is used to keep markets open to
corporations based in advanced countries, with military intervention used only when required (although the threat of it always exists). Also between the U.S. and the USSR of the USSR Influenced. On the one hand, acts of imperial power could be justified in the fight against communism (for the U.S.) or U.S. imperialism
(under the USSR). On the other hand, fear of provoking war or drive developing countries into the hands of the other party allowed much of the developing world to pursue policies like import substitution. However, strength has always been the ultimate solution to imperialism, just as it once was. At least it is believed that
we are excessive in our analysis, let's not forget that the U.S. has intervened more than a hundred times in the internal affairs of other nations since 1945. The rhetoric was that we did so in large part to preserve or restore freedom and democracy, or on behalf of human rights. The reality is that [they] . . . . have been
consistently developed and implemented to further the interests of American (now mostly multinational) corporations, and elites both at home and abroad who profit from their depreds. [Henry Rosemont Jr., U.S. Foreign Policy: The Execution of Human Rights, p. 13-25, social anarchism, No. 29 p. 13] This included the
overthrow of democratically elected governments (such as Iran, 1953; Guatemala, 1954; Chile, 1973) and their replacement with reactionary right-wing dictatorships (usually involving the military). As George Bradford argues, [i]n the light of [economic] looting [by corporations under imperialism], it should become clearer .
. . why nationalist regimes that stop serving as mere allies for massive U.S. corporate exploitation come under such a powerful attack - Guatemala in 1954, Chile in 1973 . . Nicaragua [in the 1980s] . . . [U.S.] No, no, no, no, no, the State Department's philosophy since the 1950s has been to rely on various police states
and deter nationalist regimes that may be more sensitive to increasing popular demand for immediate improvement in low living standards by the masses to protect our resources - in their home countries! [How deep is the deep ecology?, p. 62] Capital investment in developing countries has grown steadily over the
years, with profits from the exploitation of cheap labor coming back into the pockets of the corporate elite in the imperialist nation rather than its citizens as a whole (though sometimes there are temporary benefits to other classes, as discussed below). In addition, other countries are encouraged to buy goods from
imperialist countries (often in exchange for aid, usually military assistance) and open their markets to dominant energy companies and their products. Imperialism is the only means of protecting foreign investments of the nation's capitalist class, and by allowing profit mining and market creation, it also protects the future
of private capital. Consequently, imperialism remained untouched because western (mainly the United States and its partner, governments of the United States) of the State) provide generous funds to small right-wing despots under the pseudonym foreign aid. The expressed purpose of this foreign aid, noble rhetoric
about freedom and democracy aside, is to ensure that the existing world order remains intact. Stability has become a watchtoon of modern imperialists who see any indigenous popular movements as a threat to the existing world order. Foreign aid targets public funds for ruling classes in Third World countries through
domestic multinational companies. The U.S. and other Western powers provide much-needed military material and training for the military of these governments so they can continue to keep the business climate friendly to foreign investors (meaning tacitly and explicitly supporting fascism around the world). Foreign aid,
basically, is when the poor people of rich countries give their money to rich people of poor countries to ensure that the investments of rich people of rich countries are safe from poor people of poor countries! (Needless to say, the owners of companies providing this assistance are also very good at it.) Thus, the Third
World sags under the weight of well-funded harassment, while its countries are sucked dry from their native wealth, in the name of development and in the spirit of democracy and freedom. The United States leads the West in its global responsibility (another favorite buzzword) to ensure that this peculiar kind of freedom
remains unchanged by any indigenous movements. Thus, fascist regimes remain compliant and obedient to the West, capitalism thrives undeniably, and the plight of people everywhere is simply deteriorating. And if the regime becomes too independent, military force always remains an option (as seen from the 1990
Gulf War). Thus, imperialism changes as capitalism changes. The history of capitalism generally begins with mercantilism, the state helped destroy small-bourgeois commodity production (artisans, guilds and peasants) capitalist production. Once the capitalist industry has found its feet, free competition (free trade) is
embraced, which naturally progresses to a concentration of manufacturing (big business growth) that is constantly striving for monopolies - though rarely reaches this stage (oligopolistic competition reigns). Major economic decisions are made by several ceos of large companies and corporations. Big business, which
appears to contradict the foundations of capitalism, is actually its most developed form - with the world increasingly transformed into one large factory, under one hierarchy of management. Free amalgamation is replaced from top to bottom by orders and industrial development is distorted by the need to maintain and
expand corporate power and profits. With the increasing globalization of big business and markets, capitalism (and so is imperialism) on the doorstep transformation. Just as direct imperialism has transformed into direct imperialism, so direct imperialism is transformed into a global system of government that aims to
codify the dominance of corporations over governments. This process is often referred to as globalization, and we discuss it in section D.5.3. First, we need to discuss nonprofit capitalist forms of imperialism associated with Stalinist regimes, and we do so in the next chapter. While we are mostly interested in capitalist
imperialism, we cannot avoid discussing the activities of so-called socialist nations (such as the Soviet Union, China, etc.). Given that imperialism has an economic base driven by developed capitalism, particularly the growth of big business organized on a broader and wider scale, it should not be surprised that state
capitalist (socialist) nations are also/were imperialist. Since the state-capitalist system expresses the logical endpoint of capital concentration (one large firm), the same presses that relate to big business will also apply to the state capitalist nation (see last chapter). With this in mind, it is not surprising that state-capitalist
countries have also participated in imperialist activities, adventures and wars, albeit on a smaller scale and for slightly different reasons. As can be seen from Russia's ruthless policy towards its satellites, Soviet imperialism was more inclined to protect what it already had and the creation of a buffer zone between itself
and the West. This cannot be denied that the ruling elite of the Soviet Union did not try to exploit countries under their influence. For example, in the years after the end of World War II, eastern bloc countries paid the United States millions of dollars in reparations. As in private capitalism, satellite states were considered a
source of raw materials and cheap manufactured goods. Russia has provided exports of satellites at lower world prices. And it exported to them at the above world prices. [Andy Anderson, Hungary '56, p. 25-6] The Soviet elite also helped anti-imperialist movements when it served their interests and placed them in the
Soviet sphere of influence (along with U.S. pressure that shut down other options). After Stalin's parties replaced the local ruling class, trade relations were formalized between so-called socialist nations for the benefit of both local and Russian rulers. Similarly, for identical needs, Western imperialist states supported
murderous local capitalist and feudal elites in their fight against their own working classes, arguing that it was supporting freedom and democracy against Soviet aggression. Needless to say, the form and content of the state capitalist domination of its satellite countries depended on its own economic and political system
and needs, because traditional capitalist imperialism reflected its needs and structures. Part of the difference, of course, was the need to plunder these commodity countries to make up for the deficit caused by central planning (unlike, capitalist imperialism tended to export goods). Just as capitalist domination saw the
transformation of social relations satellite countries from recapitalist forms in favor of capitalist, the domination of socialist peoples meant the elimination of traditional bourgeois social relations in favor of state capitalist. Thus, the nature and form of imperialism were fundamentally identical and served the interests of the
relevant ruling class on a case-by-case basis. Therefore, imperialism is not limited to states based on private capitalism - state capitalist regimes were also to blame for this. This is to be expected as both are based on minority law, exploitation and harassment of labor and the need to expand the resources available to it.
It.
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