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Introduction

This panel is intended to bring together economic and business historians concentrating on the confrontation between European, US and Japanese firms and economic nationalism in the developing world following World War II.   It lies at the boundaries between several different fields: the economic history and public policy of the developing world; the history of international business; economic development; and the history of imperialism and decolonisation.

Economic nationalism, in various forms, spread rapidly across the developing world in the forty years after the Second World War, paradoxically at a time when foreign direct investment, especially through the vehicle of US and European (and later Japanese) multinational companies, was also growing rapidly.  Businesses rapidly had to adapt to a new and more problematic environment where the value of foreign investment and foreign control of key economic sectors and markets was frequently questioned, even though most non-Communist governments needed the capital, skills and technology that multinational companies could provide.   The confrontation between local politicians and foreign firms reached all parts of the developing world.   Our intention is to utilise the opportunities provided by the recent opening of government and particularly corporate archives, in order to reassess the meanings, content, and significance of economic nationalism and the responses of foreign companies and governments.  Papers will cover a range of home countries and companies, as well as all the major regions of the developing world: Asia, Africa, and Latin America.

The central themes are the following:

· What was the meaning of 'economic nationalism' in different developing countries at different times?  How can we clarify the meanings attached to the label?

· How were firms in different business sectors affected?  Which companies were most vulnerable and why?

· How did foreign firms transfer the knowledge and experience gained in one situation to deal with new problems that arose in other countries where they operated?  

· How far did developing world governments learn from each other in areas like negotiating tactics or law-making, either informally or through more formal networks like UNCTAD or the Group of 77?

· Where did the balance of bargaining power lie: with foreign companies or developing country states?  How did this vary by time and place?

· Why did some confrontations result in forced expropriation, others in a mutually agreed exit, and others in a new modus vivendi?

· How did foreign firms contribute to economic development?  Did public policies towards multinational enterprises that were associated with economic nationalism in fact encourage or hinder economic growth and development?
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Confronting the Octopus: United Fruit, Standard Oil, and the Colombian State in the Twentieth Century

Marcelo Bucheli

University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign

mbucheli@uiuc.edu
The US multinational corporations, the United Fruit Company and Standard Oil Company (New Jersey), have a notorious reputation in Latin America for being considered the quintessential representatives of American imperialism in the region. When operating in Colombia, the two multinationals had to deal with the nationalist policies of the local government.  However, both the government and other local actors (the national bourgeoisie and the labour movement) did not act in the same way towards the two companies.  At some moments, the government developed a harder policy against Standard than against United Fruit, and at other moments it was the other way around.  In this paper I explore what determined the differences in the nationalist policies of the government towards each of these companies.  I find that the government’s behaviour depended on the interests the local bourgeoisie had in the industry in which  the multinationals were involved as well as the relationship between the individual multinational firm and the US government. 

Mining, Nationalism, and Decolonisation in Zambia, 1945-1964

Larry Butler

University of East Anglia
larrybutler@ljbutler.co.uk
This paper is a contribution to recent debates on the economic aspects of British decolonisation, specifically the strategies adopted by big business in response to fundamental political change in a colonial setting. It takes the example of Zambia (Northern Rhodesia), unusual in that it presented a situation where business was confronted by two competing nationalisms – white settler and Black African. It focuses on the copper mining industry, a dynamic and rapidly expanding sector of overwhelming economic importance to the territory. During and after the Second World War, dollar-saving Zambian copper was also vital to Britain, and an important component of Britain’s plans for Central Africa.

From its inception, copper mining attracted political controversy, revolving around two key issues: the distribution of wealth generated by mining activity, and differentiation in employment opportunities between white and black workers (the ‘colour bar’). Zambian settlers, and their counterparts in Southern Rhodesia (Zimbabwe), dreamed of creating a territorial bloc under their control, fuelled by Zambian copper wealth. First settlers, and later African nationalists, raised the possibility of nationalising the mining industry, or at least securing state ownership of Zambia’s mineral rights. Similarly, colonial governments, the settler lobby and African nationalists periodically considered imposing special taxes on the industry to fund infrastructural development or ease budgetary difficulties.

Equally sensitive, politically, was the question of labour policy. The mining companies, facing increased competition and rising costs in the post-war period, and arguably keen to employ an increased proportion of relatively cheap African labour, sought to challenge the colour bar which white miners had successfully established during the war. This paper will re-visit debates on the companies’ motives, and their relationship to wider developments in the territory, especially the growing involvement of the mining companies in political affairs.

The paper will explore why the mining industry, having initially supported the longstanding settler aim of ‘Federation’ and its official framework of racial ‘partnership’, steadily distanced itself from what it perceived to be a failing political structure. It will examine the degree to which mining companies adapted their policies to growing African political and labour unrest, and to major shifts in British colonial policy, especially after 1959 and the ‘Wind of Change’. It will test the hypothesis that, anticipating Zambian independence, the mining companies disengaged from the structures of settler power and forged links with African nationalism, arguably becoming important intermediaries between nationalist leaders and British policy-makers. It will examine how far the companies’ behaviour, including high-profile support for African development projects, was designed to win the approval of the host community, and safeguard the firms’ post-independence stake in Zambia. It will assess the degree of choice which the companies may have had in realigning themselves politically, given their vulnerability to economic nationalism, and the threat of nationalisation, but also given their possible bargaining power in relation to the post-independence regime, thanks to their importance to the Zambian economy.

A final theme to be addressed will be the extent to which the policies of the two business groups which dominated copper mining, the Anglo American Corporation and the Selection Trust, were shaped by their experiences of political change elsewhere in Africa (South Africa and Ghana respectively), and the possibility that while one drew primarily on South African capital, and so was sensitive to developments within the Apartheid state, the other, largely US-controlled, sought  to identify with a liberal agenda on questions of race and the end of colonialism.

Economic Nationalism in Motion: Steel, Auto, and Software Industries in India

Anthony P. D’Costa

University of Washington
dcosta@u.washington.edu
In the period immediately after World War II aspiring developing countries sought to promote national economic development through Keynesian, developmentalist, and Listian policies.  Freed of colonial yokes but with a weak industrial bourgeoisie, the state protected national business from foreign ones, but also regulated domestic business to manage the capitalist transition of peripheral economies.  Nationalism was expressed through import substitution industrialisation (ISI) policy leading to muted participation in international trade and constrained foreign direct investment (FDI).  The regulation of foreign exchange (and thus trade) and multinational firms (thus FDI and foreign ownership) contributed to varying degrees of autarky.

India after 1947 pursued such policies that ‘resisted’ global capitalism with mixed outcomes.  It established an industrial base and a technical-education infrastructure but fell behind the global technology frontier and witnessed dramatic erosion in its international financial position.  In tandem the rise of the Indian middle class and on-going global economic integration compelled reassessments of the meaning of economic nationalism.  Incremental, two-steps forward, one-step backward approaches to economic policy reforms, influenced by political exigency and expediency, gradually altered India’s relationship with foreign capital.

This paper argues that economic nationalism vis-à-vis foreign firms/countries must be seen as a dynamic concept, where the meaning itself changes due in part to a variety of social forces within the country and due to exogenous developments in the global economy.  Three industry cases from India are used to capture the fluidity of nationalism in rhetoric and practice.  These industries represent a continuum in which the concept of nationalism is dynamically captured for India (1950-present).  The steel industry illustrates the hard case of economic nationalism whereby neither foreign ownership nor new private domestic players were permitted, although foreign technical collaborations were sought especially from the former Soviet Union.  The automobile industry represents an intermediate case whereby the industry was heavily protected like the steel industry, but political and social forces gave way to a curious partnership between the Indian state and Suzuki Motors of Japan.  This joint venture fundamentally altered the Indian auto industry but did not necessarily discard the notion of economic nationalism.  Conflicts arose over technology transfer and corporate leadership.  The Indian software industry represents an industry in which the vocabulary of economic nationalism has been fundamentally transformed.  Far from the expulsion of IBM in the late 1970s, the Indian IT industry is the most globalised, with the presence of virtually all IT multinationals, a highly successful export model, and considerable international mobility of technical talent.  Though there are pockets of “resistance” where alternative products are produced to cater to “national” needs, the co-evolution of these three industries in India suggests that economic nationalism today is more difficult to sustain in theory as well as practice.
How to Gain Local Goodwill and Influence Politicians: British companies in Nigeria and Ghana, 1945 to 1977

Stephanie Decker

London School of Economics

s.decker1@lse.ac.uk
The experience of economic nationalism and popular anti-colonialism in the 1940s alerted British business to the danger of local opposition in independent post-colonial countries. In response, companies embraced – to varying degrees – strategies that ensured the goodwill of the African public and the political elite.

These strategies were framed by the dominant concerns in the emerging African states, especially economic development and modernisation. British business took care to adapt their commercial and publicity strategy in several different ways. Companies had faced severe criticism in the 1940s for their trading practices, as well as for discriminating against Africans. The dominant position of foreign firms in the African economies in particular was a boon of contention, hence new corporate policies tended to focus on enabling Africans to participate to a greater degree in their area of operation.  The trading companies (United Africa Company and John Holt) withdrew from general and merchandise buying and selling, and moved into more capital and technology-intensive fields such as wholesale, motor distribution and department stores. The banks (Barclays Bank DCO and Bank of British West Africa) expanded their branch network in order to attract more African customers with special bank accounts. All companies embarked on a policy of Africanisation of their staff, although the speed of training and replacement varied considerably among the different firms. The one mining company that has been researched for this study (Ashanti Goldfields Corporation) resisted these developments more than others.

Political networking became an important feature of conducting business in West Africa in the 1950s, and the top managerial staff in London and on the coast spent a relatively large part of their time socialising and meeting with African politicians and notables. These strategies aimed to highlight the importance of foreign business for the development of African economies through supplying much-needed capital, skill and technology by opening up new sectors where Ghanaians and Nigerians were ill-equipped to venture. During the late 1950s and 1960s, most British firms were quite successful this way, and remained quietly confident despite the economic problems that emerged in Ghana in the early 1960s.

By the late 1960s, the post-war international economic order showed signs of strain, while radical economic theories of underdevelopment, dependent development, and neo-colonialism were on the rise. These theories took issue with how foreign firms justified their presence in less developed countries. In Ghana and Nigeria, the post-independence political order was turned over by military putsches early in 1966. In this time of political instability, Ghana’s economy declined very severely after 1969, while Nigeria experienced an oil boom after the end of the civil war with Biafra in 1970. Despite these very different economic fortunes, both countries enacted legislation that forced foreign companies to accept national participation, either by the state or by nationals or national institutions. While some companies lost control over their subsidiaries (most notably the banks in Nigeria in the late 1970s and UAC in Ghana over its timber company), in general they were able to continue, if at a more reduced level of shareholding. Although they eventually lost the dominant position in the economy that they had held earlier, they did remain important players locally, and their old goodwill strategies, despite coming under much strain in the 1970s, remained effective safeguards throughout the time frame of this study and beyond.

Economic Nationalism in the Developing World: the case of maritime transport after World War II

Robert Greenhill

King’s College, London
robertgreenhill@onetel.com
This paper examines the origins and outcomes of the increased use of national shipping by non-traditional maritime nations in the developing world during the years after 1945. Prior to the Second World there were exceptional examples of nationally-owned transoceanic shipping lines, but the much of the world’s carrying trades was still operated by European, United States and Japanese merchant fleets. The dependence of less developed countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America on foreign carriers had long been a matter for debate. The setting of freight rates and collusive strategies through the operation of the conference system raised suspicions of overcharging and uncompetitive behaviour.

After 1945 state ownership of merchant shipping outside the developed world expanded rapidly. The reasons for official intervention in maritime transport were many. At a macro level there was concern for the balance of payments in that merchant shipping supplied invisible earnings or saved on payments abroad. Shipping has a strategic and diplomatic importance and could be a bargaining counter in negotiations between sovereign states. It provides essential communication when overland or coastal transport is difficult. Possession of a merchant shipping fleet also contributes towards a sense of national security and prestige.  

Consequently, the expanded fleets of non-Communist-bloc countries became important after the Second World War. A spectacular example of the official presence in merchant shipping was found in Latin America where by the 1980s some two-thirds of shipping was in state hands. The Brazilian government, for example, operated significant amounts of tonnage. In other developing nations such as India, Pakistan and Arab countries in North Africa (like Algeria, Egypt and Libya) and the Middle East, state-controlled shipping firms played an increasing role in the carrying trades. In West Africa, Gabon’s Société Nationale des Transports Maritimes is state-owned, Ghana’s Black Star line became fully state-owned in 1967, and Nigeria has a significant government holding in shipping. In East Asia the Republic of Korea Shipping Corporation was a state enterprise until 1968, but most important was China’s shipping policy, which transformed the country’s fleet from one consisting of small riverine and coastal vessels in the 1970s to one of some 700 ocean-going ships by the mid-1990s.  

The question remains whether state investment in ocean-going fleets was successful. What role does this tonnage play in the world’s carrying trades? Has the identity of the world’s maritime nations changed as a result of this public intervention? Have the developing countries reduced their dependence on the fleets of the traditional carriers from the developed world? To what extent have nationally-owned fleets aided the process of economic growth and development in the non-western world?

Sowing the Seeds of Economic Nationalism: empire, culture and British business

Valerie Johnson
BP History Project

valerie.johnson@uk.bp.com
This paper hopes to show how the imperial culture of certain British multinationals helped to sow the seeds of economic nationalism. Using the example of one service, one manufacturing and one extractive British multinational, the paper will examine how these companies developed what could be called an imperial culture in the period c.1890-1939. Large British firms moved overseas, often locating themselves in British colonies or areas under British influence. They developed strong links to both local and British governments, appointed those with imperial experience to their boards, and stressed the contribution of the company to imperial ideals and objectives. Companies attempted to use imperial credentials to gain commercial, legal and economic advantages over the host populations, who were subject to social, economic and racial exclusion. After the Second World War, in the period of decolonisation, overt links to the British government and to national and imperial ideals left companies with a legacy of association with former colonial powers. What had been an advantage now became a disadvantage. The paper will examine how this legacy of an imperial culture affected each of the companies and how they responded.

BP in Iran had a strong association with the British Government through a majority shareholding. In addition, BP's oil operations in a remote part of south Persia, in an area with no pre-existing infrastructure, resulted in the company creating an enclave community, with a strong imperial feel. As Iran grew stronger as a country, and more independent, resentment against the company, widely viewed as a tool of the British Government, grew. The company dragged its heels in implementing new concessionary terms to recruit and promote more Iranians, also missing opportunities to increase the Iranian government’s share of profits. In 1951, the company's operations were nationalised. Resentment against the company was so strong that no agreement to let the company back alone could be reached. It was only after three years, in 1954, that a new agreement saw the establishment of a consortium of companies to run Iran's oil industry, with BP reduced to a 40% share. 

William Lever of Lever Bros, after many abortive attempts to persuade British colonial governments to grant him concessions with freehold tenure and compulsory labour, eventually managed to break into West Africa in 1920 through the purchase of the Niger Company. This company had been the original charter company before formal colonisation, and had inherited the culture and in some cases personnel from those times. In 1929, the Niger Company merged with an old rival to form the United Africa Company. The onset of the Great Depression meant that the new company fell on hard times, as prices for raw materials plunged. Under pressure to cut costs to the bone, UAC operated ruthlessly, taking over rivals and building up a virtual monopoly of goods in some areas. It continued to press the West African governments to allow it advantageous concessions, land titles, and forced labour. The company also instigated and controlled various raw materials cartels amongst the British firms. As a result, UAC developed a very poor reputation amongst the West African population. Post-war, as the threat of nationalisation loomed along with independence, UAC took a conscious decision to change itself and woo the African public with increasing Africanisation, and a changed attitude.

Barclays (Dominion, Colonial and Overseas) was set up in 1925 by the amalgamation of three former banks operating in various parts of the British Empire. As time passed, South Africa became the dominant market for DCO, and with the profits of DCO making a substantial contribution towards those of its parent, Barclays, it was important not to lose this market. With relations between British and Afrikaaner whites strained over issues of political and economic independence, Barclays chose not to impose a culture from the centre. Instead, the imperial periphery was allowed to influence operations strongly. By this means, Barclays developed a strong identity with South Africa, and avoided being nationalised by the white government, or boycotted by the Afrikaaners. As time passed however, Barclays’ association with South Africa and its racist apartheid regime became a problem, not in South Africa, but in the UK, where Barclays was the target of numerous boycotts and adverse publicity. In the end, Barclays sold its interests in South Africa, not because of business failure there, but due entirely to its association with the apartheid culture. 

Although the manifestations seem on the surface radically different, in each case, significant fractures from the host community occurred as a result of a historical association with empire and in particular with a culture of empire, at a time when the balance of power was shifting from the colonial power to the host nation, transforming what had been an economic and political advantage into its opposite. For the companies, the cultural seeds that each had sown in time of empire bore fruit when that time had passed.  When political independence brought a desire for economic nationalism in its train, the companies’ imperial pasts caught up with them. 

Interest Localisation: Japanese investments and joint ventures in South Korea in the 1950s through the early-1970s.

Hyung Gu Lynn

University of British Columbia, Institute of Asian Research
hlynn@interchange.ubc.ca
South Korea’s transformation in the post-1945 period from a so-called ‘mendicant’ economy to membership in the OECD in 1996 has inspired various attempts by academics to distill some elixir of economic success.  One of the more popular academic pastimes has been the attempt to explain the causal alchemy behind the transformation of post-Korean War slag into late-industrial gold.  There remains a wide range of views among scholars regarding the causal factors behind the growth and development of the Korean economy, but one of the more popular analytical alembics has been to sift through various domestic factors – the bureaucracy, specific industrial policies, export policies, neo-Confucian ethics, among others.  The importance of market mechanisms versus industrial policy, the impact of supply-side factors versus demand-side factors, and total factor productivity increases versus increases in factor inputs, have also become familiar axes of debate.

This paper uses a slightly different instrument to analyze long-term Korean economic growth and development by considering the role of Japan in the Korean economy of the 1950s through to the early 1970s.  In contrast to the prevailing picture of Korean economic nationalism serving as the primary engine of development, I argue instead that first, while Japan’s impact on Korea as a source of capital, technology, and imports was not a sufficient factor for economic growth, it was a necessary factor in fuelling Korean economic development and growth during what Rostow famously termed the “take-off” stage of industrialisation.  Second, I stress that the existing approaches to interactions in the North East Asian regional political economy offer only partial, and at times misleading, explanations of the history of economic relations between Korea and Japan in this period.  Certainly, the three dominant approaches to Japan’s role in the Northeast Asian region -- the product cycle theory, dependent development, and neo-classical trade theory -- have heuristic value.  The problems lie with the paucity of empirically grounded works on the subject, and an over-abundance of works that rely on clichéd invocations of the ‘flying geese’ model to ‘explain’ specific cases of technology transfer and long-term corporate growth.

I use corporate histories and other sources in Korean and Japanese to address the existing empirical thinness of many works on the subject.  Moreover, I take several cases in textiles, electronics, and construction to balance for the case selection limitations inherent in much of the literature.  Through this analysis, I show how the localisation or intersection of the political and economic interests of the Japanese and Korean governments and Japanese and Korean businesses helped generate technology transfers and joint ventures that were not based on patterns consistent with the flying-geese or product cycle models.
European Plantation Firms and Malaysia’s New Economic Policy since 1970

Sue Martin

University of Hertfordshire Business School
s.m.l.martin@herts.ac.uk 

Following on from Nick White’s recent study of British Business in Post-Colonial Malaysia, 1957 -70 (RoutledgeCurzon, 2004) this paper analyses a range of business responses to Malaysian nationalist development strategy under the New Economic Policy from 1970 to the present day. The argument focuses on a range of firms which is in one way narrower than White’s sample – plantation rather than tin or shipping interests – and in another sense wider, including Danish, Dutch and Franco-Belgian enterprises, as well as British agency houses. 

Malaysian economic nationalism became stronger after 1970, including a public commitment by the state to support the efforts of bumiputeras (sons of the soil, or Malays and other indigenes) to buy up substantial shareholdings in European palm oil and rubber plantations. Yet the implementation of this policy was gradual and for the most part consensual, involving purchases on the London and other Stock Exchanges rather than outright expropriation. Under Prime Minister Tun Abdul Razak (1970-1976) the New Economic Policy was defined but very little change occurred. Active implementation under his successor, Tun Hussein bin Dato’ Onn (1976-1981) affected mainly the agency houses, leaving the substantial plantation holdings of other European firms, like the Scandinavian United Plantations, relatively unscathed. Even when Dato’ Seri Dr Mahathir bin Mohamad (Prime Minister, 1981-2003) pushed the policy much further forward and achieved the full separation of firms like Golden Hope from their original British owners, other foreign plantation firms found that ample scope remained to develop fresh relationships of co-operation and fresh strategic innovations. Only within the past five years have Unilever and Socfin finally withdrawn from Malaysia’s plantation sector, while United Plantations continues to grow and to hold the balance between European and Asian ownership and control.  

This paper compares and contrasts the strategies developed by the British agency houses and other European firms in response to the intensification of Malaysian economic nationalism. As an alternative to the strategy of reluctant compliance with changing national policies, the example of United Plantations is explored in depth to show how firms could embrace rather than resist the new ethics of nationalist development. Malaysia’s New Economic Policy was a development and welfare policy, and not simply a means of transferring ownership of land and capital assets from foreigners to bumiputeras. Through a process of technological, marketing and organisational innovation, United Plantations was able to make a positive contribution both to workforce welfare and to national economic development. Concepts from the rapidly developing fields of business ethics, corporate social responsibility, and stakeholder theory will be used to analyse this process and draw out the implications of this case for foreign firms facing the challenges posed by economic nationalism elsewhere. 
British Firms and Populist Nationalism in Post-War Latin America

Rory M. Miller

University of Liverpool Management School

rory@liv.ac.uk
It is easy to interpret the relationship between British companies and Latin American governments in the mid-twentieth century as one of conflict, in which populist administrations, imbued with nationalist objectives, attacked the property of firms controlled by ageing directors out of touch with Latin American realities.  Orthodox readings of the events leading up to nationalisation of the petroleum companies in Mexico in 1938 or many of the old railway companies after World War II lead naturally to such a conclusion.  However, research in archives other than those of the Foreign Office and on industries other than the politically sensitive sectors of transport or oil produces rather more nuanced arguments.

On the Latin American side economic nationalism remains an understudied concept despite its significance in the mid-twentieth century.  At the most basic level the concept can be disaggregated into four distinct patterns of behaviour: (a) the rhetoric of opposition politicians and journalists, who used nationalism as a means of attacking elite governments, but who often changed course if they arrived in power; (b) policies targeted at expropriating the property, with or without compensation, of particular firms in economically sensitive areas, the most obvious examples of which were the nationalisation of the foreign oil companies in Mexico or the railways and public utilities in Brazil and the River Plate in the immediate post-war era; (c) policies aimed at rewriting the contracts and tax regimes under which foreign firms operated, a trend that characterised the operations of foreign oil companies in Venezuela; (d) the regulatory and interventionist policies that came to characterise much of Latin America from the 1930s, and which were intensified during the post-war period under the influence of CEPAL in the attempt to achieve ISI-style growth.

Many of the railways and other utility companies operating in Latin America were vulnerable principally to the first and second types of economic nationalism, the time for rewriting contracts having largely passed.  However, the petroleum companies were subject to all of the first three modes of nationalism, while the Bank of London and South America was vulnerable, with occasional exceptions, only to critical rhetoric and increasing regulation.   The threat to the older, more visible firms, and the antagonism towards Britain which their behaviour provoked, was a problem recognised both in the Foreign Office and the Bank of England, the two most perceptive sections of the British financial and policy-making apparatus, most famously in the Foreign Office ‘Bones of Contention’ memorandum of 1942, which laid the ground for the rapid divestment of the railways and public utilities.  However, until the early 1960s the British government did little actually to impede new investment in other economic activities, and it only took action then because of the need to protect the pound sterling, not because of events in Latin America.  As a consequence, during the fifteen years that followed World War II, there was a strong flow of new ventures, especially in manufacturing.  Initially British industrial companies concentrated on investments in Brazil and Argentina; however, by the early 1960s they were increasingly moving into Mexico, Central America, and the Andean republics, and often using joint ventures as a mode of expansion.  At the same time the Bank of London and South America also embarked on a growth strategy, especially under the chairmanship of Sir George Bolton after 1957.
Industrial companies, therefore, were not deterred by the rhetoric of economic nationalism that issued from Buenos Aires or Rio de Janeiro, but instead saw increasing market opportunities as the major Latin American countries industrialised.  There is much evidence in corporate archives and from oral sources that companies such as J. & P. Coats, Unilever, Glaxo, Reckitt & Colman, Dunlop, ICI, or Pilkington believed that in the long run Latin American economies were destined for strong growth, that there was a clear difference between rhetoric and praxis, in particular because the attractions of graft frequently outweighed the costs of abandoning political principles, and that there was little threat of expropriation without compensation.  That is not to say that they were not affected by economic nationalism, but it was a nationalism characterised by regulation and intervention in the form of exchange and price controls or import licences, rather than by threats to property, and accompanied by inflation and corruption.  While these trends created everyday management problems for the companies, they were not such as to threaten their existence or, in many instances, their profitability, although they might threaten their ability to repatriate profits and they demanded, at times, some quick-witted management.  In the long term the main danger for many firms was that of misreading the economic and political future of a particular country and becoming locked in to the ongoing problems of an individual economy, most obviously in Argentina, but even this did not become apparent until the 1970s.  Moreover, whatever the everyday difficulties, for many firms such as Unilever or ICI their experience in Latin America allowed them not only to make worthwhile profits and fortify their competitive position, but also to develop expertise to deal with similar problems elsewhere.
Modernisation, Multinationals and the US State: Adapting to Third World nationalism in Latin America

Thomas F. O’Brien

University of Houston
tobrien@uh.edu
Although interactions between the United States and Latin America in the decades after 1945 have typically been viewed through the lens of cold war historiography, the fact is that even the notable cold war diplomat, George Kennan, considered the effects of economic nationalism as a greater threat than communist activities to United States interests in the region.  Furthermore, US officials tended to lump economic nationalists and communists into the same camp of American enemies.  Facing a series of challenges from Latin American economic nationalists, ranging from increased taxation to stricter labour codes and even outright nationalisation, the American government and US multinationals fought a two-front war against economic nationalism.  On the one hand Washington, and corporate America, launched protests, and wielded their economic power to fend off the threats of increased taxes, new exchange controls, and intensified regulation.  These efforts had mixed results, proving least effective in defending the interests of American utility companies.  Yet a second and more important campaign was also being waged by the American state and multinationals aided by other elements of American society, including big labour and private foundations.

While a largely negative campaign was waged against the immediate threats of economic nationalism, an important initiative championing an American vision of private enterprise economies was being pressed by an array of American interests as an alternative to the statist policies promoted by nationalists and leftists in Latin America.  Agencies of the US government including the United States Information Service, and a variety of federal aid organisations, promoted the wonders of free enterprise as the alternative to economic nationalism.  Labour unions participated in federal programmes to train Latin American union leaders in US-style bread and butter unionism, and to create a system of labour management relations that hopefully would reduce the anti-Americanism of Latin American workers.  Foundations including Ford and Rockefeller promoted market-driven agriculture, as well creating educational programmes to train a generation of technocrats imbued with liberal economic ideals.  US social scientists provided a grand vision for these efforts, presenting them as part of an effort to rapidly modernise traditional societies that had been held back by their own values and institutions. Corporate America was a full participant in these programmes encouraging self sufficiency among workers in meeting their basic needs in housing, and presenting themselves as the ‘nationalist’ allies of Latin American governments in the great project of economic development. 

Ultimately the efforts to fend off nationalist initiatives with diplomatic and economic pressures could not save corporate interests in utilities and mining that became the favorite targets of  economic nationalists.  On the other hand, the modernisation mission to promote American-style free enterprise economies paid long-term dividends for US corporate interests in the region.  

Economic Nationalism and Nationalisation: the fate of foreign firms in China in the 1950s

Aron Shai

University of Tel Aviv
aashai@post.tau.ac.il
The paper shows that in the early days of the Peoples' Republic of China the Chinese, following their successful revolution, introduced an original method of taking over foreign-owned firms. They managed to secure some of the most modern and prosperous business undertakings without incurring either the odium or the financial liability of outright confiscation. 

Initially, in China, the foreigner controlled most of the more advanced and sophisticated urban industrial sector, modern services and major technological public utilities included. Thus, when the communist cadres advanced from the peripheral rural provinces and took over the cities, they hardly knew how to operate the factories and the elaborate services they found in the metropolitan centres. A transitional period was thus needed; a period that would enable the economy to run on existing lines for a while. This period allowed for Chinese workers and employees to become professionally acquainted with industrial and service methods.

It will be demonstrated that the Chinese government indirectly and in a most subtle way captured the foreign capitalist system, used it and even held it hostage for a while. Indeed, a reversed process of imperialism occurred: imperialism was delicately imprisoned, but never nationalised. Surplus, rather than being transferred unfavorably from Periphery to the Core, was flowing from the Core to the Periphery. And, moreover, assets, that for decades had been accumulated and possessed by the metropolitan centres, mainly London and Paris, were transferred in an original way to Chinese official hands. The case to be presented here is different on the whole from the over-all Soviet and other known revolutionary patterns of confiscation and nationalisation.

The terms `Captive Capitalism` or `Imperialism Imprisoned` are introduce to depict that unique development pertaining to the fate of foreign firms in China. 

The case should be analysed within the realm of economic nationalism. It bears some relevance to economic and commercial developments one observes in China today.
Surviving Sukarno: British firms in post-colonial Indonesia, c. 1950-c. 1967

Nicholas J. White
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British trade with Indonesia in the 1950s and 1960s was relatively small, accounting for only about 7-8 per cent of the archipelago’s imports by value (a figure much the same as before the Pacific War).  However, British (and/or Anglo-Dutch) companies had long occupied central positions in primary production, shipping and manufacturing throughout the islands.  Drawing upon both British business and government archives, this paper examines the ways in which British enterprises weathered the twists and turns of Indonesia’s post-colonial political economy.  Notwithstanding ‘law and order’ issues as well as difficulties concerning the remittance of profits, British firms in Indonesia did not experience substantial changes in business practice from the Dutch colonial period until the late 1950s and early 1960s.  This marked decline in operating conditions was in the context of the Sukarno regime’s regional foreign policies, which spilt over into domestic economic strategies, namely the confrontations with the Netherlands and then with Malaysia and the UK.  

As David Fieldhouse first pointed out in the case of Unilever, Anglo-Dutch enterprises were able to survive both of these Konfrontasi by conveniently transferring the ownership of Indonesian subsidiaries back and forth across the North Sea.  As this paper demonstrates, the Blue Funnel shipping line and Shell employed similar strategies.  This points to an obvious advantage of multinational business operations, and might indeed support the Nekolim rhetoric of the Sukarno regime itself that a dangerous new era of neo-colonialism had been ushered in by decolonisation.  Moreover, ultimately Sukarno was eased out of power in the course of 1965 and 1966, and Suharto brought Indonesia back into the western economic orbit.  However, the atmosphere of uncertainty, unpredictability, intensified risk and often excruciating strain on expatriate staff point to a somewhat different analysis.  In these senses, the balance of power lay with the post-colonial state (albeit a chaotically managed one) rather than with expatriate big business.

Unsheltered Territory: American firms in Malaysia from post-World War I colonialism to post-Independence, 1920-1980s.
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This paper analyses US foreign direct investment from colonial Malaya to post-colonial Malaysia. Its aim is to gauge the impact of nationalisation, introduced through Malaysia’s New Economic Policy, on the growth and survival of American-owned firms. Through a series of case studies this paper examines the effects of Malaysian government policy on American businesses in the resource and manufacturing sectors. It seeks to evaluate the reasons for the divestment of American businesses in Malaysia and why the American Ford, like some other western firms, Behn Meyer (German), United Plantations (Danish), chose to remain in Malaysia, despite pressures for localisation, and form joint ventures with Malaysian state-owned enterprises. These foreign firms which had their beginnings since the late nineteenth or early twentieth century in colonial Malaya survived the challenges of the two world wars, the Emergency, Independence and the decades of political and economic change in post-colonial Malaysia.

The introduction of the New Economic Policy brought about the localisation of foreign firms, mainly but not exclusively British firms, by Malaysian state-owned enterprises. While much has been written on the New Economic Policy and its impact on European-owned companies in Malaysia, very little attention has been paid to the issue of US MNEs and what happened to them after the nationalisation efforts of NEP in the late 1970s.  This study, in contrast, focuses on three US MNEs in three different sectors: the Pacific Tin Consolidated Corporation, Uniroyal (formerly United States Rubber Company), and Ford-Malaysia. Drawing upon archival sources and business records in multiple countries (the United States, the United Kingdom, Singapore, and Malaysia) this study seeks to establish the impact of the NEP on the growth and survival of US firms in Malaysia. While Pacific Tin and United States Rubber Company, like some British firms, succumbed to demands of localisation, Ford-Malaysia remained business partners with Malaysian state-owned enterprise. 

