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Abstract 

Causal philosophy is very closely linked with development theories. Though there may 

not be standard agreement on what causes development or non-development, the topic 

is often discussed at great debate. In this paper I explore the link between these two 

ideas from a broader perspective. I focus less on the details of researchers before me and 

try to instead identify the process of how development authors use causal theories in 

their language by performing a discourse analysis. This study is important because it 

allows readers to take another view on theories of development—in this case 

Modernization and Post-Development—by making connections to other theories they 

may not have otherwise investigated. The research does not intend to establish any 

concrete conclusions, and in fact does not manage to do so, but does open up some 

interesting doors on questioning the pre-conceived relationships between (un)conscious 

thought frameworks and developmental values.  
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1 Introduction 

Most people are naturally able to see connections in their daily lives – how things relate 

to each other. One may know based on experience that opening a window allows the 

room to cool down, yet they may not consciously examine the cause and effect 

relationship behind the process. Even if they are more aware of the scientific system 

behind the phenomenon (air currents, temperature changes and rates of change), many 

people are unlikely to analyze every connection in their world on a constant basis. 

It is interesting to take a step back and look at life from this level, with an investigative 

awareness of those connections. In this study I intend to apply the theory of causality 

and connection-making processes to the field of development. In this field, there are 

many differing claims on the causes of the current state of the world. Authors are 

tapping in to their connection-making process to try to make sense of the past, present, 

and future, and perhaps even get a grip on solving what they perceive to be problems. 

We can take for example one of the first development thinkers, Adam Smith, with his 

book An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations. As far back as 

1776, when it was written, the idea of development was linked with causal 

relationships. Smith discussed how the market system affected the economic situation in 

a society, and that regulation of this market caused a detriment to the wealth of all 

citizens (Willis, 2005, p.37). 

We cannot however always assume that because two things are connected or related that 

one causes the other to happen. The theory of connection making has two branches: 

causal relationships and correlative relationships (Shadish, 2002, p.7). A causal 

relationship is one in which a particular event precedes another, they are related to each 

other, and there is no other possible explanation for what happened in the second event 

(the effect) besides the first event (the cause) (ibid, p.6). A correlative relationship on 

the other hand are two events that are related to each other, but does not require that one 

event happens before the other, or that no other possible explanations exist (ibid, p.7). 

Some philosophers debate whether causal relationships even actually exist at all, and 

propose that all connections are simply correlations. For the purpose of this study we 

will assume both causal and correlative relationships exist. 

While understanding causality in general as an over-arching concept, there are certainly 

divided theories under the topic that must be identified and defined before we begin to 
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look at how they are applied to the field of development. The two most discussed 

branches that are relevant for use in the various development authors are free will and 

determinism. The specifics of causal philosophies will be discussed later, but to just 

give a brief introduction, the proponents of the theories differ in the way they believe 

things are caused. Both theories believe that causality exists, as opposed to just 

correlative relationships, yet the source of human actions is the area in which they 

disagree. 

Discussing the causes of human actions is appropriate alongside discussions of 

development. Although it includes many other elements, development is a social 

science, and therefore a highly human-centered field of study.  

Development theory has many strands that exist as reactions to each other throughout 

time. Aside from a few outlying theorists on economic development in earlier centuries, 

such as the previously mentioned Adam Smith as well as his contemporary David 

Ricardo with his comparative advantage theory (Willis, 2005, p.37), social scientists did 

not start intensively discussing development until the time of the world wars (ibid, 

p.39). In the 1950s and -60s the modernization tradition began to appear in order to use 

the models of Western development and apply them to poorer countries (ibid, p.48).  

After policies were created as a response to modernization theories, neoclassical and 

neoliberal thinkers started to arise and criticize the seemingly ineffectiveness of the new 

order (ibid, p.52). Structural adjustment programs became the new trend to reduce the 

role of the state in the economy (ibid, p.57). These top down approaches were soon 

criticized by a new generation of thinkers who believed the anticipated improvement 

was not happening (ibid, p.103). Decentralization allowed people on the local level to 

decide for themselves what they needed; although it was a step forward, in some cases it 

just moved decision making to regional or local governments instead of the people 

themselves (ibid, p.107). 

Non-governmental organizations arose to fill the gaps that the governments were 

missing, and allowed local people to take more ownership in their development (ibid, 

p.108-12). It was here, around the 1980s and -90s, that people began to speak out as a 

reaction to the entire idea of development (ibid, p.125). This post-development era 

heard people who thought societies and individuals should decide for themselves how 
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they would like to live, and not have any kind of patterns imposed on them that have 

been developed somewhere else (ibid, p.25-6).  

Starting from the assumption that modernization development theory is predominantly 

associated with determinist philosophy and post-development theory with free will 

philosophy, I will be applying the philosophical theory of causality to development 

theory. More specifically, I will be analyzing the philosophy of causality in two 

modernization authors and two post-development authors, focusing on free will and 

determinism. 

1.1 Research problem 

Modernization development theory has been traditionally associated with determinist 

philosophy, and post-development theory with free will philosophy. This poses a 

problem for academics in the development field to separate the two relationships and 

study them more individually in depth. A modernization era without determinism brings 

a new light to the ideas of the authors of that period. Furthermore, post-development 

theory detached from free will could help researchers to see how different causal 

theories would enhance their ideas. 

Traditional modernization theories such as Rostow’s Stages of Economic Growth have 

shown a deterministic tendency by outlining a standard trajectory in which all societies 

had been expected to use in order to develop (Willis, 2005, p.45). This leaves no room 

for personal decision making or unique plans that were catered to individual societies. 

Theories like this and others remain stuck in people’s minds to relate all modernization 

theories with determinist philosophy (ibid, p.67). 

Along the same lines, it is then natural to associate post-development with free will 

philosophy; speaking about the world as it is now, or could be, in a different way than it 

has been spoken about in the past inspires us to believe that there is another way—a 

different way. The idea of freedom—in particular Jean-Paul Sartre’s “relative” and 

“absolute” freedom—naturally corresponds to the idea that we have the power within 

ourselves to change our situation. 

These associations are in some part due to a wide variety of definitions of what free will 

and determinism means, as well as empirical knowledge of how they could be applied 

to development theories. On the surface it appears that the correlations are indisputable, 
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but a deeper understanding of the philosophical theories proves it is not that simple. 

Free will does not only consist of the ability to make choices for yourself and 

determinism does not just mean you are standing somewhere along a line of a fixed 

path. There are many more implications and intricacies which, upon further research, 

we could perhaps apply to a broad range of subfields within development. 

Matching philosophical theories with development is not a stretch and is nothing new. 

Modernization and post-development theories are in a sense philosophical, as social 

sciences in general are studied by using empirical data. The same can be said for most 

philosophies, specifically the ones we will be dealing with in this research. 

My research serves as a contribution to the conversation because comparing the theories 

in this way has not been done before. Applying determinist theories such as path 

dependence is widespread
1
, and there are also various personal choice post-development 

revolutionaries and contemporary economists
2
 using free will in the content of their 

research. What are uncommon in my findings are researchers who try to analyze other 

authors using causal theories as a baseline, trying to identify the philosophies at work. 

Drakopoulos and Torrance (1994) criticized the use of deterministic theories in 

historical economic research, yet they did so trying to prove that free will was the 

superior philosophy and should be applied to economic academia instead of the 

“traditional” deterministic beliefs. My goal here is to provide an unbiased analysis to 

identify causal theories in play without claiming one or the other to be preferable. 

1.2 Purpose of Study 

If we accept that causality exists, human action does not come from nowhere. The 

purpose of this study is to bring to light the underlying ideas from which development 

authors believe human action resonates. This is interesting because obtaining a deeper 

understanding of the thoughts of influential theorists in development can help to place 

and apply their ideas in a more meaningful way. Furthermore, approaching any piece of 

                                                 
1
 See Paul David (1985). "Clio and the Economics of QWERTY". American Economic Review: 332 or 

Marquis, Christopher; Tilcsik, András (2013). "Imprinting: Toward A Multilevel Theory". Academy of 

Management Annals: 193–243. 
2
 See Sen, Amartya. Development as freedom. Oxford University Press, 1999 or Morris Altman, (2006) 

"Human agency and free will: choice and determinism in economics", International Journal of Social 

Economics, Vol. 33 Iss: 10, pp.677 – 697. 

http://ssrn.com/abstract=2198954
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work by an author in development with a non-biased yet critical eye is significant to see 

whether their ideas are in line with values that have a deeper importance in society. We 

could also predict whether policies reacting to such thoughts would be effective in 

societies which may have differing underlying philosophies. 

By choosing such few texts among countless thinkers of modernization and post-

development themes, I do not intend to make any generalizations about entire fields. 

Instead the purpose here is to open the idea of how people in the different areas could 

think and whether such thoughts are possible. If in fact I do find theories that conflict 

with traditional pre-conceived associations, I will not conclude that those associations 

are debunked, or that all authors instead think differently. I only intend to show 

possibilities that authors may have underlying theories that are not necessarily in line 

with the theories to which they are traditionally connected. 

1.3 Research Questions 

In order to identify causal theories, I must ask questions that allow me to look at the 

texts in a non-biased and somewhat non-conclusive way. Firstly to be able to see in 

what way the author is speaking about causal relationships in general, and secondly to 

try to find out if they can be classified in either branch of causality that I define later in 

the theory chapter. My research questions are then as follows: 

To what extent can we find the causal relationship themes of 

free will and determinism in modernization and post-

development writing? 

To what extent can determinism be linked to modernization 

and free will linked to post-development? 

1.4 Theory 

As mentioned several times already, I plan to use the philosophical theory of Causality 

to guide my research. This school of thought dates back to some of the very first famous 

philosophers, such as Aristotle’s moral choice (1949, p.49) and the idea of “karma” in 

Hindu and Buddhist philosophy. Causality is a highly significant philosophy in the 

relatively new field of development. Throughout the past century up until even today 

development researchers cannot agree on what the causes are of development or lack of 

such. Yet everyone is offering ideas and research trying to solve the confusion. 
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It will be hard to come to a conclusion or agreement between people who have two 

different value systems, especially when these systems are not brought to light and 

identified. This is why analyzing where different branches of Causality exist can serve 

to be useful in coming to a deeper understanding of opposing research. It could even be 

possible to reveal that two development theorists in fact share the same philosophical 

belief systems and are able to move forward together in a new direction. 

When we really dig into the causes of things using causal theories, we can see that 

believers in one branch of Causality philosophy (free will) consider people to be at the 

root of actions and events. Another branch (determinism) regards the sum of all 

historical events to be the moving force. I will discuss these ideas further in the next 

chapter. Each branch has merits and powerful, intelligent scholars discussing them, 

which often means the truth or falsity of either belief system comes down to a matter of 

preference or opinion. The goal here is not to criticize or praise either theory but explain 

them in a way that is understandable for our purposes. 

1.5 Methodology 

I will be doing an abductive study using the method of discourse analysis. It is 

abductive because I am applying the theoretical framework of Causality toward a set of 

studies within the field of development. I will not be collecting any empirical data 

myself, but reviewing literature for the analysis of the language used. 

The most appropriate method to carry out my study is a discourse analysis. A lot can be 

understood by analyzing the words that people use to say things; two people could be 

discussing the same concept but in entirely different ways based on their history and 

personal beliefs. This is why it is important here to see how different authors grouped 

into the same school of thought can have contrasting theoretical backgrounds, or to even 

find a common ground among authors in multiple schools of thought by matching their 

theoretical backgrounds, and perhaps start coming to some real solutions. 

A discourse analysis is a good match for my chosen direction because, like me, this 

methodology is more exploratory than explanatory. It is only a tool to facilitate the 

intelligent analysis of text. With a discourse analysis there is no right or wrong answer; 

it is more of an interpretative analysis outside of the positivist tradition.  
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I have selected two authors each from the modernization tradition and post-

development, totaling four authors, who I believe have structured their writings in a way 

that make for an easy language analysis. These authors have all written about subjects 

that try to identify what the causes are for their chosen topic. The topics differ, from 

economic development in the modernization authors, to colonization in the post-

development selections, but the themes are similar in that all the authors are attempting 

to identify or prove what the origins of these event patterns are. 

From the modernization approach, I will analyze two authors who attempt to 

scientifically identify the causes of economic and political development. I will start with 

Lipset’s Some Social Requisites of Democracy, presenting the idea that economic 

strength is correlated to democracy. Next in the modernization debate I will explore 

David McClelland’s The Achieving Society. McClelland suggests there are certain 

psychological traits and motivations intrinsic in successful people and societies, and 

cultivating these traits can lead to advantages in those areas. 

On the post-development side, I will study two authors that have ideas on the causes of 

various forms of colonization. James Petras’ article “The New Cultural Domination by 

the Media” is a good example of a human-centered approach by putting the focus on 

media influence in the topic of cultural imperialism. The second post-development 

author I have selected is Ashis Nandy with his article “Colonization of the Mind.” 

Nandy proposes the idea that a certain psychological mindset is required to be present in 

both the mentalities of the colonizers and the colonized. 

1.6 Structure of Thesis 

The thesis will be structured as follows: First it is important that the concepts I use are 

well-defined. Therefore I will spend one chapter going through the theories used in this 

paper in a detailed fashion, sufficient to gain insight into how I will apply them. I will 

start by explaining the two periods of development theory, modernization and post-

development, and then go on to explain causality and its two branches free will and 

determinism. I will then add a short explanation of how I plan to use causal theories in 

my research. 

Next I will detail the methodology I use in my research and include the practical way I 

will apply the framework. 
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Finally I will come to the body of the research where I will present my findings and 

analysis. Starting with the Modernization thinkers, I will first explore Lipset and 

afterward McClelland. Moving on to the post-development thinkers I will explore 

Petras and then Nandy. Thereafter I will offer a summary which answers my research 

questions. 

1.7 Limitations 

In order to do a full and proper discourse analysis, I would have liked to do an in depth 

personal study on each author I use in this paper. Because of time, space and other 

restraints, a complete analysis of the personal backgrounds of the authors is not a 

possibility at my level of research. Therefore I have chosen to simply use the text at 

hand and do my best with the tools I have researched on discourse analysis 

methodology to evaluate only the language used in these particular articles and books. 

 

1.8 Ethical Considerations 

There are very few ethical considerations to be taken into account when doing a desk 

study. I am not interacting with any vulnerable peoples or asking questions that could be 

of sensitive nature. Yet attempting to do an unbiased study has its own difficulties. 

Having studied the school of Causality for over ten years I have my own personal 

beliefs and built up a sturdy value system based on them. Doing this neutral study has 

been a challenge to not let my own beliefs interfere with the results I find or present the 

information in a misleading way. 

In order to overcome this complication it was necessary for me to affix a proper 

framework and stand by it, as well as by adding the quoted passages directly into the 

article so my interpretation of the text can be verified by the reader. 

Additionally, I had made the decision to use a discourse analysis although the method 

itself could be seen as somewhat deterministic. James Paul Gee, the author from whom 

my method originated, said himself that humans are just a “rule following device” who 

process information and position themselves due to the encounter of new information 

(1999, p. 40). Aware of this potential obstruction, I maintained the use of this method 

and did my best to be as objective as possible in its application. 
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2 Theoretical Framework 

2.1 Development 
I have chosen the two camps of modernization and post-development to study because 

the two traditions are at extreme ends of the development spectrum and timeline. 

Modernization, having arguably the most state involvement, and post-development 

having arguably the least, are near opposites of each other (Willis, 2005, p.231). If I can 

find common ground among authors that differ so much in nearly every other way, my 

research is a successful contribution to development discourse. 

Having introduced the timeline of development theory in an earlier section, it is 

important that I now go into deeper detail of what modernization and post-development 

is and how the authors I have chosen fit into the schools. 

The period when modernization theory was prominent was characterized by the idea of 

“sameness”—countries were expected to grow and unite using the same formula that 

had “proven” to be effective for post-World War Europe (Hettne, 2010, p.43). Concepts 

such as Walt Rostow’s Stages of Economic Growth and, later, the idea of “path 

dependence” which states that present events are dependent are past conditions, 

symbolized the modernization tradition, making the association to determinism more 

easily recognizable than to free will (Willis, 2005, p.43; David, 1985, p.332). 

Furthermore, modernization theorists tended to focus on internal factors—national 

policies and economy, politics, culture, etc—being both the source of 

underdevelopment as well as the driving force toward development (Roberts, 2000, 

p.3). Thinkers of this time were successors of political scientists and political 

economists of the Industrialization period who noticed that the new Europe emerging at 

that time was “fundamentally different than anything than had come before” (ibid, p.4). 

This idea that the rest of the world needed to “catch up” was a prominent thought during 

the modernization era (Hettne, 2009, p.53). 

Seymour Martin Lipset’s work in particular that I have used in this research was heavily 

influenced by one of those Industrialization-era political economists, Max Weber, as he 

referred to and quoted him several times throughout the text. Weber is largely 

associated with the German Historical School of Economics, a branch of economics 

which criticizes classical and neoclassical theories (Shionoya, 2001, p.1, 120). Weber’s 

assertion that “rationalization” was an important value to adopt in a society in order for 
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progression to happen is in line with modernization beliefs of a standard trajectory that 

can be applied to all developing societies (Hettne, 2009, p.55). It is due to Lipset’s 

commemoration of Weber along with Lipset’s own research connecting democracy to 

the level of development in a country that makes it logical to place him within the 

modernization tradition (Wucherpfenning, 2009, p.1). 

Along the same lines of Weber’s “rationalization” and Lipset’s “democracy,” David 

McClelland published his own ideas and research results of what a society needs in 

order to develop. Taking a more psychological stance, McClelland endorses levels of 

achievement motivation in the minds of society members as a requirement for 

development (Dowding, 2011, p.410). Although the “trajectory” of development may 

be similar among modernization authors, the factors needed to reach new heights are 

where they differ (Willis, 2005, p.44). The use of psychological factors was unique to 

McClelland during this time period, and is what also makes his work interesting for our 

purposes (Dowding, 2011, p.410). Causality is a major foundation of a lot of 

psychological research. The famous psychologist Sigmund Freud himself said “Are you 

asking me, gentlemen, to believe that there is anything that happens without a cause? 

(Freud, 1949, p.21)” Freud also developed the concept of psycho-analytic theory which 

aimed to help individuals find and master one’s true self, a concept which implies 

harnessing one’s free will (Dilman, 1999, p.182). 

After the modernization era, neo-liberal ideas and structural adjustment programs 

appeared. These periods were in a sense also marked with determinist connections, as 

the notion of “only one way” to proper development was still prominent (Willis, 2005, 

p.52). I have however chosen to focus mainly on modernization because the clear stages 

of growth and path dependence ideas make the connection to determinism more 

obvious, where in the neo-liberal period it was more implied. 

Fast-forwarding into the post-development era, beyond neo-liberalism and structural 

adjustment programs, some scholars have begun to speak out against the entire idea of 

development. Quoting a prominent post-development thinker, Arturo Escobar (2011, 

p.91): 

Development was – and continues to be for the most part – a top-

down, ethnocentric and technocratic approach, which treated 

people and culture as abstract concepts, statistical figures to be 

moved up and down in the charts of ‘progress’ [...] It comes as no 
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surprise that development became a force so destructive to Third 

World cultures, ironically in the name of people’s interests. 

Majid Rahnema, a post-development advocate known for his seat in the United Nations 

says that development was “nothing but a deceitful mirage” (1997, p.x). Authors in this 

tradition are collected as various critics of certain aspects of development or 

development in its entirety. Post-development thinkers regard development as an idea 

that has become outdated and obsolete, and it is thus time to allow societies to live at 

their own pace by their own standards (Andrews, 2014, p.924). It is Rahnema who 

advocates for my author selections James Petras and Ashis Nandy, which he includes in 

his collection of essays, The Post-Development Reader.  

2.2 Causality 

There are countless thoughts and ideas regarding causality of human actions. A 

discussion on all the versions and combinations of each theory is not useful for the 

purpose of this thesis. Instead I will give a general overview of the field and go into 

more detail of the specific theories I will use. 

In order to understand causality in general, we must first understand what it means to 

have a cause and effect relationship. As stated earlier in the introduction, in order for 

something to be the cause of something else, the two events must be related, the cause 

must happen before the effect, and there can be no other plausible explanation. This is 

of course only one definition of what it means to have a causal relationship proposed by 

John Stuart Mill (Shadish, 2002, p.7). Many other philosophers have their own way to 

define such an ambiguous concept. Jock Locke, for instance, widely defines the terms of 

cause and effect as follows: “That which produces any simple or complex idea, we 

denote by the general name cause, and that which is produced, effect. (ibid, p.3)”  

As we can see, such an elusive concept of causality is not easily understood even after 

attempting to be defined by two of the most famous scholars on the subject. It is for this 

reason that there are people who reject that causality even exists (ibid, p.8). In some 

sense, we can instinctually make connections between things, such as the case described 

before about opening the window and the subsequent breeze in the room, yet it may be 

difficult to prove that one caused the other to happen. In scientific and empirical studies 

of causal relationships it may furthermore be difficult to identify which event happened 

first and whether there were not any other variables affecting the outcome (ibid). It is 

important that we understand this debate as we move forward, but I won’t spend much 
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time on it here as the bulk of this research must assume that not only causality exists, 

but that the authors studied here believe it exists. 

The field of causality can be summed up into three main categories dating back to early 

Greek philosophy on the subject: free will, determinism, and randomness (Dilman, 

1999, p.4). All writers in this field can be placed somewhere along or within the triad: 

 

There are firm proponents of each type exclusively, and several proponents that believe 

in or argue for a mixture of any of the three categories. For simplicity, I will use the 

most “clean” form of each type to serve as a clear base for comparison. I will use the 

incompatible theories of Hard Determinism and “pure” free will, also known as 

Libertarianism,
3
 both of which I will explain further below. I have decided to leave out 

the third corner of the triangle, randomness or Indeterminism, because this theory is 

usually only explored seriously in metaphysical or philosophical discussions, far 

removed from social sciences and not relevant to this discussion. I only wanted to 

mention here that it exists as another theory to present a well-rounded picture of the 

field of causality. 

2.2.1 Free Will 

First I will discuss the perhaps less controversial of the two theories – the idea that 

dominates many cultures and societies – free will. As I mentioned before I will remain 

uncomplicated and only discuss pure Libertarianism, instead of opening us up to the 

many variations of free will.  

Proponents of this theory believe that humans are decision makers. The world before us 

has an infinite number of possibilities and we use our special and advanced human 

reasoning abilities to shape our actions, behaviors, habits, and lives (Dilman, 1999, 

p.151). This “will” – the ability to overcome instinct and resist temptation – is, 

according to Descartes, what separates us from other animals, plants, bacteria, and 

                                                 
3
 More specifically Metaphysic Libertarianism, as to not be confused with the political view of the same 

name.  
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everything else in the universe (ibid, p.124). Libertarians believe our actions are 

uncompelled, but in the same way, what we do does not just “happen” (Nagel, 1987, 

p.55). They believe there is some force originating inside us (whether it is a spirit, soul, 

or something else is a matter of debate that we won’t discuss here) that we mold 

ourselves and use to make decisions varying from the simplest of actions such as 

deliberating between two ice cream flavors at the supermarket to the complicated inner 

debate of a juror at a murder trial (Dilman, 1999, p.124). 

When a Libertarian says that humans have the ability to decide between several 

different possibilities at any given moment in time, they are saying that even when 

everything is exactly the same up until the moment of the choice, one can choose that 

action, or a different one, purely based on his own inner power and nothing else (Nagel, 

1987, p.48). It is here when we may use the words “can” or “could have” when 

reflecting on human actions. It puts all the control in the mind of the individual doing 

the action (ibid, p.49). 

Along with bearing the weight of the decision-making process, free will forces humans 

to take responsibility for their actions. Philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre states that humans 

are “absolutely free” because in no matter what situation, they always have the ability to 

“reflect on their situation, consider their priorities, make choices, engage in self-

criticism, and bear responsibility for what they have done and where they stand 

(Dilman, 1999, p.127).” Since their choices originated from them and their values, 

which they used and adapted to shape their wills, only they themselves can be blamed 

for any negative consequences of those actions (or praised for the positive 

consequences!) (ibid, p.191). For many, these consequences will enter into future 

deliberation processes and be used to further refine the periphery of the will – a process 

normally referred to as maturity or personal growth (ibid). 

It is only through free will that guilt and honor can exist, and the only situation in which 

morality makes sense. Along with assigning responsibility to the originator of the 

action, judging the morality of the action requires that the actor could have done 

something else (ibid, p.194). Even a society which holds free will at the highest regard 

could not punish a man who killed someone out of self defense. Sartre, a strict 

Libertarian, would say that even when acting in self-defense, man still had the choice 

and he made it (ibid). We may excuse the action, but one cannot say he was compelled 

beyond his control (ibid). 
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What makes free will interesting for the purpose of this paper is that proponents of the 

philosophy – whether they are aware they are proponents or not – will use their own 

moral guidelines when describing a situation of poverty, colonialism, war, or other topic 

in development. They will explicitly or implicitly refer to some individuals or groups as 

immoral aggressors, and other individuals or groups as innocent victims.  

This “some other way” is the focus of other development writers who stay away from 

the moral aspect of free will. They are more interested in discussing the alternatives to 

development. The alternatives – the word itself sparks correlations to free will 

philosophy.  

2.2.2 Determinism 

The second causal theory of human action we will review is Hard Determinism – 

arguably the most “pure” form of Determinism, in which proponents believe no 

freedom of choice is involved in any human action. According to Thomas Nagel, a 

Professor of Philosophy and Law at New York University, determinism is “the sum of a 

person’s experiences, desires, and knowledge, his hereditary constitution, the social 

circumstances and the nature of the choice facing him, all [combining] to make a 

particular action in the circumstances inevitable (Nagel, 1987, p.51).” 

Determinism is a philosophical theory that describes how every substance, action, and 

behavior exists the way it does because of a series of multiple causes, and that the 

current state of the world could have been no other way due to those causes. Those 

causes can be traced back to the beginning of time, with actions going infinitely 

backward through history. A determinist believes that every human action is the result 

of those causes, and therefore could not have been any other way, and the individual 

could not have done any other action than the one that was done.  

Unlike with free will, determinists such as philosopher Immanuel Kant
4
 state that the 

mind is in fact not separate from the body and it is therefore subject to the same external 

forces as any other physical objects in the world (Dilman, 1999, p.150). Philosopher 

Benedict Spinoza says that humans are simply not able to identify those causes behind 

his desires, but they do however exist (ibid, p.132). Arthur Schopenhauer made the 

famous claim that man can will what he wants, but he cannot will what he wills (ibid, 

p.165). Therefore determinists may agree that a will exists, but whether it is the root 

                                                 
4
 Kant showed deterministic tendencies in his early work, but his later writings critically questioned the 

theory. 
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starting point for human action is where they would conceptually disassociate with 

libertarians. 

A commonly misunderstood aspect of determinism that I would like to address as well 

is that just because a determinist believes everything has a cause that is external to a 

human’s free will, does not mean the determinist believes that such an event in the 

future can be predicted (Nagel, 1987, p.51). It is impossible to know all the 

circumstances surrounding an event, from social history to scientific laws to 

subconscious desires (ibid). Even if we were to learn something new that would allow 

us to make a prediction, that instance of learning the new piece of information is in 

itself a factor in the outcome, and would have an effect on the circumstances and 

predicted results (ibid). Learning the new piece of information is part of the chain of the 

causes leading up to the action (ibid). 

Consider a case that is universally agreed upon that seems to be predetermined, such as 

the sunrise (Nagel, 1987, p.49). There are no alternative possibilities to the sun rising 

tomorrow – it is nearly guaranteed it will happen. There is nothing we can detect 

happening in our galaxy that would make us believe the sun will not rise. It is a good 

starting point to understand the limits of determinism in the mind of an average person. 

As mentioned before, the idea of free will dominates the western culture, although there 

is a certain level of determinism that can be easy to accept, such as the sunrise (ibid). 

Where that line is drawn between which things in our universe are determined and 

which things are based on free will is a sliding scale that differs for each individual. A 

Hard Determinist would be on the extreme end of that scale who says there is no choice 

in anything we do. 

What makes the distinction between determinism and free will meaningful beyond just 

a few philosophers debating with each other is the concept of morality. As described in 

the previous section, proponents of free will are able to assign praise or blame to 

individuals for doing a certain kind of action that is “good” or “bad.” They are able to 

do this because they believe the decision to perform that action comes from within a 

person and is a reflection of their values, which they freely shape themselves. Because 

determinists believe that every human action is the result of a chain of causes, and that 

the individual performing the action could have done no other action, how can one 

possibly be held accountable for that action (Nagel, 1987, p.53)? If our minds are 
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simply information-processing tools, it is impossible to hold someone responsible for 

anything they do.  

To praise or blame someone for their actions may not be metaphysically coherent 

according to a determinist, but it may still serve some purpose. In the same way you 

would praise or blame a dog in order to influence its future behavior, rewarding or 

punishing someone for an action that is deemed socially unacceptable enters into their 

future pool of information when taking similar actions (Nagel, 1987, p.54). 

Additionally, making known the consequences of an action beforehand enters the 

current deliberation process and becomes an influence in the final outcome (ibid). 

2.2.3 Use in Research 

Identifying whether an author believes in free will or determinism is only a matter of 

inference based on certain clues they provide in their text. Using the theoretical base 

stated in the last two sections, I will analyze the text for those clues. 

I will search for implications that the author believes humans are actively taking charge 

of their lives or the world around them, or whether the author describes the situation in 

more passive, descriptive terms. The former case would indicate that the author believes 

humans have a choice in what they do and are the driving force in what happens around 

them, in line with free will philosophy. The latter case would imply that humans are 

rather affected by the system that drives itself, a more determinist viewpoint. 

It can be complicated to identify whether humans are at the starting point, especially if 

the author does not specifically mention a group or individual by name from whom the 

action is emanating. For that reason I have expanded my analysis to include the times 

when authors speak about instruments of humans as a source of the action. An 

instrument in this case would be any object, institution, or cultural entity that humans 

would use as a tool to influence a given situation in a certain way. I will point out in the 

analysis when the author gives an example of this, and the term will become clearer. 

Furthermore I will look at whether the author is blaming or victimizing any group or 

individual, which would imply that the author assigns a moral code to the state of the 

world. As I have described earlier, morality can only exist in a world with free will. The 

author may frankly state the beliefs, or use verbs that are loaded with moral 

implications. 
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Certainly one cannot make concrete conclusions based on these texts alone, as a careful 

scientific writer would make a point to eliminate his or her biased viewpoint, making it 

difficult to understand the true underlying philosophies. However this research attempts 

to do so without making sweeping generalizations. 
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3 Methodological Framework 

I have chosen to use the method outlined by James Paul Gee in his book An 

Introduction to Discourse Analysis: Theory and Method. I found the explanation and 

method to be clear and easy to work with, and from all the other discourse analysis 

methods I explored, Gee’s use was most in line with the purpose of this paper. 

Discourse, in academic terms, has a dual meaning. The way we may normally 

understand the word is when it is used to describe words or language that are arranged 

in a way to communicate with other people (Gee, 1999, p.7). Words and language 

however are very rarely the only factor in communication (ibid). Body movements, 

clothing, the physical setting, and many other elements outside of words create a big 

picture that can change how words are interpreted, making these other factors just as 

important as words to understand the meaning the communicator is trying to convey 

(ibid). It is in this framework where we are able to perform a proper discourse analysis.  

Gee describes how words can not only depict a context, but also create context (p.11). 

In the passages I will review, the authors try to describe the world from their own 

viewpoint, and by writing it down and having it being read by others, they are 

contributing to the conversation of the world and modifying it in their own way. 

Discourse is not only about words, but involves various situations and cultural elements 

(p.83); for the purpose of this short paper I will focus mainly on written language. 

I use Gee’s Six Building Tasks to identify clues or cues in the written language of the 

authors to guide understanding of the theoretical background. The Six Building Tasks 

(taken directly from Gee on pages 85-86) are: 

1. Semiotic Building: assemble situated meanings about what semiotic 

(communicative) systems, systems of knowledge, and ways of knowing, are 

here and now relevant and activated. 

2. World Building: assemble situated meanings about what is here and now 

(taken as) “reality,” what is here and now (taken as) present and absent, 

concrete and abstract, “real” and “unreal,” probable, possible, and 

impossible. 

3. Activity Building: assemble situated meanings about what activity or 

activities are going on, composed of what specific actions. 

4. Socioculturally-situated Identity and Relationship Building: assemble 

situated meanings about what identities and relationships are relevant to 

the interaction, with their concomitant attitudes, values, ways of feeling, 

ways of knowing and believing, as well as ways of acting and interacting. 
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5. Political Building: construct the nature and relevance of various “social 

goods” such as status and power, and anything else taken as a “social 

good” here and now (e.g. beauty, humor, verbalness, specialist 

knowledge, a fancy car, etc.). 

6. Connection Building: make assumptions about how the past and future of 

an interaction, verbally and nonverbally, are connected to the present 

moment and to each other—after all, interactions always have some 

degree of continuous coherence. 

Although all of these building tasks are relevant when analyzing the text, I focus mostly 

on World Building, Activity Building, and Connection Building. World Building is 

important here to see clues of what the author believes to be real and true. In this way 

we can look for phrases such as “it seems” or “obviously.” Activity Building allows us 

to determine what the author believes is going on in the world. For this I will identify 

active and passive verbs; what is happening and who is doing it according to the author. 

Finally the most important building task I will use is the Connection Building. Since the 

theories I am trying to identify deal with connections and causation, trying to find how 

the author builds connections and chains of events is essential for the completion of this 

research. 

Practically, I will extract relevant pieces of text from the articles and books and place 

them here. I will then underline the words or phrases that I would like to point out and 

give a brief analysis after every passage. I am aware that the authors may not be 

conscious of their underlying theoretical background in a philosophical way, so the 

passages I find may be contradictory. To have as clear of picture as possible I will 

include these passages as well in order to be scientific and not influence the analysis. 

Choosing only four authors (two from modernization and two from post-development) 

has its own implications for this study. Clearly by having such a low range of text to 

study there will not be sweeping generalizations on the entire schools of thought. The 

texts chosen are meant to be representative of the respective development theories, and 

can be seen as case studies. What we can learn from using only the selected authors are 

a possible opening of a pathway for future research. If I happen to find one result among 

the four that questions previous assumptions, my research will have taught us 

something. Conversely, if I find no result that contradicts previous assumptions, it does 

not necessarily mean the assumptions are correct, but that my small selection of authors 

was perhaps not sufficient to disprove the assumptions. 
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It is important to mention that by including certain authors or passages, I am not making 

a claim to the truth or falseness of their text or concept. The goal here is not to criticize 

or support their statements on an ideological level. I am only trying to understand their 

point of departure on a deeper level and identify any underlying theory that motivates 

them as individuals. 

With this method it is essential to quote the exact words the authors use, so as to not 

spoil the original meaning of the text at all with my own interpretation. This also gives 

the reader a chance to decide if my analysis is correct based on the original wording and 

grammar of the passage. After all, these analyses are only my own interpretation of the 

text based on the tools offered by Gee. Anyone who reads the text can have a different 

interpretation.  
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4 Findings and Analysis 
Normally in a research paper of this sort, the findings and analysis would be placed in 

two distinct chapters. Since my methodology is a discourse analysis, the content of the 

research itself is an analysis, therefore it is nearly impossible to separate the two without 

confusion or redundancy. 

4.1 Examples from Modernization Thinkers 
I require a human-centered approach for my research because it would otherwise be 

difficult to identify the concept of free will, for instance, without speaking about 

humans interacting with their environment. Finding two authors in the modernization 

tradition who have the human-centered approach I required for my study was not an 

easy process. Many modernization authors are keen on using a detached, scientific 

procedure that makes it difficult to assess what kind of internal biases or underlying 

beliefs they may have. This was especially true for the first author, Seymour Martin 

Lipset, who although addresses some behavioral aspects in his study, he still presents 

his findings in a probabilistic way which makes this particular analysis strenuous. I had 

an easier time with David McClelland whose human-centered style was more obvious 

by taking a psychological standpoint to development issues. 

In the following sections, I will analyze how Lipset and McClelland see the world and 

try to identify their uses of causal theories implicitly and explicitly according to my 

research questions. 

4.1.1 Seymour Martin Lipset 

To start off, I wanted to challenge myself by exploring an author from the 

modernization tradition who was not obviously determinist. I chose to explore Seymour 

Martin Lipset’s work Some Social Requisites of Democracy (1959) based on the title 

and abstract. The description of his study fit the theme, as he is attempting to explain 

the sources of democracy. What alerted me to believe he may not have a deterministic 

mindset was already in the abstract: 

In this paper the problem is attacked from a sociological and 

behavioral standpoint, by presenting a number of hypotheses 

concerning some social requisites for democracy, and by 

discussing some of the data available to test these hypotheses 

(p.69). 

By approaching the sources from a behavioral standpoint, Lipset is opening the idea that 

he will take people into account and their specific behaviors and actions as a cause for 



  
 

22 

 

democracy. This makes conditions favorable that he could believe humans have an 

active role in deciding for themselves which political systems they prefer and have the 

ability to change them. Speaking in general terms, he could therefore believe people 

have the opportunity to make decisions for themselves based on their will—something 

that is not available to the determinist thinker. 

I also underlined the word “some” to make a point about the specific language used to 

identify determinism. An author who is referencing the oft-used determinist approach of 

path dependency would unlikely use the term “some” when referring to sources of 

democracy. Use of the word “some” implies that the conditions stated here are only a 

few of the several possible requisites for democracy, and this way is not the only way to 

reach it. This kind of thinking does not automatically eliminate determinism, but it does 

give cues that the easily identifiable form of determinism of path dependency will not be 

the theoretical source of Lipset’s writing. He emphasizes this further: 

The high correlations which appear in the data to be presented 

between democracy and other institutional characteristics of 

societies must not be overly stressed, since unique events may 

account for either the persistence or the failure of democracy in 

any particular society (p.72). 

He highlights that the data he will present must not be taken as the absolute answer to 

everything, since different histories and other factors are involved in diverse societies. 

We are sure at this point that path dependency is not in play here, yet again we cannot 

eliminate determinism in general. Hard determinists allow for and embrace the notion of 

a complex range of causes entering into life systems. Since each society is different, the 

factors will be different; yet some factors can certainly be the same—the ones which 

Lipset outlines in his research.  

The view of free will cannot be easily discarded either. You will notice in the earlier 

passage I have underlined the word “correlations.” Lipset very carefully does not make 

the assumption that associations or correlations are the same as causal determination. 

His attentive scientific approach adds value to this discussion in that not all authors 

necessarily believe in causality, and even if they do, they may not reactively make 

assumptions about what those causes are. 

Just as the requirement to have functioning nerves in the body is a requirement for 

someone to feel pain, the existence of the nerves does not cause the pain. The same 

could be said for Lipset’s approach to his study on democracy. Although he attempts to 
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identify some of the necessary conditions for democracy to exist in a society, he does 

not claim that education, wealth, or other factors cause democracy to develop: 

In the modern world, as the previous section has attempted to 

document, economic development involving industrialization, 

urbanization, high educational standards, and a steady increase in 

the overall wealth of the society, is a basic condition sustaining 

democracy (p.86). 

He carefully constructs his language throughout the text to make sure he is not implying 

that one factor is the cause of anything else: 

In order to test these generalizations bearing on the differences 

between countries which rank high or low in possession of the 

attributes associated with democracy, it is necessary to establish 

some empirical measures of the type of political system (p.73). 

Perhaps the most widespread generalization linking political 

systems to other aspects of society has been that democracy is 

related to the state of economic development (p.75). 

The relationship between education and democracy is worth more 

extensive treatment since an entire philosophy of democratic 

government has seen in increased education the spread of the 

basic requirement of democracy (p.79). 

Rarely in the main body of text does he use the word “cause,” but the softer concepts of 

“associated,” “linking,” “related,” and “relationship.” Because of this, throughout the 

reading, I had to look even harder for any implications on whether Lipset was a 

determinist or libertarian. He did pique my inquiry with some clues: 

The higher one's education, the more likely one is to believe in 

democratic values and support democratic practices (p.79). 

A number of processes underlie these correlations, observed in 

many areas of the world, in addition to the effect, already 

discussed, of a high level of education and literacy in creating or 

sustaining belief in democratic norms (p.83). 

Although he again does not state high education causes belief in democratic values, he 

lets us know here that there is something that is usually in place before those particular 

democratic values arise, and there is a link between the two. Someone who believes in 

free will would perhaps not be interested in finding any links outside of the human will 

in one’s decision to become democratic. 

Later in the text, he introduces what he however does believe to be a causal link: 
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Increased wealth is not only related causally to the development of 

democracy by changing the social conditions of the workers, but it 

also affects the political role of the middle class (p.83). 

Although we cannot identify from this passage whether Lipset has determinist or free 

will views, I decided to include it as one of the unique places in which Lipset allows for 

a causal conclusion. This is important because it opens the possibility that we may 

further be able to identify such philosophical underpinnings. If he acknowledges that 

causality in fact does exist in some cases, he could have future passages indicating 

which side of the debate he may lean. 

Unsurprisingly, he does: 

Since we also know that, within countries, the more well-to-do and 

the better educated one is, the more likely he is to belong to 

voluntary organizations, it seems likely that the propensity to form 

such groups is a function of level of income and opportunities for 

leisure within given nations (p.85). 

The emphasis within Protestantism on individual responsibility 

furthered the emergence of democratic values (p.85). 

Similarly, on the level of group and individual behavior, the 

greater the isolation from heterogeneous political stimuli, the more 

that background factors "pile up" in one direction, the greater the 

chances that the group or individual will have an extremist 

perspective (p.97). 

These three passages indicate Lipset believes there are external factors influencing 

individual behavior. In the first case, the income level and leisure opportunities 

influence an individual’s desire to form voluntary organizations. Secondly, Lipset 

implies that the presence of the Protestant religion encourage democratic values within 

people. Finally, isolation from heterogeneous political stimuli is connected to extremist 

perspectives. All of these are evidence that Lipset could embrace the deterministic 

philosophy that humans are a part of a determinist world system. 

He later offers some clues to the contrary: 

But it should always be noted that correlations are only statements 

concerning relative degrees of congruence, and that another 

condition for political action is that the correlation never be so 

clear-cut that men cannot feel that they can change the direction of 

affairs by their actions (p.98). 

He states here that men should at least feel that they can make decisions and change 

based on their wills. He does not claim however that such a thing exists metaphysically. 
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It is only in this next passage – one of his final sentences – where he makes such a 

claim: 

Democracy is not achieved by acts of will alone; but men's wills, 

through action, can shape institutions and events in directions that 

reduce or increase the chance for the development and survival of 

democracy (p.103). 

There can be no clearer statement than that one to conclude that Lipset likely believes in 

free will, and the ability of man to independently influence his surroundings, albeit 

under favorable circumstances. 

Although finding any kind of explicit causal relationships throughout most of Lipset’s 

article was challenging, the few phrases he inserted about external factors leading man 

into one direction allowed us to see causality at work despite his attempt to quell it. Yet 

it was the sentences about men’s actions and wills that finally led me to the conclusion 

that Lipset is likely a libertarian within the modernization tradition associated with the 

opposite theory. I will now continue this interesting find in the next work by 

McClelland. 

4.1.2 David McClelland 

 

The second selection from the modernization tradition is David McClelland’s The 

Achieving Society (1961). In essence, McClelland is attempting to attribute economic 

development (or lack of) to certain psychological characteristics and behavioral patterns 

of the people in societies. I chose to study this book because there is a human-centered 

approach in the way McClelland describes causes of economic development. This 

allows us the possibility to identify one of the two causality theories.  

In the first pages of the book McClelland leads us to the understanding that he has a free 

will mindset; when speaking about rapid economic development: 

It would certainly not surprise us to discover that these forces lie 

largely in man himself—in his fundamental motives and in the way 

he organizes his relationships to his fellow man (p.3). 

Here McClelland introduces the idea that there is something inside man—a spark, or 

soul, or will—that influences his behavior and directs him to perform his actions. Those 

“fundamental motives” are his values that guide him in his daily life and aspirations. 

One who believes in the free will of man would agree with this statement—that 

something deep inside man that isn’t quite seen or definable is the main driving force in 
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everything he does. As McClelland poses the idea as a thought for further explanation, 

we cannot conclude just yet that he himself believes the statement, but it is this which 

inspired me to explore the book further. 

He continues by explaining the problems with proposing external or biological factors as 

the cause of economic development: 

But even if this could be proven by careful statistical study (and it 

certainly never has been), how explain the fact that long-headed 

people did not show any particular concern for business during 

lengthy periods of history (p.6)? 

Was the climate of Northern Italy suddenly more stimulating for 

one to two hundred years (p.6)? 

Even when describing here why external or biological factors have cause to be ignored, 

he applies them in a way as influencing man himself, instead of man being a part of the 

universal system. A determinist describing causes for events would place man as merely 

a tool performing the action that was given upon him by the entire series of causes 

leading up to the action itself. Here, McClelland not only questions those factors 

entirely, but still speaks of man as an independent being who processes and decides how 

the factors influence him. To “show concern for business” implies he has purposely 

directed his attention elsewhere. Further, to be “stimulated” suggests that there is a spark 

inside man that may just need a little push somehow to become activated. 

McClelland describes his study and its result in the following chapter, in which people 

were tested on something he called “n Achievement.” The tests were to determine 

whether certain people had a personality trait that caused them to achieve more 

(ultimately pointing to the idea that achieving more would cause economic development, 

and the more achievers a society has, the better off it is [p.46]). His results showed that 

based on his tests, there were people who had a higher n Achievement than others. He 

then referenced another study which tested also the mothers of the test subjects to see if 

there was any correlation. It was here that I started to get a different taste of 

McClelland’s theoretical underpinning: 

The mothers of the sons with high n Achievement have set higher 

standards for their sons: they expect self-reliance and mastery at 

an early age (p.46). 

This section was the first time that McClelland nodded to the idea of external factors 

influencing the personality of men. It does not make a claim that McClelland is actually 
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a determinist despite the 45 previous pages of the opposite theory, because it is unclear 

whether it is simply the mothers’ wills who were shown to have more importance. It is 

however significant because it makes the reader begin to question where the rest of the 

book will take us. Will he continue down this path of searching for factors that 

influence personality, or will he strengthen his own study of personality influencing 

other factors? 

On the next pages he references another study that suggests religion has an influence on 

the societies determining the n Achievement personality trait (pp.48-57). Roughly we 

can start to see a chain of influence developing: 

Religion  Mothers  Children 

The chain shows religion affecting the societies’ values and personality traits, including 

the mothers of the societies, who in turn influence their children’s characters. 

After spending some time on these and other topics that were not so relevant to my 

research, I stopped again on a chapter titled “Other Psychological Factors in Economic 

Development (p.159).” A sentence near the beginning struck me as another open door in 

the continuation of this research: 

Certainly it is unlikely that any complex social event like economic 

growth would be the result of a single “prime mover,” and if our 

demonstration of the importance of n Achievement has tended to 

create this impression, it is time it was corrected (p.159). 

Had the title of the chapter not already given away the answer, one might assume 

McClelland was going into a deterministic direction with this sentence. A determinist 

views any event as complex, not just seemingly vast events such as economic growth. 

The “simple” event of raising your hand, to a determinist, has an infinite chain of causes 

and is no less or more complex than a society’s economic development. There is no 

“prime mover,” or at least one that could be easily identified or universally agreed upon 

by determinists. 

Yet we know by the title of the chapter McClelland was referring to other inner factors, 

not external deterministic causes. This is confirmed throughout the chapter as he 

explores how the psychological traits for affiliation and power affect economic 

development, again implying the idea that inner wills and traits influence external 
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events, which is a core feature of free will theory. He uses quantitative methods to back 

his theories and finds, among other things: 

In particular, a combination of low n Affiliation and high n Power 

is very closely associated with the tendency of the nation to resort 

to totalitarian methods in governing its people (p.168). 

The concept is further articulated: 

Such a motivational pattern seems in fact like a psychological 

prerequisite for political authoritarianism or ruthlessness (p.169). 

Using the word “prerequisite” is telling, as it makes a claim on the source of the political 

authoritarianism as being something inside man. Yet the claim is softened by the word 

“seems” as we still cannot confirm whether McClelland himself believes this idea. 

At this point in the book, and even in the coming chapters, I was ready to conclude 

McClelland writes with a free will mindset. The second to last chapter completely 

changed my perception. In fact it was a simple two-word sentence on page 336 that 

overturned my entire thinking: 

What then? 

It was here McClelland asked the question that a determinist reader would have been 

thinking all along: What causes n Achievement in some people and not in others? He 

briefly touched on it earlier when speaking about religion, but this time he devoted an 

entire chapter to its understanding. 

Let us now recognize some key points in the chapter that lead us into a more 

deterministic direction: 

Obviously the number of such extrinsic factors is potentially very 

large and will differ from time to time and place to place, so that to 

keep our inquiry within bounds we must restrict ourselves to only a 

few of the most important of such influences (p.356). 

The content of the sentence is significant, but I want to point out in particular his use of 

the word “obviously.” This is a striking difference from his earlier language of “seems.” 

This “obviously” shows us that McClelland believes so strongly in this concept that it 

almost needs to not be stated, as opposed to the soft and removed “seems.” 

He underlines this idea further when exploring specific causes: 
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Instead it is probably one of the environmental conditions which 

makes it more or less likely that a strong achievement motive will 

be acquired, given other more direct influences (p.373). 

Putting emphasis on the fact that said specific cause is one of many influences falls in 

line with deterministic thinking. Furthermore he no longer refers to man as a being who 

has direct control over his actions, but more passively receives influences from the 

outside, and only then “acquires” that trait of n Achievement instead of cultivating it 

within himself. 

The final passage I would like to analyze here is what prompted me to believe 

McClelland may lean toward determinism. He explores how slavery was an influencing 

factor in achievement of modern people. This sentence clearly shows us the chain of 

influence: 

It impedes economic development because it is an economic 

institution which indirectly affects child-rearing practices which 

affect n Achievement level which affects economic development 

(p.376)! 

We can then construct the chain as follows: 

Slavery  Child-rearing practices  n Achievement  Economic Development 

Although McClelland had us believe for most of the book that he thinks personality 

traits are causing external events, in fact he puts a more complex spin on the idea and 

introduces external factors causing internal factors causing external events. He touches 

even on the idea of how these influences can ripple through time in true deterministic 

fashion: 

Negro slaves should, therefore, have developed child-rearing 

practices calculated to produce obedience and responsibility not n 

Achievement, and their descendents, while free, should still show 

the effects of such training in lower n Achievement—which in fact 

is exactly the case (p. 376). 

Furthermore he explains how far reaching the effects can be: 

The slaveholders should also tend to develop low n Achievement 

over the generations because they nearly always use slaves as 

personal servants responsible for the more disagreeable acts of 

child-rearing. The child of a white Southern plantation owner 

normally had several slaves to take care of all his needs. Even 

though parental standards of achievement for him may be 

theoretically high, they would tend to be constantly undermined by 
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the empirical fact that there was a slave who the child could order 

to his rescue whenever he got into difficulty (p.377). 

To conclude, although McClelland spent a good portion of the book explaining how 

psychological factors influence external events, the short counterpoint was enough to 

convince me that McClelland probably has a deterministic mindset in terms of 

development. This find was a good example of how determinism relates to 

modernization theory, although perhaps not in the way that is normally thought. 

Although McClelland in content may agree with such ideas as Stages of Growth and 

path dependence, it is between the lines where we are able to identify true determinism 

at work. 

 

4.2 Examples from Post-development Thinkers 
 

We will now move on to examining authors from the post-development tradition from a 

viewpoint of causal theories. I have chosen two authors in the post-development school 

who have written about similar subjects, to see if there could be a standard causal theory 

dominating the entire field, and I wanted to have as close of comparison as possible. 

James Petras in “The New Cultural Domination by the Media” and Ashis Nandy in 

“Colonization of the Mind” both have a viewpoint that is critical of 

colonization/cultural imperialism in the Third World. By examining the specific 

language they each use, one can detect a difference in mindset and outlook regarding 

what kind of causal theories the authors use a base for their thinking. 

The reason I have selected these two works in particular is because they come highly 

recommended from Professor Majid Rahnema is the book of essays “The Post-

development Reader.” He included only essays which had a human-centered approach 

(Rahnema, 1997, p.xxi), therefore several of these essays would have worked for my 

study. In the end I decided on Petras and Nandy because of the reason stated in the 

previous paragraph about the similar subjects taken from a different point of view. In 

the upcoming sections, I will explore each article to identify uses of language to 

demonstrate the differing viewpoints of the authors. 

 
4.2.1 James Petras 

 

In “The New Cultural Domination by the Media,” a shortened passage published in 

1994, Petras expresses his view that North American culture has been used as a tool in 
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Third World countries to indoctrinate the idea that their way of living is not correct and 

needs to change to fit the “international” lifestyle of the dominant countries. 

Furthermore, he believes the media—showing mostly the North American culture—is 

employed as a means to distract Third World inhabitants from recognizing and taking 

action against the destructive power relations in their local areas. 

A critical censure of Western cultural colonization, he puts partial blame
5
 on groups of 

individuals for the current state of the Third World and has clear categories of 

“manipulators” and “victims.” As we reviewed before, a substantial factor that 

differentiates free will from determinism is the presence of objective morality and 

assigning responsibility to an individual for his or her actions. Doing so implies that 

person could have done otherwise. Petras uses language in this passage that reveals a 

tendency toward free will, not only in the specific verbs he uses, but also in the active 

verb forms denoting causality by a group of people, or an instrument controlled by a 

group of people. Furthermore it is possible to identify those groups or instruments 

within the text. 

The first example comes from the very first sentence of the essay (p. 182): 

In past centuries, the church, educational system and public 

authorities played a major role in inculcating native peoples with 

ideas of submission and loyalty in the name of divine or absolutist 

principles. 

 

The first set of underlined words shows the people and instruments which are 

performing the action: the church and educational system being instruments of a group 

of people, and public authorities as a specific group. It is clear from this language that 

someone did something. This of course does not necessarily point to a philosophical 

backbone of free will. What makes it significant however is the verb Petras uses next to 

describe what that something is that they have done: inculcating. Although the 

dictionary definition
6
 of inculcate does not oblige the word to be exclusive to free will, 

its use and implications in the English language insinuate the deliberate influence of 

someone upon someone else. At worst, it is an academic synonym of brainwashing. If 

                                                 
5
 It is unclear from this short passage whether the blame he puts on North America is partial or whole. For 

the sake of uncertainty, I will assume he assigns only partial blame. 
6
 1. to implant by repeated statement or admonition; teach persistently and earnestly; 2. 

to cause or influence (someone) to accept an idea or feeling 
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we accept the subtleties of language, Petras is then saying a group of people (public 

authorities and those controlling the church and educational system) are performing a 

deliberate action (inculcating). We can then change our analysis of this sentence to 

someone doing something deliberately, which can be seen exclusively in free will 

philosophy. 

Petras reinforces this philosophy by using the word inculcate twice more in this article: 

US-financed evangelicals invade Indian villages to inculcate 

messages of submission among the peasant-Indian victims (p. 182). 

in which US-financed evangelicals are the group of people doing the deliberate action; 

and 

The new cultural norms - the private over the public, the individual 

over social, the sensational and violent over everyday struggles 

and social realities - all contribute to inculcating precisely the 

egocentric values that undermine collective action (p.188). 

in which there is no clear group of people doing a specific action, instead he uses an 

indirect causality based on previous statements that the people controlling the Western 

imperialism shape the new cultural norms, which have the effect of inculcation.  

Examples of verb usage continue throughout the text: 

Escapist television programmes sow illusions from 'another world’ 

(p. 182). 

Again, use of the verb sow does not automatically assign the text to free will theory, but 

the symbolic use here implies the deliberate “planting” of ideas into the minds of people 

via the instrument of escapist television programmes. 

[Contemporary Cultural Colonialism] is oriented toward 

capturing mass audiences, not just converting elites (p. 183). 

The first verb phrase “is oriented” is a passive form, implying that someone or 

something has oriented Contemporary Cultural Colonialism. We learned on page 182 

that “the mass media, publicity, advertisement, and secular entertainers,” for example 

“Hollywood, CNN, and Disneyland,” are the groups of people and instruments 

producing Contemporary Cultural Colonialism according to Petras. Therefore we can 

assume that those people and instruments are the ones orienting Contemporary Cultural 

Colonialism to generate the effects of capturing and converting. The word orienting 

again symbolizes a deliberate act of turning the object from one direction toward 
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another, or from no direction into some direction—something that happens with intent, 

emanating from the one who orients (in this case, the mass media, publicity, 

advertisement, and secular entertainers). 

Furthermore, “capture” and “convert” are both verbs loaded with moral implications in 

this passage particularly. Both imply performing an action upon someone without their 

knowledge or consent, reflecting back on the moral compass of the actor. We can see 

verbs of this nature being further used in other places: 

The mass media, particularly television, invade the household and 

function from the 'inside' and 'below' as well as from 'outside' and 

above (p. 183). 

To paralyse collective responses, cultural colonialism seeks to 

destroy national identities or empty them of substantive socio-

economic content (p. 183). 

On the one hand, it seeks to corrupt the political language of the 

Left; on the other, it acts to desensitize the general public to the 

atrocities committed by Western powers (p. 183). 

Just as Western state terrorism attempts to destroy social 

movements and revolutionary governments, and disarticulate civil 

society, economic terrorism as practised by the IMF and private 

bank consortia destroy local industries, erode public ownership 

and savage wage and salaried households. Cultural terrorism is 

responsible for the physical displacement of local cultural 

activities and artists. Cultural terrorism, by preying on the 

psychological weaknesses and deep anxieties of vulnerable Third 

World peoples, particularly their sense of being 'backward', 

'traditional' and oppressed, projects new images of 'mobility' and 

'free expression', destroying old bonds to family and community, 

while fastening new chains of arbitrary authority linked to 

corporate power and commercial markets (p. 187). 

All of the verbs I have underlined in these passages provoke the reader to make a moral 

claim about the sentence. The actors are the villains and the subjects are the victims. 

Using such verbs prompts us to believe that Petras advocates making moral judgments 

on people, leading us to believe he favors free will. 

Petras also introduces concepts of power and control, both concepts implying that the 

subjects of said power and control could perform other actions if these conditions were 

different. Determinist thinkers could agree with this statement a priori.
7
 Contextually, 

                                                 
7
 Although, they would assert that the conditions could actually not be any different. If the conditions 

could be different, the outcome would be different, but they cannot, so ultimately the point is moot. 
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however, I am prone to point toward free will thought, which I will underline in the 

passages below: 

The mass media have become an integral part of the US system of 

global political and social control, as well as a major source of 

super profits (p.184). 

The Reagan presidency highlighted the centrality of media 

manipulation through highly visible but politically reactionary 

entertainers, a phenomenon which has spread to Latin America 

and Asia (p.184). 

Cultural imperialism has developed a dual strategy to counter the 

Left and establish hegemony (p.185). 

During the 1980s the Western mass media systematically 

appropriated basic ideas of the Left, emptied them of their original 

content and refilled them with a reactionary message (p.185). 

The underlined text demonstrates Petras’ world view of power and control. He presents 

it in a way that implies the power and control has been done on purpose, with a specific 

end result in mind. By using the words “manipulation,” “strategy,” and “systematically,” 

he gives the impression that the actors are performing these tasks with intent to change 

the current situation (in this case, from a “freely behaving” society to one that responds 

and acts in the way that the actors prefer). Use of the word “strategy” in particular points 

to the idea that the “manipulator” did a careful deliberation, weighing options 

independently, and making the correct plan to move forward—something that is only 

possible through free will. 

Finally, I want to point out Petras’ assertion that there are “other ways” to live, and his 

informal call to action at the end of the article. The implications at the end of the article 

that “another outcome is possible,” demonstrates free will thinking, in that we alone 

have the power to change our futures, and there are many potential doors to open. It 

implies that the future is made up of several (or infinite!) possible universes and our will 

and decisions select the ultimate reality: 

Imitative of the West, they are rigid in their conformity to the rules 

of unequal competition, opening their country and peoples to 

savage exploitation in the name of free trade (pp.187-8). 

They fetishize the market as the absolute arbiter of good and evil 

(p.188). 

And the unregulated world market is presented as the only 

alternative for development (p.188). 
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The new cultural norms - the private over the public, the individual 

over social, the sensational and violent over everyday struggles 

and social realities - all contribute to inculcating precisely the 

egocentric values that undermine collective action (p.188). 

Cultural imperialism distracts from power relations and erodes 

collective forms of social action (p.188). 

When Petras criticizes the view that the market is promoted as the one and only option 

for development, he denotes that there are other options, and in his later statements he 

indicates that way to these alternatives is through collective action—the willful and 

deliberate action of the “victims” against their “oppressors.” Fittingly, he concludes his 

article of holding the West accountable for their actions in the Third World by trying to 

inspire the Third World to hold themselves accountable for what happens in their lives.  

It is for this reason, among the others I have presented, that we could infer Petras is a 

believer in free will. There is nothing in this article to indicate Petras holds external 

factors as the source or result of human action. His highly human-centered approach 

shows us that he believes actions begin and are inspired within man himself, and 

humans must therefore be responsible for their own lives and what they do with them. 

This text served as a great baseline for representing the pre-conceived association 

between free will and post-development. 

4.2.2 Ashis Nandy 

Ashis Nandy’s “Colonization of the Mind” (1987) is a selection of text based on his 

book The Intimate Enemy which suggests that colonization requires a certain 

psychological mindset on both the colonizer and the colonized in order to be effective. 

As I have stated earlier, psychologists may go either way when describing a situation 

from a causal point of view, which makes reviewing a piece based on psychology 

interesting for this purpose. Nandy indicates that the proliferation of imperialism, and 

even the anti-imperialist reaction, involves the legitimization of the colonial structure in 

the minds of the powerful and the powerless. 

Upon first glance, Nandy uses similar “keywords” as Petras. If following my previous 

line of thought, one could begin reading the text with the idea that Nandy too has a free 

will mindset: 

Modern colonialism won its great victories not so much through its 

military and technological prowess as through its ability to create 

secular hierarchies incompatible with the traditional order. These 

hierarchies opened up new vistas for many, particularly for those 
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exploited or cornered within the traditional order. To them the new 

order looked like - and here lay its psychological pull - the first 

step towards a more just and equal world (p.168). 

 

Here, modern colonialism is presented as an instrument of unspecified actors, who use it 

to deliberately “win victories” and “create hierarchies.” Then, by using the phrase “open 

up new vistas” implies that there were previously “closed vistas”—hidden opportunities 

that were suppressed and now available. This presentation of “other options” triggers 

the reader to believe Nandy has a free will mindset. We can also see the morally-loaded 

verb “exploited” implying an aggressor and a victim. Finally this paragraph uses the 

concept of justice, which only exists in the mind of a free will thinker. 

Nandy first shows signs of deterministic thought when he condemns the modern 

hierarchal mindset: 

“…a world-view which believes in the absolute superiority of the 

human over the non-human and the sub-human, the masculine over 

the feminine, the adult over the child, the historical over the 

ahistorical, and the modern or progressive over the traditional or 

the savage (p.169).” 

 

The idea that humans “rule” over the earth (or other humans!) supports the belief in the 

good and the bad, and the ability of choice. If everyone is in the place they are in 

because of events beyond their control, there could be no sense that one is better than 

another because he or she made better life decisions or more appropriate choices. 

Furthermore, ruling over nature gives weight to the notion that humans have something 

more than other animals, which is normally considered a will or an independent 

direction – that we are not simply subject to our instincts. A determinist thinker would 

claim we are not superior; we are subject to our instincts and there is nothing that 

spiritually or fundamentally separates us from other animals. 

Later on, Nandy uses passive verb forms to indicate his “blameless” style of 

approaching the colonial situation, such as: 

“The example I shall use will be that of India, where a colonial 

political economy began to operate seventy-five years before the 

full-blown ideology of British imperialism became dominant, and 

where thirty-five years after the formal ending of the Raj, the 
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ideology of colonialism is still triumphant in many sectors of life 

(p.174).” 

Here Nandy uses a descriptive language without any clear actor or object. He explains 

what has happened or is happening in a detached, nonpartisan way. I won’t spend much 

time on this because I think he expresses causal relationships in other more interesting 

ways further into the text. 

Nandy relates colonialism to culture, exploring the deep reasons behind why colonialism 

happened. He looks at the “subjects” and “rulers” history, culture, and psychological 

states to reveal the causes of colonialism. The determinist thinker is interested in digging 

deeper and deeper to find out the root causes for actions. It is important to note however, 

that just because Nandy is exploring the root causes does not make him a determinist. 

Some people may dig and settle on the root cause being the human will. One may be 

able to identify a chain of causes going back hundreds of years, but still would not be a 

determinist if they believe the bottom of that chain of events was an arbitrary decision 

made by a human being. For the purpose of this research, and because Nandy has not 

given us much reason for doubt, we will assume his deterministic tendencies accurately 

reflect those of his inner beliefs and the simplest definition of determinism. 

To continue discussing how Nandy claims colonialism is a culture, I will now insert 

some examples from the text: 

“Colonialism is also a psychological state rooted in earlier forms 

of social consciousness in both the colonizers and the colonized. It 

represents a certain cultural continuity and carries a certain 

cultural baggage (p.174).” 

“As a state of mind, colonialism is an indigenous process released 

by external forces. Its sources lie deep in the minds of the rulers 

and the ruled (p.174).” 

Such claims recall an interesting discussion on the definition of culture, from where it 

comes, and why it happens. Anthropologist Marvin Harris (1979) believes that culture is 

simply a response to environmental and ecological conditions – a clearly deterministic 

viewpoint. Additionally Boyd and Richerson (2005) intertwine culture, psychology, and 

evolution, expressing another determinist view that is also in line with Nandy. Not all 

anthropologists agree, but studies on the origins of culture are largely deterministic, 

which makes Nandy’s assertion of the connection between colonialism and culture 

interesting for us to explore under these terms. 
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Let’s delve into why Nandy believes colonialism is culture: 

“Obviously, a colonial system perpetuates itself by inducing the 

colonized, through socio-economic and psychological rewards and 

punishments, to accept new social norms and cognitive categories 

(p.174).” 

By analyzing the psychological states of the colonizers and the colonized, Nandy 

believes that similar structures can be found in culture itself, and that the entry of 

colonizers changes the society in such a way that is not temporary, but becomes a part of 

the identity of the society itself – its culture. Furthermore, he suggests the entry of the 

colonizers has historical and psychological roots which allow the reader to understand 

the situation in a blameless, amoral way: 

“For the rulers, colonial exploitation was an incidental and 

regrettable by-product of a philosophy of life that was in harmony 

with superior forms of political and economic organization. This 

was the consensus the rulers of India sought, consciously or 

unconsciously. They could not successfully rule a continent-sized 

polity while believing themselves to be moral cripples (p.175).” 

 

We can see a circular influence when Nandy describes the relationship between the 

colonizers’ actions and culture. The culture of the “home country” shaped the 

psychological mindset of the rulers, leading to the creation of a colonization culture 

abroad (which in turn shaped the psychological mindset of the colonized people). He 

highly associates the change in culture to the psychological mindset of the people, which 

he describes in various cases, one example below: 

“Crucial to this cultural co-optation was the process 

psychoanalysis calls identification with the aggressor. In any 

oppressive situation, the process became the flip side of the theory 

of progress, an ontogenetic legitimacy for an ego defence often 

used by a normal child in an environment of childhood dependency 

to confront inescapable dominance by physically more powerful 

adults enjoying total legitimacy. In the colonial culture, 

identification with the aggressor bound the rulers and the ruled in 

an unbreakable dyadic relationship (p.175).” 

 

Putting aside the controversial association of colonized people to children and looking 

just at language used, the psychological explanations for the legitimacy of 

colonization—the colonized people “allowing” themselves to be colonized due to 
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circumstances beyond their control—lets us believe that Nandy comes from a 

deterministic standpoint. In this case, the cause of action is psychological processes, 

caused by culture, caused by history. Whenever we can end up with history in general 

being the cause of something, we may assume the author has deterministic tendencies. 

The final discussion of Nandy’s theoretical viewpoint comes in the last section of his 

article, in which he spends time speaking about Gandhi. Gandhi is one of the most 

prominent advocates of free will (Terchek, 1998, p.200). Nandy’s use and apparent 

respect for Gandhi’s teachings corrupts the former judgment the Nandy could be a 

determinist, although his analyses of Gandhi’s motives are somewhat contradictory:  

“He admitted that colonialism was a moral issue and took the 

battle to Kipling's home ground by judging colonialism by 

Christian values and declaring it to be an absolute evil (p.176).” 

“In this respect, he differed from the other anti-Kiplings to whom 

colonialism was a moral statement (p.176).” 

“Gandhi reaffirmed an autonomous world-view which refused to 

separate facts from values and refused to see colonialism as an 

immoral pathway to a valued state of being (p.177).” 

 

He begins by claiming Gandhi assigns a moral value to colonialism (evilness) which is 

only possible through free will. Yet he continues by saying Gandhi does not think of 

colonialism as a moral issue. He then finishes with a statement about placing value upon 

facts, something again not in line with determinism. Although we are only reading 

Nandy’s description of another person, which does not confirm whether Nandy 

subscribes to Gandhi’s theoretical stance, we can assume based on the congruent ideas 

that Nandy does not reject the free will viewpoint offered by Gandhi. 

This final passage further confuses the reader as to Nandy’s theoretical stance, but the 

fact that we can identify both viewpoints in his writing, without being able to confirm 

one or the other, allows us to conclude that differing theoretical viewpoints are possible 

and available among post-development thinkers in general. 

4.3 Answers to Research Questions 
As a reminder, the research questions were as follows: 
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To what extent can we find the causal relationship themes of 

free will and determinism in modernization and post-

development writing? 

To what extent can determinism be linked to modernization 

and free will linked to post-development? 

 

Through exploring the modernization thinkers, we were able to find one author who led 

us to believe he may have a determinist mindset, but ended up probably libertarian, and 

another author who did exactly the opposite. Although Lipset started as a challenge, I 

was able to identify both authors’ uses of causality in their works. As far as being able 

to categorize the authors – or the entire school of thought for that matter – as 

determinist or libertarian, here we cannot do so. The inconsistencies and 

inconclusiveness of Lipset’s work, and McClelland’s psychological focus resulting in a 

determinist finale show that not only are they likely unaware of their own philosophical 

ideas on causality, but there was no definite result leaning on way or the other. 

What is further convincing is the possibility for also a post-development thinker to show 

either free will tendencies or deterministic tendencies. Petras’s human-centered 

approach with his use of active verbs and general moral backdrops make his belief in 

free will apparent. Although we did not get a distinct conclusion from Nandy and found 

signs of both theories in his writings, we can say that because determinism could be 

coherently adapted to post-developmental thoughts it would be possible and even 

plausible for a post-development thinker to also be a determinist. Here we can draw the 

same answers as we did with the modernization authors: we found how causality exists 

in their writings, but no, we cannot make any strict affiliations to one philosophical 

theory or the other.  
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5 Conclusion 
The fact that I was not able to definitively categorize the authors according to my 

second research question was not a disappointment; in fact the result is rather intriguing. 

I mentioned in the introduction that modernization theories are often associated with 

deterministic thought and post-development with free will. Following the logic of the 

theories and method of my analysis, I have opened some possibilities to disprove these 

affiliations.  

The two most interesting cases here are Lipset and Nandy. With Lipset referring directly 

to man’s actions influenced by his will, and Lipset’s clear association to the 

modernization period, he shows to be a great example of how not all thinkers of this 

tradition are necessarily determinist, in the philosophical sense of the word. Under other 

definitions of determinism we may still however place him in that category. Nandy is 

interesting in another, yet similar way. Although I did not end up showing a post-

development thinker who was a philosophical determinist, the fact that Nandy 

coherently led us to believe he could be a determinist shows that such a theoretical 

background in the world of post-development is possible. No conclusions are to be 

made here regarding the disproval of pre-conceived associations between modernization 

and determinism, but the findings do compel further thought on the issue and have 

therefore served its purpose. 

Have we concluded that the initial associations between modernization and determinism 

as well as between free will and post-development are broken? Not irrefutably. What I 

have done though is propose an argument with a little bit of evidence leaning toward a 

fractured link. 

For now, we may simply conclude that perhaps not all authors are aware of all of their 

deep inner values, or are aware of them but have not made a decision regarding to 

which values they subscribe, and can therefore be inconsistent when analyzing the text 

from a specific point of view. We can also conclude that when gaining a truly deep 

understanding of the implications of certain theories and value systems, we are able to 

make cross-era connections that perhaps were not so visible before. Perhaps by 

understanding the deep values of different societies and aligning them with theories that 

share those same values, development (or non-development) actions can be more 

effective and have better outcomes. 
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