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Özet: Bağımlılık Teorisi her ne kadar 1960 ve 1970’lerin çağı okuma biçimi olarak kalmışsa da, fakir ülkelerin iktisadi ve siyasi hayatı başka ülkelere bağımlılık handikapını aşamamıştır. Bu makale bağımlılık yaklaşımının özellikle ortadoğu ülkelerinde ekonomik ve siyasal şartları açıklamak için hala uygun bir araç olduğu tezini ileri sürmektedir. Bu çerçevede bağımlılık teorisi ve modernizasyon yaklaşımı incelenmekte ve bu yaklaşımın finans, gıda, petrol ve sanayi gibi alanlarda hala açıklayıcı gücü olduğu ortaya konmaktadır. 
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Abstract: Although dependency theory is usually described as the worldview of the 1960s and 1970s, economic and political life in poor countries are still not able to overcome their standing problem of dependency on other countries. This article argues that dependency approach is still an appropriate tool for explaining economic and political situation in the Middle Easter countries. Within this framework, the article articulates the dependency theory and the modernization approach, a related concept, and evaluates the explanatory power of the dependency theory in such fields as finance, nutrition, oil and industry.
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I. Introduction

In the 1960’s and 1970’s, the originators of the Dependency Theory insisted that Third World development should be treated as a historically distinctive problem. Nowadays, Dependency Theory is usually labelled as an out-dated approach. However, it would not be overpessimistic to suggest that economic and political life in poor countries is still not able to overcome their standing problem of dependency on other countries. 

The main objective of this article is to evaluate the Dependency Theory in terms of its appropriateness in today’s world, having the Middle Eastern countries a case study. Within this framework, the article begins with a description of the modernization approach to development. The article, then, goes on to briefly describe the Dependency Theory, including its foundations, main principles and major critiques. In order to evaluate its explanatory power over the political economy of the Middle East, the article examines the issue of dependency in the region in such fields as oil, food, industry, finance, nutrition, oil and industry.
II. The Idea of Dependency
Dependency can be defined as “an explanation of the economic development of a state in terms of the external influences--political, economic, and cultural--on national development policies” (Sunkel, 1969: 23, in Ferraro, 1996: 1). Here, the term dependency refers an important dimension of political economy of Third World countries: Both economy and politics in these countries are heavily affected by their dependence relationships with rich Western countries. The notion of dependency focuses on assymetrical relationships and ties among nations, small groups and classes within the Third World and between the ones in Third World and the ones in Western World. In other words, although dependency is mostly seen between nations, it includes broader ties among classes and groups within and among nations who have common interests. 

Initially, the Dependency Theory emerged as as collection of various intellectual tributaries in Latin America whose common source is dissatisfaction from the current state of affairs in these countries. The early literature on the Dependency Theory were a research report written by a group led by Raul Prebish in 1950s and an essay produced by Cardoso and Faletto in the mid-60’s. They were occupied, as so many dependency theoreticians, with Latin-America and tried to understand why, after 200 years of pervasive political, economic and cultural interchange with Europe and the United States, the degree of the “underdevelopment” vis-à-vis the advanced industrial countries had changed so little (Cardoso and Faletto, 1979).
In time, however, the Dependency Theory was transformed to a critique of Modernisation Theory, developed mainly in the United States. In a sense, the very close target was the modernization perspective for the authors who reflect the Dependency Theory in one way or other in their writings, while the prime target remained the neo-classical theory of development (which development is seen based on growth). For that reason, it would be useful to look at the Modernization Theory in order to better understand its critique, the Dependency Theory.
III. The Modernization Theory
It would be possible to identify some common points between the Modernisation and Dependency theories, while they still remain to conflict in several important respects: “A research focus on Third World development ethodology which has a high-level of abstraction and is focused on the development process, using nations-state as a unit of analysis; and the use of polar theoretical structural visions; in one case the structure is tradition versus modernity /evels of social, economic and political levels of developed countries of the West used to be frequently asked in academic quarters. What laid behind the idea of modernisation was an inevitability of progress towards modernity, which meant a broader integration with modern universal civilisation of the West. This idea presented Western capitalist way of development as universal, unilinear and inevitable progress, ignoring some chief reasons of underdevelopment in the Third World such as colonisation and corruption (Sayigh, 1991). In other words, what modernisation perspective figured out was that the so-called underdeveloped and developing countries should follow the footsteps of capitalist Western countries in order to have a similar social- political and economic development level.
For instance, W.W. Rostow suggested that a minimum specific proportion of national income to be directed to investment, which would make possible graduation into the take-off stage in development. He saw this automatic evolution taking place, the underdeveloped countries were at different points or stages on the road to development and mass consumption, but that the road was unique, in that all countries were destined to arrive at their target sooner or later, once they satisfied the conditions for the take-off (Haq, 1976: 14-18).
The critique of the modernization theory focused on three central points. First, that modernization was viewed by its theorists as an evolutionary, transitional process which moved unilinearity, thus transforming societies from traditionalism to modernity in stages. Second, modernisation meant the adoption essentially of one model that had universal value and applicability; the differentiation allowed was marginally, implying absolutism for the Western traits or variables of modernity. Hence the traits and features associated with traditionalism (and underdevelopment) were to be shed off if the Third World countries were to aspire to have the image and substance of the advanced Western industrial countries and to acquire modernity. Therefore, modernity was associated with development, while traditionalism was with underdevelopment. Third, a number of pattern variables like the traits or features of modernity versus traditionalism were identified and assigned a central function in causing underdevelopment, or in being instrumental in leading to development (Sayigh, 1991: 45-46).
It would be possible to identify some common points between the Modernisation and Dependency theories, while they still remain to conflict in several important respects:  “A research focus on Third World development circumstances; a methodology which has a high-level of abstraction and is focused on the development process, using nations-state as a unit of analysis; and the use of polar theoretical structural visions; in one case the structure is tradition versus modernity / modernization, in the other it is core versus periphery dependency” (Reyes, 2001: 4).
IV. The Dependency Theory
It is fair to say that the Third World began, with the Dependency Theory, to contribute to development theory and to have its voice heard internationally, rather than to continue to depend on received paradigms that was suppose to give the right answers.

The Dependency Theory contradicted the claim of universality for the development theory, and presented new ways of explainin the reasons of, as well as suggesting new strategies for underdevelopment problem in the Third World.

A. Foundations and Main Principles

The foundations of Dependency Theory was laid in 1950s by Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC). Prominent authors of this approach had argued that, in order to secure a healthy development, countries should create conditions for development. For instance, Raul Prebisch suggested that, a country should take important economic and political measures to to create what he called as “conditions of development”. Some measures  of this kind are as follows: 

·  “To control the monetary exchange rate, placing more governmental emphasis on fiscal rather than monetary policy;  

· To promote a more effective governmental role in terms of national development; 

· To create a platform of investments, giving a preferential role to national capitals; 

· To allow the entrance of external capital following priorities already established in national plans for development;  

· To promote a more effective internal demand in terms of domestic markets as a base to reinforce the industrialization process; 

· To generate a larger internal demand by increasing the wages and salaries of workers, which will in turn positively affect aggregate demand in internal markets; 

· To develop a more effective coverage of social services from the government, especially to impoverished sectors in order to create conditions for those sectors to become more competitive; and 

· To develop national strategies according to the model of import substitution, protecting national production by establishing quotas and tariffs on external markets” (Bodenheimer, 1970: 49-53; also cited in Reyes, 2001).

Initially principals and proposals developed by Prebish were accepted as representative ideas of the Dependency Theory. However, towards 1960s, a new group of authors who claimed to be new generation of dependency theorists emerged, arguing that the Prebish Model fails to reflect the realities of the Third World. The prominent representatives of New Dependency Theory are Andre Gunder Frank, Theotonio Dos Santos, Enrique Cardozo, Edelberto Torres-Rivas, and Samir Amin (Reyes, 2001).
Raul Prebish and the other dependency theorists, agreed, to some extent, with the classical, and also neo – classical, theory, that foreign trade without question was beneficial to both parties engaged in it as importer and exporter, as the logic of “comparative costs” and “comparative advantages” determined. But they disagreed on several grounds, and among them were: 

a. The static nature of the analysis. The advanced Western countries would continue to buy primary products from the Third World countries, and export manufactured goods in payment. This pattern of production and exchange was not accepted by the dependency school to be given once and for all. Their position derived from the conviction that the pattern was forced on their countries in the unequal relationship (military, political, economic, financial and technological) between the advanced industrial countries and the underdevelopment countries – especially under the influence of colonialism. Important factors like technology, financial resources, labour skills, market openings and certainly policies could all undergo substantial changes, and affect the situation to become a dynamic one.

b. Empirical analysis. Neo–classical economists argued that the underdeveloped countries were the beneficiaries of the trade, because they made their products less and costly to produce. This, it was acclaimed, would provide them with more financial resources to invest domestically or yet to import more goods for the same volume of exports. It was challenged by the dependency theorists, because their research showed that the underdeveloped countries were not benefiting from technological advances and the drop in the cost of manufactures, and that the structure of the supplying markets, and the power imbalance in favour of the supplier, enabled the latter to retain the fruit of technological gains and the savings achieved in the cost of manufacturing.

c. A third dissatisfaction with the classical analyses was that the logic of this analysis suggested that the underdeveloped would remain underdeveloped or at best, develop very slowly, while the developed would develop much faster and become much richer. The direct causal link between foreign trade and economic growth, as the neo-classical analysis saw it, was very much in contrary with this view (Raghavan, 1994).

The distinctive notions and positions that characterise the Dependency Theory are as follows:

a. The structure of the world economy and the pattern of relations between the two main groupings of countries. A very small grouping of advanced Western countries on the one side, called the centre states, and a much larger group of underdeveloped countries which were at the periphery, called the peripheral states.

b. The relationship as one of domination and exploitation by the few centre countries, and of helpless acquiescence and dependence by the many peripheral countries. Gradually the dependence came to be seen as much more than foreign trade, including political, cultural, technological and financial dependence.

c. Development in the advanced capitalist countries did not automatically mean development for the underdeveloped countries associated with them. And because of the restrictive policies and measures adopted by the industrial countries, development in these countries necessarily led to underdevelopment in dependent countries, was the assertion from the dependency school.
d. Although the logic and impact of the nature of the relationship between centre and peripheral countries, or the impact of external factors – yet these factors, though predominant, were not all alone in operation. There were internal factors that operated inside the peripheral country, and they added to a stronger dependence as they had an important grip on the economy, the society and the polity, and used it to their own and the centre countries benefits. These internal factors were basically structural in nature; they related to class structure and relations, vested interest groupings, institutions designed to serve the powerful, the rich and the influential (Sayigh, 1991).
As can be seen thus far, the Dependency Theory combines elements from a neo-marxist perspective with Keynes’ economic theory (Reyes, 2001). The neo-Marxism was urged into being and growth as a critical reaction not so much to neo- classical thought as to orthodox Marxism, as understood, practised and translated into political reality by Latin American communist parties. The central criticism was that the textual Marx was not relevant to the capitalism of the twentieth century which had witnessed many changes in class power relations and orientation since Marx’s time (Raghavan, 1994). In addition to economic factors, non-economic factors affecting development and growth are also significant in many cases. As Sayigh (1991: 58) rightly suggests, “This involved the recourse to a historical perspective and to the structure and content of relations between the capitalist industrial countries and the underdeveloped countries standing at the feudal stage or somewhere between feudalism and capitalism. A predominant feature of this relationship was the skimming by the colonial power of the economic surplus generated in the colonised country”.
B. Major Critiques

While the Dependency Theory gained advocates also in other parts of the world during the 1970’s, it also became subject to many criticism. Among these, five lines of criticism seem to be of importance for the purposes of this article:

The first line of critiques of the Dependency Theory has focused on the fact that “this theory does not provide exhaustive empirical evidence to support its conclusions. Furthermore, this theoretical position uses highly abstract levels of analysis” (Reyes, 2001: 5). 
The second line of the critiques accused the Theory of Dependency of paying too much attention to the role of external ties and relationships while distracting attention from the dynamics of internal conflict. 

The third line of critics has questioned whether the Dependency Theory still have a unified and coherent message for today, taking into the facts that it reflects the conditions and understanding of the 1960’s, and it experienced several divisions since its initial initiation. 
The fourth line of critiques to the Dependency Theory had come from some neo-classical economists although their number is surprisingly small. These neo-classical economists considered dependency a transitory division of Third World economists, guided more by ideological predilection and/or based on questionable research. For instance, T. Bauer argued that, the only socio-economic system capable of nurturing development is capitalism (Sayigh, 1991). He is occupied with “The Four Little Tigers” in the Far East, and argued that if they could develop from a state of dependence and underdevelopment, others too could achieve that. If they followed the course of capitalist development and formulated and implemented the appropriate policies, basically because of a relationship considered “dependent” with the advanced Western industrial countries, rather than in spite of it, implicitly meaning that the Dependency Paradigm cannot be used in explanation of development crises, the underdeveloped countries could reach a certain level of development (Escobar, 1996; Kueger, 2000). 

The fifth line of critics is that “the dependency movement considers ties with trans-national corporations as being only detrimental to countries, when actually these links can be used as a means of transference of technology. In this sense, it is important to remember that the United States was also a colony, and this country had the capacity to break the vicious cycle of underdevelopment” (Reyes, 2001).
In short, many of those who examined the dependency literature concluded that the dependency analysis proved unable to prove its basic thesis scientifically and unable to show that dependence and development were incompatible (Reyes, 2002).
V. The Middle East and the Dependency Perspective

Can we use the Dependency Perspective to explain the underdevelopment in the Middle East? If we use the distinctive notions and positions that have come to characterize the dependency school, we see that they fit in a comparative analysis. Development studies of the Arab world have been dominated by the modernization perspective, essentially a self-serving product of the West (Elmusa; 1986: 253). In addition, Elmusa suggests further that although the dependency perspective is beginning to “infiltrate” the writings of Arab economists and official documents, it is still rare to find analyses of Arab economies using a dependency approach.

Samir Amin (in Elmusa, 1986: 258) summarises the inclusion of the Arab economy in the world economy like this: The contribution of imports to consumption and investment in the Arab World is twice as important as in Black Africa, three times more than in Latin America and Caribbean, 3.3 times more important than in South and East Asia. In other words – the Arab economy is more externally oriented – and hence more dependent – than economies of the rest of the Third World.

The way the Middle East countries are dependent upon the group of advanced Western countries, might be experienced in many fields. Their intertwined history of dominator and suppressed is centuries old, starting with Napoleon’s occupation of Egypt in 1798, and runs up to today’s modern capitalist world. The aspects of dependence can be found in different areas as exporting of petrochemicals, import of food and products of necessity for the household, the need of technology to maintain the standard of infrastructure, and for development of the industrial sector. Financial dependence occurs when states cannot pay back their loans to their creditors, either if it is to commercial Western banks or through Western financial institutions like the IMF and the World Bank (Krueger vd., 1989). If we also consider the dependency paradigm as a close connection to the theory of imperialism, we might bring in Johan Galtung’s (1979) points of culture, communication and education, in addition to the economic imperialism, which is still the main feature of imperialism; we will see that the spectre of Western influence is almost unlimited.
A. Oil and dependence

The oil economies rely by and large on the export of a single commodity, the demand for which is determined by economic conditions and policies in industrialized countries over which they have no control. Multinational corporations persuaded oil producing countries to invest considerable portions of their financial resources in oil and gas based petrochemical industries. As the oil producing countries saw the advantages of this, they failed or chose not to recognize the fact that international trade is not free: protective measures and barriers may be imposed by importing countries and the industrialised countries did precisely that (Alnasrawi, 1987: 376).
The oil boom and the increases in oil prices in the 1970’s produced very large increases in oil revenues for the oil-producing countries, which they deposited with the international banking system. The non-producing Arab countries already connected to the oil-producing countries through workers remittances and cheap, if not free, supply of oil, in addition to receiving huge amounts of capital through grants, were also victimized by the recycling of the oil revenues through loans. The result of enormous external deficits was seeded, and the dependence upon the Western banking system became a fact. Furthermore, the decline in oil prices generated a collapse in oil-related income, in that the oil export revenues of 11 states in the region plummeted from a record $240 billion in 1980 to around $110 billion in 1985 (Economic Research Service/USDA, 1999: 19-22). In short, both increase and decrease in oil export revenues have increased the overall dependency of the Middle Eastern Countries.
B. Food and dependence

The above-mentioned dependency in the oil era may also be seen in declining food self-sufficiency in the Middle East region. Food items such as wheat, rice, sugar and meat, failed to all to keep up with domestic consumption. Consequently, the region has become a major global market for agricultural and food products. Ironically, while as a region, it is one of the largest producers (e.g. Turkey) and importers (e.g. Egypt and Saudi Arabia) of food and feed grains in the world, the trade in foodstuffs among the countries of the region are far from a sufficient level. A major result of the combination of increasing demand for food and decreasing resources for agriculture is that the region’s capacity to meet its consumption needs is not sufficient.

Statistical explanation of the state of food dependence, using recent statistics as much as possible, in the region would be as flows (all statistics here are directly taken from Economic Research Service/USDA, 1999):

· The region’s share of total world grain imports during 1996-98 is estimated at 22 percent, its share of wheat imports at 25 percent and barley at 41 percent. 

· The region is also a major importer of oil meals and vegetable oils; its share of world oil meal imports is 8 percent and of vegetable oils about 11 percent, both of which continue to grow.

· Food and agricultural imports have grown from an estimated $26.7 billion in 1990 to $34.5 billion in 1997, rising an average 3.6 percent per year. 

· On average, food imports represented 15-20 percent of total imports of the region over the past two decades. 

· However, they represent a much higher proportion in the Persian Gulf countries, where some nations are totally dependent on imports to meet their food needs. Kuwait, for example, imports 100 percent of its food, and food imports made up 30 percent of average total imports for Egypt. Iran, Turkey, and Algeria are also very large importers of agricultural products 

· Although the region is also an exporter of food and feed grains; fruits, nuts and vegetables; cotton; and tobacco, few exports are destined for other countries within the region; most go outside the region, mainly to the European Union.

On the reasons of food shortage and dependence of  Middle East, one can encounter four major  driving factors.

First factor is population growth. The total population of the region approaches to 400 million, and average population growth rate during 1976-97 was 3.3 percent for the region as a whole (USDA, 1999). This rate is almost 3 times higher than USA. 

The second factor is the increasing income level. “...from the 1960’s through the first half of the 1970’s, the region experienced strong and accelerating economic growth as higher oil prices generated higher export revenues and increased investment. Governments sought to distribute new-found revenues through high price supports for farmers and high food subsidies for consumers, which led to increased demand for cereals and related products and for fruits and vegetables” (USDA, 1999: 19-20). Under these conditions, while income growth had collapsed in the early 1980s because of the decline in oil prices, food consumption and demand in the region has nor singnificantly changed.  

The third factor is the rapid urbanisation trend in the region. As number and quality of foods are more needed in urban settlements than in rural ones, because of increasing consciousness about health, better education and decreased mortality rates, the need for food has inncresed since a couple of decades. Furthermore, when farm populations migrate to large cities, food production in the region decreases accordingly (USDA, 1999: 21).
The last factor is the geographical conditions of the region. The geographical conditions, such as unsuitable soil and climate, insufficient rainfall and limited land suitable for cultivation make possibilities to increase food production harder, even impossible. 

C. Industry and dependence 

In the industrial sector they failed to expand in response to rising domestic consumption. Neither food processing nor petrochemical nor textile nor capital goods industries nor raw materials nor construction materials have been able to meet local demand or function full capacity. On the other side, industrialization in much of the region cannot progress very far without an expansion of domestic demand for its products. As Niblock and Murphy (1993) argues, with the population of the region still predominantly rural, a large, impoverished, unproductive, agricultural sector denies industry an enormous potential market. This is because of the large proportion of the population that limit their consumption to foodstuffs, and virtually has no demand for non-agricultural goods and services. The lack of any demand to create an industrial sector in most Middle Eastern countries, the lack of a sufficient technological level needed to produce industrial goods, and the lack of competitiveness on price and quality, make the region sinking deeper into dependence to other exporting countries. Their export of industrial products cannot match their import of necessary industrial goods; the failure of the import-substitution industrialization programme (ISI), up to the 1970’s, proved that (Sayigh, 1991).
The decline in export and increase in import led to an asymmetric situation that had to result in trade deficits for a number of countries. The unbalance is quite telling: Between 1980 and 1993 export earnings of the members of the Arab League declined by 64 per cent, while in the same period the import declined only by 13 per cent (MEED, 1994).
D. Financial dependence

The countries that experienced a situation with trade deficits had to rely on their financial reserves, if they had one. Those who did not, had to finance their trade deficits through borrowing, and this is one central aspect on how the Arab countries is depended upon the industrialist countries; The financial dependence of the Middle East countries concerning their debt problem. The countries that experienced a situation with trade deficits had to rely on their financial reserves, if they had one. Those who did not, had to finance their trade deficits through borrowing, and this is one central aspect on how the Arab countries is depended upon the industrialist countries; The financial dependence of the Middle East countries concerning their debt problem. (Niblock and Wilson, 1999).

Algeria is almost a prototype of a country that incurred heavy debt primarily to fund investment of low efficiency. Karen Pfeiffer (1992) writes in her article about how the borrowing was associated with a large investment program and with the imported materials necessary to make the new industries function. The result was that the borrowed funds were used up without increasing productive capacity sufficiently to service the debt (Pfeiffer, 1992: 216).

Ironically, the dependence on foreign money markets, which now host substantial Arab financial reserves due to the huge oil revenues, are a constraining effect which the holding of the reserves in foreign markets has on the Arab power to take independent economic and political decisions. 
Foreign aid sounds always so charitable and well-meaning, like “you can take it if you want to”, but usually one dollar spent on aid comes back as three dollars in the donor country in the form of exports and jobs (Surin, 1998). And aid is dangerous in that sense it makes you think you can live after a standard of living that is based on external support, and not from income from accumulated industrial wealth. Like the oil-boom showed, the Arab countries did not manage to distribute and invest their new income or grants efficiently, they lived on the illusion that this would last forever, and when the recession came they were not prepared and did not have the necessary resources or knowledge to come out of the crisis. The centre countries had the capital the peripheral countries wanted, so they lent them large amounts of money in return for geo-political support. The financial dependence through the International Monetary Fund and the Wold Bank, is a clear example on how tied up the developing countries are to the West. This in turn has led to a development towards economic liberalization in the Middle East, which could be seen as a prolonging effect of the relationship between the two parties (Niblock and Wilson, 1999). 
Almost all international financial organisations are managed by rich western countries while they try to control economic and even social life in underdeveloped and developing nations through such mechanism of financial aid and loans. Because of the conditionality principle for loans, many Third World countries, including majority of the countries in the Middle East region, are under pressure for economic reform, which in practice means more integration with the West. For instance, the negotiations between Egypt and the IMF during 1987-1991 that led to a comprehensive liberalization programme for the country were mainly a result of the outside partners’ pressure and not the Egyptian state’s eagerness to introduce the reforms. As Niblock (1993: 71) concludes, it was the external pressure, through the IMF, due to Egypt’s need for the capital that led to an economic policy which ran counter to interests at the centre of the Egyptian state.

E. Other kinds of dependence

The political realities in the post-war world, regarding the independence of many Third Wold countries, included the growing difficulty for centre countries to overtly impose dependence on the peripheral countries. The use of force, direct appropriation of the economic surplus and so like, were methods the centre countries had abandoned. However, the governments of the centre countries had recourse to two new mechanisms whereby they were able to maintain their economic domination. These were the transfer of a large part of their power to their private trans-national corporations and the skilful disguise wrapped around their own power and influence. The examples are many; Big American companies like Boeing and McDonnell Douglas selling aircrafts to Saudi Arabia through personal contacts by ministers/secretaries or even the president, travelling in jets bearing the US presidential seal, filled up with US officials and dozens of chief executive officers (MEED, 14/10/1994).
A military and technological kind of dependence could be seen during the Gulf crisis, when Arab countries needed Western intervention to stop the aggression and restore order. The developed countries in the West had the expertise and equipments the Arab countries did not have, or could not use. But the important aspect was that they intervened to maintain to their interests concerning the oil supply to the West and that makes the point firstly a self-serving one and second an exploiting one. After the Gulf war, the need for a strong defence was felt in the Gulf states, and the United States “persuaded” these states to buy almost all the military equipments from U.S. defence manufacturers. Apart from paying most of the cost of the war, the GCC states ordered military equipments worth $32 billion from the United States from September 1990 to September 1992 (MEED, 14/10-94). According to data provided by CIA World Factbook (2003), total annual military expenditures in 15 leading countries of the Middle East has reached to a level of $56.63 billion, even in official figures which is generally much lesser the actual expenditures. That development in the advanced capitalist countries lead to automatically development for the underdeveloped countries was unlikely because of the many strands of dependence, as mentioned.

If we analyse some data of per capita GNP for five countries (Algeria, Tunisia, Egypt, Syria, Iraq and Iran) we encounter that per capita income fell in all those countries during the 1980’s and 1990’s (Barkey, 1992:214; Niblock and Wilson, 1999; World Bank, 2004). Egypt and Syria had a per capita income that was in 1989 little if anything above the 1970 level. Although per capita is the basic indicator of well-being, this numbers do not indicate that the factor of dependence is the only relevant factor. 
Conclusion

Looking back over the decades since the Dependency Theory emerged, dependency continues to stand out as an exceptional case in which a theory developed by writers from developing countries has become prominent in social sciences. 

The Dependency Theory utilise three major hypotheses on the issue of development of so-called underdeveloped and developing countries. .These can be summarised as follows:  First, in a sharp contrast to the development of the rich Western countries, development of underdeveloped and developing countries necessitates subordination to the core countries of the West. Second, the peripheral nations experience their greatest economic development when their ties to the core are weakest (Reyes, 2001). Third, when the core countries get out of their crisis situation, they try to fully integrate peripheral countries into the world capitalist economic system. 

The critics of the dependency theory usually focus on the proposition that this theory reflects the facts of the 1950s and 60s, and could not provide comprehensive empirical evidence to support its conclusions for today. However, as far as the development and dependency in the Middle East are concerned, one can rightly argue that, it is not the fact. On the contrary, as the 21th Century just begins, the issues raised by the dependency approach remain as relevant as ever. International debt and its local consequences, the opening of domestic markets to new competition from imports and the return to an emphasis on outward-oriented growth remain parameters of development efforts of today.

These manifestations of dependence persist, or are even intensified, partly because the nations in the region of the Middle East have not seriously attempted to remove them (internal factor), and partly because of the resistance of the powers behind the economic order of the world to introduce extensive change (external factor).

The external factor can summarised as follows: Today, by the aid of globalisation, the capitalist world order sets the agenda for investments almost all over the world. Investments in Midle Eastern countries have been insufficient through the years, because of the unstable situation there, and smaller chance of profit thereafter. Even the rich Arab states haven’t invested much in the region. As long as the investments in the region are on that low level, and the trade deficit threatens the countries’ financial resources, the dependence on aid and on borrowed funds seems crucial for the Middle East nations. The developed countries have always opposed change in the structure of power allocation in the international economic order, basically because of their benefits of today’s status quo. 

The internal factor, although less crucial than the external factor, should not be underestimated (Krueger vd., 2000). In the post-colonial period, the former colonial powers made the use of people that could take care of their interests in the country. These people were of course people in leading positions that could affect decisions in the country. Big land-owners, business-men and the elite in the developing countries doing business with the elite in the developed countries are exploiting their native countrymen for their own benefit, in co-operation with the Western countries (Richards and Waterbury, 1996). This happened in the Middle East like in any other part of the world during the colonial age (Barkey, 1992; Rapley, 1996). Therefore, dependence of the developing countries, such as the ones in the Middle East, on developed countries should be attributed to external factors explained thus far as well as to insufficient internal dynamics.
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