In the light of currently available demographic information, were the European colonial/Imperial projects a blessing or a curse for humanity – or neither?
Introduction 
[bookmark: _Int_xayhZaiQ][bookmark: _Int_1CFGzIEj][bookmark: _Int_W6gHnUhQ]Throughout history humans have migrated across the globe colonising land, developing new societies, adapting to their lands creating cultures. LLoyd and Metzer (2013) acknowledge this pattern throughout history since the emergence of settler societies from hunter gatherer cultures. However, they rightly note that ‘world geopolitics and economic systems have been shaped in the past several centuries by European imperialism, capitalism, and outmigration,’ a phenomenon that is widely accepted as having negative consequences. Much has been written on the topic of colonisation and its impacts from different perspectives that have highlighted the negative impact on indigenous peoples and their cultures and livelihoods but there are also those that advocate for colonisation as having a positive impact in areas of development and democracy. From amongst these, “Colonialism and Development: A Comparative Analysis of Spanish and British Colonies,” (Lange, Mahoney, and vom Hau, 2006), has been selected for their controversial statements stating, ‘Spanish colonization had negative consequences for postcolonial development’ and ‘British colonialism had positive effects.’ Such statements provoke strong reactions, more so for those who have inherited colonial legacies which brings into question the validity and relevance of the authors analysis and hypotheses. European colonialism has been key in shaping the developments and economies of the contemporary world but to cast a positive slant on it invites criticism, as in the paper in question where the authors state the British have had positive effects which implies that they did not have negative effects. This paper will look at Lang et al. approach, questioning their breakdown of colonialism into different levels and models, and what purposes could it serve. 
[bookmark: _Int_RtGR4T4s][bookmark: _Int_riruOxDI][bookmark: _Int_sCsfydtW][bookmark: _Int_XAswk5UP]Horvath (1972) defines colonialism as a ‘form of domination – the control by individuals or groups over the territory and/or behaviour of other individuals or groups.’ He concedes the complexity of defining colonialism acknowledging its synonymous entanglement with exploitation and power based on modern interpretations of European colonialism whilst ignoring earlier colonial projects. Furthermore, he notes that in an attempt to break away from the connotations of colonialism new terms have appeared such as ‘neocolonialism,’ semi-colonialism and imperialism which tend to be used as a substitute for colonialism but really are a stratified term for it. As studies and understanding of colonialism and its impact has been understood in the context of European colonialism, the severity of its impact is far reaching with its effects, and whilst being addressed from past practices, still continues today in other guises. This paper will demonstrate the act of redefining colonialism to levels and degrees of severity that Lange et al have explored in their paper to create a complex and controversial argument that is convoluted and complex. 
[bookmark: _Int_C85qp554][bookmark: _Int_Mr3mhSfG][bookmark: _Int_LvumCMwu][bookmark: _Int_EjY7Eiik][bookmark: _Int_1sR2bDQj]Before discussing the Lange et al. article it would be beneficial to define the mercantilist model and liberal model as defined by them. Their mercantilist model ‘organizes productive activity to obtain national economic self-sufficiency and short-term gains through favourable trade balances and the accumulation of precious metals,’ which therefore ‘fosters a rigidly hierarchical society in which the majority of the population is dependent on a small elite.’ The liberal model ‘organizes productive activity toward maximizing profit through exchange in free markets.’ In essence, mercantilism operates on a hierarchy while liberalism is based on free market economy. As contrast brief general definitions of both state - mercantilism views a nation's economic health as being dependent on export over import whereas economic liberalism focuses on personal liberty with little government interference; ‘self-interest.’ From this alone it can be seen that the authors have favoured a more complex definition of the terms. Specifically, they have stated in contrast to the mercantilist model ‘the liberal model is not associated with a state that privileges status groups and explicitly imposes hierarchical relations of dependence’ This is contentious since the British were an Imperialist state in which the elite were privileged.  
[bookmark: _Int_yBJIAGOm][bookmark: _Int_18KkfeR1][bookmark: _Int_Qnrj5S89][bookmark: _Int_rUzTY49P][bookmark: _Int_jcr68h76]Lange et al., in their paper have broken down the various components of Spanish and British colonialism to differentiate the various ways in which both Spain and Britain colonised their territories by disassembling colonialism into different levels. It was evident from reading their article that their task, however, was not simple and, as previously noted, making for a complex and convoluted process of dividing, and classifying not only the colonised nations but also colonial aspects to support their model. Not only do they state that the two colonisers have had opposing and reverse effects on their colonies but by layering colonialism they develop models of analyses that negates their over-generalization of colonial effects. Added to the already complex model is the consideration of factor endowments, that is, conditions present at the time of colonisation, to include such things as land, climate, and demography. Not all colonial states of both colonisers are included in their study making their generalisations even more futile. Another disparity in the study is the colonial timeline of the colonisers in question; Spain's campaign took place in the sixteenth century whereas the British campaign occurred two centuries later when world demography and conditions had evolved and progressed. 
[bookmark: _Int_QsZ8f3gh][bookmark: _Int_tRpwC0r5]Their study encompasses 39 former British colonies and 18 former Spanish colonies excluding territories that do not conform to their theory. Already in contention they only included Spanish colonies in the Americas choosing to exclude territories in Asia and Africa and as for the British they chose to exclude ‘mandate colonies’ and small island states. The inclusion of British colonies beyond the Americas already distorts the argument since endowment factors will be affected by geography and contrasting cultural differences. Degree of selectiveness on which territories to include in their study and through establishing levels of colonialism an unnecessary added complication to the study of colonial impact on socio-economic development. Throughout the article Lange et al. consistently refer to the differing ways in which the British and Spanish colonised, how they managed their colonies and subsequent outcomes especially as experienced contemporarily. As already noted, they view liberalist British approach as having had a favourable outcome whilst the Spanish mercantilist approach has been deemed negative for their colonies but as one reads further into their research it becomes evident that their broad statement must have work arounds dependent on which colony they are discussing. For example, in their analysis of Spanish colonies they suggest that the Spanish ignored less populous areas of Southern America as they were of no interest. Instead, these areas were controlled by the religious orders. The argument of their comparative analysis of European population in 1800 against precolonial figures is used to support their theory of high colonialism in densely populated areas. Such a conclusion cannot be accepted since other factors should be considered, like existence of the precolonial society thus making it easier for the Spanish to settle in an already established area. Another aspect to consider is that these pre-colonial societies already existed in their geographical locations due to their proximity to the precious metals' sites. The authors assumption that the Spanish have inhabited these societies purely for labour implies that the Spanish were the discoverers of the precious metals when in reality the indigenous peoples were already extracting and making use of the metals.
[bookmark: _Int_1chWjy9g]On the other hand, their analysis involving the British colonies takes on a more complex assessment involving breakdown of colonialism into four different levels - settler colonialism – migrants settle and build their own institutions, indirect colonialism – allows for local structures to remain whilst assuming control and extracting taxes, they site the following - direct colonialism, and hybrid colonialism – between the previous two mentioned without clear definition. By applying these terms to the vast number of British colonies, Lange et al. are manipulating the facts to suit their argument. It would be accepted that a coloniser will adapt to the territory they are colonising, what affects level of colonisation is down to the prevailing factors within the colony such as environment and adaptability amongst others. Acemoglu (2017) argues that both colonial powers in question show ‘evidence [that] suggests that the intentions and strategies of distinct colonial powers were very similar.’ but what impacted outcomes were the differing environments the colonisers were faced with.
[bookmark: _Int_93xJh9Ug]Acemoglu argues instead that the campaigns carried out by the British and Spanish has had differing impacts on the nations they colonised was dependant on varying factors within those colonies. Lange and co however have unsuccessfully attempted to further break down the levels of outcomes dependant on criteria outlined in their paper. There are several reasons why their hypotheses cannot work. Dan Acemoglu has rightly identified the differences in the balance of power within the institutional structures of the colonisers; in Britain this lay with parliament and society whilst in Spain the balance of power lay with the monarchy. The point he makes is both Britain and Spain achieved similar outcomes as that of their colonies, that is Britain experienced economic development whilst Spain’s declined. It is important to note here that not all British colonies achieved the same fate. Some British colonies in Africa experienced a decline similar to that of Spanish colonies. Because of this Acemoglu has applied the term heterogenous, recognising that colonial project outcomes are dependent on many other factors and do not rely solely on the coloniser. He further simplifies by demonstrating differing outcomes by the same coloniser by looking back in history when the Normans colonised both England and Southern Italy. England developed the industrial revolution whilst Southern Italy lacked cohesiveness and so did not thrive.  
The article by Eckler (2020), would have better served to underpin the analyses and hypotheses of the reviewed paper as it gives clear arguments for the differences in the colonisation of the Americas by the Spanish and the British. Furthermore, it could be argued that the table given in Lange et al. article, giving dates for when regions were colonised and when they gained their independence does not bear any relevance to the study carried out since it further complicates the argument set out by the authors. This is because each colony has several determining factors which affect colonial strategy thus making colonial experiences and outcomes more unique in some instances. Eckler too has his limitations in citing that the decline of Latin America is due solely to the Spanish. A shortfall of the study was the consideration needed by Lange et al. on post-colonial events that would have affected the trajectory of a nation, more so in the areas of decline such as in Latin American countries for which responsibility seems to stop with the Spanish. To this end Galeano (1973), in his book, has discussed how the Spanish stripped Latin America of its natural resources, left nations in poverty and devoid of economic development but beyond independence, exploitation continued at the hands of the United States (US) who used their power under the guise of free markets to continue to extract at low-cost while making huge profits for themselves. 
Conclusion
[bookmark: _Int_H1ZSnZ3s][bookmark: _Int_PZxbDYHg]The authors attempt at teasing apart colonialism into component parts in an effort to explain differing colonial impacts of Britain and Spain makes a clunky and cumbersome model. They conclude as they started in that colonialism caused the reversal of fortunes ‘in which more economically developed precolonial territories became less developed, and less economically developed areas became more developed,’ repudiating Acemoglu et al. (2001, p. 1373) who stated that the ‘identity of the coloniser’ did not matter. Instead, they ‘argue that one must simultaneously pay attention to conditions in precolonial territories and the identity of the colonizer to understand adequately how colonialism shaped long-run development.’ Acemoglu has a case in point, regardless of who the coloniser is, colonialism has affected development in colonies. What cannot be ignored is the fate of the countries beyond colonialism and as previously mentioned, US involvement in Latin America further contributed to their decline as they engaged in a new type of colonialism – Neocolonialism. The authors assertion that ' ‘British colonialism had positive effects.’ is not convincing and as this paper has found both the British and the Spanish were responsible, through their colonial projects, for the fates of their colonies. Contributing factors when colonisation took place, such as timeline, geography, demography, climate all determined the differing outcomes of individual nations. Therefore, to hold one coloniser over another as having a positive or negative effect is too simplistic and does not support a resolution model.  However, there are aspects of the study could be useful in targeting particular areas that need to be addressed for reparation or resolution.
An observation on development is tackled today is that it is approached from the colonial perspectives meaning that they are western perspectives that do not consider the perspectives of those who are the colonised. An overarching view of world development since European colonialism is one of capitalism which, when traced over time, can be seen as a major contributor to ever increasing poverty and global inequality. More importantly, the divide through the lens of post-colonial Europe shows that many ex-colonies continue to flounder on the margins of society struggling to catch up in a world that is dictated by the few elites. The issue is that development and success is based on capitalist models which serve to create wealth extremes creating an unfair and unjust world. Many articles have cited colonial perspectives at the time of colonisation with some acknowledging legacies that continue to persist today.  Gbedoah (2018), in his article tackles the link between developmental challenges of the Global South today with its legacy to the past.  He notes ‘Not only is the framing of ‘development’ a recreation of ‘mission-civilisatrice’, the vocabulary, policies and practices underpinning the approach to development are reflective of the same ‘western arrogance’ of superiority and perceived moral duty to civilize the world’ and further ‘This ‘hegemony’ of development architecture has not only created a replica of colonialism’s attempt at assimilation, but is, perhaps, doomed to remake the same errors.’ His observations make a valid point and in relation to the point of this paper makes a case for the European projects being a curse. Colonialist practices have thrived over the centuries not because of their effectiveness but more because the elites of the time used inhumane methods of extracting wealth and labour from colonised states. Today's practices continue but under the guise of taxes and inflated costs.
In conclusion, what determines whether the European colonial/imperial projects were a blessing or a curse for humanity – or neither, is dependent on perspectives taken. However, from the perspective of the United Nations (UN) Universal Development of Human Rights (UDHR) established in 1948, taken from the United Nations Association (2024), the core of which is ‘the right to life, to be free from torture and abuse, to go to school and to work. [...] right to shelter and to food, the right to practise a religion, [....] Every person has every human right because we are all born equal and should be treated with equal dignity and respect’ and, Kate Raworth’s donut economics model which incorporates ecological and social factors, the legacy of European colonialism would be seen as a curse. Colonial legacy has meant the economic models and liberalist approaches have sustained mass inequality whilst the relative few continue to hold and control mass wealth. Until the colonial model is ditched for an approach that is holistic and inclusive for, not just the people, but the planet also, inequality and suffering will continue. 
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