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Structuralist Perspective

he- term historical structuralism encompasses a wide range of theoretical ap-

Pro .wmm.w.ug%&wqw, Marxism, dependency theory, world-system theory, and.
fis¢éian analysis? All the:theoretical approaches in this perspective have some,
rogtsiin Marxism, but some have diverged quite substantially from mainstream Marxist-

&mmm As we will &uoam some Marxists accuse dependency and world-system theo-
rists of not being sufficiently Marxist and of being mistaken in their intevpretation of
Third World development.

There are several reasons why this book refers to the third IPE perspective as his-
torical structuralism. Thy ucturalist reflects this perspective’s focus on struc-

7

ie centérioi‘cote of the global economy dominate poorer Southem states in
the peripheiy. However,soihe realists are also structuralists; they explain state behav-
ior.gn mwm basisrof the-stracture of the international system. To these realists, a state’s

, i& system are the critical factors affecting its behaviex:! To dit-

S411s" 6 Q%Ho:‘&ow i1 which one class dominates another, or rich Northern.

m@@.&ﬁm this third wm;wmogw from structural realism, we add the word historical.

b

torical &365353 _vmwﬂ describes this school of muczmwﬁ )
It is especially difficult to generalize about the basic tenets of the third IPE per-
spective because of the wide diversity of historical structuralist approaches. The dis-
cussion of theoretical developments is therefore Huedn&&% important in this chapter;
it provides some indication of the wide differences among writers in this school of
thought. There is no separate section on North-South relations in this chapter because

some historical structuralist approaches—especially the dependency approach—Focus
almost exclusivelv on North-South issues.

~theorists in.the third perspective take a historical approach to the study of:
meuw >ooo~n_5m 8 this group of theorists, history has heen marked by exploitation;.
: i istic o% ﬁrm current m%mﬁmB is Eo moEEmsoo of o&uﬁEvE with |




o~

\ .
N

Basic TENETS OF THE HISTORICAL STRUCTURALIST
PERSPECTIVE

The Role of the Individual, the State, and Societal Groups

Marxists identify the relationship among classes as the main factor affecting the eco-
nomic and political order. Each mode of production (e.g., feudalism and capitalism) is
associated with two opposing classes: an exploiting nonproducing class and an ex-
ploited class of producers. Classes are absent only in the simplest mode of production,
the primitive-communal, and in the future Communist mode. Thus, Karl Marx and
Friedrich Engels write in The Communist Manifesto:

The-history of all hitherto-existing society is the history of class struggles. .. . The:
. modexn. bourgeois:society thiit has sprouted from the ruins of feudal society, has nog
don with class antagonisms, It has but established new classes;.neygzeonditions
crmsof'striggle ih place of the old one§® o

of Sisbrassion; new forn 4

In most of Marx and Engels’s writings, they depict the state as being nothing more
than an agent acting at the behest of the dominant class—in capitalism, the bour-
geoisie. Indeed, the bourgeoisie uses the state as an instrument for the exploitation of
wage labor. Marx and Engels suggest that under certain conditions, the state may have
some autonomy from a dominant class. For example, the state’s autonomy may in-
crease temporarily during transition periods, when the power of warring classes is
more equally balanced.? But in the long run, Marx and Engels argue, the state cannot
escape from its dependence on the owners and controllers of capital. Only when the
.+ proletarian revolution eliminates private ownership and class distinctions will the state
no longer be needed as an instrument of class oppression. A number of later writers—
both within and outside the Marxist tradition—have been highly critical of the Marx

and Engels position that state actions simply reflect the views of the dominant class
(see the following discussion).

The Nature and Purpose of International Economic Relations

Whereas liberals consider economic relations to be a positive-sum game, historical
structuralists as well as realists view economic relations as being basically conflictual
and zero-sum in nature. Thus, Marx.and Engel$ argue that “ene fact is common to all
:pastidges, viz., the exploitation’of one part of society by the othe#® This exploitation
takes the form of a class struggle, with capitalism being the most advanced stage. Un-
der capitalism, a class of private owners of the means of production extracts surplus
value from a class of free but propertyless wage laborers. The private owners then con-
vert this surplus value into capital, which is invested in new means of production.

It is well known that the views of historical structuralists evolved along with
changes in the international system. Thus, Marx and Engels initially predicted that the
contradictions within the capitalist world would contribute to the absolute poverty of
the working class, surplus production, economic downtwrns, and the eventual collapse
of the capitalist system. When this dire prediction was not realized, Lenin and others
maintained that imperialism explained the continued survival of capitalism.% Imperial-

ism delayed the downfa.of capitalism because colontes supplied the “metropole”
states with a cheap source of agricultural and raw matevials and provided an outlet and
market for the metropoles’ surplus of capital and manufactured goods.

When the process of decolonization marked an end to the age of imperialism, cap-
italism continued to demonstrate resilience, and some historical structuralists turmed
their attention from colonialism to neocolonialisin as the explanation. Although the im-
perial powers had ceded direct political control over their former colonies, they con-
tinued to control the newly independent Third World states economically.” Others
who have sought to explain the persistence of capitalism and Third World underdevel-
opment include dependency theorists and world-system theorists. Dependency theo-
rists argue that the world is hierarchically organized, with the leading capitalist states
in the center or core of the global economy dominating and exploiting poor states in
the periphery. Only the core states can make autonomous choices about domestic and
foreign economic policies, and market mechanisms simply reinforce socioeconomic
and political inequalities. Some early dependency theorists asserted that the core
states underdeveloped the peripheral states, but LDC success stories such as the
emergence of the NIEs caused later theorists to acknowledge that development is pos-
sible in some Third World states. Nevertheless, these theorists argue that LDC eco-
nomic growth takes the form of dependent development, which involves a close associ-
ation between elites in the core and the periphery.

Historical structuralists focus on the exploitative nature of capitalisin and ave thus
similar to realists in considering the purpose of economic and political activity to be
the redistribution of wealth and power. Unlike realists, however, historical structural-

ists.reject-the-idea that a meaningful redistribution of wealth and power can occur -

within the capitalist systemg Actively taking the side of the poor and less powerful, Lis-
torical structuralists argue that the inequalities under capitalism will disappear only af-

ter there is a transformation to socialism. The ultimate goal of exploited states and.-
elassesatesiding toshistorical structuralists, should be to break linkages with the capi--

ates and/orto overthrow the capitalist system.

The Relationship Between Politics and Economics

History, according toMarx, is a dialectical process in which there is a contradiction be-
tweerigyolitigeconomic modes of production (e.g., feudalism, capitalism, and social-
ism) onth iand and the political system on the other. This contradiction is re-
solvedsshigh “@anges in the mode and relations of production eventually cause the

pplitical superstructure” to undergo similar changes.- Marx viewed politics as being:

sitiordinate toreconomies, and his writings provided the foundation for the instrumen-

talist-tradition:in Marxist mwocm,f.m Instrumental Marxism, like liberalism, perceives .
foxmal:gevernment institutions as responding in a rather passive manner to socioeco- -

-noinic-pressures, Liberals, however, believe that any societal interest group may have
piolitical sinfliigice whereas instrumental Marxists believe the state’s policies reflect
thigsimterests of the capitalist class. To support their position, instrumental Marxists’
;point-to-the personal: ties between leading capitalists and public officials and to the
mevement-of individuals back and: forth between business and government. One in-
strumental Marxist, for example, argues that the individuals in "l command positions
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in the state system have largely, and in many cases overwhelmingly; been mw..wﬁs from

the world of business and property, or from the professional middle classes. N
Aftan Wi W i ist:asswell-as.non Manrxist.scholars.strongly. E.ﬁw.

ecduseifidusttial stiteswere adopting a number;

roly 1f i mployment insurance despite mwm..owwom&o N
iS5 grous. Asiigstiltya.seeond fradition of Struictural Marsigm

omousHromydivect-political pressure by the capitalist clags@ls, the
ssomgdslisidsidiatpiovide benefits to all major groups: invspsjetysdn- ¢
dhivuigh tiigthiershort term, some capitalists oppose these’
mﬁﬁ -poligi gy fact seive thiélonger term interests of the bourgeoisie. The bour-
geoisie, which has internal divisions, may be less well placed than the state to recog-
nize what policies best serve its own long-term interests. Thus, by providing welfare
and other benefits, the state often placates the workers and gains their support for the
continuance of capitalism.1? .
Althiouglistlieyconsiderthestate to be relatively autonomous, structural Marxis
differ;fromsrealists in:some important respects. The state is not under the direct co

KARL MARX AND IPE

Kazl-Marx (1818-83). did. not-write systematically on international relatiofis, but his

theory of capitalism and class struggle provided the basic framework for historical

structuralist approaches to IPE. Although Marx wrote a number of articles about the

effect of Wester capitalism on non-Ewropean areas, hisskowledge of economically

less developed -areas outside Burope was in fact quite limited. At the time Marx was

writing, “relatively few sources of information” on non-Furopean areas “were available

to him.”!! Mands;specifie referenees toithe present-day Third World focused:primarily
om:India;and; Chin; ¥ in-Marx’s view, that.eapitalism first emerged
inEriropgswiiere thiefe de-of production was:prevalent. Feudal landholdings,
erepriyatessorthese-landholdi gs:could be converted-into-private bourgeois property
whenthefeudalimode of proditétist was replaced by capitalisiit.

Marx argued that in contrast to the situation in Europe, an “Asiatic” mode of pro-
duction that was outside the mainstream of Western development was prevalent in
such countries as India and China. The:statefs:presence was-much greater in the Asi-
aticmodey-betause climate-and: geography. made centralized irrigation important in,
agtigulturg. | ongreentral governments' in China: and-India developed large.
publisswork:projec «to-provide:water over extensive land areas. At the Jocal level, ,
Marx portrayed: oriental soci -as characterized-by small, self-sufficient. yillage:com-
munities-in whiclr thiéié  was communal rather than individual ownership. Because

i

ntrast to the instrumentalists, structiral Marxists argue that the state is ;

vdeyélopment. He therefore warns us that India’s village communities “restrained the

N
communal property cn(xwwv and public property (centrally) overshadowed private
property in the Asiatic mode, Marx saw no basis for a transformation—as there was in
fendalism—from private feudal landholdings to private capitalist holdings. As a result, _

thelieved:that “oriental societies” such as China and India had no internal mecha--
; ange.and that external pressure from Western imperialism was necessary
§Exd0uintries were to progress to capitalism—and then to socialism. 13
lérx.certainly does not glorify British imperialism in India in his writings. Indeed,
he harshly criticizes England’s role in destroying the Indian handicraft textile industry,
first by preventing India from exporting cotton to the European market and then by
inundating India with British textiles. Nevertheless, Marx views the stagnant Asiatic
stigiety. as being even worse than capitalism because it lacked capitalism’s capacity for

human mind within the smallest possible compass, making it the uuresisting tool of su-
perstition, enslaving it beneath traditional rule, depriving it of all grandeur and histori-
cal energies.”14
Imscontrast-to his view of stagnating Asiatic societies, Marx considered capitalism.
t@2be-a dynamic, expansive system with a historical mission to move the development
Eocess. forward throughout the world. Thus, Marx viewed England as performing a
dual fimction in India—first, in destroying the old Asiatic society, and second, in pro-
viding the foundation for Western society in Asia. Without this introduction of West-

ern capitalism, Marx reasoned, the conditions for a Communist revolution in Asia
would not be met:

Can mankind fulfill its destiny without a fundamental revolution in the social state of
Asia? If not, whatever may have been the crimes of England, she was the unconscious
tool of history in bringing about that revolution,15

Although Marx strongly criticized the exploitative nature of British imperialism,
dieieverthieless viewed it as enabling India to move from the stagnant Asiatic mode of
production to the dynamic exploitative mode. The move to the capitalist mode, ac-
cording to Marx, was a necessary evil because it was a prerequisite for subsequent
moves to socialism and communism. It is Important to note that there were some ma-
«Jor.defeets in Marx’s analysis of Asiatic societies, which are attributed to his Jack of
fizsthand knowledge and his Eurocentric prejudices: Indeed, later in his life Marx re-
pudiated some of his own ideas regarding the Asiatic mode of production and the role
of imperialism in promoting capitalism in the East. Despite his apparent change of
view, Marx never explained how capitalism could be developed in the Asiatic villages.
withietitWeéstern imperialisms16

MARXIST STUDIES OF IMPERIALISM

Although Manrx raised some Important—and contentions—questions about the impact
of Western capitalism on non-European societies, systematic studies of imperialism
depended on later writers. In contrast to most liberal theories, which emphasize the..
anutual benefits of international interactions, theories of imperialisim portray the world -
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Aas: EQBdEn%% rganized; with:seme.societies engaging in conquest ¢ and contrel overy:
e:used the tevm.imperialism in reference:to a politica
¢lationshipbetween advanced metropolitan ‘countries and?
s:thegefore ironic that a non-Markist:English econ=

theories: cm imperialisms
secieties: low wagesrand: ﬁﬁ@mnae&msgwuﬂg g workers, oversaving by omyunmrmﬁmv.ﬂém &
overproductish. Although capitalism is highly efficient and contributes to the produc-
tion of growing surpluses, private owners increase their profits by paying extremely
low wages to their workers. As a result, workers in the capitalist countries have very
limited purchasing power, and the capitalists must Jook to countries abroad as an out-

let for their excess goods and pr ofits. Their forays into what is now termed the Third
e<95 mEm rise to 5%@5&55

Vladimiiir H.mu.E ﬁmqoL.@N& voomEm 9@ Boﬁ ,Smm? o#m@ work in this area, even
.,m,o:mw -Lenin-borrowed many of his ideas from earlier Marxist and non-Marxist writ-
ers.%dienin was interested in the new, expanded form of imperialism of the late nine-
teenth century, “in which the dominance of monopolies and finance capital [had] es-
_tablished itself?’.and “the division of all territories of the globe among the great
oapitalist powers [had] been completed.”! Lenin, writing in the Marxist tradition,
took a far more doctrinaire approach than Hobson. Altheugh Hobson and Lenin
agreed. that imperialism resulted from low wages and underconsumption by workers,
their preseribed solutions were fundamentally different. As a liberal, Hobson believed,

- that impevialism wotild becomé'less essential if wages were increased and income was*
redistiibuted:within the - capitalist systess. Lenin as a Marxist, by contrast, believed:

Gapttalising aiid: that imperialism could disappear only with-the advent of
‘sotialism
" Like Marx, Lenin:argued:that capitalism contributes to overproduction and:un-,
derconsumption, tolower wagés and:lower employment for the working class, and: to,
talling rates:of profit-for the capitalists. However, Marx had predicted that the growing
nisery of the proletariat would lead to revolution in the advanced capitalist countries,
and Lenin twrned to imperialism to explain why such a revolution had not occurred.
Under-imperialism, the expert of capital and goods to colonial areas provided new “su- -
perp ts" for capitalist firms{:which helped them avert economic crisgg.. mvw using &
syofitsite-pribe. the-working class (or “labor aristocracy”) in-their
. ﬁmmw sthe-capitalists were able to delay the 5<e€ﬁoz
m9<m<9. Lenin ar mzmm that imperialism did not mark an end to capitalism’s undexly-
ing contradictions and that the revolution was still inevitable. Once the capitalist states:
had-divided up:the-globe.into.calonial areas, competition among them woild-lead to
interimperialist-wars. and the. downfall of capitalisrii:

b ¥
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Stlier- hand, hmévx.“wmamm& with Marx that colonialism was also a progressive:
téwas essential for Third World modernization: Indeed, Lenin maintained
that capitalism has an inherent contradiction: it develops vather than underdevelops
the Third <<QE As the Western capitalist states export capital and technology to
ﬁmx,w@ﬁ es;-they help create foreign competitors with lower wages, which can out:
feliprticy “ihsrnin-world markets. The increase of economic competition hetween ris-

Em 5&%&55@oﬁsﬁrmﬂuoéﬁ.mm/»msﬁzEng%ﬂoooosozdnno_,:_ﬂp_a:._,__E:.L
rivalries. :

tﬁwe:m_u Marx and Lenin viewed colonialism as a necessary evil that would bri ing -

&véldpment to the colonial territories, industrialization and development did
/s anticipated. For example, even after most Latin American colonies gained
mﬁb. wﬁnﬂm_.um:&mznm from Spain and Portugal in the early nineteenth century, their pro-
duction continued to be concentrated on primary pr oducts, their industrialization was
limited, and they were highly dependent on capital and technology from the advanced
industrial states. The failure to bring about capitalist development in the colonies and
fermercolonies led to major rifts among the Manxists. Most notably, Otto Kuusinen, a
Finnish member at the Sixth Congress of the Communist International (Cominteru) in
1928, argued that imperialism was economically regressive vather than progressive as
Lenin had maintained. The views of Marxists such as Kuusinen were particularly impor-
& &yprovided a basis for the arguments of the Latin American dependency move-
entthat.emerged after World War IL% As the following discussion demonstrates, de-
pendency theorists “turned classical Marxism on its head” and focused on capitalism’s
role in hindering rather than facilitating Third World development.

DEPENDENCY THEORY

gfsron:dependency (or dependencistas) wese originally Latin American and/or fo-
d on Latin America, and dependency theory became the dominant approach to
development among Latin American intellectuals in the 1960s. Some of the i important
early studies were published only in Spanish; it was not until a number of years later
that they were translated and made available to most English-speaking scholars. De-
dency theorists reject the optimism of liberal modernization theorists (discussed in
O?%ﬁma 4) and maintain that the advanced capitalist countries either underdevelop
lte Third World or prevent Third World countries from achieving genuine au-
tonomous development. The discussion here examines the origins, hasic tenets, and
critiques of dependency theory. However, it is important to note that there is in fact
considerable diversity among the writers who are identified as dependency theorists.>'

The Origins of Dependency Theory

Pependency theory is based on two major theoretical traditions: Marxism and Latin
Anerican structuralism. Some of the Eo% prominent writers on dependency explicitly
express their allegiance to Marxisin.?> Dependency theorists, like Marxists, limit their
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toitdpitalist development;-and:they-adoptamuch of the lan»
guage:of:Marxsts; using terms:suichas class, mode of productio &%s.sﬁminr.%@, u.um;
pendency theorists and Marxists also have a common commitment to taking Huordo&
action as well as conveying ideas, and both groups advocate the replacement of capital-
ism with socialism. However;Marxsts:take.a more doctrinaire.approach than many .
dexicy theorists .m.m rding the. inevitability of socialisni:®

findamental difference-between Marxism and dependency theory is the fact .
that:dependency theorists focus almost exclusively on North-South relations and on
development problems in the Third World. As we discussed, dependency theorists
also strongly reject Marxist views that Northern industrial countries are performing a
service to Third World countries in the long term by contributing to the spread of cap-
italism. A-key:figure-in- the-transition from classical Marxism to dependency theory,
was Paul-Baran;Baran was. thie first important Marxist' theorist to view the Third :
ﬁmﬁ.—@ -as a major area of study, and he differed from his predecessors in arguing that
capitalistidevelopment-was a fundamentally different process in advanced and under-
developed countrie$. Unlike Marx, who viewed colonialism as enabling countries such
as India to advance from the Asiatic to the capitalist mode of production, Baran em-
phasized the contradictions between the objectives of the advanced capitalist states on
the one hand and the development of “backward” nations on the other. Thus, Baran
wrote that

oies; demand for wuﬁg_?d.\_@aomzoa remains relatively constant (for example, wealthy
individuals drink only so much coffee or tea, regardless of their incomes). Further-
more, the industrial states can often develop substitute or synthetic products it Third
World countries attempt to charge higher prices for their raw materials.

According to Prebisch and his followers, Third World countries could develop
only:threugh gevernment involvement to promote industrialization and decrease de-
pendence-on trade with the advanced industrial states.- Thus, they advised Third
World states to follow ISI policies to protect their infant industries, imposing tavitf
and nontariff barriers and emphasizing domestic production of manufactures to sat-
isfy demand previously met by imports.”> A number of LDCs, especially in Latin
Ametieay wereiinfluenced by Prebisch’s structuralist views, and they adopted ISI

i the 1950s and 1960s. By the 1960s, however, there was growing disillu-
isionmignt-with IS policies, which contributed to a wide range of problems for LDCs,
iglding uncompetitive industries and growing balance-of-payments deficits. (IST is
discussed in more detail in Chapter 11.) Scholars challenged the Prebisch approach
frgmebeth.the right and the left, and many left-leaning scholars turned to depen-
#dgticy theory. Dependency theorists adopted many of Prebisch’s ideas, but their
~iewsiof-both:the. problems and solutions for the Third World were generally more.

trigitlian those of Prebisclhi. Unlike Prebisch, for example, dependency theorists
did not believe the core would ever willingly transter resources to the periphery. A.
number of dependency theorists therefore called for a domestic social revolution in-
Third-World countries and/or a severing of contacts with the advanced industrial

ffiss: 20

economic development in underdeveloped countries is profoundly inimical to the domi-
nant interests in the advanced capitalist countries. Supplying many important raw materi-
als to the industrialized countries, providing their corporations with vast profits and invest-
ment outlets, the backward world has always represented the indispensable hinterland of
the highly developed capitalist West. Thus the ruling class in the United States (and else-
where) is bitterly opposed to the industrialization of the so-called “source countries.”#

The Basic Tenets of Dependency Theory

A discussion of the basic tenets of dependency theory is complicated by the fact that

there is cotisidgiablévariation among writers in this traditionsTwo m ajor strains of de-
#pendency theory are of particular importance. The first strain, which is closely identi-

fied with the work of two Latin Americans—Femnando Henrique Cardoso and ¥nzo
Faletto—took a less doctrinaire and more variegated position to North-South rela-
tions. Because Cardoso and Faletto’s seminal book, Depenclency and Development in
dLatin America, was not available in English translation until a number of years after it
was-piblished, much of the early North American “consumption” of dependency the-
orjrasliedira second strain. 27 The second strain, which drew its inspiration from An-
:dté Gunder Frank, became influential in the United States at an early stage. This -
strain took -a more radical, doctrinaire position regarding both the impact of depen-
dency.en the Third World and the proposed s¢lutions. In etforts to organize the dis-
cussion and draw comparisons, the next sections examine dependency views regarding
the source of Third World problems, possibilities for development in the periphery,
and prescriptions for change. When relevant, we differentiate between the two main
strains of dependency theory. .

Baran: further. maintained that foreign capitalists form alliances with elites in .
Cs-in their efforts to prevent Third World industrializatiori These elités include .
fevdaltilanided interests.and a comprador class composed of merchants who import
manufactured goods from theiindustrial statesiThus; Baran diverged from the Marx- -
istsyarguing that-capitalist development in the industrial states occurs at the expense of -
QHBIT gvelopment-in-the Third World. His.view-was to become a fundamental
neticf the-dependency-approacli

In addition to its beginnings in Mardsm, dgpendency theory has origins from
Latin American structuralism, particularly the ideas of the Argentinian economist Ratil
Piebisch, who became director of the United Nations Economic Commission for
Latin America (ECLA) in the late 1940s. Prebisch and his followers were called struc-
turalists because they focused on the structural obstacles to Third World develop-
ment. Prebisch particularly questioned the liberal assumptions that everyone benefits
from freer trade, and he argued instead that Third World countries in the periphery of
the global economy suffer from declining terms of trade with advanced industrial
states.in the center or core. (Prebisch began to use the terms “center” and “periphery”
as early as the 1950s.) Thir@*World-countries, aceording to Prebisch, are at-azmarked
disadvatitige becaisethey egport: mainly, primary commodities and import’ fifiig]
gaia

The Source of Third World Problems Dependency theorists reject the views of
liberaltheorists that Third World economic problems result primarily from inefficient:
_domestic policies and that greater North-South interdependence promotes Third

N

sthercors: Wheteas ‘demand: for finished goods increases with risigéin:
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World developmerjt. In contrast, dependency: theorists argue that external factors re-
lated:to the global-capitalist ectiiomy are primarily responsiblefor constraining de-
velopment possibilitiesin the Third World#Although the core countries in the North
benefit from their global capitalist linkages and experience dynamic development
based on internal needs, developmeht in the peripheral countries of the South is se-
verely constrained as a result of their interaction with the core. Although depens-
dency theorists attach primary importance to external constraints on development,
there:has beervariation among authois. The Gunder Frank strain placed far more
emphasis on the external forces, whereas the Cardoso-Faletto strain was highly sen-
sitive “to local as well as international variations in dependency relations and to the
independent significance of internal structures even in an approach that highlights
external conditioning.”28

Class struggle is one factor that links external and internal forces, and a number of
dependency theorists have examined the class linkages between individuals within the
peripheral and core states. Thus, they describe the development of a class alignment
in the South, where elites in Third World countries (compradores) att ‘as intermedi-
aries between the.capitalist international order on the one hand and the subjected lo-
cal peoples on the-other. Although this collaborating comprador class-may have local -
concerns, it ultimately.depends on the international economic order to ensure its sur-
vival as a clasg: Thus;:the-main political alliances of the compradores are with foreign
capitalists in:the:North.and the elites in the South often take actions that reinforce the -
patterit‘of Thivd Werld dependencyi®

LDC Possibilities for Development Dependency theorists have had differing

views regarding LDC possibilities for development. Those in the Gunder Frank strain
argued that the development of the capitalist economies in the core required the un-
derdevelopment of the periphery. These theorists were highly deterministiex they be<
lievéd that LDEs-could not escape from underdevelopment as long as they maintained.
linkages: with the wealthy capitalist states; Although developed countries may have
been undeveloped inrthe. past, they were not underdeveloped because they were not
yet part of the periphery.in the global capitalist economy. When these undeveloped
countries became part of the periphery, they became underdeveloped as a result of
their involvement with the countries in the capitalist core. >’

Theerists in the Cardoso-Faletto strain took a more nuanced approach, arguing
that in some cases development was possible in the periphery. This-was, however, “as- ¢
sociated-dependent ‘development”. in which the links of dependency were main-.
tained #* The Cardoso-Faletto view gained support over time, because theorists who
viewed underdevelopment as the only possible fate for peripheral countries found it
increasingly difficult to explain why industrialization was occurring in some LDGCs.
Liberals; realists, and some-Marxists all pointed to the fact that the NIEs such as South
Korea; Taiwan, Brazil, and Mexico were experiencing impressive economic growth
rates. Furthermere; countries-such:as.South Xorea and Taiwan had close'linkages with
thieiglobal capitalist structure in the corés@sniimber of dependency studies in the:late
1970s.and- 1980s thereforefollow Cardose:Faletto example and focused ensthe .
issue‘of “deperident devéloptiignt” father than “underdevelopment#3? Gunder Franlcs

-~
writings evolved, and by~.e 1980s even he was writing about countries that were un-

dergoing dependent development.®®
These who write about dependent development are more attuned to the wide va-
riety.of local conditions and dependency relations in the Third World. Certain LDCs
can undergo development, according to this view, when a particularly favorable al-
liance forms between foreign capital, domestic capital, and the Third World state. This
alliance enables the Third World country to benefit from capital accumulation and
from some degree of industrialization. Despite recognizing the diversity of LDC situa-
tiousshowever, these authors maintain that even the more favored LDCs remain fun-
:damentally dependent and cannot attain genuine autonomous development. In the fi-
nal analysis, those LDCs experiencing dependent development cannot escape from
their dependent linkages with the core countries, and their development is therefore
conditioned by the requirements of the core. Dependency theorists argue that al-
though the NIEs seem to be examples of success in the Third World, workers in these
des often receive low wages and procluce less technologically sophisticated goods
those.of the industrial states in the core. The production of capital goods in these
ries:ds also limited, and ultimately they depend on imports of machinery, tech-
gy;iand foreign investment from the core.3*

Prescriptions for Change Dependency theorists believe that LDCs cannot escape
from.their dependent position in the capitalist system; thus, they often prescribe a
realdng:oflinkages with the core countries and/or a socialist revolution to bring about
‘meressecial justice and equality. The goals of autonomy and socialism are not necessar-
ilyssempatibleshowever, and theorists do not explicitly state which of these two mc&m is
more important for decreasing dependency. Those who emphasize autonomy tend to
callfor-highly nationalistic and antiforeign actions such as the cutting of linkages with
thesdeveloped core states. Such actions do not ensure that the other goal of depen-
dency theorists will be achieved; policies that increase a state’s autonomy do not en-
sure that there will be more social justice or equality for the bulk of the population.
Nevertheless, dependency theorists at least hope that an end to dependent linkages

illdead.a-country to “emphasize distribution and participation rather than accumula-
Agiand-exclusiony3®

Critiques of Dependency Theory

Dependency theory became a favorite target of criticism in the 1970s and 1980s, and
othenthearies have subsequently become more important in the historical structuralist
ssehool of IPE. One major criticism is that dependency theorists do not adequately de-
fine their basic concepts. For example, theorists tend to view countries in dichotomous
terms as either dependent or not dependent, and it is unclear how one can measure
lesser or greater degrees of dependence. There are also different forms of depen-
dence, such as military, economic, and cultural dependence, but these different forms
are not usually identified. Furthermore, “developed versus underdeveloped” or “core
versus periphery” are extremely broad categories that include a wide range of coun-
tries. What does the term periphery signify when it includes countries as diverse as




Bl Titdlia; -and-Haiti? How does one justify including Portugal along with the
United States, Japan, and Germany as a developed country in the core? Critics argue
that these concepts are too vague to make the types of distinctions required for good
theorizing. 30

#A:second criticism relates to the preoccupation of dependency theorists with capi-
talism ‘and their failure to consider other forms of exploitation. Some critics argue that
the most important factor in dependency is not capitalism (as-dependency theoristsyg:
maintain}hiitinequal power among states. As long as power is unequal, larger and more
powerful states are able to impose dependence on smaller states.3” Thus, some scholars
have done studies of the former Soviet bloc to demonstrate that dependency relations
can also exist in noncapitalist systems. These studies show some marked differences be-
tween the Soviet and Westemn systems. For example, postwar Soviet dominance con-
tributed to rapid industrialization with an emphasis on heavy industry in Eastern Eu-
rope, which was quite different from the Western model in the Third World; and
political linkages were more important in the Soviet bloc, whereas economic linkages
were central to the West's relations with the South. Despite the differences, however,
both the Soviet and the capitalist systems were marked by “asymmetric and unequal
linkages between a dominant center and its weaker dependencies.” Dejédatrey:theo-,
rists also did not usually examine the role socialist states played in the capitalist world,
gnomy, and since. the collapse of the Soviet Union, they have not explored éroa
ies suchias:North Korea-and Cuba fit in a world of core and peripheral countries:*®
tird criticisim is that dependency theory attaches too much importance to the
international system and too little to domestic policies and behavior as a source of LDC
‘development problems. Although the dependency theorists in the Cardoso-Faletto
strain do focus on domestic structures in Third World states, they continue to give pri-
macy to the importance of external factors. Dependency theorists therefore have a tens
deney.to;portray LDGs as being virtually helpless vis-a-vis outside forces, and they can- ,
not adequately explain why Third World countries sometimes respond inwvery different .
ways- to-similar external constraints? To explain such differences, critics charge, it is
necessary to give more consideration to the importance of domestic economic and po-
litical factors.*’ Azfourth criticism is that dependency theory’s predictions regarding
Third World development prospects are often simply incorrect. For example, China

was initially held up as a model of agrarian self-reliance, but in 1976 it turned to a pol-
icy of openness rather than closure to promote national development. This change in
poticy contributed to rapid economic growth in China, and LDCs that are the most in-
tegrated in the world economy are sometimes the fastest growing countries.

A fifth criticism is that dependency theorists” prescriptions for change are rather
vague and ill defined. Althiough dependency theorists call for socialism as one of their,
twomain goals, they do not clearly indicate what they mean by-the term, they do not.
explain how a socialist revolution will enable countries to escape dependency, and they -
domot describe how the revolution will occiif:Bepentlency theorists. also de-not-esxsp
plain: ot pexipheral countries. can. become more: autonomous and “de-link” them-¢
selves from-the-core countrieg: The vaguensss:of-prescriptions in dependency theory &
relates partly to the tension between the goals of autonomy and socialism and partly to

the:factithat Mandst-Leninist pretlictions regarding a. socialist revolution in the ad- ;
vanced:ifidustrial states-often proved to be inaccurate.

¢
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Finally, some of the-scrongest criticisms of dependency theory come from within

the Marxist tradition. The American social scientist Bill Warren, tor example, presented
updated arguments to support Marx’s thesis regarding the potential for Third World
development. Although imperialism contributed to exploitation and inequality, Warren
argued, it also provided the conditions for capitalist development in the Third World. In
the postwar period, the LDCs could use the East-West conflict and the competition
among Western industrial states and MNCs to promote their own capitalist national de-
velopment (on the way to socialism). In contrast to dependency theorists, Warren main,
sivigdzthat the obstacles to this development “originate not in current imperialist-Thivcl
._.m_wc.obm_ﬁ@m but &.Boﬁ entirely from @5 Eﬁmﬁ-& oosnn»%nﬁosm o_,. nrm H_:_.L

o<9.€ u.ﬁonmbmwo and not sufficiently Marxist. These scholars point to E@ ? ozm_: zo,
HumsmgQ theorists have with focusing on both core-periphery and class divisions. The:

Ristctitios insist that the most fundamental problem is not foreign control or domi-

«as:some dependency theorists maintain, but private control and domination of

ans. of production. Thus, they criticize dependency theorists for putting more

méwrmma on “relations of exchange” (i.e., between core and peripheral states) than on
“relations of production” (i.e., between the proletariat and bourgeoisie).**

The numerous criticisims of dependency theory from both the right and the left have
had a telling effect. Unfortunately, the criticisms were often aimed at the most extreme,
inaire versions of dependency theory and did not do justice to the less extreme forms
ardoso-Faletto strai: Thus, one noted dependency theorist predicted in 1985
that the dependency label would disappear because the term was “too closely associated
with simplistic hypotheses of external determination” and “the impossibility of either cap-
italism or democracy on the periphery.”* Althqugh it is unusual for writers to identify
themselves as “dependency theorists” today, development theorists in fact continue to
draw.on many aspects of dependency theory in their studies of Latin America, Africa, and
>w~ #4 The case:-for continuing to use some of the basic ideas and concepts of dependency

ysis strengthened by the furtber marginalization of some peripheral Third World
Cotifitiies -as-globalization pressures increase. Thus, one noted development economist
considers it a serious misconception to believe “that the dependency debate is dead for-
ever and that it has no relevance in the modern world. . . . There ave indeed many is-
sues and areas of development where dependency plays a major role.™® The next section
raises questions about the future of the historical structuralist perspective in IPE in view
of the breakup of the Soviet bloc and the Soviet Union, and the final sections of the chap-

WHITHER THE HISTORICAL STRUCTURALIST
ScHooL of IPE?

With the failed predictions of the Marxist-Leninists regarding the downltall of capital-
ism and the strong criticisms of historical structuralist approaches such as dependency
theory, numerous.questions were raised about the vitality of the historical structuralist

ter discuss some historical structuralist approaches that seem to be particularly prowmising,
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hezhieikupso
990s;:somme theorists-have launchedithe harshest criti-
cigmisdli it dieistorcal structuialist perspective has becomeirrelevait! For ex-
ample, one liberal theorist argues that “the implosion of the Soviet Union, and domes-
tic changes in Eastem Europe, have eliminated the significance of the socialist
economic model,” and another claims that the discrediting of Marxism-Leninism is
leading to “an unabashed victory of economic and political liberalism.”#® Many ob-
servers are also referring to the “triumph” of liberalism in the Third World -:BD@s.in
the:1960s and:1970s:tmmed to.economic nationalism, state socialismy.and trade protec~
tionisiyg but:there: has been a mrarked turnaround in their policies todag. For a number
of reasons discussed in this book, LDCs since the 1980s have been moving en masse
toward liberal policies of recuced state intervention in the economy, increased re-
liance on the market, and liberalized trade and foreign investment policies &
Despite:thesemegative; prognostications about the historical strueturalist perspec
it continues-to:have:major relevance today. Most important, histerieal structural-
devot siderahle attention.to the poorest and weakest individuals and states,
and:té distibirtivejustice-issues, which are not dealt with adequately by either liberals
or;realisty: Althoglh:liberals:and realists accept the capitalist system largely as a given,
the historieal-strneturalists. raise serious questions about inequality- and. exploitation
upder- capitalism; and-they discuss: the possibilities of alternative systemg. Historical
structuralism continues to be an important perspective in IPE, and the following sec-
tions discuss three theoretical approaches with linkages to this school of thought that
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World-System Theory

Woild-system theory has many similarities with dependency theory, and some for-
mer dependency theorists now identity themselves as world-system theorists. Like de-
pendency theorists, world-system theorists view capitalism as basically exploitatives
and they openly adyocate major changes in global economic relations. Neverghgless,
world:system theory. is accepted as more relevant than dependency theory ﬂom.‘pvlum‘
cause;théworld:system approach is more broad ranging and flexible. dnstead of Jimit-
ing:theitinquiryito the peripheral states as dependency theorists do, world-system thex
orists (as theirname indicates) focus on the entire world systein. Indeed, world-system
theorists such as Immanuel Wallerstein consistently begin by focusing on the global:
system.and only secttidarily move on to analyses of individual countriegyThis ordering
reflects the view of world-system theorists that a country’s development prospects de-
pend more on the nature of the global system than on its internal structures.
World:system theorists.are. concerned not only with the exploitation of states in
the periphery but also with relationships among states in the core and with the rise and
décline-of hegemonic stat#s. World-system theorists also delve more deeply than de-
pendency theorists into the historical development of capitalisim in their attempts to
explain the core’s exploitation of the periphery. Indeed, much world-system;analysis

R

extends.bagk to.at Jeast.the sixteenth century and examines not only world economic

striiéture:but: also-eyclical fluctuations ranging from economic depressions to reces-

:Soviet-blo@and the-end of the Cold:

SIS upswings, and voq&m. Finally, as we will discuss, world-system analysts intro-

duce the fancept of the semiperiphery, and they question the dependency theorists’
vigwtlratiall Third World states must be permanently relegated to the periphery.®

Only a brief discussion of world-system theory is provided here; the student
should refer to more detailed sources.®® Although the fundamentals of the world-

.systéirapproach derive largely from the voluminous works of Wallerstein, there are of -

omie former dependency theorists such as Samir Amin and Gunder Frank bave also
incorporated some of Wallerstein’s propositions in their analyses.® There are some
major differences in view among world-system theorists; the discussion that follows
refers primarily to the writings of Wallerstein. v
The main unit of analysis in world-system theory is the woxld-system, which can
bezdefined . agfa. unit with a single division of labor and multiple cultural &\.,..8:5...2
World-systems can be of two major types: world-empires, which have a common polit-
ical system, and world-economies, which do not have a common political system. To-
dayrthere-is only one world-system, a world-economy that is capitalist in form. This
capitalist system became predominant with the emergence ot the modern world-
economy in Europe during the “long” sixteenth century (1450-1640). The essential
feature of a capitalist world-economy is production for sale in a market wi th the goal of
realizing the maximum profit. Capitalism is also characterized by unequal exchange
relationships, which.strong core states enforce on weak peripheral areas. Thus, Waller-
steinsargies;that “capitalism involves not only appropriation of the swplus value by an
oymerdronrataborer, but an appropriation of surplus of the whole world-economy by
World-system theorists take the capitalist world-economy as their main unit of
analysis; they-do-not consider states to be meaningful actors in their own right, apart
frormstheir position in the éomm.moo:osdmum Thus, long before the breakup of the So-
viet Union, Wallerstein always rejected the idea that truly socialist states could exist in
a capitalist world-economy:

epuseiother«important world-system theorists, such as Christopher Chase-Dunn.

There are today no socialist systems in the world-economy any morve than there are
feudal systems because there is one world-system. Tt is a world-economy aund it is by
definition capitalist in form.>*

World-system theorists also believe that neither the internal nor the external
stegngth-of a state can be viewed separately from its position in the world-economy.
Coresstates @m.apmmmmop.m relatively strong states by definition, and peripheral states
ateyplatively wealc o
In response to the fact that some Third World states, such as the East Asian and
Latin American NIEs, are industrializing, world-system theorists modily the classical
dependency argument by asserting that a limited nwmber of countries can ascend to a
semiperiphery, which is situated somewhere between the periphery and the core.
Semiperipheral states have more capital-intensive industry than peripheral states but
lessithian core states, and they are stronger and more autonomous from the core than
speripheral states#> Although some states in the semiperiphery seem to be models of
‘eGénomie-suecess, they are in fact simply “the more advanced exemplars of dependent
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development” because they are still dependent on the core. % Tt is possible, according
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“fbistitestoraseend:from ‘ap,@%.mﬁﬁ#@%&a;ﬁdﬁmﬁ@wﬁ@w. Xy
eriplie the.core It Possibleo i etime statas tordes
‘semiperiphefy: Nevertheless, world-system theorists are far
more eral theorists about the future prospects for today’s Third
World countries, and they believe that a country’s ascent from the periphery is a rela-
tively rare occurrence. Thus, waitldisysten theorists consider the divisiomofthe worlds:
geonomy:into the-eore;:periphery; and semiperiphery to be an -enduring feature of the
orld-economy. £
naviews:thierexistence of the semiperiphery contributes to: the
excapitalist worldseconomy and to the continued predominance of the i
listates in the cozg. The distiibution of wealth and power in the capitalist world-
economy is highly unequal, and it vould be natural for the peripheral countries to di-
rectly confront the core countries that acquire most of the benefits. The periphery
includes the overwhelming majority of states, and a rebellion against the minority of
states within the core would have a good chance of success if the periphery remained
united. However, the:semiperipheral states divide the majority in the periphery so that
the.core.states. arg not faced with a unified oppositioit: Even though ?Qﬁ@&&@mﬁﬁ?
eral statesare disadvantaged:by:capitalism, they “tend to think of themselves primaril
ag;petter; off.than. the lower sector rather than as worse off than the upper mmoﬁoam,mm
They therefore have a dual role as both exploiter and exploited, effectively dividing the
periphery and stabilizing the capitalist world-economy.
dﬁ.aeﬁﬂhﬁ&&%&u&g .of the core combined with some growth of thessemipe-.
riphery-has.contrihuted to a less polarized and more politically stable 8@@@&%@&@.
economy.and to & furthér weakening of the periphery=Despite:this appaietit political.
mEEE.% f ercipitalist world-economy:continues to have contradictions that.
could:-threaten -itsslong:term swrvival. World-system theorists thereforétraise the
praspect:of the.deeline-of the capitalist world-economy and its replacementby social- -
ism, but theirpredictions regarding the timing of these changes are surptisingly vague
arid:Jong:termyFor example, Wallerstein asserts that the internal contradictions in the
capitalist world-economy should “bring it to an end in the twenty-first or twenty-
second century.”® Wallerstein believes that socialism could become a new type of
world-system, but he is vague about when such a new world-system will develop.
Liberal, realis id-Masxistschiolars-express numerous criticisms of world-system.
theory;sihiich-ir-mangcases die similirto the critiques of dependency thigorys Séiia®
classieal:Merxists-chargesthat-world:system theorists (like dependency 1€ ..@@w@o

me Eﬁ frelations of exchange” among core, semiperipheral, aridsperipheral
staté ion-#relations  of production” between capitalists and workezs. JY¥iters from

all three schools argue that world-system theorists place too much emphasis on exter-
nal factors and too little emphasis on internal factors in explaining conditions in the
periphery. Indeed, Wallerstein moved even further away from examining individual
states, than did dependency theorists such as Gunder Frank. Wallerstein’s interest in
individual states “is limited to showing how they are incorporated into . . . {the world-
economy] and the subsequent effect upon their social, political and economic systems, "6

Realists are especially critical of world-system theorists for overemphasizing eco-
nomic relationships and underemphasizing the role of the state, Thus, they accuse
Wallerstein of rather simplistically assuming that “strong states” naturally exist in the

sre-and that “weak sta, 4\w~ are found in the periphery. Many authors have providecd
counterexamples that challenge such statements. First, they argue that some of the
strongest states in the sixteenth century (e.g,, Spain and Sweden) were in the periph-
ery, whereas the core states of this period, Holland and England, had relatively weak
state structures. Second, they note that “late industrializers” have often demonstrated
successful development because of strong state leadership. This was true of Russia and
Germany in the past, and it is true of the East Asian NIEs (the semiperiphery) today.
Finally, some writers argue that the United States, which remains the leading eco-
nomic and military power today, is a relatively weak state because of its separation of
powers and its federal division of powers.®!

Despitevthe-numerous criticisms of world-system theory, it provides us with an

orphEdlteriative-dpproach to the study of IPE. As historical structuralists, world-
thigsrists=offer a long-term historical view of social, economic, and political
going:back:to at least the sixteenth century. This contrasts with theorists in the
:IRPE~perspectives, who either have been ahistorical in their approach or
hiave'devoted-toolittle attention to historical change. For example, the views of liberal
moderization theorists that Third World countries could and should follow the devel-
opment path of Western industrial states proved to be misguided, but many liberals
still adhere to a (more sophisticated) variation of these views today. Critics under-
standably argue that liberals underestimate the importance of historical ditferences
between the industrializing countries in the past and the Third World countries today.
In view of historical and other changes, Third World countries today may not choose
to, or be able to, follow the development path Western industrial countries have taken
in the past.
Worldssystem theory also avoids some of the pitfalls of dependency theory by as-
ing:that-countries ean sometimes ascend from the periphery to the semiperiphery
angditlie’core. However, world-system theorists avoid the overoptimism of liberal theo-
rists regarding the prospects for ascent from the periphery. Unlike realists and liberals,
world-system theorists focus on the poorest and weakest in the periphery of society
and on the exploitation of the periphery by the core. Although world-system theorists
maysbe -aecused .of overestimating the degree to which external exploitation causes
World problems, realists and liberals err in the opposite divection by largely ig-
the role: of external exploitation of the poor and weak in the capitalist world-
egbhioniy. Evenitliose realists and liberals who are critical of some aspects of capitalism
abcEptitlargely as a given:

World-system theorists have proved to be dynamic as a group, able to adjust their
_theoretical views.in response to criticism. This brief description of the world-system
approach does not convey the degree to which there is a wide variation of views among
world-system theorists or the degree to which world-system theory is evolving,

Gramscian Analysis

sAntonio Gramsci, a former leader of the Italian Communist party, drew many of his
ideas from Marxism. Gramsci argued, however, that Marxism was overly economistic;
that is, it exaggerated the importance of economics relative to political, social, and cul-
tural factors. Thus, classical Marxists were unable to explain crncial aspects of political
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and social reality during Gramsci’s time, such as the role of Catholicism and the rise of
Mussolini in Italy. The domination of capitalism, Gramsci asserted, depends only
partly on economic factors such as the private ownership of the means of production.
To understand capitalist dominatipn, the student must also be familiar with the politi-
cal, ideological, and cultural aspects of class struggle. Similarly, we must consider poli-
tics and culture as well as economics when discussing the reorganization of society un-
der socialism. Thus, Gramsci placed much more emphasis than classical Marxists on
the role of culture, ideas, and institutions in explaining societal organization and
change.®

As noted in Chapter 3, the Gramscian view of hegemony is quite different from
that of the realists. Unlike the realists, who identify hegemony solely with the pre-
dominant power of a nation-state (or a group of core states), Gramscians also view
hegemony in terms of class relationships. If the dominant class rules almost exclu-
sively by coercion, this is not the Gramscian idea of hegemony. In such societies the
overthrow of the dominant class is possible simply by using physical force, because
the roots of its power do not penetrate into all aspects of social life. Asd®@ninant
class:has-hegemony, by contrast,-when it legitimates its power throtigh institutions
andimakesteoncessions to:encourage subordinate groups to support the existing so- -
cial nﬁoﬁwﬁm" Thusatheihegemonic-rule of a particular class is based not only on
cqergion;:but,,

&

asent-of the:subordinate class on :the basis of shared values,.

ort for workers” efforts to organize labor unions; Iite-:
dinate:classes;are-acoepting or even. supportive of continued-eader-,
Mrgenisie.

Gramscian theorists use the term historic bloc to refer to the congruence between
state power on the one hand and the prevailing ideas guiding the society and the econ-
omy on the other. The historic bloc established under bourgeois hegemony is difficult
for subordinate groups to replace because it is supported not only by physical power
but also by the power of ideas. Likestlie classical Marxists, Gramsci was committed to -
iticalaetion-as well as theory, and he wrote about the importance of building a .
couiterhegeniony iinong subisrdinate-groups#A: counterhegemony is an alternative
ethical view of society that poses a challenge to the dominant bourgeois-led view. If
subordinate groups become sufficiently dissatisfied, a counterhegemony organized
around socialist ideas could pose a challenge to the hegemony organized around capi-
talism. For example, the propensity of governments to decrease socioeconomic bene-
fits to subordinate classes in this age of global competitiveness might eventually cause
disadvantaged groups to pose such a counterhegemonic challenge. If the proletariat
suceeeded in supplanting bourgeois hegemony with their own counterhegemony, they
would create a new historic bloc based on socialism.%3

Gramsei's-analysis was.limited. primarily to the national level.. Waitersesuch as
Robert Coxand Stephen- Gill have. extended his ideas and applied them to interna-
tignal:relations. For example, Cox refers to the 1945-65 period as a hegemonic world
order under the United States. U;8.-dominated institutions such as the UN Security
‘Gouncil, the IMF, the World Bank, and the GATT helped uphold the system’s norms

Ky

:even-aore. important, on social-moral leadership: Thewruling class:
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and values of political ari _ conomic liberalism, which legitimized U.S. hegemony and
minimized the need for mowom.@m@mmﬁ. g Gill also argue that in this age of globalized -
roduction.and.exchange, a transnational historic bloc may be developing: The main
nstitutions in this bloc are the largest MNCs, international banks, 10s such as the
IMF and the World Bank, and international business groups in the most powerful cap-
italist states. With the development of a transnational bloc, class relations can now be.
viewed:on-a global scale: As discussed in Chapter 4, the predominant strand of liberal-
ism in the post~-World War II period was interventionist in nature; it drew on Keynes-
ianism and viewed government intervention as necessary to counteract the socially -
acceptable aspects of the market. Thus, countries balanced movement toward greater
openness in the international economy with measures to cushion the effects on vulner-
able groups in society through such measures as welfare and unemployment insur-
ance. Aceording:to Gramscian theorists, the developing transnational historic bloc is
threatening tligtiniterventionist liberal compromise of the postwar period.
ial:element of the transnational historic bloc today is the power and mo-
-of-tidnsnational capital, which is putting both national labor unions and na-
snal:business groups on the defensive. As discussed in Chapter 6 on monetary rela-
tions, the advanced industrial states imposed controls on capital flows in the 1950s
and 1960s, but these controls were gradually removed beginning in the 1970s. The
increased ability of transnational capital and MNGCs to shift location from one coun-
try to another enables them to play off national labor groups—which are relatively
immobile—against one another. Those workers who are employed by MNGCs in both
the gore and the periphery also tend to identify their own interests with those of
#ransnational capital, and this attitude divides the working class and further limits its
ability to build a counterhegemony. The transnational historic bloc is also posing a
sthreattothe ability of elected governments to make autonomous policy decisions. The
cessionyry coriditions in the 1980s, for example, induced states to engage in “com-

-petitive;deregulation? of their national capital markets in efforts to attract more cap-

ital and foreign investment, accelerating the recluction of barriers to capital mobility.
Further solidifying this transnational historic bloc is a hegemonic ideology, which por-
trays capital mobility as contributing to economic efficiency, consumer welkare, and
economic growth.%

Despite the solid foundations of the transnational historic bloc, there are indica-
tiongithat dissatisfaction with the transnational liberal forces could eventually stimulate
a:cotintérkiegertionic response: For example, IMF and World Bank structural adjust-
ment loans or SALs (discussed in Chapters 7 and 11), which are linked to pressures for
privatization, deregulation, and trade liberalization, are creating resentment in some
Third World recipient countries, and there is disillusionment with moves toward a
market economy in Eastern European and FSU countries. Gramscian theorists there-
;fore aygye that although the forces of transnational capital are currently in the ascen:
«danoy; this situation may not continue indefinitely.

Angdiseussing a possible reaction to the current transnational historic bloc, Grams-
cians often refer to civil society. Gramsci’s analysis of civil society, like his study of i
hegemony, has long been viewed as one of his most important theovetical contribu-
tions. Civil society in his Prison Notebooks has different meanings, including both “the
realm in which the existing social order is grounded,” and “the realm in which a new
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the civil society protests have “certainly not attained the status of a counterhegemonic
alliance of forces on the world scale,” they do demonstrate considerable concern about
the effects of orthodox liberalism and globalization on people’s lives today.5”
Gramscian analysis, like world-system theory, has been criticized on a number of
grounds. For example, critics charge that Gramscians (like Marxists, dependency theo-
rists, and world-system theorists) are so preoccupied with examining the problems of cap-
jtalism and the hegemony of transnational capital that they do not explore the potential
problems of dominance and subordination in other possible global systems (e.g., social-
ism). Gramscians may have avoided some of the pitfalls of classical Marxists, who often
made unrealized predictions regarding the downfall of capitalism. However, Gramscians
also provide little guidance as to when a counterhegemony might develop and what form
it might take. As a result, Gramscians, like world-system theorists, are better at pointing to
the problems with the capitalist system than they are at offering solutions.
Despite these criticisms,Gramscian analysis has many important strengths. For ex-
ample, the Gramscian view of rmmmﬁo=< has advantages over the realist and liberal
views. As we discussed, realists and liberals define hegemony in state-centric terms, and
:fhey can identify only two or three times when there was a hegemonic state (Britain, the
United States, and perhaps the Netherlands). Their ability to examine the effects of
hegemony on IPE is therefore limited to only two or three relatively brief historical peri-
ods. Gramscian theorists, by contrast, use the term hegemony in a cultural sense to con-
note the complex of ideas that social groups use to assert their legitimacy and authority,
and they extend the concept of hegemony to include nonstate actors such as MNCs and
international banks as well as nation-states. Thus, the Gramscian concept of hegemony is
; Ve canuse it to examine a far wider range of events iri‘the | global
eceitioniy: The @_Esmspn concept of counterhegemony is also useful for examining the
divefise rainge of grovps ih-eivilsociety today that are protesting globalizatismrpressures
onliehialf-of the environment, labor, human rights, women, and other interests. Grams-
cians ask whether these diverse groups are likely to coalesce ms*,mﬁw:mv* to form a coun-
terhegemony that would challenge the current hegemonic ideology.%3

The Business Conftict Model

The business conflict model, like hegemonic stability theory and regime theory, is a
hybrid approach that draws on more than one theoretical perspective (in this case, his-

.:branch in the United States. Business internationalists also form organizations to influ-
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torical structuralism ana-tiberalism).59 According to business conflict theorists, busi-
ness groups—especially large corporations—are the most important societal groups
affecting govemnment policymaking, but there are major cleavages within the business
community over policy issues. The cleavages include “divisions among corporations of
differeiitdiatiotialities, among corporations of the same nationality, and among interna-
HOH v* oinwm oo%o;aos?..qo These divisions _wm& to oom?.oa 395 .Em among

wardistidynig monmno.EEanob& interactions:”
The. ess conflict model is discussed with historical structuralism because it.
gitipliasizes classi(that is, business) as a major factor in foreign policymaking and views
shusiness-fitms 4s"being motivated primarily by profit. Nevertheless, there are signifi-
cant differences between business conflict theorists and instrumental Marxists, who
argue that “the state serves the interests of the capitalist class because it is controlled
ww this class.”"! Instrumental Marxists simply assume that the capitalist class is united
inrfurthering its interests, whereas business conflict theorists maintain that divisions
amoing-capitalists are pervasive. Business conflict theorists are also highly critical of -
structural -Mardsts, who believe that the state (though committed to ensuring the
long-term survival of capitalism) is relatively autonomous from direct political pressure
,”o,m.mam.oww#mhmﬁ o_mmm. In mpa view o*.wcmwbmmm oon_mwow ﬁwmou.mmnm the state mowm not rmﬁ*

..@@ﬂ.u,mumgm ries-that m:.%rmmﬁm the 5~® of 5»@8% groups in mo<m§_dm—: mo_ _S::&?
#inig. In the view of pluralists, however, no ﬁ.bm& interest group or class dominates soci-

mﬁo vamb able to shape and direct .
@mbmmnﬁ of other-pressure groups.™3
In the view of business conflict theorists, the most significant division in the busi-
ness:community is between internationalist and nationalist business groups.™ Nation-
alist firms are smaller and oriented primarily to the domestic market; internationalist
firms are larger, more competitive, and heavily involved with foreign trade and invest-
ment. The.diverse positions of the nationalist and internationalist firms give them dif-
ferent .vested interests in policymaking. For example, nationalist firms often feel
threatened by imports and favor trade protectionism, whereas internationalist firms
with integrated multinational operations and substantial dependence on exports resist
protectionism and favor open international markets.”
In pressuring for more open foreign trade and investment policies, internationalist
business firms usually benefit from a close working relationship with the executive

. foreign investment and trade strategy

ence and-work with U.S. foreign policy officials, who are more likely to listen to the in-
ternationalists than to other groups. Smaller domestic business groups, which are more
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inclined to favor economic closure and protectionism, do not benefit from such con-
nections with the U.S. foreign policy establishment. As a result, business nationalists
often concentrate their efforts on influencing congressional committees that affect for-
eign policy outcomes. Although domestic businesses lack the wealth, connections, and
expertise of the business internationalists, the diverse membership of Congress per-
mits domestic business to gain influence by targeting individual representatives. Thus,
protectionist pressures from domestic business in Congress often collide with business
internationalist pressures for liberalization in the executive branch of government.
Even internationalist business groups are sometimes divided among themselves
over foreign economic strategies, and this situation can affect their ability to influence
policymaking! For example, intemationalist firms that depend extensively on labor-
intensive production in Third World countries often favor military force to quell leftist
insurgencies, and they support military governments that discipline the domestic labor
force and ensure that wages are low, Internationalist firms that are less labor intensive,
by contrast, are less likely to support military actith.” The business conflict model pos-
tulates that divisions between business nationalists and internationalists and divisions
among internationalists are reflected in foreign policy outcomes. The model is a

promising new approach to foreign economic policymaking that draws on both histori-
cal structuralism and liberal pluralism.

CONCLUSION

The relative influence of the three major perspectives on IPE as a discipline varies over
time. The historical structuralist perspective may have faltered in recent years, but
there are a number of promising new theoretical approaches in this school of thought.
It is also certainly possible that the historical structuralist perspective could gain more
influence in the future. Current pressures to replace postwar interventionist liberalism
with a return to liberal orthodoxy is causing considerable dissatisfaction among many
“have-nots” in society, providing a stimulus to a possible revival of historical structural-
ism. Furthermore, although some historical structuralist approaches, such as depen-
dency theory, have been discredited in recent years, many of the concerns of depen-
dency theorists continue to be relevant. Recent advances in world-system, Gramscian,
business conflict, and other theories in this school clearly indicate that historical struc-
turalism provides an important alternative perspective to the liberal and realist views.
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