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Radical Theories of
Development: Frank, the Modes

of Production School,
and Amin
David F. Ruccio and Lawrence H. Simon

. INTRODUCTION?!

The past four hundred years have witnessed the growth and global expansion
of capitalism. In the minds of many, the development of capitalism is synony-
mous with the expansion of increasingly complex industrial, economic and
social structures into ever wider areas of the world. At least since Adam
Smith, bourgeois theorists of capitalism have triumphantly heralded this
expansion as progressive and unilinear, limited only by the emergence in the
twentieth century of socialist regimes. Insofar as there remain in the world
today differences in levels of development and national wealth, these can be
best overcome, according to orthodox theory, through the further growth of
capitalism. The job of neoclassical development economics is to chart this
path of growth for the so-called less-developed countries (LDGCs).

The view from the left is very different. Where bourgeois theorists see
a story of triumph and progress, radical theorists see one of domination and
exploitation in both imperialist and neocolonialist modes on the one hand and
struggles for independence on the other. Radicals are unanimous in rejecting
the orthodox view as theoretically false and politically inadequate.

From afar, this radical approach might be thought to be a unified theoret-
ical position that can be fairly easily differentiated from its orthodox oppo-
site. To some degree this is true. But the left has also generated in the past
two decades complex theoretical debates and opposing positions. Radical
theorists differ, that is, concerning basic issues in their story. Is the develop-
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ment of capitalism a necessary, if unfortunate, step in the path of develop-
ment for any country? Are the economic structures-that have developed in
the various nations that were formerly colonies best characterized as capital-
ist? If so, is it capitalism in the same form as developed in Europe and North
America, or a new and indigenous form of capitalism? If not, then how should
the economies of the LDCs be characterized?

While most radical analyses accept the existence of a world capitalism
system, they differ on how to understand the basic dynamic of this system
and on how to describe the relations between the more- and less-developed
nations within this system. Again, while most, but not all, radical analyses
question whether the present economic structures of LDCs will allow devel-
opment, they differ as to how to characterize the barriers preventing growth.
Radical interpretations also disagree as to how much is to be accepted from
the theories of Marx and the Marxist tradition. The spectrum runs from what
might be considefed orthodox Marxist theories of development to theories
that, while acknowledging the importance of Marx, in effect reject nearly all
of his important claims about the status and development of the colonial
world.

In this essay, we analyze three of the theories that have emerged as
contending positions on the left. These three—Dependency Theory as formu-
lated by Andre Gunder Frank, the Modes of Production school, and the
theory of Samir Amin—by no means exhaust the radical perspective. This
article, then, is not a survey of radical theories of development.? Rather, we
hope that by looking in depth at three of the alternative views, the issues
around which much of the debates have revolved will be clarified.

The three positions that we have chosen are not only major contenders
in the debate, but they are related in important ways both historically and
conceptually. Theories arise at least partly in reaction to other existing theo-
ries that are judged inadequate by those seeking a new departure. The new
theory takes up and recasts the challenge of the old one and is best under-
stood in'light of this challenge. A theory, then, has at least two tasks: a
negative or critical one of arguing against its predecessors, and a positive or
constructive one of providing an alternative account of the issues in dispute
and of raising new questions. To understand a theory, then, requires placing
it in the narrative of the debates in which it arose and developed.

The three theories we have selected have this relationship. Frank’s work
can be taken as the beginning of the modern debate on the left concerning
development.? The Modes of Production school arises in direct response to
what were seen as inadequacies in Frank’s theory of underdevelopment.
Amin’s work represents an attempt to incorporate and synthesize into an
encompassing theory of the world capitalist system various of the theoretical
insights of Dependency Theory, the Modes of Production position, and more
orthodox Marxist treatments.
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This essay is intended to be, for the most part, an introduction to these
three positions and, thus, is primarily analytic and expository. Its aim is to
clarify the structure of the different theories and the issues of contention
among them in order to allow those unfamiliar with the material a way into
what has become a complex and sophisticated literature.*

The essay proceeds as follows. The second section presents Frank’s the-
ory of underdevelopment, focusing on the structure of his theoretical model
and how it departs from the model of development in neoclassical economics.
The third section is a discussion of two critics of Frank, Sanjaya Lall and
Robert Brenner. Both Lall and Brenner are sympathetic critics, at least to the
extent that they agree with Frank that the neoclassical position must be
rejected and a radical alternative provided. Their criticisms illustrate some of
the theoretical disagreements that Frank’s version of Dependency Theory has
generated.

Section four provides an analysis of the Modes of Production school. We
analyze this position in terms of three distinguishable approaches: the articu-
lation of modes of production, the colonial or peripheral modes of production,
and the internationalization of capital. The focus of the discussion is not only
on the basic claims of the three approaches, but also on the interrelations and
differences among them. We also situate the overall Modes of Production
position in the context of the general debate by analyzing the background and
motivation for its emergence. In the fifth section, Amin’s theory is presented.
We end this section with a brief discussion of a recent reply by Amin to his
critics in which points of contact and disagreement between his theory and
the others we discuss are further clarified.

II. FRANK AND DEPENDENCY THEORY

Andre Gunder Frank is generally credited as the father of Dependency The-
ory.® Capitalism and Underdevelopment in Latin America, written in the early sixties
and published in English in 1967, was the first important statement of the
theory.® While Frank certainly had predecessors, as he readily acknowledges,
his book can still be used to mark the opening salvo in the debate over
Dependency Theory, in part because this book continues to be very influen-
tial and is widely cited by both exponents and critics of Dependency Theory.
To understand the structure of Frank’s argument, however, it is necessary to
keep in mind its antecedents, both the positions Frank critized and the au-
thors upon whom he relied in formulating his own position.

Frank’s work grew out of a reaction to both orthodox neoclassical work

on development and i&thé&ie.y\r_s‘gf cé»;tjéii.ﬁai‘tibgnél orthodox Marxists; i

particular, those prevalent among the Communist Parties in Latin America. |

According to Frank, both of these opposing positions shared in certain impor-
tant regards theoretical theses that were faulty. Positively, Frank’s views were
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influenced by the structuralist thedry of Prebisch and others in Latin America
and by.the work of the so-called neo-Mirxists, especially that of Paul Baran.”
In fact, in the theoretical configuration of development economics Depen-
dency Theory is perhaps best located on the continuum somewhere between
orthodox structuralist theory and Marxism.
A central thesis shared, according to Frank, by both neoclassical and
orthodox Marxist theories of development, and of which he was critical, was_
} that’ capxtahsm was a normal and necessary stage of development. This con-
ceptlon of capitalism was part of a more ;,eneral view of development as
occurring through a series of stages. In addition, according to Frank, both of
these positions accepted a general duahsm view of so-called Third World
societies. Of course, these theses were expressed by each position in very
different theoretical language and supported by antithetical theoretical argu-
ments. And, ngedless to say, the implications each drew from these theses
could nét be more different. For the neoclassical, capitalism was the end of
development, while for the Marxist, it was a necessary, if regrettable, stage
to be transcended-By socialism. But both agreed that any (nonsocialist) coun-

try that needed to develop had to do so within the framework of capltallsm :

and m moreover, that the operations of the capitalist system (of course, con-
ceived differently by the two positions) would lead to higher levels of devel-
opment in the normal course of things.

In particular, Dependency Theory was defined against the prevailing
neoclassical position.? That view starts from the assumption that the econo-
mies of all countries can be arranged on a scale from least to most developed
(from backward to advanced, or from low-income to high-income, modified
perhaps by the degree of oil reserves). Development is taken to be a unilinear
process, an and all nations have undergone and will continue to_undergo essen-
tially the same process. Presumably, according to this approach, at some point
in the past st all countries were at a stage of economic development that would
now be considered undeveloped. For reasons generally taken to be extraneous

to the theory, at some point certain countries began to develop economically,

while others lagged behind or failed to develop at all. Different levels of
development reflect different starting points and different growth rates. The
presently undeveloped countries, then, have yet to undergo this process, and
they should see their future in the past course of the presently more devel-
oped countries.

The orthodox measure of development is the accumulation of wealth (or
““use-values”). According to this measure, most countries in the world are
obviously relatively undeveloped in comparison to the so-called First World;
but, at the same time, most countries have at least sectors of their economies
that are relatively developed in comparison to the overall economy.

Neoclassical theory typically understands the condition of less-devel-
oped countries in terms of what is called a dualistic economy. According to
the theory of dualism, an economy of an undeveloped nation has two sectors,
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one traditional and one relatively modern and developed. The two sectors are
taken to be largely independent of each other. They may be linked during the
transition to modern growth, however, in that the traditional sector may
provide labor and an agricultural surplus to the modern sector. The modern
sector, moreover, is intertwined in the world capitalist market, while the
traditional sector is in effect precapitalist and more or less untouched by
capitalist market relations. The dynamic of growth is due to trade and general
economic activity, so the process of development of the whole economy is
seen to involve the modernization of transformation of the traditional sector

so as to bring it into the sphere of the market and thus expose it to the .

possibilities of trade and development offered by the free market.
Methodologically, neoclassical theory claims to present a model of eco-
nomic backwardness and development that is based on empirical observation
and certain theoretical assumptions about the nature of market activity and
economic rationality. The market is taken as the central institutional structure
that organizes economic actlvxty and rewards efficiency. Individual actors in
the market are taken to be rational, or at least capable of rational decision-
making in light of given needs, desires, and possible rewards. Neoclassical
theory is essentially methodologically individualist in that it seeks to under-
stand economic development ultimately in terms of the market behaviors of
individual actors. Instances where development has failed to occur are ex-
plained either in terms of the absence of certain necessary conditions or in
terms of local conditions that distort the proper operation of the market
mechanism, preventing actors from behaving rationally, or the like.
Frank’s original formulation of Dependency Theory begins with a rejec-
tion of two of the central theses of this neoclassical dualism. First, Frank
rejects the dualist model of the economies of the undeveloped nations’in
which there are two sectors, only oné of which, the more developed, is

capitalist. Rather, according to Frank, durmg the era of European capitalist .

expansion, most areas, even the geographxcally remote, were_incorporated
within the network of capltahst relations. As a result, all parts of the econo-
mies of undeveloped nations should be seen o be within the web of capital-
ism. Not to see them as part of the capitalist.system.is necessarily to misun-
derstand their nature and operation. Frank puts this claim forward as an
empirical thesis: “A mounting body of evidence suggests, and I am confident
that future historical research will confirm, that the expansion of the capitalist
system over the past centuries effectively and entirely penetrated even the
apparently most isolated sectors of the underdeveloped world.”?

The second thesis of dualism that Frank rejects is that the present condi-
tion of the undeveloped countries is similar to some original, predevelopment
stage of the presently developed nations. Rather, Frank asserts, despite cer-
tain surface similarities (noncomplexity, nonindustrialization, and/or pov-
erty) between the present condition of the undeveloped nations and the
reconstructed past of the now developed nations, neither the colonial past nor

3
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the 'presenf of the undeveloped nations resembles in any important respect
the past of the developed nations. If we accept the assumption, which Frank
seems to accept, that at some point in the past prior to the emergence and
expansion of capitalism all countries were more or less the same developmen-
tally (that is, that there was some kind of “original stage” the exact nature
of which is never specified by Frank), then it follows that the present-condi-_
tion of the undeveloped nations is not original, primal, or traditional; rather,
this state is itself a product of the historical development of capitalism on a
world scale.

This point has two important implications. First, there is no single uni-

versal_trajectory_for development that is followqqtﬁy all nations,forobvi- ___

og‘sly‘.thic}iscrepancy”bétweén the more- and less-developed nations-today
is a result of atleast two different developmental paths. Second, if we call the
original, predevelopment stage one of undevelopment, then it is no longer
correct to refer to the present condition of the less-developed nations today
as undeveloped, since their present condition is itself a product of an histori-
cal, developmental"Sequence. Thus, Frank introduces-a_new term, “under-
developed,” to characterize the condition of the presently less-developed
countries: “The now developed countries were never underdeveloped, though
they may have been undeveloped.”'°

Frank shows little concern for the condition he calls undeveloped:The
only relevant history for Frank concerns the “development of underdevelop-
ment,” and this process only begins with the penetration of capitalism. What
came before is of little concern to Frank, and he has a good theoretical reason,
within his model, for this attitude. Whatever the conditions that character-
ized various areas, regions, or countries in their original, i.e., pre-capitalist,
state, these conditions had little or no impact on subsequent development.
Whatever the differences, if any, in their original conditions, all countries that
are-underdeveloped today are characterized by essentially the same condi-
tions, so that the crucial variables explaining this present condition cannot
include the original state.

Frank does discuss conditions in underdeveloped areas before the pene-
tration of capitalism in explaining why some countries became developed and
others underdeveloped. The kinds of conditions that enter.into the explana-
tion at this point, however, concern natural or physical factors such as natural
resources, climate, soil fertility, and the like. They do not include facts about
the economic and social structures that predominated in these areas. Thus, if
underdevelopment is in the first instance a description of an economic and
social’ condition, then the analogous original conditions, i.e., economic and
social, do not enter crucially into the explanation. There is, however, one
important historical case where Frank would admit that the original, precapi-
talist conditions do enter crucially into the explanation. This, of course, is the
explanation of the original emergence of capitalism in Europe. But this case
is, for the most part, an element of the story of the development of develop-
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ment, and not that of underdevelopment. It follows from what has been said
that the process of development for Frank is the process of capitalist develop-
ment, and that the history of development is the history of capitalism.!!

Underdevelopment is a condition that characterizes the entire economy.
of a country, regardless of the different levels of sectoral development. It is
a condition, moreover; tHat characterizes all the presently developing nations.
This suggests (although by no means entails) that underdevelopment cannot
be explained simply in terms of factors intgrnsrto the social and economic
histories of the underdeveloped nations, for it seems highly unlikely that the
histories of so many nations in_different parts of the world with different
ir»litid] conditions would hayve been such as to have led to the same outcome,
Rather, what is suggested is that there is some common, external causal
factor. The theoretical task that Frank undertakes is to identify this factor and
incorporate it into a theory that explains the nature and development of
underdevelopment. : '

To accomplish this task, Frank constructs a theoretical model that claims
to show how the present condition of underdeveloped countries came about
historically and is maintained today. This model employs certain theoretical
concepts and posits the existence of certain entities or processes. The concepts
are theoretical in the sense that their full meaning can only be grasped in the
context of their role in the theoretical model. The posited entities or processes
are theoretical in a somewhat different sense. First, their natures can be
explained fully only in relation to the model and the theoretical concepts it
uses. Second, they cannot be perceived or picked out independently of the
theoretical model. They are observable, that is, only through the “lens” of the
model. At the same time, the explanatory acceptability of the theoretical
model depends, at least in part, on the acceptability of the theoretical con-
cepts. As we shall see below, much of the critical reaction to Frank and,
indeed, much of the debate concerning Dependency Theory revolves around
the acceptability of various theoretical concepts and their utilization in expla-
nations of development.

The key concept in this model is dependency, hence Dependency The-
ory. This concept is used to pick out and characterize the object of study,
namely, the present condition of developing nations. That is, an initial dis-
tinction is assumed between developed and developing countries. What are
initially identified as developing countries are supposedly picked out through
a comparison with the developed countries in terms of certain indices, for
instance, an index of wealth, both as to its level and distribution.!? The
so-called developing nations, Frank then suggests, are better considered as
underdeveloped rather than undeveloped in order to distinguish states of
development historically produced from those that can be considered in some
sense “original” conditions. These underdeveloped nations are then charac-
terized as participating in a relation of dependency. It is because of their
dependency relationship, which is to be elaborated in the model, that these
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countries are underdeveloﬂm&mwﬂ.
ment L - e :
= .“ Dependency relations, in Frank’s view, require_two parties, one domi-
nant and the otherdependent. For Frank, the central dependency relationship
ﬁl?s_ﬁe_f:vv—e?iﬂhé'various countries of the developed world and those that
are underdeveloped. Historically, the relationship was between a colony and
the imperial power that conquered it. Today, it is more a matter of an under-
déveloped country and those developed countries with which it has primary
economic relations. Various names have been given to the parties to these
relationships: metropolis/satellite, core/periphery, or center/periphery.

‘The metropolis-satellite relationship, to use the terms preferred by
Frank, is one of dependency because of two features. First, the development
of-the satellite is dependent on the development of the metropolis,-that _is, _
on forces external to the satellite’s economy and society. The suggestion in
mmatmi*t is an asymmetrical relationship, with the development of
'~ the metropolis being for the most part independent, that is, determined by
factors largely internal to the metropolitan economy and society. Thus, de-
pendency ixl_tl'le first instance is a relation of unequal power. The metropolis
has power over the course of development in the satellite, but not vice versa.
It should be noted that this power need not be consciously realized or exer-
cised, but might be (and generally is) the unintended result of structural
relations and operations. :

- Frank sees the determining relationship as one-sided. Especially in his
early work, he does not pay much attention to the reciprocal influence of the
satellite on the metropolis. He has, that.is to say, an insufficently dialectical -
understanding of the dependency relation. To say that the metropolis exer-
cises greater power in the sense that Frank stipulates need not commit one
to the'denial that there is a sense in which the metropolis is also dependent
on the satellite. The key to the relationship is control. The metropolis exer-

and, in general, on the master-slave relationship to reproduce him or herself
np e A T SR S SRR R pe

.« The dependent development of the satellite is such as to disadvantage
it further and exacerbate certain problems it experiences such as poverty and
distorted development. The loss for the underdeveloped nation is twofold.
Not only is it not in control of its own development, but it does not materiall
benefit from the relation of dependency. It is worth making this second point

‘because a more sophisticated version of i eory might argue that
developing countries do at times enter into dependency relations with devel-
oped nations due to certain types of market asymmetries, but that this depen-
dency (here seen as just loss of control in some respects or to some degree)
benefits the developing countries because it fosters development per se. It is

Radical Theories of Development 129

this latter point that Frank denies. Dependency, for Frank, is a relation of
exploitation, and, like “exploitation,” “dependency” has a definite negative
normative force as well as a descriptive role in Frank’s theory.?? It is also
worth pointing out that the object of benefit or harm for Frank is the nation-
state as such, rather than, for instance, classes. Frank does discuss the fact that
certain classes, local ruling classes, can and do benefit, in the short term at
least, from underdevelopment, but this benefit is understood against the
backdrop of the harm done to the nation as a whole.

While the locus of dependency relationships in Frank’s model is the
nation-state and relations between nations, the scope of the theory is prop-
erly the world capitalist system. Nations are taken to be component parts of
this system. To understand the development of underdevelopment in a par-
ticular country, it is necessary to place that country’s history in the context
of this larger system. It is important, according to Frank, to see capitalism as
a world system and to understand its central structures. To fail to do so might
well lead one to misidentify both the important structures within the under-
developed countries and to misunderstand the nature of the dependency
relation. Dependency,. as-we shall see,-is.explained in terms of its. function
within the larger system, and the theoretical model used in the explanation
must; obviously, correctly characterize the system if the explanation is to be
successful. A ¢ ion of underdevelopment, then, would re-

quire nothing less than a full account of the origin, nature, and development

of capitalism, for, as Frank writes, “one and the same historical process of the

expansion and development of capitalism throughout the world has simul-

taneously generated—and continues to generate—both economic develop-

ment and structural underdevelopment.”14

By specifying that the scope of his theory is the world capitalist system,
Frank has in effect raised the issue of the definition of “capitalism” that he
is using. As various commentators have noted, Frank does not explicitly
define “capitalism.”® Nevertheless, given any number of remarks that he

makes, it is a fairly straightforward task to discern how he uses the term. As 4

we have said, Fr takes capitalism to be a w s

existed since at least the sixteenth century. It has gofiekhiodél'{‘three sta.g'eélz"

mercantilist, industrial, and financial capitalism. What has remained constant
through all the stages is a certain kind of exchange relationship characteristic
of metropolis-satellite relations: “Whatever we may wish to say about its
mercantilist, then industrial, then financial capitalist metropolis, in the peri-
pheries of the world capitalist system the essential nature of the metropolis-
satellite relations remains commercial, however ‘feudal’ or personal seeming
these relations may appear.”¢ If the periphery has been capitalist since the
first European incursions, and if what has remained constant across the vari-
ous stages is the nature of the exchange relations, then capitalism must be
defined in terms of this relation.!” Laclau fills out this definition attributed
to Frank in the following way: Frank understands by capitalism “a) a system
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of production for the market, in which b) profit constitutes the motive of
production, and c) this profit is realized for the benefit of someone other than
the'direct producer, who is thereby dispossessed of it.”18

If capitalism is defined in terms of market exchange relations of a certain
kind, we should specify more exactly what kind they are. As we have seen,
according to Laclau’s interpretation of Frank, the essential capitalist relation
is a market exchange whereby profit is realized for the benefit of someone
other than the direct producer. We have also seen that dependency relations
in general for Frank involve power relations where one party is disadvantaged
to the gain of the other. Third, we have noted that for Frank, the dependency
relations that generate underdevelopment must be understood in terms of the
capitalist world system. Putting these points together, we can conclude that,
for Frank, the essential capitalist relation is a dependency relation and thus
arelation of*Power. In other words, capitalism in the first instance is to be
regarded as a system of power, power exercised through a particular form of
relation, namely,,a market exchange relation.,

In what sense are capitalist market exchange relations relations of power?
According to Frank, dependency relations in general and metropolis-satellite
relations within capitalism in particular are best characterized as monopolistic
and extractive. The metropolis exerts monopolistic control over economic and
trade relations in the periphery. Monopoly domination within a market is, of
course, a position of power. This position of power allows the metropolis to
extract an economic surplus from the satellite. The appropriation of this
surplus and its accumulation in and under the control of the metropolis is the
central factor that deprives the underdeveloped nation of the ability to con-
trol its own growth and that thus leaves it dependent{ The monopolistic,
extractive relation was initially established by force of arms, but once it is in
place, subsequent development perpetuates it through the structures of de-
pendency and underdevelopment.

Two points should be noted about the monopolistic-extractive nature of
the metropolis-satellite relation. The first is that any theory that attempts to
conceptualize economic exchanges in what Frank considers the under-
developed nations in terms of equivalent market exchanges necessarily, from
his point of view, distorts the nature of what transpires. The outstanding
theoretical issue is, of course, how to verify the existence of monopolistic
market distortions and the “exploitative” transfer of surplus. This is a funda-
mental point of contention between neoclassical theories and Dependency
Theory In'general, where a neoclassical theorist would see a free market and
mutual advantage, Frank sees a structure of monopolistic relations and sur-
plus transfer.

The second point to note is that Frank’s concept of economic surplus is
taken more or less directly from the work of Paul Baran. Frank appears to
believe that Baran’s concept is the same as that used by Marx in his analysis
of “the surplus value created by producers and its appropriation by capital-
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ists.”1® Many commentators have pointed out, however, that according to
Marx’s theory, the extraction of surplus takes place within the capital-wage
labor relation within production, while for Frank, the extraction is a function
of exchange relations in the market. The two concepts are, therefore, not the
same. One difference to be noted in this context is that Marx emphasizes that
for the purposes of his model he is assuming that market relations are ex-
changes of equivalents, while, as we have seen, Frank takes them to be
monopolistic power relations involving the exchange of non-equivalents.

If Frank does conceive of capitalism in terms of a certain kind of market
exchange relation, with production oriented towards the market, then three
points should be noted that will be relevant to later criticisms of Frank. First,
if the nature of the metropolis-satellite relationship remains a constant, then
the analysis of the “development of underdevelopment” is, in a certain sense,
ahistorical.2 The central dynamic and structures are the same at all points in
the history of the phenomenon. For Frank, the focus of his theory, therefore,
is “the continuity and ubiquity of the structural essentials of economic devel-
opment and underdevelopment throughout the expansion and development
of the capitalist system at all times and places.”’?! What is to be emphasized
is continuity, not-change.—

" Second, what defines the essential nature of an economic relation is its
relationship to the larger system, and in particular, whether it is caught up
in a commercial market exchange network that is connected to metropolitan
development. Thus Frank can say, in the quotation given above, that however
“feudal seeming” a relation may be, if it is part of such a market network,
then the relation is capitalist. Among the things to be noted here is the
implication for the theory-ladenness of the possible observations involved.
Merely observing a relation in a supposedly theory-neutral way would not
allow the correct characterization of the relation. A relation that might at first
observation be “seen’” as feudal is really not feudal. Only by viewing it in
terms of the theory can the relation be “seen” correctly.

The third point to be noted in light of Frank’s definition of capitalism
is that he focuses on exchange relations and pays relatively little attention to
the so-called relations of. production.ﬂﬁT—lTis emphasis is especially obvious in
his early work. The concept of the relations of production is one that is
traditionally prominent in many Marxist analyses. Therefore, some Marxist
critics in particular take exception to Frank on this point. And as we shall see,
the dispute over W}Mthoretxcal _emphasis should be placed, on ex-
change or on production relations, is one of the key points in the Dependency
Theory debates. In*f)‘a'thTle dispute is over what is to function as the key
explanatory variable or, in terms of the theoretical model, over what is to be
taken as an independent and what as a dependent variable,

In our discussion of dependency relations thus far we have focused on
the form of the relation of metropolis to satellite at the level of nation-states.
This relation is the primary one within Frank’s model. However, the nation-
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nation relation is not the only form ©of a metropolis-satellite relation for
Frank. Rather, there is a chain of such relationships, all of which manifest the
same form or structure. At the pinnacle of this chain is the nation-nation
relationship of metropolis-satellite. But within the satellite itself, the struc-
turally identical relationship is repeated on lower and increasingly local levels
of the economy. The theoretical model, then, can be seen as a series of steps,
each connection from step to lower step reiterating the same structural rela-
tions. As Frank puts it:

It is a major thesis of this essay that this same structure extends from the

macrometropolitan center of the world capitalist system “down” to the

most supposedly isolated agricultural workers, who, through this chain of

interlinked metropolitan-satellite relationships, are tied to the central

- world metfopolis and thereby incorporated into the world capitalist sys-
tem as a whole.??

=

‘There may seem at first to be real differences among the variety of
metropolis-satellite dependency relationships; for instance, a nation-nation
relationship seems very unlike that between an owner of a latifundium and
adependent sharecropper. Nevertheless, Frank maintains, they are essentially
the same in structure, and it is their structure that determines their nature,
despite the ready and apparent surface differences. This point, of course, can
only be’appreciated by “seeing” the relationships through the lens of the
appropriate theory.

.-One last feature of Frank’s theoretical model needs to be mentioned. The
model has definite implications for the type of political developments and,
in particular, for the nature of the class structure that one can expect to
accompany the development of economic underdevelopment. It is necessary
for Frank to speak to the issue of political development in order to provide
some mechanism to account for how the policy of underdevelopment, as he
calls it;';is put into effect and maintained, especially after an underdeveloped
colony achieves de jure independence, thus making the option to use the open
coercion of an imperial power less available.?

Within the model, classes are understood in the first instance in terms
of structural positions within a system of power relations, At each point in
the metropolis-satellite chain, the structure of the chain creates certain objec-
tive interests, most important, the interest in controlling the monopoly rela-
tionship' at that point in the chain so as to be able to benefit from the
extractive power available at that position. The group that coheres around
that interest is in effect the ruling class of that area, region, or nation. Since
the ruling class at each point in the structure is dependent on the entire
structure remaining more or less the same, so that the monopoly relationships
can be maintained, each ruling class in effect bolsters every other ruling class.
All ruling classes thus have an interest in perpetuating the development of
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underdevelopment, for that is precisely the structure that allows them to
satisfy their interests as they find them. As Frank puts it:

My thesis holds that the group interests which led to the continued
underdevelopment of Chile [as a case in point] and the economic develop-
ment of some other countries were themselves created by the same eco-
nomic structure which encompassed all these groups: the world capitalist
system. . . . It was in the nature of the structure of this system to produce
interests leading to underdevelopment in the countries of the periphery,
such as Chile, once they had already been effectively incorporated into
the system as satellites.?

Frank does not explicitly address the question of why the same groups that
were economically powerful were also politically dominant, so that they
could implement politically the policies that would benefit them economi-
cally. Any attempt on the part of Frank to fill in this gap, either in terms of
an instrumental version of the Marxist theory of the state, or in terms of a
general theory of the convergence of economic and political elites, would only
push the problem back one level.

The theoretical model sketched above is to be found in Frank’s early
work. His later work carries the model forward in most of its essentials, but
there are a few points of theoretical development, especially in Dependent
Accumulation and Underdevelopment, that deserve a brief mention.?’ In this book,
Frank announces that he is responding to three criticisms of his earlier work.
The three criticisms amount in effect to the charges that Frank did not pay
sufficient attention to relations of production and thus overemphasized exter-
nal as opposed to internal variables in his explanation of underdevelopment;
that he was insufficiently historical and thus failed to appreciate and account
for important differences across stages of the development of underdevelop-
ment; and that he did not succeed in demonstrating the interconnections
between metropolitan development and the dependent underdevelopment.?¢
In response, Frank admits that a complete theoretical model of underdevelop-
ment would have to pay more attention to the mode of production within the
underdeveloped nation and to how it changes or does not change through the
different stages of capitalist development. Furthermore, it would have to be
more sensitive to the ways in which the dynamic of the development of
underdevelopment can help to determine the nature of metropolitan develop-
ment, which, of course, in turn helps determine the further course of the
development of underdevelopment; or in a word, Frank admits that his model
should be more dialectical. He thinks that these changes can be incorporated
by refocusing the model more on the accumulation process seen from the
point of view of the world system.

We cannot go-into a thorough analysis of how Frank amends his theoret-
ical model to account for these criticisms. It will have to suffice to say that
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while his focus in Dependent Accumulation and Underdevelopment is somewhat
different -from that of his earlier work in that more attention is paid to
. accurnulation on the world scale, the essentials of his model still remain more
or less'as they were and as we outlined them above. Despite discussions of
the accumulation process, his work still seems to focus on capitalism as, in
the first instance, a process of exchange and not of a certain form of relations
of vproductxon Frank does in this later work use the concept of mode of
iction, but he offers no real analysis of the concept, and it seems to
!}'less as an explanatory concept and more as a way of indicating
awareness of historical difference. “Mode of production” as used by Frank
allows him to mark off different ways in which dependent economies have
been organized. But to the degree that the concept is focused on the organiza-
txon of productxon it remains subordinated to the notion of exchange rela-
tions. WhateVer the mode of production within the dependent country, the
satellite'is still considered to exist within the world capitalist system and thus
in the last analysis to be capitalist. In the end, we believe that Frank’s theoret-
ical model and its explanatory force remains basically the same in his later
work, -
Before going on to discuss other positions in the Dependency Theory
debates that developed out of or in opposition to Frank, it is worth examining
, some of the criticisms of Frank. In particular, we will look in detail at the
arguments of two critics, Lall and Brenner. They can be seen as two repre-
sentative positions critical of the original formulation of Dependency Theory
by | Frank Lall concentrates on the adequacy of the concept of dependence.
Brennercasts a wider net, questioning Frank’s use of concepts such as capital-
ism d'class, and arguing that Frank has the order of explanation wrong. The
arguments of a third critic, Laclau, will then figure in our discussion of the
‘Mod "of Production approach thle those are only three among the many

. ) %&. Lall provides a somewhat limited but methodologlcally interesting
Cntiasm of Frank.?” Lall’s focus is the use of the concept of dependence. His
' concem, ‘as a sympathetic critic of dependency theory, is that the central
concept of the theory, that of a dependency relation, or as he puts it, depen-
dence, has not been adequately formulated. In particular, Lall thinks that the

v

concept sometimes seems to be defined in a circular or question-begging

. /i Less developed countries (LDCs) are poor because they are dependent,
and’any characteristics that they display signify dependence. In such
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tautologous definitions, “dependence” tends to be identified with features
of LDCs which the economist in question happens to dislike, and ceases
to offer an independent and verifiable explanation of the processes at
work in the less developed world.?®

Lall suggests two criteria that should be used to construct an adequate con-
cept of dependence. The first criterion stipulates that the concept “lay down
certain characteristics of dependent economies which are not found in non-
dependent ones.” The second criterion stipulates further that the characteris-
tics so designated “must be shown to affect adversely the course and pattern
of development of the dependent countries.”’2?

To understand what Lall’s point is in suggesting these criteria, it is
important to keep in mind a central thesis of dependency theory, namely, that
dependence causes underdevelopment. If this thesis is interpreted as an ordi-
nary causal claim, then its claim is that there is a correlation that supports a
causal relation between two variables, the condition of being dependent and
the condition of being underdeveloped. Now, if we are to verify this thesis,
it must be possible to identify these two conditions independently of one
another. If, as Lall suggests happens, the condition of being dependent is
“identified with features of LDCs which the economist in question happens
to dislike,” then there is a considerable chance that the same characteristics
used to identify one condition will be used to pick out the other. This is
especially true given that dependency theory conceives of underdevelopment
as a condition that is the result of and results in adverse effects. For example,
if being poor is taken to be an essential characteristic of economies that are
underdeveloped, then if “dependence” is defined in terms of, or picked out
by, the state of being poor, it becomes true by definition that dependent
economies are underdeveloped. But if this proposition is true by definition,
it cannot be taken to be expressing a causal relation.

For the same reasons that it is necessary to identify the condition of being
dependent independently of the condition of being underdeveloped, it is
necessary to be able to differentiate dependent from nondependent econo-
mies. Again, consider the thesis, dependence causes underdevelopment. As-
sume that all economies in the world can be (roughly) categorized as either
dependent or nondependent. Now, if the thesis is to have any explanatory
merit, given our assumption, then it must be true that an economy is under-
developed if and only if it is dependent. This is just to say that the condition
of underdevelopment is caused by, and only by, the condition of dependence.
What if, however, the characteristics used to pick out the condition of depen-

" dence were also true of some or all economies that are taken initially to be

nondependent? If this were the case, then obviously the causal thesis could
not be coherently applied and tested.

But this is just what Lall thinks is the case. He surveys a variety of
attempts to differentiate dependent from nondependent economies, attempts
that include the use of economic and noneconomic, static and dynamic char-




Inall instances, Lall concludes, the attempt fails. Whatever charac-
set of characteristics is used, eitfer it applies to some nondependent
. well as to dependent ones, or it fails to apply to all dependent
conclusion is the strong one that

the concept of dependence as applied to less developed countries is im-
s p‘bs_sibl'e'to define and cannot be shown to be causally related to a continu-
. '_affcié'of, underdevelopment. It is usually given an arbitrarily selective definition

- which picks certain. features of a much broader phenomenon of international capitalist
d;b?&krﬁml, and its selectivity only serves to misdirect analysis and re-
search in this area 3

hASERELY
.+ In our opinion, Lall’s conclusion is a little strong, or at least a little
©premature.:We do find much of his analysis of the use of the concept of
: -dependétipé' convincing as a criticism internal to Dependency Theory. Depen-
dency theorists do need to pay more attention to the construction of their
concepts, especially.#hat of dependence. However, even if all attempts so far
to construct an adequate concept have failed, that does not prove that the
project as such'is wrong-headed and that all future attempts will fail.
.+ An additional point should be made concerning Lall’s criticism, Consider
‘again his claim that all attempts to construct a concept of dependence have
failed to provide a concept that applies to all, and only to, dependent econo-
mies. This claim, however, seems to presuppose that there is a way of initially
distinguishing all economies as either dependent or nondependent so as to be
able to determine whether a concept does or does not apply to them. In other
words;;trhe,de‘nial of the adequacy of all concept candidates so far seems itself
to presuppose an adequate concept. This may be stating the point too
‘strongl}}fl{éwever. We might interpret Lall’s claim in the following way:
There are certain economies, let us say those of the very poorest LDCs, that
everyone: can agree initially are dependent.3! Likewise, there .are certain
economies that everyone can initially agree are nondependent. Let us attempt
to construct a concept of dependence by generalizing from what seem to be
the salient characteristics of these clear cases. Lall’s claim, thus interpreted,
is that no concept that will be adequate can be constructed in this way. Again,
‘we feel}ghg}ﬁthis claim has an a priori ring about it that Lall’s argument, which
is fésse‘gﬁa’]}‘}":inductive, cannot substantiate.
- Ei‘g}h\%%ra(determined dependency theorist has available the following
-reply:toiLall: “Even though my concept of dependence seems to' you [Lall]
‘to pick’out'some economies that you consider to be nondependent, I disagree.
‘Thave carefully constructed my concept and it is a coherent and convincing
one, stipulating conditions that if true, must demonstrate the existence of
dependerice: Thus, I consider as dependent all economies to which it applies,
even those that you, given your initial intuitions, want to claim are non-
dependent,.That is, I use my concept to overrule your (and perhaps my own)

Radical Theories of Development 137

intuitions. That is part of the way science progresses.”” Lall obviously has a
reply to his critic, and the discussion goes on. We cannot follow it any further

" here. Lalls criticism is a methodologically important one, but not one that

leaves the determined dependency theorist bereft of moves.

Brenner

Robert Brenner presents a more wide-ranging and extensive criticism of
Frank than that of Lall. Brenner concedes that Frank’s descriptions of the
mechanisms of surplus transfer from the underdeveloped periphery to the
developed core and of the resulting distortion of the economies of the periph-
ery “clearly capture important aspects of the functioning reality of under-
development.”2 But in Brenner’s opinion, while Frank’s account may have
descriptive adequacy, it fails to explain anything. In particular, it fails to
explain the origins of underdevelopment. That is, Brenner rejects Frank’s
thesis that the development of underdevelopment is part of and necessitated
by the development of capitalism in the metropolis.

Most of Brenner’s argument is directed against the work of Sweezy and
Wallerstein rather than Frank.?? Since, however, Brenner sees Wallerstein’s
project of discovering the roots of development in the core as a continuation
of and complement to Frank’s work, the criticisms can be taken to apply to
both theorists. The major problem Brenner has with the Frank-Wallerstein
position has to do with the definition of capitalism it assumes. As we saw
above, Frank (and Wallerstein) conceptualizes capitalism in terms of a system
of power exercised through exchange relations and involving production
oriented toward profit in the market. The essential relation marking an econ-
omy as capitalist, the point at which power is in the first instance exercised,
is a certain type of market exchange within a world system of metropolis-
satellite dependency relations.

According to Brenner, it follows from this conception of capitalism that
the accumulation process is centrally concerned with the generation of abso-
lute surplus value, value that is extracted by casting a wider and more inten-
sive net over labor. It also follows from this starting point that the issue of
the origins and development of capitalism primarily concerns the rise of a
world commercial network and an expanding world market. In addition,
Brenner argues that Frank and Wallerstein’s model of capitalism leads them
to understand class structure as determined in a rather mechanistic fashion
by market relations. Market opportunities determine the nature of economic
development in a given area, and in particular, the nature of production, The
resulting requirements on production, in turn, determine the nature of the
class structure. The classes that arise are structured by the dominant produc-
tion process, and the production process that arises is the one best suited in
a given area at a given time to allow the maximum extraction of absolute
surplus value by the ruling class. This model and the explanation of both
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de\;é‘léﬁpment and underdevelopment that it supports is, according to Brenner,
 theoretically inadequate and leads to empirically Talse explanations.

') 'v_';'_I'O'appreciate why Brenner takes the Frank-Wallerstein position to be
theoretically and explanatorily inadequate, it is necessary to contrast it with
Brenner’s understanding of capitalism. For Brenner, the defining and unique
cha_rai:te_xistic of capitalism is its tendency, not simply to develop, but to do
80 bX",W@Y of expanding the productive forces. In other words, capitalism is

.+ a'system of production involving, in particular, the extraction of relafive sur-
“'plus'value! -

For capitalism differs from all pre-capitalist modes of production in its
piil systematic tendency to unprecedented, though neither continuous nor un-
i + limited, economic development—in particular through the expansion of
what might be called (after Marx’s terminology) relative as opposed to
absolute surplus value.?

Expansion of produgtivity through technical innovation, Marx’s revolution-
ary expansion of the forces of production, can occur only where it is possible
to move labor in and out of the production process as best suits the available
technology, Otherwise, the incentive for innovation would be lacking. But
this form of labor mobility, according to Brenner, can only occur within a
certain class structure, namely, one where labor is free wage labor that is at
- themercy of market forces, in other words, where labor-power is a commod-
s ity. Thus, in Brenner’s view, capitalism as a system of production oriented
toward a specific form of accumulation (based on the extraction of relative
surplus value) necessitates a specific class structure. But in contrast to the
Frank-Wallerstein view, Brenner’s position is that capitalism does not create
the class structure it requires. Rather, capitalism can only exist within the
confines of this class structure. The initial emergence of this class structure
is tlhus,jg ecessary condition for the emergence of capitalism, and the repro-
ductio _:¥O£{this class structure is a necessary condition for the continued
reproduction of capitalism. The problem of the origins of capitalism for
Brenner; then, is not the development of a world market system as it is for
the Frank-Wallerstein position. Rather, the problem for Brenner is the emer-
gence of the necessary class structure, or in other words, the genesis of
labor-power as a commodity.

Bx‘_enh_e;"s model of capitalism, then, leads to the result that the crucial
explanatory variable in his account of underdevelopment is the class struc-
ture. Capitalism can exist only where the class structure accommodates it.
And what ultimately determines the class structure are the outcomes of class
struggle ‘ﬁThe'routcomes of class struggles, however, according to Brenner,
cannot bg ‘determined in advance; it is not a matter of a mechanistic, deter-
ministic plchess. Rather, in each instance under study, the particular condi-

NS
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tions of class conflict, especially the opportunities available to the “ruling
class” to exploit labor through extraction of either absolute or relative surplus
value, must be analyzed in order to understand the possibilities inherent in
the situation that could, but did not have to be, realized. Market opportuni-
ties do not determine class, as in the Frank-Wallerstein view. Rather, the
outcomes of class struggle condition what kind of market relations are to be
engaged in, for example, whether profit maximization is to be pursued. On
Brenner’s view, and contrary to Frank and Wallerstein, “neither economic
development nor underdevelopment are directly dependent upon, caused by,
one another. Each is the product of a specific evolution of class relations, in
part determined historically oufside’ capitalism, in relationship with non-
capitalist modes.”’35

Development and underdevelopment, thus, are explained by Brenner in
terms of the particular opportunities for surplus extraction made possible by
the different class configurations, free wage labor, in the case of development,
and forced feudal or slave labor, at least initially, in the case of underdevelop-
ment. In particular,

the onset of a capitalist dynamic of development was thus, in the first
appearance, made possible as an unintended consequence of class con-
flicts—conflicts in which the peasantry freed themselves from the extra-
economic controls of the ruling class, while the latter secured ownership
of the land. The resulting overall class structure of production and repro-
duction made possible an unprecedented degree of correspondence be-
tween the needs of surplus extraction and the continuing development of the
productive forces through accumulation and innovation.®¢ ...

L P

Similarly,

the development of underdevelopment was rooted in the class structure
of production based on the extension of absolute surplus labour, which
determined a sharp disjuncture between the requirements for the develop-
ment of the productive forces (productivity of labour) and the structure
of profitability of the economy as a whole.?”

Brenner, then, presents a model of capitalism that contrasts with that of
Frank, not so much in terms of the description of underdevelopment, as in
the account of the origins of the structures that produce the conditions of
underdevelopment. The two positions start off with different conceptions of
capitalism. This initial difference leads to differences concerning the central
dynamic of capitalism, in particular, the nature of the characteristic accumu-
lation process. Given these differences, Brenner and Frank arrive at different
conclusions about the importance of class structure as an explanatory varia-
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ble. For Brenner it is central; for Frank it plays at best a minor explanatory
role. It is important to reiterate that for Brenner, class structure is the outcome
of class struggles, and the outcome of class struggles cannot be determined
in advance; or at least, the outcome is a variable the determination of which
falls outside the theoretical model in question.

'~ We have, then, two contrasting models and an important difference in
the form of explanation involved in each. How might we decide between
them? We cannot give a complete answer to this question here. But it is
instructiye to summarize the nature of the criticisms that Brenner makes of
the Frank-Wallerstein position. First, as we have seen, Brenner contends that
the Frank-Wallerstein view is empirically inadequate. Brenner presents case
studies of development in Poland, France, England, the Caribbean, and Vir-
ginia, In each case, Brenner argues, what happened historically can better be
accounted for by his model of capitalism than by the Frank-Wallerstein
model. On this level, joining the argument would require that both parties
agree on some initial description of what actually occurred in each case
history. Each side wuld then have to attempt to demonstrate in detail why
its theoretical redescription and explanation of the history was superior to its
rival. This process obviously does not admit of a clear way to establish the
superior position, and it has the possible immediate problem of the two sides
not agreeing even as to a common initial description of the subject matter.

The second form of criticism is based on conceptual analysis. Here the
important claim made by Brenner is that the definition of capitalism used by
Frank and Wallerstein is inadequate. The argument is that their definition
gives a necessary but not sufficient condition for the existence of capitalism.
Brenner admits that “there is no doubt that capitalism is a system in which
production for a profit via exchange predominates.” However, “production
for exchange is perfectly compatible with a system in which it is either
unnecessary or impossible, or both, to reinvest in expanded, improved pro-
duction in order to ‘profit.’ /38 The claim is that production for exchange for
profit is compatible with, and indeed takes place in, systems that even Frank
and Wallérstein would have to admit were not capitalist. They could reply,
of cour‘ f-by denying that such systems were capitalist or by claiming that
itis a matter of degree, and therefore that once production for exchange for
profit becomes the dominant relation, the claimed compatibility is no longer
possxble‘.‘A second criticism follows from Brenner’s claim that there are prob-
lems ‘with how Frank and Wallerstein understand some of their basic con-
cepts."l'hi's‘charge is that the difficulties in correctly conceptualizing the
object of study prevent Frank and Wallerstein from being able to raise certain
questions that Brenner finds important. And in turn, not being able to raise
certain questions further prevents Frank and Wallerstein from being able to
confront and explain certain facts that Brenner holds as central to his ac-
count,® This charge, of course, could be parried by denying the importance
of the questions and facts under contention.
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The third form of criticism has to do with explanatory adequacy. Brenner
makes a number of points in this regard. For example, the Frank-Wallerstein
model, Brenner contends, assumes that the individuals who control the

_means of production have the motivation, the rationality, and the freedom

to pursue profit maximization. That is, as Brenner interprets it, the model
assumes “‘the extra-historical universe of homo oeconomicus, of individual profit
maximizers competing on the market, outside of any system of social rela-
tions of exploitation.”4° But there are at least two related problems with this
assumption. In the first place, this assumed universe is not some abstract,
extra-historical realm; rather, it is the world of capitalism. The conditions
specified by this model exist in, and only in, the capitalist market. Insofar as
this model is used to explain the initial emergence of capitalism, and insofar
as it assumes in its explanatory framework conditions that only existence
within capitalism, it obviously begs the question.4!

This is a familiar criticism, made first by Marx of Adam Smith. It is
because Brenner finds Sweezy, Frank, and Wallerstein all guilty of this same
fundamental mistake, as well as guilty of sharing “individualistic-mechanist
presuppositions” with Smith, that he labels them “neo-Smithians.” They are,
however, neo-Smithians with a twist, or rather, an inversion, for “it has been
their [Sweezy, Frank, Wallerstein] intention to negate the optimistic model
of economic advance derived from Adam Smith.”42 Smith’s model of eco-
nomic development is inverted to become Frank’s model of the development
of underdevelopment. The result of this inversion, according to Brenner, is
“an alternative theory of capitalist development which is, in its central as-
pects, the mirror image of the ‘progressist’ thesis they wish to surpass.”43

The second problem with the assumption of rational profit-maximiza-
tion is that it reflects the failure on the part of both Frank and Wallerstein
to understand adequately the relations between individuals and social struc-
tures, in particular, class structures. In Brenner’s view, the individual is much
more produced by and constrained by class structures than Frank or Waller-
stein seem to allow. This criticism is of a piece with Brenner’s contention that
Frank and Wallerstein do not accord class structure its proper explanatory
role as a variable. As Brenner reads them, Frank and Wallerstein make class
structure (reflected first of all in the relations of production) a consequence
of the behavior of rational individuals in the market. For Brenner, this view
has the relationship completely backwards. Individual rationality and behav-
ior must be understood as conditioned and constrained by the existing class
structure. Not to see the relation in this way, Brenner implies, is to have a
fundamental mistake at the very basis of one’s social theory.44

This discussion does not exhaust the criticisms Brenner makes of the
Frank-Wallerstein model, to say nothing of criticisms made by other com-
mentators in the debates over Dependency Theory.4® The criticisms we have
mentioned do reflect, however, some of the levels on which the issues are
joined and some of the more methodological considerations that enter into




ST S

the deb 4_es We now proceed to examine some of the posmons that have
ut of these debates with Frank. ‘

THé’iOiBDEs OF PRODUCTION SCHOOL

The debate concerning Dependency Theory entered a new stage with the
emergence ‘of the Modes of Production (MOP) school. The various ap-
proaches encompassed by this rubric represent both a criticism of the early
forms of Dependency Theory, chiefly as represented by the writings of Frank
(and, later, Wallerstein), and an extension of the basic problematic of Depen-
dency: Theory. The focus of the explanation of the persistence of under-
development is shifted by the MOP theorists away from what they under-
stand to be the excessive emphasis in traditional Dependency Theory on a
global scheme that exaggerates the role of external relations and markets.
Instead, while not denying the importance of macro phenomena, relations
between nations, and flows of commodities, they have focused on developing
the concept of mode of production in an attempt to construct an alternative
understanding of the phenomenon of underdevelopment. Despite the shift of
focus, the object of investigation remains the specific forms of development
of what is taken to be the periphery of the world economy. Moreover, the
concepts of dependency and underdevelopment, although defined differ-
en‘tly, are not themselves challenged. In this sense, the MOP school represents
not a break from but, rather, an alternative formulatxon and extension of
Dependency Theory itself.

Wlthm the MOP school, three basic approaches can be distinguished.
The “articulation of MOP” approach, as it has been termed, tends to explain
the phenomenon of underdevelopment in terms of the relationships among
and; between the capitalist and other, noncapitalist modes of production
exi fing ,\gvxthm underdeveloped economies.*¢ A second related approach, that
of th .lomal or peripheral MOP,” has sought to develop a set of concepts
of' mogl_es of production that are specific to the colonial experiences and
p_enph( al status of the developing countries.?” According to this group of
I he concepts of modes of production that should be used to analyze
the soaetxes of the periphery are fundamentally different from those that

have’ begn used to investigate the countries of the center. Finally, there are -

MOP ’theonsts who focus on what they call the “internationalization of
capltal ‘or the laws of motion of the capitalist mode of production.?® In this
view; international development (including development within specific na-
tions) is ainalyzed in terms of the presumed dominance of the capitalist mode
of produchon in the world economy. Each one of these approaches has staked
out a different position in the dependency theory debate. The starting point
in all cases is a concept of mode of production; however, they represent three
alternative ways of constructing a theoretical model in terms of which an

explanatxon of the past and present economic and social structures of devel-
oping countries can be generated.
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Background

Although the work of many of the MOP theorists has been relatively well
documented,*? the theoretical sources of this attempt to analyze development
by using concepts of modes of production are less well known. There are five
major points that should be briefly elaborated. First, the various efforts to
construct a theory centered on concepts of modes of production grew out of
attempts to provide a link between Frank’s relatively global model of metrop-
olis-satellite relations and the ethnographic detail that emerged from detailed,
especially anthropological, studies of developing countries. Many researchers
found it difficult to relate the wealth of empirical detail generated in the
course of field work to the overarching logic of patterns of surplus transfer
between the core and periphery of the world economy that form the focus
of Frank’s model.5® The concepts and conceptual strategies of a group of
French anthropologists who analyzed African underdevelopment in terms of
modes of production represented one attempt to bridge this gap between
existing theory and empirical research.5?

A second factor that gave rise to the proliferation of MOP approaches
to development was the reaction against Frank’s seeing “capitalism every-
where,” that is, that commodity flows or markets were present and such
markets were sufficient to characterize the society in question as capitalist.
Laclau’s New Left Review article is the locus classicus of this criticism of Frank’s
work.%? Frank was accused of making all of the underdeveloped countries’
social structures capitalist, from the sixteenth century onward, because he
mistakenly identified markets or trade relations with capitalism. Laclau’s
alternative was to emphasize the primacy of the conditions of production
over those of exchange.

To this end, Laclau proceeded to define a concept of mode of production
as a combination of four factors: the pattern of ownership of the means of
production, the form of appropriation of what he called an economic surplus,
the degree of the division of labor, and the level of development of the forces
of production.®® In addition, Laclau distinguishes between a “‘mode of pro-
duction” and an “economic system” to take account of the participation of
precapitalist modes of production in a world capitalist economic system. An economic
system is generally defined by Laclau as an articulated (or combined) set of
different modes of production. In particular, the world capitalist system is not
conceived to be a uniform production system, that is, a system with one
exclusive mode of production. Rather, it is conceived to be an economic
system in which both capitalist and noncapitalist modes of production coexist
and which is characterized by the predominance of the capitalist mode of
production. According to Laclau, Marxist theorists should attempt to under-
stand underdeveloped countries in terms of the system of relations—the
articulation—between the capitalist and other, noncapitalist modes of pro-
duction, rather than in terms of Frank’s homogeneous capitalist relations.

Third, the use of the concept of mode of production in Laclau’s critique
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n gt%“d as the basis of an alternative framework of analysis that dis-
ank’s focus on commodity flows was itself predicated on a return to
the work of Marx through the writings of Althusser and Balibar.>* These two
French theonsts had taken up the project of reformulating the basic concepts
of historical materialism. Among their primary concerns was to combat what
they considered to be various non-Marxist forms of “‘essentialism” within the
Marxist ‘theoretical tradition.®® In particular, the explanation of social
phénoﬁ\er{a in terms of an essential human nature or an economic determi-
nism was’criticized. Their effort to formulate a concept of mode of produc-
tion, along with the concept of overdetermination, and to produce a nones-
sentialist Marxist social theory was central to the emergence of the concept
of mode of production as an object of theoretical attention.

A fourth source of the MOP school was the reexamination of Marx’s
own analysis of the so-called original accumulation of capital and the transi-
tion from feudalism to capitalism. Marx’s account of the emergence and
development of some of the economic, political, and cultural conditions of
capitalism in a noncapitalist, feudal setting is filtered through the Dobb-
Sweezy “transition debate” to become an additional component of the MOP

. analysis of the transition to capitalism in developing countries.’¢ The rele- ;

" vance of the transition debate is twofold. First, the MOP analysis of under-
development is concerned with the emergence, or lack thereof, of the capital-
ist mode ‘of production in the developing countries and hence, implicitly or
exphcxtly, witha comparison with the European experience. Second, once the
idea-of transition (e.g., to the capitalist mode of production) is analyzed, the
combined existence of different, capitalist and noncapitalist modes of produc-
tion during the period of transition becomes an object of theoretical attention.

Finally, the work of Hindess and Hirst deserves brief mention.’” Al-
though;, ot explicitly addressed to the question of developing countries,
theirsis arguably the most sophisticated attempt to construct a set of concepts
of noncapxtahst modes of production. Their analyses of primitive communal,
ancxent,*slave, and feudal modes of production were particularly instructive.
However; their subsequent rejection, based on both methodological and epis-

temological considerations, of the concept of mode of production has received

much less attention in the MOP literature.5

These are some of the historical and theoretical conditions, among oth-
ers, out of which the MOP school emerged and to which it has responded
over time, We turn now to a brief summary of the three approaches that have
used the concept MOP as their entry-point into the analysis of dependency

and underdevelopment.
Articulation of Modes of Production

Laclau’s critique of Frank announced the beginning of a Marxian reconceptu-
alization of dependency theory based on the articulation of modes of produc-
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tion. Taking the concept of modes of production as their starting point,
articulation of MOP theorists have sought to analyze the relations among and
between the various possible capitalist and noncapitalist modes of produc-
tion. The overriding objective has been, following Laclau, to produce a gen-
eral theory of the articulation of modes of production within a capitalist

in particular, the system of relations between the capitalist mode of produg-
tion and the_set_QLmﬂexmnnuncapxtahsLmodes of production in the
developing countries-A principal methodological concern in understanding
this approach, then, is the constitution and use of the central concepts of
mode of production and articulation within their theoretical model.

How can different capitalist and noncapitalist modes of production be
combined or articulated in a single social formation within the context of
ultimate capitalist development? In general, three alternative forms or models
might be used to answer this question. The two salient variables of these
models are the form of interaction and the degree of dominance by one mode
of production over the others. One possibility is that the various modes of
production are seen to exist alongside but essentially independent of one
another. This position has traditionally been called “dualism” and Frank’s
original rejection of it is shared by the articulation of MOP theorists. A
second answer is that the various modes of production in any partxcular
soc1ety are interrelated under the dommance _of one of these modes of pro-
duction. One mmucnon, for example, capitalism, would be under-
stood to dommate the othgrs in the sense of determining the nature of their
their eventual demise. A third possible model holds that the modes of pro-
duction are combined in such a way that there is, in general, no dominant
mode of production, Thus, there would be no general outcome of the articula-
tion of modes of production in the sense of one mode necessarily “winning
out” over all others. The only way to understand the particular outcome of
articulation, for instance, capitalist development, would be in terms of the
analysis of the specific factors involved in the concrete combination of modes
of production in any particular society.

The second alternative (that of capitalist dominance) still admits of two
possibilities that should be noted. On the one hand, the articulation of modes
of production may be such that capitalism clearly and quickly overwhelms
and determines the outcome of other modes of production. The result is that
the transition to the exclusive existence of capitalism would be of relatively
short duration. On the other hand, the transition to capitalism may be under-
stood as a long and « complex process, stich that any society in transition can
anly be understood in terms of different stages of artnculatlon betweer\ the
capitalist and noncapxtahst modes of production,

The first variation of this position of the general dominance of the
capitalist mode of production is usually attributed to the early theorists of
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economic system. The central focus of the articulation of MOP theorists is, !:
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eorists, in contrast, adopt the second vananox} of the second alterna-
ntral to this latter view is an understandmg of the transmon to

Ctilahon as it is used to analyze the combined presence of dxfferent
ﬁalxst and noncapitalist modes of production durmg the course of transi-
tlon to capitalism, takes on the dual meaning of “joining together” and
glvmg expression to.”¢® Modes of production are conceived to be articulated
in a social formation such that (a) the development of each mode of produc-
tion is closely connected with, in the sense of being both dependent on
and/or determined by, the other modes of production; and (b) the way that
one mode of production is manifested or expressed cannot be analyzed inde-
pendently af.how others are manifested.

Rey is one theorist who has attempted to produce a general theory of the
relations among modes of production within a peripheral capitalist economic
system using the concept of articulation.®His theory specifies three distinct
and successive stages of articulation. In the first stage, the capitalist mode of
pr__,lu:tLon is “imported” into the noncapitalist peripheral sgg,e_;m_m—
ceeds ‘to ‘[{x(zfarce and, in some instances, to. create noncapltahst modes of
Qroduc ion. Second, capitalism “takes root” and uses, from its dommant posx-
tion, the noncapxtahst modes of production. Fmally, at some point nof yet
reached by most developing countries, the capitalist mode of production
supplan{s all noncapitalist modes of production: noncapitalism disappears. The
often jolent and prolonged nature of these stages of articulation in periph-
eral soc1et1es serves, in Rey’s framework of analysis, to distinguish the articu-
lanog}abetween capitalist and noncapitalist modes of productiori in the pe-
nphery from the articulation between capitalism and feudalism in Western
Europ ’._,'Rey s unidirectional sequence of stages is more or less shared by all
members of the articulation of MOP approach.

a@;&'\,‘more concrete, albeit schematic, example will serve to illustrate some
of' he ;ahent features of this articulation of MOP approach and to compare
it tc vthe other two approaches discussed below. Postcolonial nineteenth-
century Peru can be analyzed in terms of the articulation between capitalist
and noncapitalist modes of production. In particular, Peruvian society during
that penod of time can be understood as comprising at least the primitive
communal feudal, and capitalist modes of production., The primitive commu-
nal?’ mode of production was a more or less direct descendant of the
precolomal Incan ayllu or clan-based community. The Peruvian hacienda can
be conceptualized in terms of the lord-serf relations of the feudal mode of
production. Finally, the incipient development of the capitalist mode of pro-
duction'within Peru could be found in the organization of the recovery of
guano (bird droppings used as fertil izer) for eventual export to England.
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Two aspects of the articulation between these capitalist and noncapitalist
modes of production, while not exhaustive, illustrate the approach. First, the
initial instance of capitalist development was a product of capitalist develop-
ment in England; the capitalist mode of production did not emerge within any
of the Peruvian noncapitalist modes of production. Guano was commercial-
ized by British capital exports and served as a cheap raw material for further
capitalist development in England. This form of capitalist export production
led neither to the development of a domestic capitalist class nor to the expan-
sion of the internal market for further capitalist development. Second, this
form of dependent capitalist development served to reinforce the predomi-
nance of the feudal mode of production in the rural areas. For example, a
combined strategy of debt, purchase, and forcible expropriation led to the
destruction of the communal communidades indigenas and allowed the increased
concentration of land in feudal latifundia. Neither capitalist agriculture nor
capitalist industry developed to any significant degree at this time. The (non-
capitalist) feudal mode of production was first created (in the colonial period),
then reinforced (in the nineteenth century), and only gradually supplanted
(well into the 1960s) by the development of the capitalist mode of production.
The result of this articulation of modes of production was continued depen-
dency and underdevelopment at the periphery of the world economy.

The articulation of MOP approach, then, is meant to provide a concep-
tual framework to analyze the interrelations between capitalist and noncapi-
talist modes of production as they manifest themselves in peripheral societies.
The particular concern is to map out the development of capitalism from
entry to hegemony where it was imposed initially from the outside. The
central dynamic is the development of capitalism, understood in terms of the
laws (or tendencies) governing its development and involving certain “needs”
that come to be met by the noncapitalist modes of production—for instance,
aneed for a large pool of landless laborers. The development of the noncapi--
talist modes of production-is explained in terms. of their ability to satisfy.the
needs of capitalism. In turn, the-development of the capitalist mode of.pro-
ductlon is understood to be enabled or hindered in terms of the abxhty of the
noncapitalist modes_ of. productlon £0_satisfy. capitalism’s posited needs. -

It can be anticipated, then, that a major controversy resulting from such
investigations into the articulation between the capitalist and noncapitalist
modes of production has concerned the “needs” of capitalism during the
course of reinforcing, using, and eventually supplanting noncapitalism. On
one side, there are theorists who tend to stress the unchanging process of
capitalist development.%? Capitalism is inherently expansive according to
these accounts; its internal dynamic forces it at all stages to engulf and
inevitably destroy all noncapitalist forms of production. This conception of
capitalist expansion results in a single general theory of the articulation
between capitalist and noncapitalist modes of production. On the other side
of the controversy, some argue that the capitalist mode of production in-
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es'different problems and contradictions according to its various forms
d stages of development ¢* Therefore, the articulation between the capital-
) oncapitalist modes of production is founded on a changing pattern
alist expansion. For example, according to Bradby, “capitalism has
different needs of precapitalist economies at different stages of development,
which arise from specific historical circumstance, e.g., raw materials, land,
labor-power, and at times of crisis, markets.””64 As a result of this latter mode
oftanalysis, capitalism is considered inherently expansive, but there is no
general theory of the forms of the system of relations between capitalist and
noncapitalist modes of production.

- Whether or not the stress is on the changing nature of capitalist expan-
sion, the general conclusion of the articulation of MOP theorists is that the
development of capitalism on a world scale involves, first, the creation and
maintenance and, then, the breakdown of noncapitalist modes of production.

However, at tHe same time that noncapitalist forms of production are under-
- stood to be dominated and at least tendentially supplanted by capitalism, an
additional conclusion of the work of the articulation of MOP theorists is that
the full, nondistorted development of the capitalist mode of production in the
undei‘developed countries is itself blocked by its dependent relation to capi-
talism in the developed nations. 3 5

‘Thus, underdevelopment and dependency have somewhat different
meanings in this framework compared to what we have seen in the case of
Frank. For the articulation of MOP theorists, underdevelopment is caused by
the persistence of precapitalist modes of production as they are reproduced
in their articulation with the dominant capitalist mode of production. Full-
fledged capitalist development is itself arrested by relations of dependency
between core and periphery: On the one hand, the peripheral capitalist mode
of production is imposed from the outside in the midst of preexisting non-
capitalist modes of production, not a direct outgrowth of a Western Euro-
pean-like feudalism. The implication is that Western European feudalism
provided a better “breeding ground” for capitalist development than did the
noncapitalist modes of production that preexisted or that were subsequently
created by colonial expansion in peripheral social formations. On the other
hand,’once in place, the peripheral capitalist mode of production is conceived
to'be reproduced in a dependent status vis-a-vis the capitalist mode of pro-
duction in the center.

~ There has been an additional concern in the various attempts to analyze
the articulation of MOP. It involves the thesis of the continued coexistence
of the capitalist and noncapitalist modes of production and the portended
eventual demise of those noncapitalist modes of production. According to
Bradby, “the establishment of capitalism in a social formation necessarily
implies the transformation, and in some sense the destruction of formerly
dominant modes of production.”¢5 It is generally accepted that the societies
or social formations of peripheral countries comprise both capitalist and
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noncapitalist modes of production at least at some stage in their history.
Theorists differ, however, as to the manner and cause of the destruction of
the noncapitalist modes of production. Are they destined to disappear be-
cause of pressures induced by the coexisting capitalist mode of production,
or will their own developmental dynamic cause their destruction?

This debate parallels the earlier transition debate between Dobb and
Sweezy over whether the demise of feudalism in Western Europe was caused
by primarily internal factors (Dobb) or external factors (Sweezy). Wolpe
formulates this distinction in the context of the articulation of modes of
production in peripheral social formations by noting that “it is one thing to
argue that precapitalist relations of production may be transformed into
capitalist relations; it is quite another to assume that this is both an inevitable
and necessary effect of the CMP [capitalist mode of production].”¢¢ In gen-
eral, the dynamic of peripheral social formations that comprise both capitalist
and noncapitalist modes of production has been analyzed in terms of the
external relations—conflicts, tensions, etc.—among these modes of produc-
tion. Social change is understood to occur as one mode of production, gener-
ally the capitalist mode of production, grows at the expense of other, non-
capitalist modes of production. As a result, the sources of change internal to
each mode of production have received scant attention.

However this controversy is resolved, the general thrust of the literature
has been to argue that although these peripheral social formations comprise
both capitalist and noncapitalist modes of production, the arrival of the
capitalist mode of production from outside stamps these societies with its
unique mark. The logic of articulation tends to be analyzed in terms of the
functional needs of the reproduction of the capitalist mode of production.
Thus, we have Quijano’s characterization of this articulation as a “combina-
tion of capitalist and precapitalist relations of production, under the hegem-
ony of the first and serving its interests. The movement of the whole configu-
ration is directed by the first and, from this point of view, it is fundamentally
capitalist but not homogeneously capitalist,”67

To appreciate the appearance and further elaboration of the articulation
of MOP approach, it is helpful to note the critical tension that exists between
this approach and other frameworks of analysis. The articulation of MOP
position in some ways agrees with, and at the same time is quite critical of,
other frameworks in regard to certain key points, It has already been stated
above that this approach was in part a response to Frank’s original formula-
tion of Dependency Theory in which peripheral societies were characterized
as capitalist from the time they were first inserted into what he termed the
capitalist world economy. In contrast to Frank’s seeing capitalism every-
where, the articulation of MOP theorists have focused on the continued
existence of various noncapitalist modes of production and their articulation
with the capitalist mode of production. However, they have also taken a page
from Frank’s book by insisting that the capitalist mode of production was




ongmally introduced from outside the periphery and that it continues to take
[its’ d axmc from the capitalist mode of production in the center. In this sense,
‘the culatlon of capitalist and noncapitalist modes of production in the
1developmg countries is a different formulation of the original notion of de-
pendency As Foster-Carter has stated it, “the ‘history of capital itself’ contin-
ues to be ‘written outside such social formations’.”8

. ‘The articulation of MOP approach also shares with Frank and the re-
mainder of the dependency theory school a criticism of the orthodox “dual-
ist”: conception of the developing countries. Arrighi, for example, has
analyzed what orthodox economists understand to be the labor surplus econ-
omy (for instance, the Lewis model) as a product of capitalist development, not
as some original state.®® However, his criticism is distanced from that of Frank
in the sense that Arrighi reconceptualizes what others consider to be dualism
as a structured combination of capitalism and noncapitalism, as an articulated
combination ‘6f modes of production.

Not surprisingly, a traditional interpretation of the Marxist theory of

development has also been the object of criticism in the work of the articula-
tion of MOP theorists. Two aspects of this critique deserve at least brief
mention. First, many of the articulation of MOP theorists have argued against
the notion of a necessary or inevitable succession of modes of production.”®
Thus, they react against the mechanistic-deterministic tendency often found
in some traditional Marxist analyses that hold that there is a unique path of
development for all countries. Articulation of MOP theorists maintain that
the transition to capitalism in peripheral societies has noncapitalist origins
different from those involved in the transition in Western Europe. This means
that there is no single succession of stages of development in all countries.”?
- The criticism of traditional Marxist theories of development made by the
articulation of MOP theorists often has a second aspect. The question here
- is whether the transition to capitalism in peripheral societies is fundamentally
distinct from the transitions that have occurred elsewhere, especially in
Western Europe. The traditional Marxist answer is taken to be that there is
no fundamental distinction to be drawn here. The articulation of MOP theo-
nsts, on the other hand, argue that something different has been occurring
in the peripheral transition to the capitalist mode of production. In particular,
the: development of capitalism in the periphery is seen as an uneven process
‘place over an extended period of time. As we mentioned above in
on to Rey, the assumption here is that the European transition was, in
contrast, relatively smooth and rapid. This attempt to analyze peripheral
capitalist development as unlike the supposedly smooth, short development
of capitalism in Western Europe is then used by Rey to argue that violence
and other aspects of formal colonialism are inherent in the development of
the capitalist mode of production in the periphery.
~ While critics of the articulation of MOP approach can agree that the
development of capitalism in the peripheral countries is uneven and pro-
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longed, they can also point-out that it is evident that the transition to capital-
ism during, say, the period 1100-1850 in Western Europe was neither smooth
nor of short duration. In support of their position, these critics can point out
that the work of historians as diverse as Dobb and Pirenne has demonstrated
the extended, often violent nature of the Western European transition to
capitalism.”? Therefore, without denying that there are certainly differences
between the transitions to capitalism in the so-called core and periphery
countries, critics of the articulation of MOP approach can maintain that it is
probably mistaken to attempt to distinguish these transitions on the basis of
their relative unevenness or the length of time over which they have been
occurring.

In summary, the articulation of MOP theorists construct their under-
standing of the developing countries in terms of a system of relations between
capitalist and noncapitalist modes of production. In particular, the concepts
of dependency and underdevelopment are taken over from Dependency The-
ory and reinterpreted as the persistence of noncapitalist modes of production
and the less than full development of the capitalist mode of production in that
context. The articulation of MOP approach differs from specifically Frank-
like interpretations of Dependency Theory, then, because of the focus on the
relationship between capitalism and noncapitalism within the periphery.
However, it still takes as given the notion, shared by Dependency Theory,
that there are fundamentally different schemes of development that define a
core and periphery of a world economy.

Peripheral Modes of Production

A second approach within the MOP school criticizes the specific set of con-
cepts of modes of production that the articulation of MOP theorists have
tended to use in their analyses. This alternative approach has sought to
specify the concepts of “peripheral modes of production” or “colonial modes
of production,” a set of sui generis modes of production that are said to
correspond better than the “classical” concepts of capitalist and noncapitalist
modes of production to the conditions of underdevelopment and dependency
in the peripheral countries of the world economy.

The modes of production picked out by these new concepts are consid-
ered to be qualitatively distinct from those that are used to analyze the
development of capitalism in Western Europe and elsewhere. The operative
assumption is that the forms of development in the core and periphery are
fundamentally different and that different concepts must be used to under-
stand these different forms of development. According to the peripheral
MOP theorists, the fact that colonialism changed the precolonial pattern of
development—in particular, the precolonial modes of production—in the
colonized countries means that what is required is a separate set of concepts
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f production with which to analyze their colonial and postcolonial

of modes o
XD . This argument is best summarized ky C. F..S. Cardoso:

_experience:

e specificity of internal colonial structures and of their historical gene-
implies the inadequacy of such categories as “feudalism” to explain
iem..What is required is the elaboration of a theory of colonial modes of
i production, starting with the notion that such structures’ are specific and
. dependent.”?

Here, then, the concept of mode of production is modified by the notion
of dependency to produce a framework of analysis based on a set of concepts
of peripheral or colonial modes of production. The presupposition seems to
be that a mode of production that is affected to some more or less significant
degrees by conditions external to the social formation where that mode of
production is I8¢ated is fundamentally different from an “independent” mode
of production. For example, according to this approach, the existence of
slavery in Brazil during the colonial period would make it a different mode
of production, by virtue of its colonial ties with Portugal, from the slave mode
of production of ancient Rome. Thus, despite what might at first appear as
important similarities between the two cases, different concepts are needed
in each case to conduct a proper analysis. This presumption that external
influences serve as the criterion for a separate set of concepts of peripheral
modes of production is also the origin of the well known Alavi-Banaji-et al.
debate on India.”*

. Again, a more concrete example will help to illustrate this particular
version of the MOP interpretation. Returning to the case of Peru, it will be
remembered that our hypothetical articulation of MOP analysis utilized
“classical” concepts of modes of production and conceptualized dependency

 in terms of the specific articulation among these modes of production. The
present, alternative approach would drop the notion of different modes of
production articulated in a single social formation. Rather, it would empha-
size the colonial origins and general dependent nature of economic and social
relations in Peru. Indeed, all of those relations that would be picked out by
the articulation of MOP theorists as elements of the “primitive communal,”
“feudal,” or “capitalist” modes of production would be understood as differ-
ent aspects of a single peripheral mode of production, as distinct social rela-
tions that were specific to the peripheral status of the Peruvian social forma-
tion, It follows that one would not expect this peripheral mode of production
to develop along the same path as the classical modes. This peripheral mode
of production would generate a path of development fundamentally different
from what would have existed in a nondependent setting. In relation to our
example, the role of Peru’s economy as a subordinate mode of production
within the world capitalist system precluded the development of capitalism
in Peru in the same form that it had emerged from nondependent, noncapital-
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ist modes of production in the core countries. The peripheral status of this
mode of production, not the articulation between capitalist and noncapitalist
modes of production, explains dependency and underdevelopment in Peru.

It is interesting to note that the advocates of these concepts of sui generis
modes of production for analyzing the developing countries tend to accept
the use of the classical concepts of the modes of production of slavery,
capitalism, etc. for the countries of the core. However, it would be difficult
to argue that the modes of production of the colonizing countries, especially
the capitalist mode of production, were less affected by colonialism than
those of the colonized countries. Was the development of capitalism in Brit-
ain any less conditioned by the existence of colonial ties with India than the
existing modes of production in India itself? If not, then why, on their
theoretical assumptions, should the classical concepts be thought to be appli-
cable to core countries across the precolonial, colonial, and postcolonial peri-
ods? And if these concepts of modes of production are not applicable across
periods, how do we demarcate new and changing modes of production? There
seems to be a problem of concept specification here.

This attempt to draw a sharp distinction between peripheral and classical
modes of production does make it quite evident, however, that the focus of
this form of analysis is on the external relations of domination that shape and
otherwise determine what are conceived to be the subordinate modes of
production of the peripheral countries. In this regard, then, the work of the
peripheral MOP theorists is continuous with the earlier work of Frank. They
agree with Frank that the dependency condition of the developing world is
a result of the domination of economic forces (for the most part) outside the
developing countries themselves. Where they differ from Frank is over how
best to analyze the internal structures of dependency, whether, for instance,
underdevelopment should be analyzed in terms of capitalist relations or
whether it should be seen as the result of the logic of development of a
different, peripheral mode of production.

Internationalization of Capital

The third major approach to the MOP analysis of dependency and under-
development focuses on the internationalization of capital as part of a world
system that is to be understood in terms of the laws of motion of the capitalist
mode of production. In many ways, Frank’s most recent works on “world
accumulation” reflect this new focus.”® Attention is shifted away from the
articulation between capitalist and noncapitalist modes of production and
away from the specification of specific peripheral modes of production to an
analysis of the structure and logic of development of the capitalist mode of
production itself. According to the internationalization of capital theorists,
the other two MOP approaches do not pay sufficient attention to the “real”
dynamic determining world development, i.e., the capitalist mode of produc-
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tion. ’I'lﬁs"ﬁmode of analysis presumes the dominance of the capitalist mode
of ?f&dﬁcf on within the international ecSnomy; that is, it'implies that the
fundamental structure of the world economy is that of the capitalist mode of
production and that the logic of world development reflects the laws govern-
ing that mode of production. In this way, the internationalization of the
capitalist mode of production becomes the new demiurge, propelling the
world economy forward and driving a larger and larger wedge between core
and periphery.

This focus on the structure and effects of the capitalist mode of produc-
tion on a world scale may be seen as either a critique or an extension of the
two other MOP approaches surveyed in previous sections. It represents a
critique to the extent that noncapitalist and peripheral modes of production
are replaced by a single global capitalist mode of production. For example,
units of production that would be analyzed as feudal or peripheral in the
other MOP frameworks would be placed inside a single process of capitalist
accumulation by the internationalization of capital theorists. On the other
hand, it represents*dn extension insofar as some theorists argue that the
historical period when the other modes of production approaches were appli-
cable has passed. There may have been and probably were either noncapital-
ist or peripheral modes of production at one time in the developing countries,
so they might argue, but these modes of production have been supplanted by
a single capitalist mode of production on a world scale. Interpreted thusly, the
various MOP approaches would represent a historical sequence at the level
of theory that corresponds to the stages of development of the world econ-
omy, :

However understood, whether as a break from or an extension of the
other MOP frameworks, the basic unit of analysis of the internationalization
of capital approach is the structure and movement of the capitalist mode of
production. Partly in response to the debate between theoretical approaches
that argued over the predominance of circulation (Frank) versus that of pro-
duction (Laclau), the internationalization of capital theorists have defined
capitalism'in terms of a particular interpretation of Marx’s three circuits of
commod_xty-capltal money-capital, and productive-capital. In other words,
capltalist, production is conceived of as a unify of production and circulation.
The focus’is, in particular, on the global nature of these circuits as they
transcenﬁ he confines of the nation-state. The symbol of this global process
of accumulatxon is, of course, the transnational or multinational corporation.
These corporatxons embody the logic of the third stage of the international
expansion of the capitalist mode of production, intertwining the various parts
of the world economy into a single entity and subordinating these parts to
the needs of capitalist accumulation.

Within this framework, how is what appears to some as the articulation
between capitalist and noncapitalist modes of production to be understood?
Barkin responds:
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We can examine the problems of the relationship between peasant and
capitalist production by determining if and how surplus value is gener-
ated and the ways in which it is appropriated by different segments of the
capitalist class. In this way, the complex productive structures within
individual countries can be analyzed in terms of their particular contribu-
tions to the global process of articulation.”®

The articulation befween modes of production within peripheral social formations

is replaced by a notion of artficulation within the capitalist mode of production itself.
According to Palloix,

this new type of articulation characterizes the different chains of depen-
dence in the self-expansion of capital, in particular with the under-
developed countries, which is no longer an articulation of the capitalist
mode of production at the centre with other modes of production, but an
articulation within the world CMP [capitalist mode of production] itself,
among differing processes of self-expansion of capital and increasingly

accentuated differentiation of this expansion as between the centre and
the periphery.””

To return once again to our Peruvian illustration, the internationalization
of capital theorists would tend to explain Peruvian development in terms of
the logic of the development of the capitalist mode of production on a world
scale. No capitalist production was initiated within the Peruvian social forma-
tion during the colonial and immediate postcolonial periods because the
global expansion of capitalism took the form of the extension of predomi-
nantly commercial relations. That is, Peru was a site for exports (of gold,
sugar, etc.) to the core countries. In a second stage, the export of money-
capital financed a certain development of infrastructure and involved Peru in
a web of international debt relations. In neither of these stages was capitalist .
production itself initiated in Peru. Only with the internationalization of the
circuit of productive-capital did Peru embark on a path of capitalist develop-
ment per se. For some, it would be described as dependent capitalism, Peru
occupying a subordinate position in the international division of labor; un-
derdevelopment would be reproduced as a result. For others, this capitalist
development, although incipient, would be characterized as a break from
dependency, which was characteristic of the noncapitalist phases, and thus
the end of underdevelopment. In both cases, the explanation of Peruvian
(under)development is based on the effects of the development of the capital-
ist mode of production on a world scale.

Thus, while they all focus on the internationalization of the various
circuits of capital, and therefore of the capitalist mode of production itself,
the various internationalization of capital theorists reach different conclu-
sions concerning the continued existence of dependency and underdevelop-
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. Ono Development and Underdevelopment in Historical Perspective

ment. -Basically, as exemplified in the preceding example, the positions are
two. On the one hand, it is argued that the new intdrnational division of labor
produced by the internationalization of the capitalist mode of production
serves to perpetuate conditions of underdevelopment and the dependency of
the peripheral countries on the core countries (where the multinational corpo-
rations are based).”® Underdevelopment and dependency are no longer as-
sociated with the persistence of noncapitalist modes of productions, as they
are with the articulation of MOP theorists, or with the dependent status of
developing countries, as in the peripheral MOP approach; they are effects
internal to the capitalist mode of production itself.

On the other hand, the analyses of, for example, Cypher and, even more
so, Warren argue that underdevelopment is associated only with the con-
tinued existence of noncapitalist modes of production and that these are
entirely supplanted by the expansion of the capitalist mode of production.”
The expansion of the capitalist mode of production on a world scale, particu-
larly within what others would term the periphery, induces a process of
unqualified capitalist development. Here the break with the conclusions of
Frank and other theorists of the “development of underdevelopment” or
“dependent development” is virtually complete. :

Even many of those who assume the first position and choose to retain
terms such as “dependency” and “underdevelopment” tend to analyze the
development of so-called Third World countries solely in terms of the logic
of expansion of the capitalist mode of production. A typical statement is the
following:

International markets and economic power structures are increasingly
determining the individual decisions made in ever more isolated parts of
national economies, even when “‘noncapitalist” productive groups “are
involved such as peasant producers in many Third World economies.®®
Two' factors appear to be lost here. Any dynamic inherent in the particular
economlc structure, capitalist or otherwise, of a developing country is over-
looked'in favor of international forces. Second, noncapitalist modes of pro-
duction recede into the background or disappear completely; thus, we are
faced ‘with the collapse of the notion of articulation and an ironic return to
Frank’s original position, this time in terms of “‘seeing the capitalist mode of
production everywhere.”

V. AMIN

The various conceptualizations of dependency and underdevelopment
analyzed in previous sections are synthesized and recast as a distinct version
of Dependency Theory in the work of Samir Amin. Basically, Amin combines
notions of the world capitalist system, the articulation of modes of produc-
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tion, and the internationalization of capital with a theory of unequal ex-
change. The result is a theory of development in which the core and periphery
are conceived as complementary opposites within a world capitalist social
formation. This relation between core and periphery promotes capitalist de-
velopment in the former while blocking the same path of development in the
latter. This conception of dichotomous economic development serves, in turn,
as the basis of what Amin considers to be the central political contradiction
of the world capitalist system.

Amin begins his theory of development with the presumption of a world
capitalist system that is divided into two fundamentally distinct parts—a core
and a periphery—that are functionally related. In a manner obviously con-
sistent with Frank’s approach, he argues that “the structures of the periphery
are shaped so as to meet the needs of accumulation at the center, that is,
provided that the development of the center engenders and maintains the
underdevelopment of the periphery.”’8!

Going beyond Frank, however, Amin realizes the importance of provid-
ing a more detailed analysis of the internal structures of the countries of the
periphery. Amin shares with the articulation of modes of production theorists
a structural explanation of the underdevelopment of the periphery in terms
of the system of relations between the capitalist and various noncapitalist
modes of production. In general, for Amin, ““social formations are . .. concrete,
organized structures that are marked by a dominant mode of production and
the articulation around this of a complex of modes of production that are
subordinate to it.”’82

The particular social formations of the world capitalist economy are
analyzed in terms of the dominance of the capitalist mode of production and
the subordinate existence of various noncapitalist modes of production. Fi-
nally, Amin follows the internationalization of capital theorists in analyzing
the various parts of his world economy in terms of the globalization of the
capitalist mode of production.

The predominance of the capitalist mode of production is also expressed
on another plane. It constitutes a world system in which all formations,

central and peripheral alike, are arranged in a single system, organized and
hierarchical.®?

These three notions (world capitalist system, articulation of modes of
production, and internationalization of the capitalist modes of production)
are combined, as we show below, with a theory of unequal exchange to
constitute Amin’s particular theory of blocked development in the periphery.

Amin’s work is characterized, then, by this synthesis of other Depen-
dency Theory approaches to produce an alternative model of dependency and
underdevelopment. His work is also characterized by the importance it places
on history. This focus on history is thematic in at least two senses. First, much
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of AnunS' published work—in fact, some would argue, the best of that
wOrl?’ 'onsxsts of historical writing. His accounfs of thé different paths to
capxtall m in the social formations of the periphery, especially in Africa, are
among the best available.®* Second, Amin conceives of history as providing
‘the “correct perspective” for carrying out the analysis of the developing
coﬁhtriéé.'The terms of his own particular analysis are said to correspond to
a’p pectlve that emerges from the history of the developing countries.®%
Theories that have been generated from perspectives that represent the histo-

 ries of the core countries—in particular, neoclassical and traditional Marxist
theories of development—do not correspond, according to Amin, to the real-
ity of the developing countries.

The basic terms of Amin’s version of Dependency Theory are by now
quite familiar: Concepts of modes of production, social formation, center,
periphery, and-the accumulation of capital seem to be borrowed more or less
intact from other theorists and used to construct a theoretical model. This
model is then deplgyed to explain the process of development of the world
capitalist system. The particular use of such concepts would appear to make
Amin’s mode of analysis a straightforward Marxist one. However, at least
two difficulties arise in this connection. On the one hand, commentators have
noted the relative lack of precision in Amin’s use of these concepts. Explicit
definitions of concepts are rarely offered and, because of their shifting mean-
ings from passage to passage, implicit definitions are difficult to construct.
This is especially troublesome given the vastly different meanings of such
concepts throughout the Marxian tradition. Thus, it is difficult to pinpoint
exactly which interpretation of the concepts and method of Marxist theory
is at work in Amin’s writings. On the other hand, Amin self-consciously
chstances his analysis from that of Marx, if only because the latter’s theory
was limited by his perspective which, in turn, corresponded to the historical
period in which he wrote. In this vein, Amin writes that

in fact, the monopolies, the rise of which Marx could not imagine, were
to prevent any local capitalism that might arise from competing. The
development of capitalism in the periphery was to remain extraverted,
based on the external market, and could therefore not lead to a full
iﬂowenng of the capitalist mode of production in the periphery.8

The central element of Amin’s model of the world economy is the rela-
tionship between the two groups of core and periphery countries as com-
plementary opposites. These two poles are created by the history of capitalist
expansion from the core. According to Amin, a core and periphery exist at
all of the three stages into which he periodizes capitalist development: mer-
cantilist, premonopoly/competitive, and monopoly/imperialist capitalism.
However, the dichotomy becomes “hardened” in the third, imperialist stage:
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From that point on, no country of the periphery or semiperiphery is capable
of joining the core.

The reason for this hardening of the core and periphery is that Amin
considers these two parts of the world economy to be governed by funda-
mentally different laws of development. The contrast is between aufocentric
and extraverted accumulation. “I maintain that the dynamic of the core is
autonomous, that the periphery adjusts to it, and that the functions the
periphery fulfills differ from one stage to another.”’8?

Amin is quite specific in stating that autocentric accumulation does not
mean autarchy. Rather, autocentric development is a result of the dynamic
of development originating in the core itself. The nature of development in
the core is such that it determines its own development as well as that of the
periphery. The key relation making for a pattern of autocentric accumulation
in the center is the balance between increases in productivity and wages.®
This results in an expansion of the internal market and the balanced develop-
ment of industries specialized in the production of both producer and con-
sumer goods (or, in Amin’s terminology, Departments I and II). This balance
between changes in productivity and wages in the center is also supported
by surplus transfers from the periphery on the basis of unequal exchange.

The periphery, on the other hand, is barred from achieving such a bal-
ance. Its pattern of accumulation is characterized as extraverted, deformed,
and dependent. The pattern of accumulation is fundamentally different in the
periphery where the coexistence of capitalist and noncapitalist modes of
production means that there is no necessary relation between the levels of
productivity and wages. Increases in productivity, even in the “modern”
export sector, are not translated into corresponding improvements in wages
because of the existence of a Lewis-like surplus labor force. The sources of
this “surplus labor” are those parts of the economy in which noncapitalist
relations are still strong. This imbalance between productivity and wages
leaves the domestic market “limited and distorted,” so that the key result is
a link between production in the export sector and luxury goods consump-
tion.

According to Amin, the peripheral economy is considered to be “disar-
ticulated.”8? It should be emphasized that this concept of disarticulation is
quite different from what it might mean for the articulation of modes of
production theorists. “Articulation” and “disarticulation” in Amin’s sense
refer to the economic conditions that give rise to a balance or imbalance
between changes in productivity and wages. The result of disarticulation,
then, is that the possibility of autocentric accumulation in the periphery is
blocked.

The three main “distortions” of the periphery with respect to the devel-
opment of capitalism in the core that derive from this model of disarticulation
concern the main sectors of economic activity. The peripheral economy is
biased toward export production, service activities, and, in the choice of
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2!

_brax}ggg\qf industry proper, toward light industry with modern technology.
s pat tern, of investment or accumulation reprdduces what Amin calls the

inalization of the masses,” a level of unemployment that ensures a
wage in all sectors far below the level of productivity. This mini-
ge serves, in turn, as the basis of a restricted internal market. The
final'result of this fundamentally distinct pattern of accumulation in the
periphery is that development is blocked.

None of the features that define the structure of the periphery is thus

weakened as economic growth proceeds: on the contrary, these features
- are accentuated. Whereas at the center growth means development, mak-

ing the economy more integral, in the periphery growth does not mean

development, for it disarticulates the economy—it is only a “development
.of underdeyglopment.”®

Amin’s conceptions of dependency and underdevelopment are thus quite
clear: Underdevelopment means both that noncapitalist modes of production
are reproduced and that the expansion of the capitalist mode of production
is distorted in the periphery of the world economy. Insofar as these conditions
are maintained, they continue to serve as the basis for the dependency of the

peripheral countries on the core countries. In the end, the periphery does not
have the power to control its own development.

The key mechanism in Amin’s model whereby the two patterns of auto-
centric and dependent development are reproduced is the process of unequal
exchange between core and periphery. Amin takes over and subsequently
modifies Emmanuel’s original theory of unequal exchange.®! Emmanuel takes
as given and bases his analysis on differences in real wages between center
and periphery. Amin argues that the essential condition for unequal exchange
is not merely wage differentials, but rather that these real wage differences
are larger than productivity differences. The result, however, is the same as
that in Emmanuel’s model: The prices (of production) at which the goods of
the center and periphery exchange are such that a surplus is transferred to the
former from the latter. This surplus transfer means that there is an external
drain on internally generated investment funds and the reproduction of a
limited internal market. These results then serve to reproduce the general
conditions of accumulation that, in turn, give rise to the wage-productivity

; difféf'éﬁﬁélé‘that are the basis of unequal exchange.

Given this relationship between the phenomenon of unequal exchange
and the conditions that give rise to unequal exchange, a question immediately
arises concerning the pattern of cause and effect between international prices
and unequal wage levels. Amin responds:

The question is pointless. Inequality in wages, due to historical reasons
(the difference between social formations), constitutes the basis of spe-
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cialization and a system of international prices that perpetuate this
inequality.??

That is, once some initial wage-productivity differences between the core and
periphery historically emerge, a pattern of unequal exchange is produced
whereby these initial differences continue to be reproduced over time.

Amin’s theory of unequal exchange, like that of Emmanuel and others,
has elicited comments and criticisms from many quarters.?> The most damag-
ing criticism to his general model of the unidirectional transfer of a surplus
from the periphery to the core concerns the real wage-productivity disparity
between center and periphery. According to Amin, this transfer of surplus
requires that production in the periphery be based on a higher rate of exploi-
tation than that in the center. Amin’s own equations bear this out. If this is
so, critics respond, why is it the case, assuming as Amin does the full mobility
of capital, that all production in the core is not transferred to the periphery?
Amin’s answer is twofold. First, capitalists respond to different profit rates,
not to different rates of exploitation. And since Amin’s model of unequal
exchange assumes the existence of a single, general rate of profit across all
industries, there is no apparent reason for capital to be shifted from the core
to the periphery. Second, Amin has argued that the absence of a large domes-
tic market in the periphery keeps industry in the core countries. This second
response is less than satisfactory because there is no reason that the location
of production must coincide with the location of the final market. His own
assumption of the existence of international exchange shows this.

His first answer, concerning the difference between profitability and
exploitation, is also beset with difficulties. On the one hand, Marx’s theory
of prices of production and a general rate of profit, which Amin says that he
adopts, was part of Marx’s attempt to analyze the dynamic nature of capitalist
competition.? Marx used the concept of price of production as a Aypothetical
equilibrium to illustrate the ceaseless movement in the direction of the formation
of a general rate of profit. Flows of capital between industries in response to
unequal rates of profit so change the conditions of profitability that the
hypothetical general rate of profit itself changes. This general rate of profit
can be thought of as a shifting equilibrium, an elusive goal that is never
reached. Its only purpose in volume 3 of Capital is to illustrate the dynamics
of capitalist competition by momentarily abstracting from that movement.
On the other hand, even assuming a general rate of profit across industries does
not mean that the rate of profit is equal within each industry. The existence
of a range of “efficiencies” among firms that make up each industry at any
point in time implies that there will be a similar range of profit rates among
those firms.?® The competitive dynamic that forces less efficient producers
within an industry to innovate, e.g., by moving to a location where rates of
exploitation are supposed to be higher (in the periphery, according to Amin),
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- industries)"

v ght to a standstill cven if a general rate of profit is imposed across

;“.L*-“Ix‘“f‘%eﬁéﬁl, then, the existence at a point in time of a set of prices does

not ensure that the underlying conditions that give rise to those prices will
“be:reproduced over time. In fact, the opposite conclusion is more likely,
- namely, that the existence of unequal prices of production will cause move-
"“'mentfs"fbf-'capital within and between industries so that the conditions of
profitability within those industries are changed. The nature of these changes
in the conditions of profitability cannot, of course, be predetermined. How-
ever, there is no reason, even on the basis of Amin’s assumptions, for such
capital movements to unilaterally promote capitalist development in one set
‘of countries (the core) and prevent such development in another group of
countries (the periphery). Unequal capitalist development in both core and
periphery, rather than the “development of underdevelopment,” would be
the more likely result.

- Amin’s model of the world capitalist economy starts with a fundamental
distinction betwe#f core and peripheral patterns of accumulation. This rela-
tion of complementary opposites is reproduced over time by the mechanism
of unequal exchange. The result, then, of Amin’s economic analysis is that
the development of capitalism on a world scale is radically dichotomized:
While continuing apace in the core countries, the development of capitalism
is substantially blocked in the peripheral countries. This underdevelopment
means, for Amin, that noncapitalist modes of production continue to exist in
the periphery and that the peripheral capitalist mode of production cannot
serve as the basis for a process of autocentric development.

This model of economic development (and underdevelopment) serves, in
tum,j@s_‘_the basis for Amin’s analysis of what he considers to be the central
cg{itrﬁﬁiéﬁon of the world capitalist system, to wit, the conflict between what
Aminfcalls the world bourgeoisie and the world proletariat. The implicit
'ffotibg}_;q contradiction in Amin’s work is that of a pair of opposing forces,
‘ehéh‘».;g{%}ﬁch Is generated by complementary processes of accumulation
thhin% single world capitalist system. The central nucleus of the world
' ,'l?:b"’uf'éeo ie is located in the core countries. Because of the existence of “supe-

ré)ibl_oﬁa_% on,” within the periphery, Amin finds the central nucleus of the
wo‘rl.'c':l'-'i)f;"‘:élfét"_ariat there. Amin explains the superexploitation of the peripheral

proletariat in the following manner:

[Unequal exchange] means that the bourgeoisie of the center, the only one
that'exists on the scale of the world system, exploits the proletariat
'e\""e.}ﬁvhere, at the center and at the periphery, but that it exploits the
proletariat of the periphery even more brutally, and that this is possible
- because the objective mechanism upon which is based the unity that links
it to its own proletariat, in an autocentric economy, and which restricts

the degree of exploitation it carries out at the center, does not function
at the extraverted periphery.%¢
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According to Amin, the relationship between capitalists and workers in
the core countries is characterized by a “social democratic alliance.” Capital-
ists are said to benefit from the continued existence of profitable production
while workers share both in'increases in productivity at home and in transfer
of surplus from the periphery. Workers in the periphery are subject to supe-
rexploitation. Therefore, the principal set of opposing interests that is the
basis of the contradiction of the world system is between the world bourgeoi-
sie (of the core) and the world proletariat (of the periphery).

Amin’s framework of analysis has, of course, not escaped the criticisms
of writers both inside and outside the Dependency Theory tradition.” His
most recent, comprehensive reply, responding to the critical commentaries of
Warren, Smith, and Brewer, serves to highlight the main elements of his
interpretation of Dependency Theory.?®  Amin’s points are basically three.
First, he seeks to clear up what he considers a misinterpretation of his notion
of the blocked development of the periphery. “Blocking” does not mean
stagnation or the absence of change. Rather, capitalist development in the
periphery is considered to be blocked because it “does not reproduce the
model of that of the developed world.”?* What this means for Amin is that
peripheral development is subject to periods of growth and crisis because of
an external impetus, and that this uneven process continues to create inequal-
ity in the distribution of income.

Amin’s critics would be hard-pressed to disagree with the notions that
the developing countries continue to experience income inequalities and that
economic crises are transmitted internationally. However, it is not clear how
these phenomena serve to block peripheral development or serve as the basis
of his radical dichotomy between the patterns of accumulation in the core and
periphery. What this means is that Amin’s conclusion concerning the comple-
mentary and opposite nature of the relationship between the core and periph-
ery depends crucially on his presumption of such a dichotomy as the starting
point of his analysis. Amin begins his investigation with, and thus ends that
investigation with, the division of the world capitalist system into two groups
of core and periphery countries.

This is Amin’s second point. All attempts to deny, as a point of depar-
ture, this core-periphery dichotomy are fundamentally mistaken: “[T]he
“theory” which rejects the analysis of capitalist expansion in terms of centre
and periphery stops at the threshold of the real questions.”2% This is not just
one among other entry-points into an analysis of development for Amin, one
which has its attendant consequences for the subsequent conclusions of that
analysis. Rather, it is the entry point which is determined by “history.” In this
sense, Amin is merely reasserting that one of the defining characteristics of
Dependency Theory—the presumption that there is a world system divided
into a core and periphery—is also his and that this starting point is the correct
one to analyze dependency and'underdevelopment.

Finally, Amin reiterates, in the face of the protestations of his critics, the
basic theses of his previous analyses. Unequal exchange, the social democratic
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alliance between workers and capitalists in the core, etc. remain his basic

argum ts. He also redefines the rel ationship of Ris framework of analysis to
that of other versions of Dependency Theory. On the one hand, the modes
-of production debate is not “decisive’” because it avoids an analysis of the
insertion of noncapitalist modes of production into a “world system which
can o'nly‘be termed capitalist.”!°! On the other hand, the work of Frank and
Wallerstem continues to be valid. In particular, Amin reaffirms that “the
development of some [countries] is the cause of the underdevelopment of
others. 4102
It should be relatively clear from our and other summaries of Amin’s
-work’that both the starting point and end point of Amin’s analysis of the
world capitalist system is the fundamental dichotomy between the modes of
accumulatxon in the core and in the periphery. Distinct processes of accumu-
lation : are posxge.d at the beginning of his analysis and reproduced over time,
through the mechanism of unequal exchange, so that the fundamental differ-
ences between these complementary opposite forms of development are pre-
sent in his conclusions. In addition, the fundamental political contradiction

of the world system—between the capitalists of the center and the superex-,
- ploited.-workers of the periphery—corresponds exactly to this economic dis-"

tinction between core and periphery.

The key mechanism that is both cause and effect of this dichotomy,
unequal exchange, has been called into question above. Our point is not the
substantive one that unequal exchange cannot or does not take place in
international trade. Rather, our criticism indicates that the existence of un-
“ equal exchange, and the accompanying flows of profits among enterprises
within and between industries, cannot ensure the reproduction of the two
fundamentally distinct patterns of accumulation that are presumed in Amin’s
analysisi:In addition, it is only the presumption of this essential economic
dlch my between core and periphery that allows Amin to make the funda-
] political conflict of the world system that between capitalists located
in thg:core countries and workers located in the periphery. To so reduce the
political dynaxmc within the world system, if such a system can be presumed
es only to “forget about”” the other conflicts and contradictions that
n' the course of world development.

v; CONCLUSION

LR Rav

There is a wide variety of theories that serve as alternatives to orthodox,
neoclassical approaches to development. We have presented three of those
theories in this chapter: the Dependency Theory of Frank (and, by extension,
Wallerstem) the Modes of Production school, and the approach elaborated
by Amin; ;.

All three theoretical approaches are explicitly put forward as dependency
and/or Marxian alternatives to bourgeois development theory. Using differ-

Radical Theories of Development 165

ent concepts, they arrive at conclusions in stark contrast to those put forward
by bourgeois economists and other social scientists. Where bourgeois theo-
rists see the development of capitalism as propelling a process of moderniza-
tion from traditional or backward forms of economic and social organization
to modern growth and development, the radical theorists see imperialist
domination and exploitation. Thus, these radicals “see” a different reality in
the currently less-developed or underdeveloped countries. The difference in
the very names used to designate these “poor” countries by the alternative
approaches—less-developed vs. dependent and/or underdeveloped—betray
these different realities.

Orthodox and radical theorists arrive at different conclusions because
their analyses of development start in different places; they have different
conceptual “entry-points.” Orthodox theorists tend to focus on individual
decision-making and begin their analysis with a particular model of human
behavior. In neoclassical theory, capitalist economic growth and development
are understood in terms of individual utilities or preferences. Prices, the
distribution of income, and all other economic phenomena are derived from
this utility model of behavior. Individual utilities, taken as given within the
model, are considered the principal factor determining the economic forces
leading to development. From this perspective, the development of capitalism
is generally understood to bring about an increase in individual freedom. This
greater freedom, in turn, is seen to help guarantee the accumulation of wealth
and social modernization by providing the incentives for rational market
behavior. This is true for all countries in which capitalism takes root. .

The radical approaches arrive at different conclusions because they start
with different concepts. In the case of Frank (and Wallerstein), the circulation
of commodities serves as the conceptual entry-point for the analysis of world
capitalist development. Laclau and his followers begin with concepts of
modes of production to describe and analyze development in the core and
periphery of the world economy. Different and unequal national units within
a world capitalist social formation is the starting point for Amin’s theory of
development. Many radicals have attempted to use all three standpoints, by
synthesizing concepts of commodity and capital flows, modes of production,
and the world capitalist system into a single framework of analysis. Thus,
radical approaches tend to replace the model of human behavior of orthodox
theory with one of a variety of different concepts (or a combination of them).

It is natural, then, that capitalist development will look very different to
these radical theorists in comparison with the bourgeois outlook. Where the
orthodox theorists see freedom, the radicals see unequal power relations. The
orthodox notion of economic growth for all countries becomes, in radical
theories, economic growth for some countries at the expense of growth for
all the others. The orthodox theory of a unilinear process of development
from traditional to modern societies is similarly challenged by radical theo-
rists: Development occurs in the center while underdevelopment or depen-
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dent development occurs in the periphery. In this sense, capitalism is the
problemn, not the solution.

These radical theories are certainly alternatives to the orthodox approach
to development, both in terms of their conceptual entry-points and the con-
clusions they generate about the process of development. However, they
share with their orthodox opposite one crucial element: They tend to reduce
the analysis of development to one decisive factor. That s, just as the neoclas-
sical conception of development explains all social phenomena in terms of a
particu\ar model of human behavior (psychological utility), the r‘adical t}'\eo-
ries we have presented tend to explain development in terms of internatlon'al
commodity circulation, the mode of production, or the world capitalist social
formation, respectively. The result is that quite different theories end up
agreeing on the methodological point that the rest of society can be explained
in terms of one essential factor. What they disagree about, then, is what the
factor is..

The difficulty-vith all such approaches is that they attempt to reduce the
explanation of a complex and diffuse phenomenon—world devleopment in
the past four hundred years—to an ultimately determining factor. One. can
be justifiably wary of whether any theory of this sort can provide an entirely
convincing account.

Orthodox and radical approaches also share another key aspect. They are
both directly and indirectly connected to political agendas. Radical theorists
tend to be more upfront about their political interests. Orthodox theorists,

concerned to claim the mantle of science, tend to shy away from stating
- explicitly the political dimensions and implications of their approach.
Nonetheless, we should recognize that such contrasting theories of develop-
ment will lead to significantly different consequences for the actual course of
development.
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