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 IMPERIALISM AND DEPENDENCY:
 RECENT DEBATES AND OLD DEAD-ENDS

 by
 Ronaldo Munck*

 "dependency theory has not died. It still permeates the analysis and theory of the left . . .
 That is why the ideological struggle against this theory is not something of the past; it is an

 urgent task for today" (Debate, 1981: 5).

 Thus concludes Thesis 15 of the recent Nineteenth Congress of the

 Mexican Communist Party. Whether this is representative of the current
 relation between Marxism and dependency theory and whether an adequate
 theory of imperialism has superseded the now soundly criticized tenets of the
 dependency theorists are questions I will try to answer in a review of recent
 (and not so recent) contributions to the "dependency debate."

 Latin American Perspectives opened its pages with a thorough balance
 sheet of dependency studies by Ronald Chilcote (Chilcote, 1974). This was in
 reality a synthesis of the dependency literature as the title announced. After
 careful reconstruction of the main lines of debate, Chilcote pointed to a
 number of common assumptions "in the hope that they might guide the
 reader to further understanding, constructive critique, and refinement of
 dependency theory" (Chilcote, 1974: 21). However, the element of understand-
 ing and constructive critique was to be notably absent from some subsequent

 contributions. Perhaps such guidelines only lead to anodyne uncontroversial
 reviews of the literature. Not so, as shown by Kyle Steenland in a later issue
 when he tackled the thorny question of feudalism and capitalism in Latin
 America (Steenland, 1975: 49-58) and likewise, Timothy Harding in his
 introduction on dependency, nationalsim and the state, placed the origins of
 dependency studies in "the meeting of a sterile and mechanical Marxism and
 a plainly inadequate bourgeois theory of nationalist development" (Harding,
 1976: 4). More recently, in a hard-hitting article, Weeks and Dore (1979) took
 up the issue of international exchange and the causes of backwardness. At
 one stage the authors say that "while the discussion to this point has been
 critical, its result has not been negative; we have not merely sought to point
 out errors, but to point them out in a way which can carry the analysis for-
 ward" (Weeks and Dore, 1979: 78). They then set out an alternative

 *The author teaches in the Department of Sociology at Ulster Polytechnic in Northern Ireland.
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 explanation for the "causes of backwardness." The point is that whether we
 agree or disagree with the content of their analysis the form in which they
 conduct their critique/supersession is admirable.

 MARXISM AND DEPENDENCY

 If the Communist Party of Mexico (PCM) can be said to uphold orthodox
 Marxism, then their recent "official" critique of dependency theory can be
 taken as representative. Thesis 15 of the recent PCM congress maintains that
 dependency had a positive role in "breaking with some of the old schemas of
 the Communist International," but that it now constitutes "an obstacle to the
 advance of Marxism." Among its negative theoretical effects the following are
 listed: denying the development of capitalism as a system of social relations
 of production; denying the existence of a real class enemy, that is a real,
 strong bourgeoisie with its own class personality; making imperialism
 (understood always as the economic, political and cultural presence of the
 United States in the continent, and not as a phase in the development of cap-
 italism) into the main enemy of the revolution without locating the anti-
 imperialist struggle in its correct context; seeing the struggle for socialism

 purely as the development of the forces of production (i.e., economism);
 exaggerating the specificity of local capitalism to the point of ignoring the op-
 eration of the laws which dictate the development of capitalism (Debate, 1981:
 5). These "deviations" allegedly lead to an anti-imperialism which becomes
 class-collaboration; underestimation of the class enemy-the bourgeoisie-
 which is seen as completely subordinated to imperialism; and an inability to
 analyze the transformations of the working class.

 These points are all debatable, and certainly many apply to the crude
 oversimplified dependency polemics. A communist party is not perhaps the
 best placed to criticize "anti-imperialism which becomes class-collaboration,"
 but some of the other points are quite sound, notably the neglect of the real
 power of the local bourgeoisie which comes from so many years of denying
 the very existence of a national bourgeoisie. A similar line of critique is
 developed by the Mexican writer Carlos Johnson in a more academic context
 (see Johnson 1979 or his article, this issue).

 For Johnson, "dependency theory is taken to be a product of the struggle
 between monopoly capital and competitive capital," and more specifically it
 "represents an ideological substantiation of capitalism in countries where
 capital/labor relations are not yet dominant and reflects the class needs of
 competitive capital in the face of monopoly capital" (Johnson, this issue or
 1979: 1). It has often been noted how dependency theory can be used to legiti-
 mate bourgeois nationalism, neglecting the class conflict, etc. Johnson carries
 this further and says it actually represents national competitive capitalism,
 and consequently "the dependency theorist (knowingly or unknowingly)
 becomes the ideologue of the local capitalist's struggle against monopoly
 capital" (Johnson, this issue or 1979: 8-9). This, however, ignores the complex
 mediations between class forces and ideological expressions, and it is sheer
 metaphysics to say dependency theory expresses the "needs" of competitive
 capital. Unaware of the contradiction, Johnson then goes on to say that
 "much like the Narodniks, dependency theorists elaborate the idea that in the
 Latin American Perspectives: Issues 30 and 31, Summer and Fall 1981, Vol. Vill, Nos. 3 and 4
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 face of monopoly capital (imperialism), national capitalism is in fact an
 impossibility in Latin America" (this issue or 1979: 6.)How can a theory at
 one and the same time incarnate the interests of a force (national competitive
 capital) and yet deny its existence or possibility of development? At a more
 basic level, Johnson is apparently unaware of Fernando Henrique Cardoso's
 longstanding criticism of the Latin American "Narodniks"-those who deny
 that dependent development takes place.

 The real target of Johnson's polemic against dependency theorists

 becomes clear in a passing reference to one of their "political conclusions,"
 namely their "incendiary revolutionarism" (Johnson, this issue or 1979: 15).
 What is really being attacked then is Guevara's position of "Socialist
 revolution or caricature of revolution," and not the "ideologues" of national
 capital. It is done, however, in the name of Marxist orthodoxy because the
 aim of dependency theories "is to deomonstrate the universality of the
 phenomenon of dependency, and ideally, to erase any differences between
 capitalism and socialism" (Johnson, this issue or 1979: 10). This is quite
 simply not true, even for many of those (socialists) who discuss the question
 of Cuba's "dependency" on the Soviet Union. As with the other points
 mentioned above, this is a purely formalist deduction. Finally, what alterna-
 tive does Johnson provide us? Simply, it is "the theoretical conception of
 analysis, based on dialectical-historical materialism, which was established
 long ago in Marx's work on capital/labor relations-a specific form of class
 production and appropriation/accumulation-and on his insights into the
 socialist process of transformation" (Johnson, this issue or 1979: 16). What is
 this, if not a form of "idealism" which is Johnson's favorite term of abuse for
 the dependency theorists . . . Has Johnson not heard of "the crisis of
 Marxism," or does he believe that all is well in the old house? This is the type
 of Marxism rightly criticized by Cardoso which merely repeats that "the class
 struggle is the motor of history" instead of carrying out a concrete historical
 analysis.

 The failure of ossified orthodox Marxists to advance a coherent and
 fruitful alternative to dependency theory should not blind us to well
 sustained Marxist criticisms. Philip O'Brien long ago poinlted out how
 dependency could easily become a pseudo-concept which explained every-
 thing in general and hence nothing in particular (O'Brien, 1975). In the pages
 of this journal, Augustin Cueva argued persuasively that "dependency theory
 exponents possess a nostalgic longing for a frustrated autonomous capitalist
 development, which is precisely what makes dependency theory so national-
 ist in its ideology" (Cueva, 1976: 13). These points are now widely accepted,
 although one should not ignore the recent lucid defense of dependency theory
 presented by Vania Bambirra (1978) which restates the positive critical role it
 has played and its still fruitful research agenda. This more positive evaluation
 is confirmed, I believe, by the recent reopening of an important debate within
 the dependency problematic.

 Cardoso, jointly with Jose Serra, takes up Ruy Mauro Marini's influential
 analysis of the underlying mechanisms of dependency (Serra and Cardoso,
 1979). Marini is associated with the Narodniks (so thoroughly criticized by
 Lenin) for whom the narrowness of the internal market sets definite limits on
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 the development of Third World capitalism. Serra and Cardoso question the
 "underconsumptionism" implicit in this line of analysis. They are particularly
 concerned with Marini's emphasis on superexploitation in the periphery as a
 source of international unequal exchange (the substantial literature around
 this concept being ignored in this article because the debate is complex and
 relatively self-contained). There is no "iron law" of dependent capitalism that
 leads to absolute impoverishment of the masses; the extraction of relative
 surplus value (through technological advance) is the essence of Brazilian
 capitalism, not just absolute surplus value (based on lengthening the working
 day, etc). For Marini, the basically stagnationist tendency of Brazilian
 capitalism would lead to its subimperialist expansionism and pose bluntly the
 question of "socialism or fascism." According to Serra and Cardoso, Marini's
 analysis in terms of an implacable logic (dialectic) of dependency is a form of
 economism which leads inevitably to the type of political voluntarism so
 evident in the Brazilian proponents of armed struggle in the early 1970s.

 Marini (1980) for his part came back with a spirited reply which shows, I
 think, Cardoso's incomplete break with the Economic Commission for Latin
 America (ECLA) tradition (cf. Cardoso, 1977b). Apart from accusing Cardoso
 of "sociologism," this article tended to reassert his thesis that "dependent
 capitalism, based on the super-exploitation of labour, divorces the productive
 appartus from the needs of consumption of the masses, aggravating thus a
 general tendency of the capitalist mode of production . . . (Marini, 1980: 74).
 A telling criticism is that Serra and Cardoso tend to erase the differences be-
 tween capitalism in the advanced countries and the quite specific dependent
 capitalism. My point, however, is not to enter this detailed debate, but rather
 to note the wealth of empirical material that the two sides draw on to argue
 their cases.

 One such source in English is John Wells' (1977) discussion of the
 diffusion of durable consumer goods in Brazil and its implications for recent
 controversies concerning Brazilian development. We can also point to the
 ongoing debate in Brazilian economic history regarding the relative weight of
 the "internal axis" of capital accumulation in relation to the "external"
 (foreign capital, imperialism) in determining the dynamic of Brazilian capital-
 ism (see Mantega and Moraes, 1980). The discussion on dependency in Africa
 is no less controversial, as witnessed by the recent reopening of debate
 around Colin Leys' pathbreaking analysis of Kenyan dependent capitalism
 (see Review of African Political Economy, 1980).

 Another aspect of certain interest is the growing attempt by traditional
 historians to counter the hegemony of the dependency approach. Thus the
 doyen of British Latin Americanists D.C.M. Platt takes Stanley and Barbara
 Stein's Colonial Heritage of Latin America to task for its alleged historical in-
 accuracies (Platt, 1980). A comment by the Steins allows for a refinement and
 furthern development of a dependency focus on the colonial period (Stein
 and Stein, 1980). If a theory is assessed in terms of its openness to debate, re-
 formulation, and progress, dependency theory must be judged positively.

 In attacking what he called "the consumption of dependency theory" in
 the United States, Cardoso pertinently asked: "Have dependency studies been
 able to whet the imagination so that discussion is opened on themes and
 Latin American Perspectives: Issues 30 and 31, Summer and Fall 1981, Vol. Vill, Nos. 3 and 4
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 forms of comprehending reality which are compatible with the contemporary
 historical process?" (Cardoso, 1977a: 17). I think the record must lead us to
 concur with Cardoso's verdict that "on balance, the effect of dependency
 theories on the sociological imagination seems to me to have been positive"
 (Cardoso, 1977a: 19). We have the ongoing endeavors of Latin American
 Perspectives to present a critical understanding of the economic, political, and
 social relations in the area. There is the sustained theoretical and concrete
 analysis of Brazilian capitalism presented by Peter Evans (1979). For all its
 debatable points, there is the whole range of work on the "bureaucratic-

 authoritarian" state, which has spawned amongst others the collection edited
 by David Collier (1979). And what about the alleged inability to analyze the
 development of the working class, when faced by Hobart Spalding's brilliant
 historical synthesis of the Latin American labor movement (Spalding, 1977)?
 One could even add the recent positive contributions associated with the
 work of Osvaldo Sunkel, who was perhaps on the "conservative" side of the
 early dependency debate. A whole range of topics-technological depen-
 dence, mass communications and dependence, militarism and dependence,
 etc.-are broached creatively in the volume edited by Jose Villamil which
 centers around Sunkel's version of dependency theory (Villamil, 1979) and
 work at the Institute of Development Studies, University of Sussex.

 In the confrontation between dependency theory and the sterile dogmatic
 Marxists (the "ideological cops"), we see many willful distortions and an
 inability to learn from one's opponent. The theoretical closure which the
 PCM would have us operate on the notion of dependency would see us
 denying its very real contribution to Marxism as a guide to action. Sound con-
 crete analysis of the economy, the state, and the labor movement is of far
 more use in this respect than ritual incantations of the dusty old catechism of
 Marxism-Leninism. I find myself in this respect fully in agreement with
 Florestain Fernandes' foreword to Peter Evan's book: "I do not think that there
 is such a thing as the theory of dependency; what exists is a theory of
 imperialism of which the body of hypothesis and explanations relating to the
 effects of imperialist domination on the periphery of the capitalist world form
 one part. But this does not prevent me from being enthusiastic about his
 approach, which locates imperialism at the center of the theory and focuses
 on relations of dependency as seen in the light of the dynamics of expansion
 of large corporations, the modern capitalist state, and the model for control of
 the periphery formed by the two of them in an era when the 'division of the
 world' has been redefined by internationalization and worldwide counter-
 revolution" (Fernandes, 1979).

 IMPERIALISM AND DEPENDENCY

 It was once widely accepted that dependency studied "the other side" of
 imperialism as it were. The dogmatic Marxists however who have rejected
 dependency theory tell us that "it's all in the classics." Thus Raul Fernaindez
 in an analysis of Colombia informs us simply that "the theoretical framework
 of the essay is the theory of imperialism developed by Lenin-imperialism is
 capitalism in capitalism's advanced or highest stage" (Ferndndez, 1979: 38).
 This type of uncritical repetition of eternal truths-'a la Little Red Book-may
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 well breed loyal cadres, but it is hardly a substitute for critical (i.e., Marxist)

 analysis. In fact, the debate around imperialism has resurfaced with intensi-
 fied vigor in recent years. If Marxists can apply their polemical ardor against

 dependency theory they should also critically reexamine the fundamental
 tenets of the theory of imperialism.

 Giovanni Arrighi, well known for his work on Africa, has recently set out
 to reconstruct the theory of imperialism (Arrighi, 1978). He worked on the as-
 sumption that "by the end of the sixties, what had once been 'the pride' of
 Marxism-the theory of imperialism-has become a 'Tower of Babel,' in
 which not even Marxists knew any longer how to find their way. The truly

 surprising thing is that even those scholars who were most alert to the
 changing pattern of international capitalist relations felt obliged to pay a
 tribute to Lenin where none was due, compounding the confusion" (Arrighi,
 1978: 17). The study Arrighi presents is more of a formal and structural
 reading of the concept of imperialism, rather than a full historical study.
 Nevertheless, its conclusions are seriously and rigorously derived and merit
 careful attention. He finds that Hobson's ideo-typical structure of imperialism
 (a prime source for Lenin) is, in fact,

 rigidly circumscribed in time [in its] capacity . . . to order expansionist phenomena

 synchronically and diachronically. This capacity is zero prior to the second half of the
 17th century - that is, before the nation-state began to exercise a decisive influence over
 the international system; it is maximal for phenomena of the late 19th century, when the
 nation-state had finally become the basic structure of the international system, while its

 very application is dubious to times of crisis of the nation-state, such as those in which we

 seem to live (Arrighi, 1977: 151).

 In conclusion it is anachronistic for us to attempt to ground a theory of

 contemporary imperialism in historically determinate definitions relating to
 processes and ideologies of the early 1900s.

 A different type of venture is undertaken by Anthony Brewer (1980). This
 is nothing less than an ambitious reappraisal of imperialism from Marx,
 through Luxembourg, Hilferding, Bukharin, and Lenin, to Frank, Wallerstein,
 Rey, Emmanuel, and Amin. Basically, Marx expected the spread of capitalism
 to lead to full capitalist development everywhere, while Lenin and his
 contemporaries focused on the rise of monopoly and interimperialist rivalry.
 More recently, emphasis has shifted to the understanding of underdevelop-
 ment, where Brewer guides us carefully through the whole range of theories
 in terms of their logical coherence and their relevance to real problems. The
 problem with Andre Gunder Frank, for example, is located in the distance be-
 tween his grandiose general statements-such as development and underde-
 velopment being opposite sides of the same coin-and his discussion of
 particular historical situations. There is a lack of real theory, and Brewer
 suggests that the Marxist analysis of relations of production can fill that gap.
 In conclusion, I think this book is an invaluable guide to the literature-its
 vast scope and explanatory emphasis cannot, however, lead us to the
 synthesis required today to guide future work. The main problems, however,
 are identified and that is a magnificent starting point for renewed theoretical
 clarification.

 Latin American Perspectives: Issues 30 and 31, Summer and Fall 1981, Vol. Vill, Nos. 3 and 4
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 A more disparate series of contributions are brought together in a recent
 issue of The Review of Radical Political Economics (1979) dedicated to the
 new directions of the theory of imperialism in the 1980s. The editors note in

 their introduction that "the dependency theorists attempted to formulate a
 theoretical understanding of the observable, empirical facts of foreign
 domination (i.e., dependence) in Latin America and this effort was instrumen-
 tal in initiating a reconsideration of the dynamics of capitalism and its
 penetration into, and impact upon, underdeveloped countries" (The Review of
 Radical Political Economics, 1979: 1). This seems a more nuanced Marxist
 appreciation of the dependency approach than usual. I believe that our

 understanding of contemporary imperialism is advanced by this volume
 although, as the editors admit, no unified political perspective emerges.

 Without any doubt the most global and challenging critique to the theory
 of imperialism is Bill Warren's recent posthumous volume (Warren, 1980).
 Warren's starting point is Karl Marx's view on the historically progressive
 nature of capitalism and its unprecedented development of the forces of
 production. Colonialism did not then retard or distort indigenous capitalist
 development but rather acted as a powerful engine of progressive social
 change. For Warren, "although introduced into the Third World externally,
 capitalism has struck deep roots there and developed its own increasingly
 internal dynamic" (1980: 9). Lenin supported these views on the progressive
 and dynamic international role of capitalism until his famous pamphlet on
 "Imperialism: The Highest Stage of Capitalism" which "initiated the ideologi-
 cal process through which the view that capitalism could be an instrument of
 social advance in precapitalist societies was erased from Marxism" (Warren,
 1980: 8). This shift was consolidated at the Sixth Comintern Congress (1928)
 where "the Marxist analysis of imperialism was sacrificed to the require-
 ments of bourgeois anti-imperialist propaganda and, indirectly, to what were
 thought to be the security requirements of the encircled Soviet state"
 (Warren, 1980: 8). On this basis Warren then goes on to criticize the whole
 conception underlying the post-war analysis of imperialism, particularly the
 focus from Paul Baran onwards, on what he calls "the fiction of underdeve-
 lopment."

 Bill Warren's critical engagement with the dependency school takes up a
 whole chapter trying to show it is just nationalist mythology. After setting out
 what he sees as its main tenet, Warren concludes that "the dependency
 approach, while not formally excluding alternative answers, has effectively
 narrowed the intellectual focus of analysis of the dynamics of Latin American
 society and has foreclosed the posing of critical questions in the name of an
 irrelevant antithesis between diffusionist (or structural-functionalist) and
 dependency approaches" (Warren, 1980: 162-163). Dependency theory is seen
 as static because only the form of dependency changes and because it simply
 assumes the continuing validity of the center-periphery paradigm. Dependen-
 cy theorists usually equate imperialism with the world market and also
 incorrectly assume that there is a latent suppressed autonomous historical
 development alternative available. The criticisms are familiar and in some
 cases and in some ways quite correct. But, as often happens, the critics of de-
 pendency theory assume a theoretical/political unity which just does not
 exist. Warren's reference to the Latin American debate is quite limited and
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 based on second-hand sources; for example, Osvaldo Sunkel and Dos Santos
 are quoted only via Philip O'Brien's critique of dependency (O'Brien, 1975).

 Sometimes Warren makes points that are remarkably simple yet are at to-

 tal variance with the whole "Gunder Frank" conception of underdevelop-
 ment. For example, the massive literature on surplus extraction from the
 Third World, the machinations of the multinational corporations, and so on,
 basically misses the point according to Warren. In fact, foreign investment in
 a Third World country implants capitalist relations of production and leads to
 the expanded reproduction of capitalism. The fact that for every dollar
 invested five are repatriated is thus irrelevant. Warren's work is, in fact, an
 elaboration of Kay's earlier witticism that "capital created underdevelopment
 not because it exploited the underdeveloped world but because it did not
 exploit it enough" (Kay, 1975). Warren's empirical evidence on the extent of
 capitalist development in Latin America had already been taken up (McMi-
 chaels, et al., 1977) in relation to an earlier article (Warren, 1973). Recent
 evidence for Southeast Asia shows that the South Korean and Taiwanese
 "economic miracles" resulted from a particular set of historical ingredients:
 hypermilitarization, ultra-dependency, and massive U.S. aid combined with
 popular anticommunism (Halliday, 1980). However, Warren's fundamental
 thesis, that imperialism leads to the development of capitalism in the Third
 World, can still stand though we must recognize the uneven and partial

 nature of this process. His book is stimulating, essentially demystifying, and
 must be taken seriously.

 Warren is sometimes, however, carried away in his critique of the post-
 Marx theories of imperialism. Thus we are told that "imperialism was the
 means through which the techniques, culture, and institutions that had
 evolved in Western Europe over several centuries . . . sowed their revolu-
 tionary seeds in the rest of the world" (Warren, 1980: 136). If it is reactionary
 to say that imperialism was "a titanic step towards human unity," Warren's
 view of capitalist pclitics is even more so: "Capitalism and democracy are, I
 would argue, linked virtually as Siamese twins" (1980: 28). It is on the basis of
 this type of ludicrous statement (not his underlying method) that Warren has
 been taken up enthusiastically by Dudley Seers, father figure of the
 "development industry" in Britain. Seers (1979) argues that Marxism when
 true to Marx is basically in agreement with Milton Friedman and the whole
 "Chicago Boys" line that egalitarian social and economic policies are
 counterproductive, nationalism is an outmoded ideology, capitalism is synon-
 omous with parliamentary democracy, etc., etc., ad nauseum.

 Bill Warren deserves more serious political consideration than this. In the
 early 1970s he was a prime mover of the British and Irish communist
 organization which became notorious for its support of the most reactionary
 social groups in Ireland. It supported the proimperialist settlers of the
 Northeast whose historic mission was to build capitalism (in association with
 British imperialism) against the reactionary pretensions and outdated myths
 emerging from the "green fog" of Irish nationalism. I believe, however, that
 Warren's politics implicit in the book (they are not drawn out explicitly) are
 quite within the classical Marxist tradition. That is, that capitalism leads to
 the creation of an industrial proletariat which will be the "gravedigger" of the
 Latin American Perspectives: Issues 30 and 31, Summer and Fall 1981, Vol. Vill, Nos. 3 and 4
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 bourgeois system. To this end his emphasis on the development of a working
 class in the Third World and its socialist tasks (not to be confused with bour-
 geois anti-imperialism) is to my mind highly welcome.

 As with many Marxist polemics the dialectical aspect of the Marxist

 method tends to be lost. Thus, Warren quotes at length Marx's views on the
 "progressive" aspects of British imperialism in India, perhaps best summa-

 rized in the following passage:

 The political unity of India . . . was the first condition of its regeneration. That unity, im-

 posed by the British sword, will now be strengthened and perpetuated by the electric

 telegraph. The native army, organized and trained by the British drill-sergeant, was the
 sine qua non of Indian self-emancipation. The free press, introduced for the first time into
 Asiatic society . . . is a new and powerful agent of reconstruction . . . Steam has brought

 India into regular and rapid communication with Europe, has connected its chief ports
 with those of the whole southeastern ocean, and has revindicated it from the isolated
 position which was the prime law of its stagnation (Avineri, 1969: 13).

 However, in the same article on "The Future Results of British Rule in In-
 dia," Marx went on to say that "The Indians will not reap the fruits of the
 new elements of society . . . till in Great Britain itself the now ruling class
 shall have been supplanted by the industrial proletariat, or till the Hindoos
 themselves shall have grown strong enough to throw off the English yoke al-
 together" (Aniveri, 1969: 137). There is absolutely no contradiction at all
 between Marx's view that British rule in India created the preconditions for a
 massive advance (even while it was destroying preexisting industry) and that
 it must be overthrown before the benefits could be enjoyed. Bill Warren
 should have matched his quotes from Marx praising the historical advances
 of the bourgeoisie (which he did quite openly) with the following: "The
 profound hypocrisy and inherent barbarism of bourgeois civilization lies
 unveiled before our eyes, turning from its home, where it assumes respectable
 forms, to the colonies, where it goes naked . . . " (Avineri, 1969: 137).

 TOWARDS A SYNTHESIS

 In the study of the Third World today, two major approaches can be dis-
 tinguished: the world-system perspective focusing on circulation, and the
 modes of production approach, focusing obviously enough on production. I
 shall examine recent expressions of both in turn moving towards a possible
 systhesis and introducing the concept of dependent reproduction.

 According to Ernesto Laclau, "a good example of the theoretical errors to
 which an ingenous empiricism leads in social sciences can be found in the
 now well-know work of Immanuel Wallerstein" (Laclau, 1977: 43-44). This
 author's wide-ranging articles have recently been collected together (Waller-
 stein, 1979) and provide us with a useful summary of this perspective. In his
 introduction Wallerstein restates the classical debate on the rise of capitalism
 between Paul Sweezy (and Frank) and Maurice Dobb (and Laclau)-again
 based on the circulation and production emphasis respectively. His conclu-
 sion is that "though Dobb and Laclau can both point to texts of Marx that
 seem clearly to indicate that they are more faithfully following Marx's
 argument, I believe both Sweezy and Frank better follow the spirit of Marx if
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 not his letter . . . " (Wallerstein, 1979: 9). In support of this, a series of essays

 trace the historical evolution and structural characteristics of the capitalist
 world-economy from the sixteenth century to the present.

 I think it is important to note that Marx is not unambiguously a
 "productionist" as the following passage makes clear: "Whether the commod-

 ities are the product of production based on slavery, the product of peasants

 (Chinese, Indian ryots), of a community (Dutch East Indies), of state
 production (such as existed in earlier epochs of Russian history, based on

 serfdom) or of half-savage hunting people, etc.-as commodities and money
 they confront the money and commodities in which industrial capital

 presents itself . . . The character of the production process from which they

 derive is immaterial . . . the circulation process of industrial capital is
 characterized by the many-sided character of its origins, and the existence of
 the market as a world market (Marx, 1978: 189-190). So, Marx was also a "cir-
 culationist" or rather he did not separate the realm of production and
 circulation counterposing one to the other.

 The problems with Wallerstein remain, even more so with the spate of
 world-system studies generated by his followers. There is an all-encompass-
 ing breadth of focus (over space and over time) which tends to dissolve the
 historical specificity of historical social formations. As a "guide to action"-
 on, for example, South Africa-they are virtually useless. The basic problem
 is that the world capitalist economy is the starting point of analysis without
 any prior theoretical construction of the concept (this is where his "empiri-
 cism" comes in). The result according to Laclau then is "a merely factual and
 erudite survey" (Laclau, 1977: 46).

 Andre Gunder Frank's more recent work shows the difficulty of criticiz-
 ing this author on the basis of classical texts-his work is flexible, progresses,
 and is eclectic (not in a derogatory sense). His Dependent Accumulation and
 Underdevelopment (1978a) is a brilliant historical sweep through the phases
 of imperialism fronl 1500 to 1930. In a companion volume he answers the ear-
 lier criticism of his "circulationism" by Laclau and others "by undertaking an
 analysis of the mutual dialectical relations between the changing 'external'
 (but with respect to the capitalist system still internal) relations of exchange
 and the transformations of the relations of production 'internal' to each of the
 major regions of the world at each of the three historical stages of capitalist
 development on a world scale" (Frank 1978b: 14). Whether this starting point
 is sustained in his concrete analysis is, of course, another question. His
 questionable focus on what he calls "a single worldwide process of capital ac-
 cumulation" leads him to conclude that the question of internal/external
 determination is "irrelevant and unanswerable." Nevertheless, he provides a
 useful analysis of primitive accumulation and we must be thankful that Frank
 seems to have outgrown his penchant for the catchy phrase-of which the
 "development of underdevelopment" was the most notorious-which made
 him so popular (especially among students) but also made him an easy target
 for critics. The reservations expressed about Wallerstein's work may, howev-
 er, apply in part to the new direction taken by Frank.

 At the other end of the scale we have the "modes of production" analysis.
 Here we have the recent collection of essays from The Journal of Economy
 Latin American Perspectives: Issues 30 and 31, Summer and Fall 1981, Vol. Vlill, Nos. 3 and 4
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 and Society entitled The articulation of modes of production (Wolpe, 1980).
 Though attempting to demonstrate the analytical power of the concept, the
 essays also reveal a number of as yet unresolved conceptual problems. Most
 of the articles analyze particular social formations, constituted as they are by
 a combination of more than one mode of production. The process of
 articulation between these is one of the major focuses. Why it is that
 precapitalist modes of production tend to be preserved still seems to be
 explained only in terms of their being "functional" for the continued
 reproduction of capitalism. This may be so, but one gets an uneasy feeling
 that these cannot really be independent modes of production if their
 conditions of existence are so inextricably linked up with the expansion of
 capitalism. That there are noncapitalist relations of production, even Frank

 would not dispute today, but to see the Third World in terms of "combina-
 tions" of modes of production is another question. One of the contributors to
 the Wolpe volume, the French Marxist anthropologist Claude Meillassoux
 now has one of his recent books Maidens, Meal and Money (Meillassoux,
 1981) available in English. This contains a quite brilliant analysis of
 "imperialism as a mode of reproduction of cheap labor power" which centers
 on the exploitation of the domestic community in the Third World. Here we
 find a fruitful meeting point between the studies of imperialism and that
 growing research field known as the new international labor studies.

 The major theoretical text in this area is undoubtedly that of John Taylor
 (1979), which is an ambitious attempt to go beyond the neo-Marxist paradigm

 by laying the foundations of a comprehensive mode of production approach
 to the study of the Third World. Taylor's critique of the "sociology of
 development" treads well-known ground, and he encapsulates this in its
 "teleological" nature i.e., that it posits an ideal condition of development
 which, though non-existent, is potentially realizable. More controversial is his
 extension of this label to the "sociology of underdevelopment," where he
 picks up Paul Baran's familiar distinction between actual and potential
 surplus-i.e., with or without the restrictive and exploitative structures of
 imperialism. In Taylor's words: "The major point to be directed at this
 analysis is that-despite the total divergence of its conclusions from those of
 the Sociology of Development-it still constitutes a form of explanation in
 which the contemporary phenomena of an underdeveloped society are
 defined by being juxtaposed against a potential state, to the achievement of
 which they do or do not contribute . . . (Taylor, 1979: 93). Now, Bill Warren
 has reminded us that not all anticapitalist ideologies are socialist-they can
 be utopian or reactionary. Taylor is trying to say that socialism should not
 have an ethical component at all, which is something different. His Althusser-
 ian Marxism, based on the primacy of "theoretical practice," ignores that
 Marx had a moral critique of capitalism too-what else is Baran referring to
 with his "potential" surplus?

 Taylor's construction of a systematic modes of production approach is
 even more questionable. Long pages of Althusserian theoretical practice are
 matched by far fewer concrete applications of the theory. He accepts Lenin's
 views on imperialism but tries to translate them into modes of production
 terms. Imperialism restricts the development of capitalism in the Third World
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 where it might restrict its marketing requirements (or more broadly its
 reproductive requirements) and this restricted and uneven development is
 "reinforced by the continuing existence of elements of the non-capitalist
 mode" (Taylor, 1979: 363). These two elements jointly determine the particu-

 lar pattern of capital accumulation in Third World social formations: urban
 unemployment, combination of different types of labor, etc. In the end,
 however, Taylor's elaborate theoretical construction has yet to generate the
 type of concrete analysis comparable in its depth and scope to that of
 Cardoso for example. More specifically, we find in Taylor a real retrogression
 to the old position of the Latin American communist parties when he refers to
 "the resistance put up against imperialist penetration by the non-capitalist
 mode (of production)" (Taylor, 1979: 221). He analyses the Latin American
 countryside as a semifeudal bastion bravely resisting the encroachments of
 capitalism. There are two criticisms: (1) modes of production are raised to the
 level of real "actors" with a life of their own above and independent from so-
 cial classes, and (2) it misrepresents the symbiotic relation between industrial

 and agrarian capital in Latin America, albeit with their internal conflicts but
 never fundamental antagonism.

 As I have already intimated, my approach to the world-system and modes
 of production perspectives would be to move towards a systhesis. This was
 already pointed to in Latin American Perspectives (Sternberg, 1974), and a
 whole volume (Oxaal et al., 1975) was dedicated to pursuing this "marriage."
 The first remained at the level of pointing out its need, and the second failed
 to bridge the gap in its various contributions, which tended to adopt just one
 or the other perspective. Laclau in a postscript to his classical 1971 critique of
 Frank points also in this direction (Laclau, 1977). The market-focused
 empiricism of Wallerstein is matched by the theoretical inflation of the
 concept of mode of production by others, resulting in such confusing
 categories as "colonial mode of production," which conflates two distinct
 levels of analysis (mode of production and economic system). Following
 Laclau, "Marxist thought in Latin America has found considerable difficulty
 in moving simultaneously at the level of modes of production and that of eco-
 nomic systems, and that its most frequent mistakes derive from a unilateral
 use of one or other of the two levels . . . to perpetuate confusion of the two
 cannot but lead to the multiplication of pseudo-problems and paradoxes"
 (Laclau, 1977: 42-50). This still leaves us, however, at the level of a
 prescriptive statement.

 The missing link, I believe, is the basic Marxist concept of reproduction.
 At the same time as it produces, every social formation must reproduce the
 conditions of its production, namely the productive forces and the existing re-
 lations of production. Marx's reproduction schemes in Volume 2 of Capital
 had a more restricted purpose, but the method is still valid. There Marx
 showed how "Capital, as self-valorizing value . . . is a movement, a
 circulatory process through different stages . . . hence it can only be grasped
 as a movement, and not as a static thing" (Marx, 1978: 185). The function of
 Marx's reproduction schemes is to show how it is possible for the capitalist
 mode of production to survive. Bill Warren is quite correct then in noting that
 our analysis should not confuse a moral critique of capitalism with its
 possibility of existence and reproduction (which Marini and others tend to
 Latin American Perspectives: Issues 30 anld 31, Summer and Fall 1981, Vol. Vil, Nos. 3 and 4
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 do). Does the expanded reproduction of capitalism in general, however, mean
 that dependent capitalism can function in the same way, and according to the
 same laws of motion?

 There have, in fact, been a number of attempts to elaborate the concept of
 dependent reproduction, which break decisively with some of the rather
 static elements in the dependency approach. One of these is the essay by Ber-
 nardo Sorj and Leo Zamosc (1977) which examines the reproduction of
 peripheral capitalism, its structures and contradictions, in terms of the export-
 based economy of El Salvador. They analyze theoretically and empirically
 how the production and commerical circuits are integrated into the interna-
 tional economic system. As opposed to Wallerstein, they do not believe there
 is a common essence across the periphery, stressing rather the concrete
 determinations of each situation. The international division of labor is a basic
 determinant of peripheral capitalism, but only if understood in its various
 forms and phases. Another important conclusion is that "given the subsump-
 tin of the non-capitalist relations of production to the dynamic of capitalist
 expansion, the discussion over modes of production loses sense, not that this
 eliminates the question of the specific reality of these forms of production,
 their effects on capitalist development and on the political process" (Sorj and
 Zamosc, 1977: 9).

 A more systematic theoretical attempt is made by the Colombian
 economist Salomon Kalmanovitz (1980) to elaborate a theory of dependent
 reproduction. Marx's reproduction schemes are modified to take into account
 the opening of the dependent economy to international capital and commerce,
 insofar as this is basic to the dynamic of dependent capitalism. In part this
 author is following the path indicated by Warren-examine simply the
 expansion of capitalism in the Third World-but his conclusion is different,
 namely that the world capitalist system cannot guarantee the accelerated
 accumulation of capital in all the semicolonial and dependent countries. As
 against the reproduction schema of a mature capitalist economy as studied by
 Marx, dependent reproduction is marked by a division of labor between
 sectors with different relations of production. Second, outside of Mexico,
 Brazil, and to a certain extent Argentina, we cannot speak of an internal pro-
 duction goods sector. This, and the dependence on the foreign market for the
 realization of most commodities means that the peripheral economy does not
 have a self-centered circuit of capital accumulation. Kalmanovitz is aware of
 the limited purpose of Marx's reproduction schemes and employs them only
 to examine the conditions of existence of dependent capitalism, which lead to
 the development of accumulation or to its "blocking." To examine all the
 elements of a dependent capitalist social formation, the concept of reproduc-
 tion would have to be elaborated further. So far, dependent reproduction is a
 rather economic notion, its full political, ideological, and social determinants
 remain to be incorporated. A key element in this reconstruction must be the
 reproduction of social classes through the class struggle of dependent
 capitalism, and in the first instance, the formation and reproduction of the
 working class which is the essence of the capital relation and the basis of its
 undoing.
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 APPENDIX: DEBATES AND DEAD-ENDS

 In recent years a fierce polemic has raged among British Marxists which
 might just clarify the procedures of creative debate. It concerns the reception
 of Louis Althusser's systematic re-reading of Marx as exemplified by his text
 with Etienne Balibar (Althusser and Balibar, 1970). For many, the "Althusser-
 ian revolution" represented the most original and productive development in
 modern Marxist theory and research. Althusser's own major statements on
 the status of Marxism as a science and its delimitation from humanism and
 historicism, were followed by the indispensible work of Poulantzas on the
 state; Baudelot and Establet on the school; Terray on precapitalist societies
 and so on. The critique of Althusser's theoreticism and structuralism has also
 been developed in a sometimes vigorous but always serious debate.

 The reception of Althusserianism in Britain was something quiet differ-
 ent, being at least in part somewhat of an intellectual fashion among
 intellectuals who had grown weary of bourgeois sociology and wanted an
 aseptic "scientific" Marxism to take its place. Sometimes it took a rather
 bizarre turn as, for example, in the work of Barry Hindness and Paul Hirst
 who in their "anti-historicist" frenzy told us that "the study of history is not
 only scientifically, but also politically valueless" (Hindness and Hirst, 1975:
 312). This was bound to rile the substantial school of British Marxist
 historians. It was in this context that E.P. Thompson (author of the classic
 The Making of the English Working Class) launched his (1978) onslaught
 against the Althusserian menace.

 Thompson's was no ordinary polemic-he referred to Althusserianism as
 "this particular freak which has now lodged itself firmly in a particular social
 couche, the bourgeois lumpen-intelligentsia" (1978: 195). There are dark hints
 that Althusser was "responsible" for the excesses of the Khmer Rouge in
 Kampuchea, and more openly: "Althusserianism is Stalinism reduced to the
 paradigm of theory. It is Stalinism at last, theorized as ideology" (Thompson,
 1978: 374). In fact, throughout the text there is a crescendo of violence in the
 epithets that are thrown at Althusser, ending "with the declaration of a
 general jihad against Althusserianism-a call to a new War of Religion on the
 Left" (Anderson, 1980: 128). Thompson sees himself engaged in "the defence
 of reason itself" and the effect of his intervention is to operate a radical act of
 closure on future debate. In other words, a dead-end. Some of Thompson's
 points-such as the role of human agency in history-are sound, others have
 been made before, but the end result is a terrible impoverishment of
 theoretical debate.

 Meanwhile, some younger Marxists were engaging in a fruitful debate
 over the significance of history in the Marxist enterprise. Even some
 "Althusserians" were critically engaging with the tradition of Thompson in
 Marxist historiography (see R. Johnson, 1978). This led to a lively debate in
 the pages of History Workshop on the Althusserian contribution, or lack of it,
 to Marxist historical research. Perry Anderson was able to refer to "a
 common socialist culture that had grown beyond mutual anathemas . . .
 seeking a critical balance or synthesis between these two diverse traditions"
 (Anderson, 1980: 127). It was Anderson (1980), in fact, who drew out the
 lessons of this whole affair - basically a global consideration of Thompson's
 Latin American Perspectives: Issues 30 and 31, Summer and Fall 1981, Vol. Vill, Nos. 3 and 4
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 prolific historical contribution; this text is also concerned to break out of the
 dead-end into which Thompson (1978) had led the debate. On the one hand,
 he could speak of Thompson as "our finest socialist writer today," yet he also
 called on him to make a more balanced assessment of "the kind of systematic
 conceptual clarification attempted by Althusser and Balibar which was an
 original and fruitful enterprise, and which yielded an account far more
 specific and precise than any prior Marxist discussion . . "(Anderson, 1980:
 65).

 The analogies with the debate which concern us here should be obvious.
 There is a body of work-Althusserianism and dependency theory-which
 was both legitimate and productive. It was often misappropriated by others;

 dependency theory in the United States, for example, "has been vulgarized,
 sanitized and sterilized" (Fernandes, 1979). Self-appointed dragon slayers in
 both cases took it upon themselves to "smash" their opponents. As Thompson
 against Althusser, so C. Johnson, Fernaindez, and others entered the battle
 against dependency theory, in both cases using carefully constructed straw
 men and ridiculous accusations. Violent polemic may seem to some to follow
 in Lenin's footsteps when he upbraided the "renegade" Kautsky, but we
 would do well to remember that Stalin went easily from liquidating erroneous
 views to liquidating people. Meanwhile, in both cases ongoing critical
 discussion was actually taking the debate forward instead of into a cul-de-sac
 and generating a productive research program. The analogy is, of course, only
 a formal one and breaks down when we consider the content of the debate
 and not just its form. Thus, C. Johnson et al. are much closer to Althusser's
 "scientific" Marxism, and F.H. Cardoso would certainly feel much more at
 home with E.P. Thompson's socialist-humanism. The procedural lessons are I
 think still relevant, and in this we can conclude with Antonio Gramsci's note
 on "Scientific Discussion":

 In the formulation of historico-critical problems it is wrong to conceive of scientific

 discussion as a process at law in which there is an accused and a public prosecutor whose
 professional duty is to demonstrate that the accused is guilty and has to be put out of cir-
 culation.

 In scientific discussion, since it is assumed that the purpose of discussion is the pursuit of
 truth and the progress of science, the person who shows himself most "advanced" is the
 one who takes up the point of view that his adversary may well be expressing a need that
 should be incorporated, if only as a subordinate aspect, in his own construction" (Gramsci,
 1971: 343-344).
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