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By introducing questions of power into the study of North—South relations,
the recent books by Jeffrey Hart and Stephen Krasner fundamentally
challenge the prevailing orthodoxy of dependency and world systems theory.
Power and bargaining, these two authors tell us, matter both analytically and
practically. Yet, in each study the origin, nature, and role of power is
problematic. If Realism is to provide an effective alternative to economistic
approaches to international political economy it must derive specific interests
from the concepts of power and the international distribution of power. I also
argue that the New International Economic Order is part of a larger class of
mercantilist strategies employed by various countries at particular moments in
history to redress politically important economic imbalances. What is unique
about the present North—South conflict is its multilateral character.

Jeffrey A. Hart, The New International Economic Order: Cooperation and Conflict in North—
South Economic Relations, 1974—1977 (New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1983).

Stephen D. Krasner, Structural Conflict: The Third World Against Global Liberalism
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 1985).

Until recently, Realist scholars of international relations have seldom addressed the
nature and origins of the North—South conflict. Certainly trends within the nonaligned
movement and the rise of the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries (OPEC)
were noted within the earlier literature, but differences between developed and
developing countries were generally overshadowed by the superpower balance, and the
rise and fall of international economic regimes largely focused on the needs of advanced
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industrialized states.! Most importantly, few Realists have attempted to explain the
fundamental cleavage between North and South in terms of international power
disparities.2

Rather, for at least the past two decades dependency and world systems theory have
dominated scholarly inquiry.? Economic processes inherent in the global capitalist
system, according to these perspectives, exacerbate international wealth disparities and
the skewed patterns of economic development and domestic class relations characteristic
of Third World countries. While developing countries retain their individual political
dynamics and conflicts, they are united by common impediments created by their
peripheral position in the international division of labor. While not without their short-
comings, these ‘‘economistic’’* approaches have provided an important guide to both
theory and praxis in the 1970s and 1980s.

Both Jeffrey Hart’s The New International Economic Order and Stephen Krasner’s
Structural Conflict offer suggestive accounts of the politics of North—South relations,
especially as manifested in the debate over the New International Economic Order
(NIEO), from within the tradition of political Realism. By introducing questions of
power into the study of North—South conflict, Hart and Krasner fundamentally
challenge the prevailing orthodoxy of dependency theory. The politics of North—South
relations, these two authors tell us, are not economically predetermined. Power and
bargaining matter both analytically and practically.

Realist political economy has become increasingly popular over the last decade. This
approach, along with political Realism more generally, is defined by three core or
paradigmatic assumptions. Realists assume, first, that the international system is
anarchic, or composed of sovereign states responsible to no higher authority; second,
that states are rational, unitary actors; and, third, that states seek power and calculate
their interests in terms of power.?

I Even as late as 1977, Robert L. Rothstein (p. ix) begins a study of the Third World with the defense tha't("
““This is a book in international relations. I note this fact here only because much of the subject matter
covered trespasses on areas of concern that have not generally fallen within the traditional domain in inter-
national relations.”’

2 Precursors are Michael Hudson (1977) and Robert W. Tucker (1977). See also Robert W. Cox (1979).

3 The sociology of knowledge on Third World development and the major themes in dependency theory
are discussed in Gereffi (1983: 3—49) and Smith (1985). The literature on dependency theory is voluminous,
with many variants and internal disagreements. Two of the most important works are Cardoso and Faletto
(1979) and Evans (1979). World systems theory, in many ways, subsumes dependency theory. See
Wallerstein (1979) for a brief overview. As used here, ‘‘dependency theory’’ refers to both the dependency
and world systems perspectives.

A second approach to Third World studies is the liberal development school, which tends to attribute the
Third World’s relative poverty to poor economic policy choices. Particularly reprehensible, from this
perspective, is the Third World’s reluctance to impose unqualified market mechanisms. Krasner cites Bauer
and Yamey (1977) as the best known exponents of this view. The liberal development school is downplayed in
this review because it lacks a central unifying, theoretical argument; as a result, it does not constitute a well
developed alternative to dependency theory or the Realist framework outlined here.

* Ashley (1983: 463) defines economism as ‘‘an exaggeration of the economic sphere’s importance in the
determination of social and political relations and a corresponding underestimation of the autonomy and
integrity of the political sphere.”” Dependency theory is a form of what Ashley calls ‘variable economism,”’
where political outcomes are explained in terms of economic variables. Economistic theories by themselves
are not inherently objectionable. The need for a Realist theory of North—South relations is not fundamentally
stimulated by the failures of economistic theories, but by the importance of power, as demonstrated by Hart,
and the success of realist theories of North—North relations.
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Building upon these assumptions, Realist political economy has made its greatest
progress in the study of North—North relations and the foreign economic policies of
advanced industrialized countries. Focusing primarily on international economic
structures (Gilpin, 1975; Krasner, 1976) and regimes (Krasner, 1983; Keohane, 1984),
Realism provides a substantial challenge to Marxist and other economistic theories of
North—North political economy.

By examining power disparities between developed and developing countries, Hart
and Krasner begin to fill an important void in Realist thought and provide a glimpse of
an alternative Realist theory of North—South relations. This is to be applauded.
Theoretical diversity and competition is the most likely avenue to understanding.

Two related problems, however, emerge from a consideration of these two books.
First, in each study the origin, nature, and role of power is problematic. This is not a
unique attribute of the two books under review. The ambiguous nature of power, and
the relationship between power and interests, remains the central conundrum of Realist
inquiry. ‘‘Classical Realists,’’ such as Hans Morgenthau, postulate that countries seek
to maximize power, that one and only one strategy for maximizing power exists, and
that this strategy can be referred to as the ‘‘national interest.’’ It is this linking of power
and the national interest which allows Realists to explain national policies and inter-
national outcomes. The ambiguity of the national interest (Wolfers, 1952) and, as is
often the case, the existence of more than one ‘‘power maximizing’’ strategy, however,
has led this formulation of the link between power and interests into scholarly disfavor.
As Robert Keohane (1986: 183) notes,

sophisticated contemporary thinkers in the Realist tradition . . . understand
that interests cannot be derived . . . from the external [i.e., power] position of
states. . . . Realist analysis has to retreat to a ‘‘fall-back position:’’ that given
state interests, whose origins are not predicted by the theory, patterns of
outcomes in world politics will be determined by the overall distribution of
power among states.

In this ‘‘neorealist’’ perspective, then, the link between power and interests is severed.
This, I argue below, is a mistake, a turn in the wrong direction. As Hart’s study reveals,
power and interests are inextricably linked. If Realism is to provide an effective
alternative to economistic approaches to international political economy, it must derive
specific interests from the concepts of power and the international distribution of power.

Hart’s analysis is clearly situated within the growing Neorealist school. While
acknowledging that power and interests are intertwined, Hart attempts to keep the two
concepts analytically distinct. Interests are primarily derived from domestic political
considerations, and hence the political actions of domestic actors pursuing economic
interests. Power, on the other hand, is a determinant of bargaining outcomes when
interests conflict, or a means to a given end. Alternatively, Krasner finds interests
embedded in and derived from power. As a result, he is more firmly placed within the
tradition of classical Realism. Yet, Krasner’s derivation of interests is, as I attempt to
demonstrate below, open to question. In sum, Hart follows his ‘‘sophisticated’’
contemporaries down the wrong road. Krasner sets off on the right track, but errs. I
suggest an alternative formulation of the link between power and interests in section V.

5 Several different variants of these assumptions exist in the literature; all revolve around the same central
themes. See the essays by Keohane (pp. 158—203) and Gilpin (pp. 301—321) in Keohane (1986); and Vasquez
(1983).



220 Power and the Third World

Second, by misidentifying the source of the Third World’s prevailing international
weakness, and the interests which follow from it, both Hart and Krasner overemphasize
the historical uniqueness of the present North—South conflict as manifested in the
NIEO. I argue below that the NIEO is part of a larger class of mercantilist strategies
employed by various countries at particular moments in history to redress politically
important economic imbalances. What is unique about the present conflict and the
NIEO is its multilateral nature.

I. The Scope and Nature of the NIEO

The NIEO is an effective tool for grasping the underlying nature of the North—South
conflict and its principal dynamics. Both Hart and Krasner make effective use of this
instrument. The Declaration and Programme of Action on the Establishment of a New
International Economi¢ Order was adopted in May 1974 by a special session of the
United Nations General Assembly. The two documents contained a broad range of
proposals and recommendations. In addition to reaffirming the principle of sovereign
equality and demanding a greater decisionmaking role for Third World countries in
international institutions, the Declaration and Action Programme contained the
following specific proposals:

1. expansion of foreign aid transfers to 0.7 percent of Gross National Product in the
developed countries as originally set forth in the second United Nations Develop-
ment Decade, greater flows of emergency funds for food aid, disaster relief, etc.,
the forging of a link between the creation of Special Drawing Rights and develop-
ment aid, and long-term credits, financial assistance, and International Monetary
Fund (IMF) drawings on concessional terms;

2. renegotiation (i.e., reduction) of Third World debt;

3. recognition of the right of expropriation of foreign direct investment and the
implied setting of just and adequate compensation by host governments;

4. greater control over Multinational Corporations (MNCs), particularly as regards
profit repatriation and reinvestment;

5. greater access to Northern technology and the transfer of appropriate technology
on more favorable terms;

6. creation of a Generalized System of Preferences (GSP) for Third World products
and the reduction of Northern trade barriers on a nonreciprocal basis; and

7. Northern sanctioning of and support for international commodity agreements.

Three commonalities emerge from even a brief survey of the NIEO. First, the various
proposals, as Krasner observes, are united by the principle of authoritative allocation of
values, or greater governmental intervention in international markets. Yet, despite its
demands and while posing a fundamental challenge to the liberal or market-based inter-
national economic regimes created during and after World War II, the NIEO is not a
revolutionary program. Although it is an assault on global liberalism, the NIEO rejects
neither capitalism nor integration into the global capitalist system. Akin to ‘‘social
Keynesianism’’ or the social market economies advocated by the moderate European
left, the NIEO would in fact sustain capitalism and the global market economy while
modifying it so that the weakest members of the international system reap a larger share
of the rewards.

Second, the majority of NIEO demands focus directly or indirectly on expanding
capital transfers to the Third World and reducing foreign control and rents on capital



