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PRAISE FOR THE SIXTH EDITION

Oatley’s IPE textbook is simply the best of its kind. It is comprehensive,
analytically rigorous, and thoughtfully written for students with no
previous background in the field. This latest edition contains a variety of
fresh material — on Trump, Brexit, China, migration, and other topics — to
keep students and instructors excited about the field.

David A. Singer, Massachusetts Institute of Technology

This approachable, accessible new edition of Thomas Oatley’s text lays
out the foundations of IPE. With constant reference to both historical cases
and current policy concerns, it provides both an academic introduction to
the issues concerning the field and a vivid application to familiar events.
Students reading this book will be empowered to assess the global
economy and its effects from a theoretically and empirically informed
perspective.

Michael Plouffe, University College London

Thomas Oatley’s IPE book remains the go-to text for foundational,
comprehensive, and rigorous training in the concepts, principles, and
major debates in the field. The new sixth edition has been significantly
updated for our times, capturing developments of the Trump era and
emerging issues like global value chains, the political economy of
migration, and the rise of China in global economic governance. Highly
recommended!

Soo Yeon Kim, National University of Singapore

This is, hands down, the single best textbook I have used for any class in
more than two decades of university teaching. It achieves that difficult and
elusive goal of conveying complex material at a high level while also
making it very accessible and understandable. The result is an invaluable
IPE text that brings the students up to the level of the material rather than
the reverse.

Strom Thacker, Union College

Thomas Oatley succeeds in writing an international political economy text
that political science students will find accessible and economics students



will find interesting. Incorporating and integrating essential concepts
underlying IPE as well as contemporary scholarship, Oatley provides a
succinct and effective foundation for understanding the field — and the
insights it can provide for current policy issues and dilemmas.

Robert G. Blanton, University of Alabama-Birmingham

This book’s masterful structural-paradigmatic approach trains students and
scholars in the kinds of investigative rigor that must be pursued to gain
understanding of the global political economy. Oatley skillfully utilizes the
dynamics of position and momentum to demonstrate how competition in
global economic exchange creates winners and losers and shapes
economic policy.

Hollis M. France, College of Charleston

Thomas Oatley’s International Political Economy provides essential
background to the interplay of economic behavior and political
institutions. It takes seriously the role that economics plays in defining the
interests of political actors but also introduces the student to the operation
of institutions that govern international trade and finance. In plain
language, it describes essential principles of economics and the role that
political actors play in governing and negotiating the international political
economy.

Paul Rowe, Trinity Western University

This is an outstanding introduction to the field of international political
economy. Crucially for a textbook, it finds the right balance between
theory and context. It provides an engaging and well-written introduction
to key developments in world economic history, while also introducing the
essential tools that are necessary to interpret these developments. Added to
this, students will find it full of engaging real world examples that bring
the subject to life. It should be considered as a standard text for all IPE
courses at undergraduate level.
Michael Breen, European University Institute and Dublin City
University

This book is superb: It shows how theories and real-world issues are
linked, and provides students with an excellent opportunity to engage in
the intellectual exercise of applying theories to pressing questions in
international political economy.

Seungjoo Lee, Chung-Ang University



Expertly bridging the disciplines of economics and political science,
Thomas Oatley’s book has inspired, disciplined, and transformed a new
generation of scholars and students. With a simple and effective
presentation of challenging material, this new sixth edition keeps up not
only with the latest developments in IPE but also the very recent changes
taking place in the real world. A new chapter on the achievements and
challenges to the global capitalist economy provides excellent insight into
the causes of the recent emergence of anti-globalization sentiments, once
again in a way that is both clear and eye-opening for students.

Andrew X. Li, Central European University

This text’s most outstanding feature is its deliberate focus on the
interactive and reiterative processes that simultaneously shape politics and
economics, an approach that makes students more aware of the complexity
of IPE and turns them into more critical observers of the world around
them. Coming from a wide variety of emphasis areas, my own students
love Oatley’s straightforward language, ease of access, strong detail, and
wide topical coverage.

Leif Hoffmann, Lewis-Clark State College

Oatley’s textbook represents a masterful introduction to the field of
international political economy. The book provides an accessible yet
sophisticated overview of the subject for beginners. The society- and state-
centered approaches equip students with the theoretical building blocks to
understand who wins and who loses from globalization. Each superb new
edition gives updated empirical examples, keeping the text timely. I have
been using it with students in my classes for a decade.

James Raymond Vreeland, Princeton University



INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL
ECONOMY

Broadly viewing the global economy as a political competition that
produces winners and losers, International Political Economy holistically
and accessibly introduces the field of IPE to students with limited
background in political theory, history, and economics. This text surveys
major interests and institutions and examines how state and non-state
actors pursue wealth and power. Emphasizing fundamental economic
concepts as well as the interplay between domestic and international
politics, International Political Economy not only explains how the global
economy works, it also encourages students to think critically about how
economic policy is made in the context of globalization.

New to the Sixth Edition

®m Covers the economic impacts of 2016 electoral events, including new
Trump administration initiatives related to TPP and NAFTA, the UK
and Brexit, and the European populist wave.

®m Examines the global financial crisis, EU debt crisis, quantitative
easing, global capital flow cycles, and currency wars.

® Probes the death of the Doha Round and explores individual trade
preferences, WTO dispute settlement, bilateral investment treaties
and global value chains, labor standards, and the role of institutions
for economic development.

®m Considers how U.S. monetary and fiscal policy shapes the flow of
financial capital into and out of emerging market economies with a
focus on the “Fragile Five,” whether the Chinese Renminbi can
displace the dollar as a global currency, and the newly constructed
Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank.

®m Explores the impact of migration on wages and income inequality,
and the growing importance of worker remittances as a source of
capital for developing countries.

Thomas Oatley is the Corasaniti-Zondorak Chair of International Politics
in the Department of Political Science at Tulane University.
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PREFACE

Local developments reflect global forces, and global forces are in turn
shaped by these local developments. Consider the Trump administration
that entered office in January 2017. It seems clear that Trump’s somewhat
surprising victory was due in part to support from workers in key Rust Belt
states who had seen their jobs disappear as a consequence of global
competition and trade. Trump’s promise to “make America great again”
held considerable appeal to these voters as the promise seemed to indicate
that Trump could revitalize manufacturing employment in the American
Midwest. Trump’s unlikely victory in the 2016 election is in turn shaping
and reshaping the global economy. Since entering office, Trump has been
a rather disruptive force for the international trade system. He almost
immediately withdrew the United States from the Trans-Pacific
Partnership trade agreement, he initiated a sweeping review of the World
Trade Organization, and he began to renegotiate the North American Free
Trade Agreement with Mexico and Canada. The outcomes from these
processes that Trump has initiated will shape the American economy and
in doing so will probably have an impact on the outcome of the 2020
presidential election.

More broadly, Trump’s election and the subsequent trade policy
initiatives he has embraced highlight the extent to which our ability to
understand the global economy requires knowledge of politics as well as
economics. For globalization is not a spontaneous economic process: it is
built on a political foundation. Governments share a broad consensus on
core principles; core principles inform the elaboration of specific rules.
Specific rules establish international institutions—the World Trade
Organization, the World Bank, and the International Monetary Fund.
These international institutions in turn facilitate a political process through
which governments reduce barriers to global exchange and create common
rules to regulate other elements of the global economy. This political
system—the foundation and the process—has enabled businesses to
construct the network of international economic linkages that constitute
the economic dimension of globalization. Understanding the global
economy, therefore, requires a political economy approach: we must study
its political as well as its economic dimensions.

Studying the political and economic dimensions of the global economy
requires us to develop theory that simplifies an inherently complex world.
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This book develops a theoretical framework in which politics in the global
economy revolves around enduring competition between the winners and
the losers generated by global economic exchange. As economists since
Adam Smith have told us, global exchange raises aggregate social welfare.
Yet, global exchange also creates winners and losers. For some, global
exchange brings greater wealth and rising incomes; for others, however,
the international economy brings job losses and lower incomes. These
winners and losers compete to influence government policy. Those who
profit from global exchange encourage governments to adopt policies that
facilitate such exchange; those harmed by globalization encourage
governments to adopt policies that restrict it. This competition is played
out through domestic politics, where it is mediated by domestic political
institutions, and it is played out through international politics, often within
the major international institutions such as the Group of 20 and the World
Trade Organization.

NEW TO THIS EDITION

Although this edition maintains the basic structure of previous editions, I
have adjusted the book’s chapters to incorporate topics that have become
increasingly central to IPE scholarship but were absent from the fifth
edition. Chapter 2 introduces global supply chains (which is carried
forward into Chapters 8 and 9). Chapter 4 incorporates a discussion of
international factor mobility and trade politics. Chapter 7 now includes a
section on institutions and development, with a specific focus on work by
Acemoglu and Robinson. Chapter 8 includes a discussion of Bilateral
Investment Treaties as well as a discussion of labor rights and MNCs.
Second, I have updated coverage of major substantive issues. Chapters 2
and 3 address the end of the Doha Round and the current uncertainty about
trade given the Trump administration’s America First policy. The
discussion of the financial crisis of 2007-2009 and the EU sovereign debt
crisis is brought up to date in Chapter 11. Chapter 14 includes a brief
discussion of remittances as a source of foreign capital for developing
countries as well as a mention of the newly constructed Asian Infrastucture
Investment Bank. A new section of Chapter 15 focuses on the so-called
Fragile Five and the currency wars in the broader context of capital flows
to emerging markets since 2009. And this edition offers a brand-new
concluding chapter that focuses on the achievements of and challenges to
the global capitalist economy. As always, I have updated the figures and
tables where appropriate to incorporate the most recent data available.
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I have changed many of the “Closer Look” and “Policy Analysis and
Debate” boxes. In addition to updating recurring features, I added many
new topics.

Chapter 4 includes “Closer Look” boxes that focus on the 2016
British referendum on EU membership (i.e., Brexit), and international
factor mobility and trade politics.

Chapter 6 includes a “Policy Analysis and Debate” focused on the
Sustainable Development Goals.

Chapter 7 includes a “Policy Analysis and Debate” focused on
whether development strategies should transition from the
Washington Consensus to the Beijing Consensus.

Chapter 8 includes a “Closer Look” that examines labor and foreign
capital in the developing world.

Chapter 9 includes an updated “Closer Look” that examines the use
of incentives to attract Asian auto makers to the U.S. south.

Chapter 11 includes a “Policy Analysis and Debate” that asks
students to consider whether Germany should pursue additional fiscal
stimulus to promote economic growth in the EU.

Chapter 12 includes a “Policy Analysis and Debate” that asks
students to discuss the merits and demerits of the Obama
administration’s effort to double exports in 5 years in part by
devaluing the dollar.

Chapter 15 includes a “Closer Look” that examines debt relief for the
Heavily Indebted Poor Countries.

Chapter 16 is brand new, and traces the remarkable achievements
realized within the global capitalist economy and examines how it
may also have contributed to rising inequality that is generating an
anti-globalization backlash.

FEATURES

This textbook imparts a unique perspective. First, it shows students how
domestic politics shape the objectives governments pursue and how
interaction between governments shapes the outcomes they achieve. In
fact, I dedicate more than one-quarter of the book to the domestic politics
of trade and exchange-rate policies. Second, the book shows how the
objectives that governments pursue are in turn shaped by interest groups
and individuals responding to the impact of the global economy on their
incomes. Thus, the book highlights how political processes shape the
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economic system and how transactions within the global economy in turn
shape political dynamics.

The book imparts this perspective by relying on four pedagogical tools.
First, each chapter elaborates the logic of the economic models relevant to
each issue area in language accessible to the non specialist. Second, each
chapter highlights how the distributional consequences of cross-border
economic activity shape politics—domestic or international—within that
issue area. Third, each chapter uses the models of political competition to
explain important historical events. Many chapters contain “Closer Look”
boxes to provide in-depth case studies. Finally, each chapter contains a
“Policy Analysis and Debate” box to encourage students to relate the
theoretical models—political and economic—to contemporary policy
debates.

The book applies this approach to the major issue areas in international
political economy. The first half of the book is devoted to international
trade and production. Chapters 2 and 3 examine the political logic driving
the creation and evolution of the international trade system. Chapter 2
traces the historical evolution of the General Agreement on Tariffs and
Trade/World Trade Organization. Chapter 3 examines the system through
the lens of neoliberal theories of cooperation. Chapters 4 and 5 examine
how domestic politics shape government trade policies. Chapter 4 presents
a pluralist perspective, while Chapter 5 introduces a statist approach.
Chapters 6 and 7 focus on the orientation of developing countries toward
the international trade system. Chapter 6 explains why so many
governments sought to insulate themselves from the system in the early
postwar period. Chapter 7 examines and explains the shift in development
strategies from inward to export-oriented. This section concludes with a
thorough examination of the political economy of multinational
corporations in Chapters 8 and 9.

The second half of the book examines the international monetary and
financial systems. Chapters 10 and 11 trace the evolution of the
international monetary system. Chapter 10 focuses on core issues of
exchange rate systems and balance-of-payments adjustment and traces the
creation and collapse of the Bretton Woods system. Chapter 11 focuses on
the contemporary floating exchange-rate system, focusing on efforts to
manage the system via coordination or to stabilize exchange rates via
monetary union. Chapters 12 and 13 examine the domestic politics of
monetary and exchange-rate policies. Chapter 12 examines the partisan
and sectoral models of macroeconomic and exchange-rate policy; Chapter
13 employs a state-centered approach to explore the impact of central
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banks as agents independent of governments. Chapters 14 and 15 focus on
developing countries’ relationships with the international financial system.
Chapter 14 examines the emergence and resolution of the Latin American
debt crisis. Chapter 15 focuses on the Asian financial crisis and subsequent
efforts to manage capital flows to developing countries and to reform the
International Monetary Fund. Chapter 16 concludes by drawing on what
we have learned to explore some of the major policy debates that have
emerged surrounding the global economy.

SUPPLEMENTS

Please visit the online eResource at www.routledge.com/9781138490741.
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CHAPTER 1

International Political Economy

ow does the global economy affect my life—and yours? One of the
most obvious ways in which the global economy matters is through
the impact it has on the items we consume. Because of international trade,
grocery stores can keep a wide variety of fresh fruits and vegetables in
stock throughout the year. When we shop for clothing, we find that global
production and increased trade in the apparel industry have helped to
reduce the prices that American shoppers pay for clothing and footwear.
The same is true in the technology industries. My smartphone, as well as
the notebook computer that I am using to write this book, are “American”
products, but they carry lower prices precisely because their production
processes have been organized globally—designed in America,
manufactured and assembled largely outside of the United States. And
when it comes time for me to purchase a new car, the fact that my country
participates in the global economy ensures that I have a wide range of
brands to choose from—European, Japanese, South Korean, American,
and probably soon Chinese. The global economy thus makes the
consumers in us better off by reducing the prices of the goods and services
we buy and expanding the range of choices we have.
Living in a global economy also means that global economic forces play
a much larger role in determining many of our career opportunities today
than they did a few decades ago. Twenty-five years ago, manufacturing
industries made high-paying jobs available that provided Americans a
middle-class lifestyle. In many southern states, for instance, textile and
apparel mills provided jobs for two if not three generations of workers. In
the Great Lakes region, steel mills and the huge automobile factories built
by Ford, GM, and Chrysler did the same. Today, many of these
opportunities have disappeared and much of this loss has occurred as a
consequence of international trade. At the same time, the opportunity to
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find work in a service industry and in high technology has increased
dramatically. Medical care, computer design, Internet-based businesses,
biotechnology, finance, and high-technology manufacturing industries all
have emerged as large growing employers of the American work force
since 1980. Thus, the opportunities available today are far different today
than they were a quarter-century ago. The global economy has played a
central role in bringing about these changes.

International political economy (IPE) studies how politics shape
developments in the global economy and how the global economy shapes
politics. It focuses most heavily on the enduring political battle between
the winners and losers from global economic exchange. Although all
societies benefit from participation in the global economy, these gains are
not distributed evenly among individuals. Global economic exchange
raises the income of some people and lowers the income of others. The
distributive consequences of global economic exchange generate political
competition in national and international arenas. The winners seek deeper
links with the global economy in order to extend and consolidate their
gains, whereas the losers try to erect barriers between the global and
national economies in order to minimize or even reverse their losses. IPE
studies how the enduring political battle between the winners and losers
from global economic exchange shapes the evolution of the global
economy.

This chapter introduces IPE as a field of study. It begins by providing a
broad overview of the substantive issues that IPE examines and the kinds
of questions scholars ask when studying these issues. The chapter then
briefly surveys a few of the theoretical frameworks that scholars have
developed in order to answer the questions they pose. The chapter
concludes by looking at the emergence of a global economy in the late
nineteenth century in order to provide a broader context for our subsequent
focus on the contemporary global economy.

WHAT IS INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL
ECONOMY?

IPE studies the political battle between the winners and losers of global
economic exchange. Consider, for example, the decision by the Trump
administration to raise tariffs on softwood lumber imported from Canada
in April 2017. The decision to raise tariffs was prompted by lobbying by
American lumber mills and timberland owners. The U.S. Lumber
Coalition pressed for higher tariffs on Canadian lumber because they were
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losing trade. Imported Canadian lumber was capturing a large share of the
American market, resulting in mill closings and layoffs, and higher tariffs
would protect American lumber from competition, thereby reducing the
number of American mills in distress.

The higher tariff on Canadian lumber had negative consequences for
other groups in society, however. The tariff hurt American industries that
use lumber to produce goods, such as home builders, because these firms
had to pay more for wood. Higher lumber prices would cause home prices
to rise, higher prices would cause demand for new homes to fall, and as
many as 8,200 jobs would disappear. The tariff hurt Canadian lumber
producers, who could sell less lumber in their largest market. Groups that
suffered from the lumber tariff turned to the political system to try to
reverse the decision. In the United States, The National Association of
Home Builders pressured the Trump administration and Congress to
reduce and even remove the tariff. The Canadian government responded to
pressure from its producers by imposing a tariff on American gypsum
(drywall) exported into Canada and is currently considering retaliatory
tariffs on American coal and a variety of products made in Oregon (the
home to an American Senator who has been a strident advocate of the U.S.
tariff on Canadian lumber). As this dispute escalates, it could wind up
eventually as an investigation within the World Trade Organization
(WTO)—the international organization with responsibility for trade
disputes—or become a central component of a renegotiated North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA). The story of the U.S. tariff on
Canadian lumber thus nicely illustrates the central focus of international
political economy as a field of study: how the political battle between the
winners and losers of global economic exchange shapes the economic
policies that governments adopt.

The softwood lumber tariff dispute also highlights the many distinct
elements that IPE must incorporate to make sense of the global economy.
To fully understand the dispute, we need to know something about the
economic interests of the businesses and workers who produce and
consume lumber. Understanding these interests requires us to know
economic theory. Moreover, we need to know something about how
political processes in the United States transform these economic interests
into trade policy. This requires knowledge of the American political
system and the American trade policy process. In addition, we need to
know something about how a policy decision made by the United States
affects businesses and workers based in other countries (more economic
theory for this), and we need to know how the governments in those
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countries are likely to respond to these consequences (which requires
knowledge about the political systems in the various countries). Finally,
we need to know something about the role that international economic
organizations like the WTO and NAFTA play in regulating the foreign
economic policies that governments adopt. Thus, understanding
developments in the global economy requires us to draw on economic
theory, explore domestic politics, examine the dynamics of political
interactions between governments, and familiarize ourselves with
international economic organizations. Even though such an undertaking
may seem daunting, this book introduces you to each of these elements
and teaches you how to use them to deepen your understanding of the
global economy.

One way scholars simplify the study of the global economy is to divide
the substantive aspects of global economic activity into distinct issue
areas. Typically, the global economy is broken into four such issue areas:
the international trade system, the international monetary system,
multinational corporations (or MNCs), and economic development. Rather
than studying the global economy as a whole, scholars will focus on one
issue area in relative isolation from the others. Of course, it is somewhat
misleading to study each issue area independently. MNCs, for example,
are important actors in the international trade system. The international
monetary system exists solely to enable people living in different countries
to engage in economic transactions with each other. It has no purpose,
therefore, outside consideration of international trade and investment.
Moreover, problems arising in the international monetary system are
intrinsically connected to developments in international trade and
investment. Trade, MNCs, and the international monetary system in turn
all play important roles in economic development. Thus, each issue area is
deeply connected to the others. In spite of these deep connections, the
central characteristics of each area are sufficiently distinctive that one can
study each in relative isolation from the others, as long as one remains
sensitive to the connections among them when necessary. We will adopt
the same approach here.

The international trade system is centered upon the WTO, to which
some 164 countries belong and through which they have created a
nondiscriminatory international trade system. In the international trade
system, each country gains access to all other WTO members’ markets on
equal terms. In addition, the WTO and its predecessor, the General
Agreements on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), have enabled governments to
progressively eliminate tariffs and other barriers to the cross-border flow
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of goods and services. As these barriers have been dismantled, world trade
has grown steadily. Today, goods and services worth about $7.6 trillion
flow across national borders each year. During the last 10 years, however,
regional trading arrangements have arisen to pose a potential challenge to
the WTO-centered trade system. These regional trade arrangements, such
as the NAFTA, are trading blocs composed of a small number of countries
who offer each other preferential access to their markets. Scholars who
study the international trade system investigate how the political battle
between the winners and losers of global economic exchange shapes the
creation, operation, and consequences of the WTO-centered system and
the emerging regional trading frameworks.

The international monetary system enables people living in different
countries to conduct economic transactions with each other. People living
in the United States who want to buy goods produced in Japan must be
able to price these Japanese goods in dollars. In addition, Americans earn
dollars, but Japanese spend yen, so somehow dollars must be converted
into yen for such purchases to occur. The international monetary system
facilitates international exchange by performing these functions. When it
performs these functions well, international economic exchange flourishes.
When it doesn’t, the global economy can slow or even collapse. Scholars
who study the international monetary system focus on how political battles
between the winners and losers of global economic exchange shape the
creation, operation, and consequences of this system.

Multinational corporations occupy a prominent and often controversial
role in the global economy. A multinational corporation is a firm that
controls production facilities in at least two countries. The largest of these
firms are familiar names such as Ford Motor Company, General Electric,
and General Motors. The United Nations estimates that there are more than
82,000 MNCs operating in the contemporary global economy. These firms
collectively control about 810,000 production plants and employ about 77
million people across the globe. Together, they account for about one-
quarter of the world’s economic production and about one-third of the
world’s trade. MNCs shape politics because they extend managerial
control across national borders. Corporate managers based in the United
States, for example, make decisions that affect economic conditions in
Mexico and other Latin American countries, in Western Europe, and in
Asia. Scholars who study MNCs focus on a variety of economic issues,
such as why these large firms exist and what economic impact they have
on the countries that host their operations. Scholars also study how the
political battle between the winners and losers of MNC activity shapes
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government efforts to attract and regulate MINC activities.

Finally, a large body of literature studies economic development.
Throughout the postwar period, developing-country governments have
adopted explicit development strategies that they believed would raise
incomes by promoting industrialization. The success of these strategies has
varied. Some countries, such as the Newly Industrializing Countries
(NICs) of East Asia (Taiwan, South Korea, Singapore, and Hong Kong)
have been so successful in promoting industrialization and raising per
capita incomes that they no longer can be considered developing countries.
Other countries, particularly in sub-Saharan Africa and in parts of Latin
America, have been less successful. Governments in these countries
adopted different development strategies than the NICs throughout much
of the postwar period and realized much smaller increases in per capita
incomes. Students of the politics of economic development focus on the
specific strategies that developing countries’ governments adopt and
attempt to explain why different governments adopt different strategies. In
addition, these students are concerned about which development strategies
have been relatively more successful than others (and why), and about
whether participation in the international economy facilitates or frustrates
development. In trying to make sense of these aspects of development, IPE
scholars emphasize how the political battle generated by the distributive
consequences of the global economy shapes the development strategies
that governments adopt.

Those who study the global economy through the lens of IPE are
typically interested in doing more than simply describing government
policies and contemporary developments in these four issue areas. Most
scholars aspire to make more general statements about how politics shape
the policies that governments adopt in each of these issue areas. Moreover,
most scholars want to draw more general conclusions about the
consequences of these policies. As a result, two abstract and considerably
broader questions typically shape IPE scholarship. First, how exactly does
politics shape the decisions that societies make about how to use the
resources that are available to them? Second, what are the consequences of
these decisions? Because these two overarching questions are central to
what we cover in this book, it is worth taking a closer look at each of them
now.

How does politics shape societal decisions about how to allocate
available resources? For example, how does a society decide whether to
use available labor and capital to produce semiconductors or clothing?
Although this question might appear quite remote from the issue areas just
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discussed, the connections are actually quite close. The foreign economic
policies that a government adopts—its trade policies, its exchange rate
policies, and its policies toward MNCs—affect how that society’s
resources are used. A decision to raise tariffs, for example, will encourage
business owners to invest and workers to seek employment in the industry
that is protected by the tariff. A decision to lower tariffs will encourage
business owners and workers currently employed in the newly liberalized
industry to seek employment in other industries. Decisions about tariffs,
therefore, affect how society’s resources are used. Foreign economic
policies are, in turn, a product of politics, the process through which
societies make collective decisions. Thus, the study of IPE is in many
respects the study of how the political battle between the winners and
losers of global economic exchange shapes the decisions that societies
make about how to allocate the resources they have available to them.

These decisions are complicated by two considerations. On the one
hand, all resources are finite. As a result, choices about how to allocate
resources will always be made against a backdrop of scarcity. Any choice
in favor of one use, therefore, necessarily implies a choice to forgo another
possible use. On the other hand, in every society, groups will disagree
about how available resources should be used. Some groups will want to
use the available resources to produce cars and semiconductors, for
example, whereas others will prefer to use these resources to produce
clothing and agricultural products. Societies, consequently, will always
confront competing demands for finite resources. One of the important
goals of IPE as a field of study is to investigate how such competing
demands are aggregated, reconciled, and transformed into foreign
economic policies.

The second abstract question asks: What are the consequences of the
choices that societies make about resource allocation? These decisions
have two very different consequences. Decisions about resource allocation
have welfare consequences—that is, they determine the level of societal
well-being. Some choices will maximize social welfare—that is, they will
make society as a whole as well-off as possible, given existing resources.
Other choices will cause social welfare to fall below its potential, in which
case different choices about how to use resources would make society
better off. Decisions about resource allocation also have distributional
consequences—that is, they influence how income is distributed between
groups within countries and between nations in the international system.

Welfare and distributional consequences are both evident in the
American lumber tariff. Because the tariff makes it more profitable to
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produce lumber in the United States than it would be otherwise, some
investment capital and workers, who might otherwise be employed in
highly efficient American industries such as information technology or
biotechnology, will be used in the less efficient American softwood
lumber industry. The tariff thus causes the United States to use too many
of its resources in economic activities that it does less well and too few
resources in activities that it does better. As a consequence, the United
States is poorer with a high tariff on lumber than it would be without it.

The lumber tariff also redistributes income. Because the tariff raises the
price of lumber in the United States, it redistributes income from the
consumers of lumber, such as American homebuilders that use lumber in
buildings and American consumers who purchase these homes, to the
American lumber mills. In addition, because the tariff makes it more
difficult for Canadian mills to sell in the American market, it redistributes
income from Canadian producers to American producers. The tariff on
Canadian lumber, like many economic policies, affects both the level and
the distribution of income within a society.

These two abstract questions give rise to two very different research
traditions within IPE. One tradition focuses on explanation, and the second
focuses on evaluation. Explanatory studies, which relate most closely to
our first abstract question, are oriented toward explaining the foreign
economic policy choices that governments make. Such studies most often
attempt to answer “why” questions. For example, why does one
government choose to lower tariffs and open its economy to trade, whereas
another government continues to protect the domestic market from
imports? Why did governments create the WTO? Why do some
governments maintain fixed exchange rates whereas others allow their
currencies to float? Why do some governments allow MINCs to operate in
their economies with few restrictions, whereas other governments attempt
to regulate MINC activity? Each of these questions asks us to explain a
specific economic policy choice made by a government or to explain a
pattern of choices within a group of governments. In answering such
questions, we are most concerned with explaining the policy choices that
governments make and pay less attention to the welfare consequences of
these policy choices.

Evaluative studies, which are related most closely to our second
abstract question, are oriented toward assessing policy outcomes, making
judgments about them, and proposing alternatives when the judgment
made about a particular policy is a negative one. A welfare evaluation is
interested primarily in whether a particular policy choice raises or lowers
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social welfare. For example, does a decision to liberalize trade raise or
lower national economic welfare? Does a decision to turn to the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) and accept a package of economic
reforms promote or retard economic growth? More broadly, do current
policies encourage society to use available resources in ways that
maximize economic welfare, or would alternative policies that encouraged
a different allocation result in higher economic welfare? Because such
evaluations are concerned with the economic welfare consequences of
policy outcomes, they are typically based on economic criteria and rely
heavily upon economic theories.

Scholars also sometimes evaluate outcomes in terms that extend beyond
narrow considerations of economic welfare. In some instances, scholars
evaluate outcomes in terms of their distributional consequences. For
example, many nongovernmental organizations are highly critical of
international trade because they believe that workers lose and business
gains from trade liberalization. Implicit in this criticism is an evaluation of
how global trade distributes income across groups within countries.
Evaluations may also extend the frame of reference within which
outcomes are evaluated beyond purely economic efficiency. For example,
even those who agree that international trade raises world economic
welfare might remain critical of globalization because they believe that it
degrades the environment, disrupts traditional methods of production, or
has other negative social consequences that outweigh the economic gains.
Explanation and evaluation both play an important role in international
political economy. This book, however, focuses primarily upon
explanation and, secondarily, upon evaluating the welfare consequences of
government policies.

STUDYING INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL
ECONOMY

Scholars working within the field of IPE have developed a large number of
theories to answer the two questions posed earlier. Three traditional
schools of political economy—the mercantilist school, the liberal school,
and the Marxist school—have shaped the development of these theories
over the last 100 years. Each of these three traditional schools offers
distinctive answers to the two questions, and these differences have
structured much of the scholarly and public debate about IPE.

Although the three traditional schools remain influential, more and more
often, students of IPE are developing theories to answer our two questions
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from outside the explicit confines of these traditional schools. One
prominent approach, and the approach that is developed throughout this
book, suggests that the foreign economic policies that governments adopt
emerge from the interaction between societal actors’ interests and political
institutions. We begin our examination of how people study IPE with a
broad overview of these alternative approaches. We look first at the three
traditional schools, highlighting the answers they provide to our two
questions and pointing to some of the weaknesses of these schools that
have led students to move away from them. We then examine the logic of
an approach based on interests and institutions in order to provide the
background necessary for the more detailed theories that we develop
throughout the book.

Traditional Schools of International Political Economy

Historically, theories of IPE have been developed in three broad schools of
thought: mercantilism (or nationalism), liberalism, and Marxism.
Mercantilism is rooted in seventeenth- and eighteenth-century theories
about the relationship between economic activity and state power. The
mercantilist literature is large and varied, yet mercantilists generally do
adhere to three central propositions (see, e.g., Viner 1960; Heckscher
1935). First, the classical mercantilists argued that national power and
wealth are tightly connected. National power in the international state
system is derived in large part from wealth. Wealth, in turn, is required to
accumulate power. Second, the classical mercantilists argued that trade
provided one way for countries to acquire wealth from abroad. Wealth
could be acquired through trade, however, only if the country ran a
positive balance of trade, that is, if the country sold more goods to
foreigners than it purchased from foreigners. Third, the classical
mercantilists argued that some types of economic activity are more
valuable than others. In particular, mercantilists argued that manufacturing
activities should be promoted, whereas agriculture and other non-
manufacturing activities should be discouraged.

“Modern” mercantilism applies these three propositions to
contemporary international economic policy:

1. Economic strength is a critical component of national power.

2. Trade is to be valued for exports, but governments should discourage
imports whenever possible.

3. Some forms of economic activity are more valuable than others.
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Manufacturing is preferred to the production of agricultural and other
primary commodities, and high-technology manufacturing industries such
as computers and telecommunications are preferable to mature
manufacturing industries such as steel or textiles and apparel.

The emphasis on wealth as a critical component of national power, the
insistence on maintaining a positive balance of trade, and the conviction
that some types of economic activity are more valuable than others leads
mercantilists to argue that the state should play a large role in determining
how society’s resources are allocated. Economic activity is too important
to allow decisions about resource allocation to be made through an
uncoordinated process such as the market. Uncoordinated decisions can
result in an “inappropriate” economic structure. Industries and
technologies that may be desirable from the perspective of national power
might be neglected, whereas industries that do little to strengthen the
nation in the international state system may flourish. In addition, the
country could develop an unfavorable balance of trade and become
dependent on foreign countries for critical technologies. The only way to
ensure that society’s resources are used appropriately is to have the state
play a large role in the economy. Economic policy can be used to channel
resources to those economic activities that promote and protect the
national interest and away from those that fail to do so.

Liberalism, the second traditional school, emerged in Britain during the
eighteenth century to challenge the dominance of mercantilism in
government circles. Adam Smith and other liberal writers, such as David
Ricardo (who first stated the modern concept of comparative advantage),
were scholars who were attempting to alter government economic policy.
The theory they developed to do so, liberalism, challenged all three central
propositions of mercantilism. First, liberalism attempted to draw a strong
line between politics and economics. In doing so, liberalism argued that
the purpose of economic activity was to enrich individuals, not to enhance
the state’s power. Second, liberalism argued that countries do not enrich
themselves by running trade surpluses. Instead, countries gain from trade
regardless of whether the balance of trade is positive or negative. Finally,
countries are not necessarily made wealthier by producing manufactured
goods rather than primary commodities. Instead, liberalism argued,
countries are made wealthier by making products that they can produce at
a relatively low cost at home and trading them for goods that can be
produced at home only at a relatively high cost. Thus, according to
liberalism, governments should make little effort to influence the country’s
trade balance or to shape the types of goods the country produces.
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Government efforts to allocate resources will only reduce national welfare.

In addition to arguing against substantial state intervention as advocated
by the mercantilists, liberalism argued in favor of a market-based system
of resource allocation. Giving priority to the welfare of individuals,
liberalism argues that social welfare will be highest when people are free
to make their own decisions about how to use the resources they possess.
Thus, rather than accepting the mercantilist argument that the state should
guide the allocation of resources, liberals argue that resources should be
allocated through voluntary market-based transactions between
individuals. Such an exchange is mutually beneficial—as long as it is
voluntary, both parties to any transaction will benefit. Moreover, in a
perfectly functioning market, individuals will continue to buy and sell
resources until the resulting allocation offers no further opportunities for
mutually beneficial exchange. The state plays an important, though
limited, role in this process. The state must establish clear rights
concerning ownership of property and resources. The judicial system must
enforce these rights and the contracts that transfer ownership from one
individual to another. Most liberals also recognize that governments can,
and should, resolve market failures, which are instances in which
voluntary market-based transactions between individuals fail to allocate
resources to socially desirable activities.

Marxism, the third traditional school, originated in the work of Karl
Marx as a critique of capitalism. It is impossible to characterize briefly the
huge literature that has expanded on or been influenced by Marx’s ideas.
According to Marx, capitalism is characterized by two central conditions:
the private ownership of the means of production (or capital) and wage
labor. Marx argued that the value of manufactured goods was determined
by the amount of labor used to produce them. However, capitalists did not
pay labor the full amount of the value they imparted to the goods they
produced. Instead, the capitalists who owned the factories paid workers
only a subsistence wage and retained the rest as profits with which to
finance additional investment. Marx predicted that the dynamics of
capitalism would lead eventually to a revolution that would do away with
private property and with the capitalist system that private property
supported.

Three dynamics would interact to drive this revolution. First, Marx
argued that there is a natural tendency toward the concentration of capital.
Economic competition would force capitalists to increase their efficiency
and increase their capital stock. As a consequence, capital would become
increasingly concentrated in the hands of a small, wealthy elite. Second,
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Marx argued that capitalism is associated with a falling rate of profit.
Investment leads to a growing abundance of productive capital, which in
turn reduces the return to capital. As profits shrink, capitalists are forced to
further reduce wages, worsening the plight of the already impoverished
masses. Finally, capitalism is plagued by an imbalance between the ability
to produce goods and the ability to purchase goods. Large capital
investments continually augment the economy’s ability to produce goods,
whereas falling wages continually reduce the ability of consumers to
purchase the goods being produced. As the three dynamics interact over
time, society becomes increasingly characterized by growing inequality
between a small wealthy capitalist elite and a growing number of
impoverished workers. These social conditions eventually cause workers
(the proletariat, in Marxist terminology) to rise up, overthrow the capitalist
system, and replace it with socialism.

In contrast to liberalism’s emphasis on the market as the principal
mechanism of resource allocation, Marxists argue that capitalists make
decisions about how society’s resources are used. Moreover, because
capitalist systems promote the concentration of capital, investment
decisions are not typically driven by market-based competition, at least not
in the classical liberal sense of this term. Instead, decisions about what to
produce are made by the few firms that control the necessary investment
capital. The state plays no autonomous role in the capitalist system.
Instead, Marxists argue that the state operates as an agent of the capitalist
class. The state enacts policies that reinforce capitalism and therefore the
capitalists’ control of resource allocation. Thus, in contrast to the
mercantilists who focus on the state and the liberals who focus on the
market, Marxists focus on large corporations as the key actor determining
how resources are used.

In the international economy, the concentration of capital and
capitalists’ control of the state are transformed into the systematic
exploitation of the developing world by the large capitalist nations. In
some instances, this exploitation takes the form of explicit colonial
structures, as it did prior to World War II. In other instances, especially
since World War II, exploitation is achieved through less intrusive
structures of dominance and control. In all instances, however, exploitation
is carried out by large firms based in the capitalist countries that operate, in
part, in the developing world. This systematic exploitation of the poor by
the rich implies that the global economy does not provide benefits to all
countries; all gains accrue to the capitalist countries at the top of the
international hierarchy.
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The three traditional schools of political economy thus offer three
distinctive answers to our question of how politics shapes the allocation of
society’s resources. Mercantilists argue that the state guides resource
allocation in line with objectives shaped by the quest for national power.
Liberals argue that politics ought to play little role in the process, extolling
instead the role of market-based transactions among autonomous
individuals. Marxists argue that the most important decisions are made by
large capitalist enterprises supported by a political system controlled by
the capitalist class.

Each traditional school also offers a distinctive framework to evaluate
the consequences of resource allocation. Mercantilists focus on the
consequences of resource allocation for national power. The central
question a mercantilist will ask is: “Is there some alternative allocation of
resources that would enhance the nation’s power in the international
system?” Liberals rely heavily upon economic theory to focus principally
upon the welfare consequences of resource allocation. The central question
a liberal will ask is: “Is there some alternative allocation of resources that
would enable the society to improve its standard of living?” Marxists rely
heavily upon theories of class conflict to focus on the distributional
consequences of resource allocation. The central question a Marxist will
ask is: “Is there an alternative political and economic system that will
promote a more equitable distribution of income?” Thus, liberalism
emphasizes the welfare consequences of resource allocation, whereas
mercantilism and Marxism each emphasize a different aspect of the
distributional consequences of these decisions.

These very different allocation mechanisms and unique evaluative
frameworks generate three very different images of the central dynamic of
IPE (see Table 1.1). Mercantilists argue that the IPE is characterized by
distributional conflict when governments compete to attract and maintain
desired industries. Liberals argue that international economic interactions
are essentially harmonious. Because all countries benefit from
international trade, power has little impact on national welfare, and
international economic conflicts are rare. The central problem, from a
liberal perspective, is creating the international institutional framework
that will enable governments to enter into agreements through which they
can create an international system of free trade. Marxists argue that the
IPE is characterized by the distributional conflict between labor and capital
within countries and by the distributional conflict between the advanced
industrialized countries and developing countries within the international
arena.
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TABLE 1.1

Three Traditional Schools of International Political

Economy
Mercantilism Liberalism Marxism
Most The State Individuals Classes,
Important particularly the
Actor capitalist class
Role of the Intervene in  Establish and enforce Instrument of
State the economy  property rights to the capitalist
to allocate facilitate market- class uses state
resources based exchange power to
sustain
capitalist
system
Image of the Conflictual: = Harmonious: The Exploitative:
International Countries international Capitalists
Economic  compete for = economy offers exploit labor
System desirable benefits to all within
industries and countries. The countries; rich
engage in challenge is to create countries
trade conflicts a political framework exploit poor
as a result of  that enables countries countries in the
this to realize these international
competition  benefits economy
Proper Enhance Enhance aggregate Promote an
Objective of power of the  social welfare equitable
Economic  nation-state in distribution of
Policy international wealth and
state system income

These three traditional schools have structured studies of and debate
about the international political economy for a very long time. And
although the presence of all three will be felt in many ways throughout the
pages of this book, we will spend little more time examining them directly.
In their place, we will emphasize an analytical framework developed
during the last 15 years or so, which focuses on how the interaction
between societal interests and political institutions determines the foreign
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economic policies that governments adopt.

INTERESTS AND INSTITUTIONS IN
INTERNATIONAL POLITICAL ECONOMY

To explain the policy choices made by governments, this book
concentrates on the interaction between societal interests and political
institutions. Such an approach suggests that to understand the foreign
economic policy choices that governments make, we need to understand
two aspects of politics. First, we need to understand where the interests, or
economic policy preferences, of groups in society come from. Second, we
need to examine how political institutions aggregate, reconcile, and
ultimately transform competing interests into foreign economic policies
and a particular international economic system.

Interests are the goals or policy objectives that the central actors in the
political system and in the economy—individuals, firms, labor unions,
other interest groups, and governments—want to use foreign economic
policy to achieve. In focusing on interests, we will assume that individuals
and the interest groups that represent them prefer foreign economic
policies that raise their incomes to policies that reduce their incomes.
Thus, whenever a group confronts a choice between one policy that raises
its income and another that lowers its income, it will always prefer the
policy that raises its income. We focus on two mechanisms to explain the
formation of these policy interests.

First, people have material interests that arise from their position in the
global economy. The essence of this approach can be summarized in a
simple statement: tell me what you do for work, and I’ll tell you what your
foreign economic policy preferences are. Consider once again the
American softwood lumber tariff. Whether a particular individual supports
or opposes this tariff depends on where he or she works. If you work in an
American lumber mill or timberland, you favor the tariff because it
reduces the likelihood that you will lose your job. If you own an American
lumber mill of timberland, you also will favor the tariff, because it helps
ensure a market and a relatively high price for the wood you produce. If
you are an American homebuilder or you are looking to buy a new home,
however, you will oppose the tariff. Higher prices mean that it costs more
to produce homes. As homes become more expensive, fewer are sold and,
consequently, fewer are produced. The tariff thus increases the chances
that construction workers will be laid off and it causes real estate
developers to earn smaller profits. These are compelling reasons for
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builders and their employees to oppose the higher tariff on Canadian
lumber. In short, one’s position in the economy powerfully shapes one’s
preferences regarding foreign economic policy. As we shall see, economic
theory enables us to make some powerful statements about the foreign
economic policy preferences of different groups in the economy.

Second, interests are often based on ideas. Ideas are mental models that
provide a coherent set of beliefs about cause-and-effect relationships. In
the context of economic policy, these mental models typically focus on the
relationship between government policies and economic outcomes. Not
surprisingly, therefore, economic theory is a very important source of ideas
that influence how actors perceive and formulate their interests. By
providing clear statements about cause-and-effect economic relationships,
economic theories can create an interest in a particular economic policy.
The theory of comparative advantage, for example, claims that reducing
tariffs raises aggregate social welfare. A government that believes this
theory might be inclined to lower tariffs to realize these welfare gains.
Alternatively, a government might adopt high tariffs because a different
economic theory (the infant industry argument, for example) suggests that
under the right conditions, tariffs can raise national income. What matters,
therefore, is not whether a particular idea is true or not, but whether people
in power, or people with influence over people with power, believe the
idea to be true. Thus, ideas about how the economy operates can be a
source of the preferences that groups have for particular economic
policies.

Understanding where interests come from will enable us to specify with
some precision the competing demands that politicians confront when
making foreign economic policy decisions. It does not tell us anything
about how these competing interests are transformed into foreign
economic policies. To understand how interests are transformed into
policies, we need to examine political institutions. Political institutions
establish the rules governing the political process. By establishing rules,
they enable groups within countries, and groups of countries in the
international state system, to reach and enforce collective decisions.

Political institutions determine which groups are empowered to make
choices and establish the rules these “choosers” will use when doing so. In
domestic political systems, for example, democratic institutions promote
mass participation in collective choices, whereas authoritarian systems
restrict participation to a narrow set of individuals. In international
economic affairs, governments from the advanced industrialized countries
often make decisions with little participation by developing countries.
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Political institutions also provide the rules that these groups use to make
decisions. In democratic systems, the usual choice rule is majority rule,
and policies are supposed to reflect the preferences of a majority of voters
or legislators. In international economic organizations, the choice rule is
often relative bargaining power, and decisions typically reflect the
preferences of the more powerful nations. Political institutions thus allow
groups to make collective decisions and, in doing so, determine who gets
to make these decisions and how they are to be made.

Political institutions also help enforce these collective decisions. In
many instances, individuals, groups, and governments have little incentive
to comply with the decisions that are produced by the political process.
This is particularly the case for those groups whose preferences diverge
from those embodied in the collective choice. And even in cases where a
group or a country as a whole does benefit from a particular decision, it
may believe it could do even better if it cheated a little bit. If such
instances of noncompliance are widespread, then the political process is
substantially weakened.

This problem is particularly acute in the international state system. In
domestic political systems, the police and the judicial system are charged
with enforcing individual compliance with collective decisions. The
international system has neither a police force nor a judicial system
through which to enforce compliance, however. Consequently, it can be
very tempting for governments to attempt to “cheat” on the international
economic agreements they conclude with other governments. International
institutions like the WTO and the IMF can help governments enforce the
international agreements that they conclude.

A focus on interests and institutions will allow us to develop a set of
reasonably comprehensive answers to our first question: How does politics
shape societal decisions about how to allocate resources? The explanations
we construct almost always will begin by investigating the source of
competing societal demands for income and then explore how political
institutions aggregate, reconcile, and ultimately transform these competing
demands into foreign economic policies and a particular international
economic system. This approach may not always provide a full
explanation of the interactions we observe in the international political
economy, but it does provide a solid point of departure.

THE GLOBAL ECONOMY IN HISTORICAL
CONTEXT
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Although we will focus on how the interaction between interests and
institutions shapes government behavior in the post-World War II global
economy, the contemporary global economy embodies a deeper historical
continuity. Even though the contemporary global economy is distinctive in
many ways, this system continues a trend toward deeper international
economic integration that began in the nineteenth century. Because the
contemporary system has deep roots in the nineteenth century, it is useful
to examine the rise, fall, and reconstruction of the global economy in the
years before World War I1.

People have conducted long-distance trade for hundreds of years, but
the first true “global” economy emerged only in the nineteenth century.
This “first wave” of globalization was driven by the interaction between
technological change and politics. Technological innovation, in particular
the invention of the steam engine and the telegraph, made it profitable to
trade heavy commodities across long distances. Steam engines
dramatically reduced the cost and time involved in long-distance trade.
The railroad made it possible to ship large volumes of heavy commodities
across long distances—grain from the American plains states to the
Atlantic coast, for example—quickly and at low cost. In 1830, it cost more
than $30 to ship a ton of grain (or any other commodity) 300 miles; by
1900 the cost had fallen to about $5 (Frieden 2006, 5). The use of steam to
power ocean-going vessels further reduced the cost of long-distance trade.
Whereas in the early nineteenth century it took a month and cost $10 to
ship a ton of grain from the United States to Europe, by 1900 the Atlantic
crossing took only a week and cost about $3. Consequently, whereas
throughout history high shipping costs discouraged trade of all but the
lightest and highest-value commodities, technology had reduced shipping
costs so sharply by the late nineteenth century that such trade became very
profitable.

Although new technologies made long-distance trade possible, political
structures made it a reality. Capitalizing on the new possibilities required
governments to establish an infrastructure that facilitated global exchange.
This infrastructure was based on a network of bilateral trade agreements
and a stable international monetary system. Governments began to reduce
barriers to trade in the mid-nineteenth century. Britain was the first to
adopt a free-trade policy in the 1840s when it repealed its “Corn Laws”
and opened its market to imported grain. The shift to free trade gained
momentum in 1860, when Britain and France eliminated most tariffs on
trade between them with the Cobden—Chevalier Treaty. The treaty
triggered a wave of negotiations that quickly established a network of
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bilateral treaties that substantially reduced trade barriers throughout
Europe and the still-colonized developing world (see Irwin 1993, 97). The
United States remained an important exception to nineteenth-century trade
liberalization, remaining staunchly protectionist until the 1930s.

Most governments also adopted gold-backed currencies. In this gold
standard, each government pledged to exchange its national currency for
gold at a permanently fixed rate of exchange. From the late nineteenth
century until 1933, for example, the U.S. government exchanged dollars
for gold at the fixed price of $20.67 per ounce. Great Britain was the first
to adopt the gold standard, shifting from a bimetallic system in which the
pound was backed by silver and gold to a pure gold standard in the
eighteenth century. Other nations embraced the gold standard during the
1870s. Germany shifted to gold in 1872, and many other governments
followed. By the end of the decade most industrialized countries, and quite
a few developing countries, had adopted the gold standard. By stabilizing
international price relationships, the gold standard encouraged
international trade and investment.

Technological innovation and the creation of an international political
infrastructure combined to produce a dramatic expansion of global
economic exchange in the nineteenth century. Trade grew at an average
rate of 3.5 percent per year between 1815 and 1914, three and a half times
more rapidly than the previous 300 years. People crossed borders in
historic numbers as well. Each year between 1880 and 1900, 600,000
people left Europe to find new lives in the United States, Canada,
Australia, and Argentina; the number of such migrants continued to rise,
reaching 1 million per year in the first decade of the twentieth century
(Chiswick and Hatton 2003). In all, close to 14 million people left Western
Europe in this period (Maddison 2001). Although the absolute numbers are
large, one gains a deeper appreciation of the scale of late nineteenth-
century migration by recognizing that these migrants represented 2 to 5
percent of the total population of the home countries (Baldwin and Martin
1999, 19). Financial capital also poured across borders. In the late
nineteenth century British residents invested almost 10 percent of their
incomes in foreign markets, and the French, German, and Dutch invested
only slightly smaller shares of their incomes. These capital flows
constructed railroads and other infrastructure in the lands of recent
settlement (Bordo 2002, 23).

By the late nineteenth century, therefore, it was no exaggeration to talk
of a global economy. In the passage I paraphrased at the beginning of this
chapter, John Maynard Keynes remarked on the extraordinary nature of
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the global economy in the early twentieth century:

The inhabitant of London could order by telephone, sipping his morning tea in
bed, the various products of the whole earth, in such quantity as he might see
fit, and reasonably expect their early delivery on his doorstep; he could at the
same moment and by the same means adventure his wealth in the natural
resources and new enterprise of any quarter of the world. He could secure
forthwith, if he wished it, cheap and comfortable means of transport to any
country or climate without passport or other formality .... He regarded this
state of affairs as normal, certain, and permanent.

(Keynes 1919, 9-10)

Globalization was not permanent, however. In the first half of the
twentieth century governments dismantled the dense international
economic networks they had created and retreated into sheltered national
economies. World War 1 triggered the retreat. European governments
abandoned the gold standard in order to finance the war. They tightly
controlled trade and financial flows in order to marshal resources for the
war. Following the war, governments tried to reconstruct the global
economy, but were not successful. This failure was a consequence of many
factors, a full accounting of which would require more space than we can
dedicate here. One of the most critical factors, however, lay in dramatic
changes in the global political structure that supported the global economy.

Throughout the nineteenth century Britain stood at the center of the
world economy. British manufacturing dominated world trade, and
London served as the world’s financial center. As the dominant economic
power—what many political economists call the hegemon—Britain
provided much of the infrastructure of the global economy. By the turn of
the century, Britain was ceding ground to the United States and Germany.
These two rising nations industrialized rapidly in the late nineteenth
century, taking advantage of science and new forms of corporate
organization. By the end of the century both countries were challenging
Britain’s dominance. World War [ accelerated this trend. American
manufacturing output expanded during the war as the United States
supplied the European nations. American financial power grew as the
belligerents turned to the United States to finance their war expenditures.
In contrast, 5 years of fighting weakened the British industrial capacity.
Britain borrowed heavily and sold many of its foreign assets to finance its
war expenditures, and thus exited the war saddled with a heavy foreign
debt. At the war’s end, the United States stood as the world’s dominant
economic power—the world’s largest manufacturing economy and its
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largest creditor.

This power shift meant that postwar global economic reconstruction
hinged on American leadership. Yet, the United States refused to accept
the responsibilities that hegemonic status carried, preferring instead to
retreat into a traditional policy of isolationism. Nowhere was the lack of
American leadership more evident than on the war debt question. France
and Britain (along with smaller European nations fighting against the
Triple Alliance) had borrowed from the United States to finance part of
their war expenditures. At the war’s end, they asked the United States to
forgive these debts. Britain and France had paid a heavy price, measured in
terms of human suffering and economic damage, in the war. Was it not
reasonable, they argued, for the United States to forgive the war debt as
part of its contribution to the common effort? The United States refused,
insisting that European governments repay the debt. To further compound
the problem, the United States raised tariffs in 1922, making it difficult for
Europe to sell products in the American market in order to earn dollars
needed to repay the debt.

American war-debt policy held the key to the pace of European
economic recovery, and thus had real consequences for the interwar global
economy. War debt was linked (at least in the eyes of European
governments) to German reparations payments. France insisted that
Germany pay for war damages by paying reparations to the Allied powers.
The amount of reparations the French sought was, in part, a function of the
total demands on French financial resources. The American refusal to
forgive French debt, therefore, encouraged France to demand more from
Germany. Larger reparations payments in turn delayed economic recovery
in Germany. And the delay in German recovery in turn delayed recovery
throughout Europe. Had the United States forgiven the war debt, France
might have demanded less from Germany. A smaller reparations burden
would in turn have enabled Germany to recover more quickly, and German
economic recovery would have driven European recovery. No less
important, an early settlement would have enabled European governments
to move past wartime animosities. Instead, the war debt-reparations mess
dominated diplomacy and soured inter-European relations throughout the
1920s.

The failure to resolve these financial issues meant that governments
never placed the international economy on a firm foundation. Although
governments had re-established a gold standard and had revived
international trade by the mid-1920s, lingering war debts and reparations
problems rendered the system quite fragile and unable to withstand the
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shock of the crash of the American stock market in October 1929. The
financial collapse depressed economic activity. Consumer demand fell
sharply, and as people stopped buying goods, factories stopped production
and released their workers. Output fell and unemployment rose. The
resulting Great Depression represented the largest collapse of production
and employment the industrial world had ever experienced. American
production fell by 30 percent between 1929 and 1933; unemployment rose
to 25 percent in the United States and as high as 44 percent in Germany.

Governments responded to collapsing output and rising unemployment
by raising tariffs in a desperate attempt to protect the home market. The
United States led the way, sharply raising tariffs in the 1930 Smoot-
Hawley Tariff Act. Countries with colonial possessions created trade blocs
that linked the colonial power and its possessions. Great Britain
established the Imperial Preference System in 1933 to insulate its trade and
investment relationships with its colonies from the rest of the world.
France established similar arrangements with its colonial possessions.
Powerful countries that lacked colonies began using force to acquire them.
Japan invaded Manchuria in the early 1930s and sought to bring much of
East Asia into a Japan-dominated Asian Co-prosperity Sphere. Germany
exploited its power and position in Central Europe to establish a network
of bilateral trade relations with the region. By the mid-1930s, the world
economy had disintegrated into relatively insulated regional trading blocs,
and governments were moving toward World War II.

The failure to reconstruct the global economy after World War I and the
subsequent depression and war had a dramatic impact on American policy.
American policymakers drew two lessons from the interwar period. First,
they concluded that World War II was caused in part by the failure to
reconstruct a stable global economy after World War 1. As a result, the
construction of a stable and liberal international economy would have to
be a centerpiece of post-World War II planning in order to establish a
lasting peace. Second, American policymakers concluded that the United
States alone controlled sufficient power to establish a stable global
economy. America’s European allies had been further weakened by World
War 11, and the Japanese and German economies had been destroyed. The
United States, in contrast, emerged in a stronger position. These
conclusions encouraged the United States to embrace an internationalist
orientation. Working alongside British policymakers in the early 1940s,
the United States designed international institutions to provide the
infrastructure for the postwar global economy.

The resulting Bretton Woods system—so named because many of its
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final details were negotiated at an intergovernmental conference held in
Bretton Woods, New Hampshire, in late summer of 1944—continues to
provide the institutional structure at the center of the global economy. The
WTO, the IMF, and the World Bank all have their origins in this concerted
period of postwar planning. The contemporary global economy, therefore,
was established as an explicit attempt to return to the “golden years” of the
late nineteenth century to prevent a recurrence of the economic and
political disasters of the interwar period. The post-World War II global
economy differed from the classical liberal system of the nineteenth
century in important ways. At the broadest level, the difference reflected
changed public attitudes about the government’s proper economic role. In
the nineteenth-century liberal system, governments eliminated trade
barriers and made little effort to manage domestic economic activity. The
Great Depression encouraged governments to play a more active role in
the economy. Governments used macroeconomic policy to promote
growth and limit unemployment, and they established safety nets to protect
society’s most vulnerable from the full force of the market. This more
active government role in turn required some insulation between the
domestic and the international economies. The rules embodied in the
Bretton Woods system provided this insulation. This important difference
notwithstanding, the postwar global economy was, in effect, a restoration
of the nineteenth-century global economy.

Today, this global capitalist economy faces some significant challenges.
During the last 70 years, the global economy has played an important role
in helping the world as a whole attain a historically unprecedented
standard of living. More people enjoy longer, healthier, and more
comfortable lives today than at any prior point in history. The rise of
prosperity globally has been associated with rising income and wealth
inequalities and heightened economic insecurity for the working classes
within societies in North America, Europe, and Asia. These inequalities
and insecurities have in turn given rise to populist and anti-globalization
political movements in the FEurope Union, the United States, and
elsewhere. These movements have played an important role in Donald J.
Trump’s surprising victory in the November 2016 presidential election and
in the British decision by referendum in the summer of 2016 to withdraw
from the EU. Similar anti-globalization forces and groups are shaping
politics and policy in Poland, Hungary, Italy, and elsewhere. In the
remainder of this book we will explore how political dynamics created the
broad coalition of forces that have supported the global capitalist economy
since World War II, and also delineate how the operation of this global
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capitalist economy can generate distributional inequities that if allowed to
accumulate uncorrected can weaken and eventually erode entirely its
political foundations.

CONCLUSION

IPE studies the political battle between the winners and losers of global
economic exchange. It examines how this political competition shapes the
evolution of the international trade and monetary systems, affects the
ability of MNCs to conduct their operations, and influences the
development strategies governments adopt. Thus, IPE suggests that it is
hard to understand anything about the global economy without
understanding how political competition unfolds.

IPE scholars traditionally have studied the global economy through the
lens of three schools of thought. Each school offers a distinctive window
on the global economy, and each emphasizes one aspect of global
economic exchange—cooperation, competition between governments, and
competition between labor and capital—as the central defining element of
politics in the global economy.

This book relies on an approach that emphasizes the interaction between
societal interests and political institutions. Such an approach will enable us
to develop models that provide insights into how the global economy
generates winners and losers, how these groups compete to influence the
policies that governments adopt, and how the policies that governments
adopt affect the evolution of the global economy.
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CHAPTER 2

The WTO and the World Trade
System

conomic production has gone global during the last 20 years. Not so

long ago, world trade involved almost exclusively the exchange of
finished goods. Toyota, for instance, produced cars in its Japanese
factories and exported these vehicles to, say, the United States. Today,
intermediate goods—goods that are assembled together into finished goods
—make up a growing proportion of trade. Toyota now sources the
components for its autos from producers throughout the world and these
components are shipped to factories in the United States (and 15 other
countries) where workers assemble them into cars and trucks sold to
American consumers as well as exported to more than 20 countries around
the world. Global production networks such as these (often called “global
value chains”) are increasingly common in today’s global economy.
Consider Nutella, a cocoa-hazelnut spread produced by the Italian Ferrero
Group. Ferrero sources the cocoa they use for Nutella in Nigeria and it
draws its hazelnuts from Turkey. It sources its sugar from Brazil, while the
Vanillin comes from China and the Palm Oil comes from Malaysia.
Ferrero transforms these various ingredients into its tasty spread in nine
factories located throughout North and South America, Europe, and
Australia. The entire production network is managed from corporate
headquarters in Alba, Italy.

The fragmentation of production into these global networks (a
development we look at more closely in Chapter 8) has been made
possible by the dramatic liberalization of and associated rapid growth of
world trade flows. Global trade has grown during the last 70 years at an
average rate of about 6 percent per year. As a result, annual world
merchandise trade has risen from $84 billion in 1953 to $16 trillion in
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2016 (World Trade Organization 2017). Never before has international
trade grown so rapidly for such a long period. Even more importantly,
trade has consistently grown more rapidly than the world’s economic
output. Consequently, each year a greater proportion of the goods and
services produced in the world are created in one country and consumed in
another. Indeed, globalization is a consequence of these differential growth
rates.

None of this has occurred spontaneously. Even though one could argue
that the growth of world trade reflects the operation of global markets and
the cost-reducing impact of telecommunications technology, all markets
rest on political structures. This is certainly the case with international
trade. World trade has grown so rapidly over the last 70 years because an
international political structure, the World Trade Organization (WTQO),
and its predecessor, the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT),
has supported and encouraged such growth. Most political scientists who
study the global economy believe that, had governments never created this
institutional framework after World War 11, or had they created a different
one, world trade would not have grown so rapidly. Internationalization,
therefore, has been brought about by the decisions governments have made
about the rules and institutions that govern world trade.

Because trade plays so important a role in our lives, and because trade is
made possible by the political institution that structures trade relationships,
understanding the political dynamics of the world trade system is vital.
This chapter begins developing that knowledge. It provides a broad
overview of the WTO’s core components. It then examines how the global
distribution of power shapes the creation and evolution of international
trade systems. It then explores some contemporary challenges to the WTO,
focusing on the rise of developing countries as a powerful bloc within the
organization and the rise of civil society groups as powerful critics of the
organization from the outside. The chapter concludes by examining
regional trade arrangements, considered by many the greatest current
challenge to the WTO.

WHAT IS THE WORLD TRADE
ORGANIZATION?

The WTO (located on the shore of the beautiful Lac Leman in Geneva,
Switzerland) is the hub of an international political system under which
governments negotiate, enforce, and revise rules to govern their trade
policies. Between 1947 and 1994 the GATT fulfilled the role now played
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by the WTO. In 1995, governments folded the GATT into the newly
established WTO, where it continues to provide many of the rules
governing international trade relations. The rules at the center of the world
trade system were thus established initially in 1947 and have been
gradually revised, amended, and extended ever since.

The WTO is small compared with other international organizations.
Although 164 countries belong to the WTO, it has a staff of only about
640 people and a budget of roughly $200 million (as of late 2017). The
World Bank, by contrast, has a staff of about 10,000 people and an
operating budget of close to $2.5 billion. As the center of the world trade
system, the WTO provides a forum for trade negotiations, administers the
trade agreements that governments conclude, and provides a mechanism
through which governments can resolve trade disputes. As a political
system, the WTO can be broken down into three distinct components: a set
of principles and rules, an intergovernmental bargaining process, and a
dispute settlement mechanism.

Two core principles stand at the base of the WTO: market liberalism
and nondiscrimination. Market liberalism provides the economic
rationale for the trade system. Market liberalism asserts that an open, or
liberal, international trade system raises the world’s standard of living.
Every country—no matter how poor or how rich—enjoys a higher
standard of living with trade than it can achieve without trade. Moreover,
the gains from trade are greatest—for each country and for the world as a
whole—when goods can flow freely across national borders unimpeded by
government-imposed barriers. The claim that trade provides such gains to
all countries is based on economic theory we examine in detail in Chapter
3. For our purposes here, it is sufficient to recognize that this claim
provides the economic logic upon which the WTO is based.

Nondiscrimination is the second core principle of the multilateral trade
system. Nondiscrimination ensures that each WTO member faces identical
opportunities to trade with other WTO members. This principle takes two
specific forms within the WTO. The first form, called Most-Favored
Nation (MFN), prohibits governments from using trade policies to provide
special advantages to some countries and not to others. MFN is found in
Article I of GATT. It states,

any advantage, favour, privilege, or immunity granted by any contracting
party to any product originating in or destined for any other country shall be
accorded immediately and unconditionally to the like product originating in or
destined for the territories of all other contracting parties.
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Stripped of this legal terminology, MFN simply requires each WTO
member to treat all WTO members the same. For example, the United
States cannot apply lower tariffs to goods imported from Brazil (a WTO
member) than it applies to goods imported from other WTO member
countries. If the United States reduces tariffs on goods imported from
Brazil, it must extend these same tariff rates to all other WTO members.
MFN thus assures that all countries have access to foreign markets on
equal terms.

WTO rules do allow some exceptions to MFN. The most important
exception concerns regional trade arrangements. Governments are allowed
to depart from MFN if they join a free-trade area or customs union. In the
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), for example, goods
produced in Mexico enter the United States duty free, whereas the United
States imposes tariffs on the same goods imported from other countries. In
the European Union, goods produced in France enter Germany with a
lower tariff than goods produced in the United States. A second exception
is provided by the Generalized System of Preferences (GSP), enacted in
the late 1960s. The GSP allows the advanced industrialized countries to
apply lower tariffs to imports from developing countries than they apply to
the same goods coming from other advanced industrialized countries.
These exceptions aside, MFN ensures that all countries trade on equal
terms.

National treatment is the second form of nondiscrimination found in the
WTO. National treatment prohibits governments from using taxes,
regulations, and other domestic policies to provide an advantage to
domestic firms at the expense of foreign firms. National treatment is found
in Article III of the GATT, which states that

the products of the territory of any contracting party imported into the
territory of any other contracting party shall be accorded treatment no less
favourable than that accorded to like products of national origin in respect of
all laws, regulations and requirements affecting their internal sale, offering for
sale, purchase, transportation, distribution or use.

In plainer English, national treatment requires governments to treat
domestic and foreign versions of the same product (“like products” in
GATT terminology) identically once they enter the domestic market. For
example, the U.S. government cannot establish one fuel efficiency
standard for foreign cars and another for domestic cars. If the U.S.
government wants to advance this environmental goal, it must apply the
same requirement to domestic and foreign auto producers. Together, MFN
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and national treatment ensure that firms in every country face the same
market opportunities and barriers in the global economy.

These two core principles are accompanied by hundreds of other rules.
Since 1947, governments have concluded about 60 distinct agreements that
together fill about 30,000 pages. These rules jointly provide the central
legal structure for international trade. As a group, these rules constrain the
policies that governments can use to control the flow of goods, services,
and technology into and out of their national economies. Some of these
rules are proscriptive, such as prohibition against government
discrimination. Others are prescriptive, such as requirements for
governments to protect intellectual property. Many of these rules state
instances in which governments are allowed to protect a domestic industry
temporarily and then delineate the conditions under which governments
can and cannot invoke this safeguard. All rules entail obligations to other
WTO members that constrain the ability of governments to regulate the
interaction between the national and the global economies.

All WTO rules are created by governments through intergovernmental
bargaining. Intergovernmental bargaining is the WTQO’s primary
decision-making process, and it involves negotiating agreements that
directly liberalize trade and indirectly support that goal. To liberalize trade,
governments must alter policies that restrict the cross-border flow of goods
and services. Such policies include tariffs, which are taxes that
governments impose on foreign goods entering the country. They also
include a wide range of non-tariff barriers such as health and safety
regulations, government purchasing practices, and many other government
regulations. Intergovernmental bargaining focuses on negotiating
agreements that reduce and eliminate these government-imposed barriers
to market access.

Rather than bargain continuously, governments organize their
negotiations in bargaining rounds, each with a definite starting date and a
target date for conclusion. At the beginning of each round, governments
meet as the WTO Ministerial Conference, the highest level of WTO
decision making. Meeting for 3 or 4 days, governments establish an
agenda detailing the issues that will be the focus of negotiation and set a
target date for the conclusion of the round. Once the Ministerial
Conference has ended, lower-level national officials conduct detailed
negotiations on the topics embodied in the agenda. Periodic stock takings
are held to reach interim agreements. Once negotiations have produced the
outlines of a complete agreement, trade ministers meet at a final
Ministerial Conference to conclude the round. National governments then
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ratify the agreement and implement it according to an agreed timetable.

TABLE 2.1

Trade Negotiations within the General Agreement on
Tariffs and Trade (GATT)/World Trade Organization

(WTO), 19472018

Name and Year of Subjects Covered Participating
Round Countries
1947 Geneva Tariffs 23
1949 Annecy Tariffs 13
1951 Torquay Tariffs 38
1956 Geneva Tariffs 26
1960-1961 Dillon Tariffs 26
Round
1964-1967 Kennedy  Tariffs and 62
Round Antidumping
1973-1979 Tokyo Tariffs 102
Round

Non-tariff Measures

Framework

Agreements
19861993 Uruguay Tariffs 123
Round

Non-tariff Measures

Rules

Services

Intellectual Property

Rights

Textiles and Clothing

Agriculture

Dispute Settlement

Establishment of WTO
2002-? The Doha Tariffs 147
Round

Agriculture

Services

Intellectual Property
Rights
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Government
Procurement

Rules

Dispute Settlement
Trade and the
Environment
Competition Policy
Electronic Commerce
Other Issues

Source: World Trade Organization 1995, 9 and WTO website.

To date, eight of these bargaining rounds have been concluded, and a
ninth, the Doha Round, began in 2001 (see Table 2.1). These bargaining
rounds are usually extended affairs. Although the earlier rounds were
typically concluded relatively quickly, the trend over the last 30 years has
been for multiyear rounds. Governments launched the Uruguay Round, for
example, in 1986 (though they began discussing a new round in 1982) and
concluded negotiations in December 1993. Governments launched the
Doha Round in 2001 with plans to conclude the round by late 2005. Yet, in
late 2017, governments remain unable to reach agreement. The growing
length of bargaining rounds reflects the complexity of the issues at the
center of negotiations and the growing diversity of interests among WTO
member governments.

The rules established by intergovernmental bargaining provide a
framework of law for international trade relations. Participation in the
WTO, therefore, requires governments to accept common rules that
constrain their actions. By accepting these constraints, governments shift
international trade relations from the anarchic international environment in
which “might makes right” into a rule-based system in which governments
have common rights and responsibilities. In this way, the multilateral trade
system brings the rule of law into international trade relations.

A Closer Look
The Doha Round

We can gain a better understanding of WTO bargaining by examining
the evolution of negotiations in the Doha Round. Governments
launched the Doha Round at the WTQO’s Fourth Ministerial
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Conference held in Doha, Qatar, in November 2001. In Doha,
governments reached agreement on the bargaining agenda: what issues
they would address and which they would ignore. Governments agreed
to (1) negotiate additional tariff reductions (with a specific focus on
developing countries’ exports), (2) incorporate existing negotiations in
services into the Doha Round, and (3) pursue meaningful liberalization
of trade in agricultural products. In agriculture, they agreed to reduce
barriers to market access, to eliminate agricultural export subsidies,
and to reduce domestic production subsidies. The agenda also called
for negotiations on trade-related intellectual property rights, on
modifications of existing WTO rules regarding anti-dumping and
subsidies’ investigations, and on the rules pertaining to regional trade
agreements and review of the operation of the dispute-settlement
mechanism. Moreover, governments agreed to explore aspects of the
relationship between trade and the environment. Finally, members
agreed to defer negotiations on trade and investment, competition
policy, government procurement, and trade facilitation (four issues
known collectively as “The Singapore Issues”). They agreed to treat
the agenda as a “single undertaking,” meaning that everything must be
agreed or nothing is agreed.

The Doha Agenda was just that—an agenda for negotiations. It
contained no details about the form an eventual final agreement would
take. Negotiations between governments aimed at elaborating these
details began at WTO headquarters in Geneva in early 2002. These
initial negotiations (conducted for the most part by national
delegations staffed by career civil servants or foreign service officers)
were not oriented toward making final decisions, but instead explored
areas of agreement and disagreement. These negotiations would set the
stage for a stock-taking exercise scheduled for the WTO’s Fifth
Ministerial Conference in Canctin, Mexico, in September of 2003.
Even though much of the work proceeded smoothly, it quickly became
evident that two issues posed large obstacles. First, developing
countries were demanding deeper liberalization of agriculture than the
United States and the European Union (EU) were willing to accept.
Second, the EU was insisting that negotiations on the Singapore issues
be initiated in 2004, but developing countries were unwilling to
negotiate on new issues until they had achieved substantial gains in
agriculture. In the late summer of 2003, negotiations in Geneva paused
as governments prepared for the Cancin Ministerial Conference.

As trade ministers gathered in Cancun in September 2003, they
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hoped to achieve two broad goals that would push the Doha Round
into the home stretch. The first was to bridge the gap concerning
agriculture and the Singapore issues. Governments hoped this would
be possible in Cancun because trade ministers had the political
authority that lower-level officials lacked to make substantial
concessions. A simple compromise appeared possible: the United
States and the EU would accept substantial liberalization in
agriculture, and the developing countries would allow negotiations on
some of the Singapore issues. Second, once they had removed this
major obstacle, governments would agree on a broad framework for
the final agreement. The Geneva-based delegations would then work
out the precise details during the following year, and the final
agreement would be concluded at the next Ministerial Conference
scheduled for Hong Kong in December 2005. Neither goal was
achieved. The EU and the United States were unwilling to meet the
developing countries’ demands regarding agriculture, and the
developing countries refused to allow negotiations on the Singapore
issues. Unable to reach agreement, the Canctin Ministerial Conference
adjourned with negotiations in complete disarray.

It took almost a year to put the negotiations back on track. Finally,
on August 1, 2004, governments reached the agreement that had
eluded them in Canctn. The EU and the United States accepted broad
principles concerning the liberalization of trade in agriculture. In
exchange, developing countries agreed to negotiating one of the
Singapore issues: trade facilitation. Members hoped that this
agreement would allow them to finish negotiations in time to complete
the round at the Hong Kong Ministerial in December 2005.
Negotiations progressed slowly, however, as it proved difficult to
translate these broad principles into meaningful tariff and subsidy
reductions. As a consequence, when governments arrived in Hong
Kong in December 2005 there was little chance they would conclude
the round. Instead, governments reached a few specific agreements at
the Hong Kong Ministerial (the EU agreed to eliminate agricultural
export subsidies by 2013; the advanced industrialized countries agreed
to eliminate 97 percent of the tariffs on exports of the least developed
countries), and they accepted a work program intended to conclude the
round by the end of 2006.

Governments ended the Doha Round 9 years later without reaching
an overarching agreement. At the 10th WTO Ministerial Conference
held in Nairobi, Kenya, members reached limited agreements on

58



agriculture, on trade facilitation, and on information technology, and
put aside the broader and more ambitious Doha agenda. Failure has
many fathers, but in the case of the Doha Round, the principal culprit
was Father Time. As Michael Froman, who was then the United States
Trade Representative, argued: “Doha was designed in a different era,
for a different era, and much has changed since.” It was time “for the
world to free itself of the strictures of Doha” in order to make progress
along other tracks (Froman 2015). The specific reasons for Doha’s
failure, which we will look at later in this chapter, raise questions
about the role the WTO can play in the international trade system
moving forward.

The WTQO'’s dispute settlement mechanism ensures that governments
comply with the rules they establish. Individual compliance with
established rules is not guaranteed. Even though most governments
comply with most of their WTO obligations most of the time, there are
times when some don’t. Moreover, if all governments believed they could
disregard WTO rules with impunity, they would comply less often. The
dispute settlement mechanism ensures compliance by helping governments
resolve disputes and by authorizing punishment in the event of
noncompliance.

The dispute-settlement mechanism ensures compliance by providing an
independent quasi-judicial tribunal. This tribunal investigates the facts and
the relevant WTO rules whenever a dispute is initiated and then reaches a
finding. A government found to be in violation is required to alter the
offending policy or to compensate the country or countries that are
harmed. We will examine the dispute settlement mechanism in greater
detail in Chapter 3.

The WTO, therefore, is an international political system that regulates
national trade policies. It is based on rules that constrain what governments
can do to restrict the flow of goods into their countries and to encourage
the export of domestic goods to foreign markets. All of these rules have
been created (and can be amended) through intergovernmental bargaining.
Because compliance with the rules cannot be taken for granted,
governments have established a dispute-settlement mechanism to help
ensure that members comply. By creating rules, establishing a decision-
making process to extend and revise them, and enforcing compliance,
governments have brought the rule of law into international trade relations.
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HEGEMONS, PUBLIC GOODS, AND THE
WORLD TRADE SYSTEM

The stability of the WTO, and of international trade systems more broadly,
is a function of the distribution of power in the international system. In
particular, hegemonic stability theory is often advanced to explain why
the system shifts between periods in which it is open and liberal, and
periods in which it is closed and discriminatory.

Hegemonic stability theory rests on the logic of public goods provision.
A public good is defined by two characteristics: non-excludability and
non-rivalry. Non-excludability means that once the good has been
supplied, no one can be prevented from enjoying its benefits. A lighthouse,
for example, warns captains away from a nearby coast. Once that beacon is
lit, no captain can be prevented from observing the light and avoiding the
coast. Non-rivalry means that consumption by one individual does not
diminish the quantity of the good available to others. No matter how many
captains have already consumed the light, it remains just as visible to the
next captain.

Public goods tend to be undersupplied relative to the value society
places upon them. Undersupply is a result of a phenomenon called free
riding. Free riding describes situations in which individuals rely on others
to pay for a public good (Sandler 1992, 17). My experience with public
radio illustrates the logic. My local public radio station uses voluntary
contributions from its listeners and businesses to finance 87 percent of its
budget. Without these voluntary contributions, the station would go off the
air. As a regular listener, I benefit immensely from the station’s existence,
and my life would be greatly diminished were the station shut down. Yet, I
have never contributed to the station. Instead, I rely upon others to pay for
the station’s operations. In other words, I free ride on other listeners’
contributions. Because everyone faces the same incentive structure,
contributions to the station are lower than they would be if non-
contributors could be denied access to public radio. More broadly, goods
that are non-excludable and non-rivalrous tend to be undersupplied.

The severity of the free-riding problem is partly a function of the size of
the group. In large groups, each individual contribution is very small
relative to the total contribution, and as a result each individual has only a
small impact on the ability of the group to achieve its objective.
Consequently, each individual readily concludes that the group can
succeed without his contribution. In large groups, therefore, the incentive
to free ride is very strong. In small groups, sometimes called “privileged
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groups,” each individual contribution is large relative to the total
contribution, and therefore each contribution has a greater impact on the
group’s ability to achieve its common goal. It becomes more difficult for
any individual to conclude that the group can succeed without his
contribution. As a result, the incentive to free ride is weaker (though not
altogether absent) in small groups.

International institutions such as the WTO have public good
characteristics. International rules and procedures benefit all governments
(though not necessarily all benefit equally). Moreover, it is difficult
(though not impossible) to deny a government these benefits once an
institution has been established. Moreover, these benefits do not decrease
as a function of the number of governments that belong to the institution.
Because international institutions have these public good characteristics,
their provision can be frustrated by free riding. All governments want
global trade rules, but each wants someone else to bear the cost of
providing such rules.

Hegemonic stability theory argues that hegemons act like privileged
groups and thus overcome the free-riding problem. A hegemon is a
country that produces a disproportionately large share of the world’s total
output and that leads in the development of new technologies. Because it is
so large and technologically advanced, the benefits that the hegemon gains
from trade are so large that it is willing to bear the full cost of creating
international trade rules. Moreover, the hegemon recognizes that the public
good will not be provided in the absence of its contribution. Hence, the
free-riding problem largely disappears, and stable regimes are established,
during periods of hegemonic leadership. As a hegemon declines in power,
it becomes less willing to bear the cost of maintaining trade rules, and
world trade becomes less open.

Historical evidence provides some support for hegemonic stability
theory, as world trade has flourished during periods of hegemonic
leadership and floundered during periods without it. The two periods of
rapid growth of world trade occurred under periods of clear hegemony.
Great Britain was by far the world’s largest and most innovative economy
throughout the nineteenth century. Trade within Europe and between
Europe and the rest of the world grew at what were then unprecedented
rates. British hegemony, therefore, created and sustained an open, liberal,
and highly stable global economy in which goods, capital, and labor
flowed freely across borders. The same relationship is evident in the
twentieth century. The United States exited World War II as an undisputed
hegemon. It played the leading role in creating the GATT, and it led the
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push for negotiations that progressively eliminated barriers to trade. The
result was the most rapid increase in world trade in history. Hence, the two
hegemonic eras are characterized by stable trade regimes and the rapid
growth of international trade.

The one instance of hegemonic transition is associated with the collapse
of the world trade system. The transition from British to American
hegemony occurred in the early twentieth century. In 1820, the American
economy was only one-third the size of Great Britain’s. By 1870, the two
economies were roughly the same size. On the eve of World War I, the
American economy was more than twice as large as Great Britain’s
(Maddison 2001, 261). By the end of World War II, the United States
produced almost half of the world’s manufactured goods (see Table 2.2).
During this transition, each looked to the other to bear the cost of
reconstructing the global economy after World War 1. The British tried to
reconstruct the world economy in the 1920s, but lacked the resources to do
so (Kindleberger 1974). The United States had the ability to re-establish a
liberal world economy, but wasn’t willing to expend the necessary
resources. Consequently, the Great Depression sparked the profusion of
discriminatory and protectionist trade blocs. As protectionism rose, world
trade fell sharply (see Table 2.3). Hence, hegemonic transition has been
associated with considerable instability of international trade.

TABLE 2.2

Shares of World Manufacturing Production (Percent)
1880 1900 1913 1928

United States 14.7 23.6 32.0 39.3
Great Britain 22.9 18.5 13.6 9.9
Germany 8.5 13.2 14.8 11.6
France 7.8 6.8 6.1 6.0

Source: Kennedy 1988, 259.

TABLE 2.3
Collapse of World Trade

(Average Monthly World Trade, $U.S. millions)
1929 2,858
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1930 2,327
1931 1,668
1932 1,122

Source: Kindleberger 1974, 140.

Although these episodes are suggestive, they are too few to support
strong conclusions about the relationship between hegemony and
international trade. This empirical limitation is of more than pure academic
interest, given the emergence of China and India as powerful forces in the
global economy. China’s emergence, in particular, raises questions about
whether we are witnessing a hegemonic transition. Goldman Sachs
estimates that China will overtake the United States in total economic
production by 2027. Christopher Layne asserts that “economically, it is
already doubtful that the United States is still a hegemon” (Layne 2009,
170).

These contemporary developments find parallels in the recent past.
During the 1960s, the Japanese economy grew at average annual rates of
more than 10 percent, compared with average growth rates of less than 4
percent for the United States. Although Japanese growth slowed during the
1970s and 1980s, Japan continued to grow more rapidly than the United
States. Faster growth allowed Japan to catch up with the United States. In
the early 1960s, the United States produced 40 percent of the world’s
manufactured goods, whereas Japan produced only 5.5 percent. By 1987,
the United States’ share of world manufacturing production had fallen to
24 percent, whereas Japan’s share had increased to 19.4 percent (Dicken
1998, 28). In less than 30 years, therefore, Japan transformed itself from a
vanquished nation into a powerful force in the world economy.

Many commentators viewed Japan’s ascent as a harbinger of hegemonic
decline. The United States began running trade deficits in the 1970s, and
these deficits continued to grow during the 1980s. American policymakers
interpreted these deficits as evidence of declining competitiveness,
particularly in high-technology industries. Measures of the United States’
comparative advantage in high-technology industries suggested that it was
losing ground in critical sectors such as mechanical equipment,
electronics, scientific instruments, and commercial aircraft. And what the
United States appeared to be losing, Japan appeared to be gaining.
Statistics suggested that as the American share of global high-technology
markets fell (from 30 percent to 21 percent between 1970 and 1989),
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Japan’s share of this market rose (from 7 percent to 16 percent in the same
period) (Tyson 1995, 19). Thus, the trade deficit and the apparent decline
in American high-technology industries both pointed to the same
conclusion: the United States was losing ground to Japan.

The United States responded to these developments by adopting a more
aggressive and protectionist trade policy: it increasingly relied on bilateral
initiatives and threatened to protect the American market to force changes
in other countries’ trade policies (Krueger 1995). Japan was the principal
(though not the sole) target of American assertiveness. Many analysts
argued that this assertiveness reflected “the syndrome of hegemonic
decline.” Some argued that the protectionist tendencies generated by
hegemonic decline would be reinforced by the end of the Cold War, which
deprived the United States of a broader purpose provided by the alliance
against the Soviet threat. Robert Gilpin, a political economist at Princeton
University, summarized this pessimistic outlook, arguing that “at the
opening of the twenty-first century, all the elements that have supported an
open global economy have weakened” (Gilpin 2000, 347).

Assertions of hegemonic decline proved premature, however. American
unilateralism subsided in the mid-1990s as the United States entered a
period of sustained robust growth and Japan struggled to recover from a
financial and banking crisis. In this decade, governments strengthened and
extended the multilateral trade system. They established the WTO, which
enjoyed greater support and attracted a larger membership than the GATT
did at the height of American hegemony. As one analyst concluded in
looking back on the predictions of hegemonic decline, “the institutions that
took hold after World War II continue to provide governance now, and the
economic interests and political consensus that lie behind them are more,
not less, supportive of an open world economy today than during the Cold
War” (Ikenberry 2000, 151).

The open question, therefore, is whether China’s emergence today is a
hegemonic transition like that which occurred during the early twentieth
century or a false alarm like that prompted by Japan during the 1980s. That
is, is the global system transitioning from the American century to the
Asian century, or will Asia’s ascent level off? Moreover, if we are
experiencing hegemonic transition, must the global trade system weaken
and collapse as it did during the 1920s and 1930s? Might the institutional
structures constructed under American leadership help governments
transition to a new global power structure without suffering another
economic “dark age”?
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THE EVOLVING WORLD TRADE
ORGANIZATION: NEW DIRECTIONS, NEW
CHALLENGES

Although the trade system’s core principles and procedures have been
stable for roughly 70 years, the past few years have brought substantial
change. These changes will probably shape the evolution of the system
over the next decade. Two such changes are most important: the
emergence of developing countries as a powerful bloc within the
organization, and the emergence of NGOs as a powerful force outside the
organization. Together these developments have complicated decision
making within the WTO and raised fundamental questions about the
ability of governments to continue to achieve their goals through the
system.

The first substantial change in the WTO arises from the growing power
of developing countries within the organization. WTO membership has
expanded dramatically since 1985. More than 70 countries have joined,
increasing total membership to 164 countries (as of October 2017). Still
more countries have applied for membership and are currently engaged in
accession negotiations. Assuming all these negotiations are successfully
completed, WTO membership will surpass 190 countries during the next
few years. Even if all governments have similar interests, more members
will make the decision making harder—it is very difficult to gain
consensus among 164 countries.

Membership growth reflects the dramatic reorientation of emerging
market countries toward international trade. For reasons we explore in
greater detail in Chapter 6, governments in most developing countries
were skeptical about the ability to foster development through trade.
Consequently, most governments participated little in the GATT system.
And to the extent that developing countries belonged to the GATT, the
industrialized countries accorded them special treatment rather than
demanding strict reciprocity. The GATT became, as a result, a rich-
country club in which negotiations focused on the areas of interest to the
United States, the EU, and Japan, and neglected liberalization in areas of
interest to developing countries. Since the mid-1980s, emerging market
countries have emphasized development through exports and, as a result,
have placed substantially greater importance on the market access that
participation in the WTO provides.

Under the leadership of the three largest emerging economies, Brazil,
China, and India, developing-country members have constructed a
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powerful bloc within the WTO. This power has been evident in the past
decade. Developing countries stymied the first effort to launch the current
round of negotiations in Seattle in 1999 because the proposed agenda
dedicated too much attention to issues of interest to the United States and
the EU and insufficient attention to the issues developing countries
believed important. The current round launched once developing countries
were satisfied that the agenda focused sufficient attention on the topics of
importance to them, especially liberalization of agriculture and
maintaining sufficient policy space to promote development. Since 2003,
cooperation among developing countries within the WTO has been
institutionalized in the Group of 20.

The emergence of the developing countries as a powerful bloc in the
WTO has transformed bargaining. In previous rounds countries with
similar economic structures exchanged roughly equivalent concessions.
With developing countries on the sidelines, the United States, the EU, and
Japan defined the negotiating agenda. As a result, governments liberalized
industries in which they all enjoyed relative competitiveness, generally
capital-intensive manufactured goods, and continued to protect industries
in which they were uncompetitive. Labor-intensive industries and farming
thus remained protected in most industrialized countries. In essence, the
United States, the EU, and Japan agreed to allow GM, Toyota, and
Volkswagen to compete against each other in all three markets. Reducing
these barriers challenged national producers in each country by exposing
them to global competition, but because all countries were roughly similar
in structure, liberalization did not impose substantial adjustment costs.

Current WTO bargaining brings together governments representing
countries with very different economic structures. Industrialized countries
who are competitive in high-technology products and services bargain
with developing countries who are competitive in labor-intensive
manufactured goods, in standardized capital-intensive goods such as steel,
and in agriculture. For negotiations to succeed, governments in each group
must liberalize industries that will not survive full exposure to
international competition. As a result, a broad agreement such as that
which would have been necessary to conclude the Doha Round would
impose hefty adjustment costs, in agriculture for many European Union
countries, Japan, the United States, and other developed countries, and in
services and manufactured goods for most developing countries.

Changes inside the organization are compounded by changes outside. Of
particular importance here is the growing number of nongovernmental
organizations (NGOs) striving to influence the organization. Few interest
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groups (other than businesses) paid much attention to the GATT when
negotiations focused solely on tariffs. Since the late 1990s, however,
hundreds of groups have mobilized in opposition to what they view as the
unwelcome constraints imposed by new WTO rules. In many instances,
NGOs worry about how WTO rules affect the ability of governments to
safeguard consumer and environmental interests.

WTO rules do not prevent governments from protecting consumers
from unsafe foods or protecting the environment from clear hazards. For
example, when cattle stricken by mad cow disease were discovered in the
United States, nothing in the WTO prohibited other governments from
banning the import of American beef. Similarly, when U.S. inspectors
found toxic chemicals in toothpaste manufactured in China, WTO rules
did not prohibit the United States from banning imports of the afflicted
product. Problems arise when governments use health or environmental
concerns as an excuse to shelter domestic producers from foreign
competition. Such practices can become common in a world in which
governments cannot use tariffs to protect industry. Suppose the United
States wants to protect American avocado growers from competition
against cheaper Mexican avocados, and so assert that Mexican avocados
contain pests that harm American plants (even though they don’t) and on
this basis ban Mexican avocados from the American market. This is
disguised protectionism—an effort to protect a local producer against
foreign competition, hidden as an attempt to protect plant health in the
United States.

WTO agreements, such as the Agreement on Sanitary and Phytosanitary
Standards, attempt to strike a balance between allowing governments to
protect against legitimate health risks and preventing governments from
using such regulations to protect domestic producers. This is a difficult
balance to strike. It is not easy to determine the real motives behind a
government’s decision to ban imports of a particular product. Did the EU
ban the import of hormone-treated beef because of a sincere concern about
potential health consequences or to protect European beef producers from
American competition? As a consequence, WTO rules require
governments to accept current scientific conclusions about the risks to
humans, animals, and plants that such products pose. Governments cannot
ban imports of a product on health or safety grounds unless a
preponderance of scientific evidence indicates that the product is in fact
harmful. Such rules extend deeply into an aspect of national authority: the
ability to determine what risks society should be exposed to and protected
from.

67



Civil society groups argue that the balance struck by current WTO rules
is too favorable to business and insufficiently protective of consumer and
environmental interests. Moreover, they argue that the bias toward
producer interests is a consequence of the nature of the WTO decision
making, a process in which producer interests are heavily represented and
consumer interests are almost entirely excluded. The mobilization of
NGOs around the WTO has thus sought to bring greater attention to
consumer interests in order to redress this perceived imbalance.

The growing power of developing countries within the WTO and the
greater pressure by NGOs on the outside of the organization have
combined to generate questions about whether the WTO can remain
relevant under its current decision-making procedures. One dimension of
this question concerns effectiveness: Can 164 governments at different
stages of economic development reach agreements that provide
meaningful trade liberalization? The failure to reach a broad agreement in
the Doha Round highlights the limited effectiveness of consensus-based
bargaining among so many states. A second dimension concerns
legitimacy: Should rules that constrain national regulations be negotiated
without the full participation of civil society?

Both dimensions matter, but they point to contradictory conclusions.
Concerns about the effectiveness of WTO negotiations highlight the need
for reform that limits the number of governments actively participating in
negotiations. One such proposal advocates the creation of a steering
committee, a WTO equivalent of the United Nations Security Council,
with authority to develop consensus on trade issues (see Schott and Watal
2000). Such reform would make it easier to reach agreement, but only by
making negotiations less inclusive. Concerns about legitimacy highlight
the need for reform that opens the WTO process to NGOs. Opening the
WTO in this manner, NGOs argue, would ensure that business interests are
balanced against other social concerns. Although such reforms might make
WTO decision making more inclusive, they would also make it even more
difficult to reach agreement within the organization.

Dissatisfaction with current decision-making procedures has yet to
produce a consensus about whether and how to change current procedures.
The most important consequence of the impasse that prevented major
gains in the Doha Round, therefore, has been that governments have found
the WTO increasingly less useful as a forum within which to pursue their
trade objectives. And as they have reached this conclusion, they have
begun to seek alternatives that can be more effective.
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THE GREATEST CHALLENGE? REGIONAL
TRADE ARRANGEMENTS AND THE WORLD
TRADE ORGANIZATION

Regionalism is one alternative that has gained particular appeal. Indeed,
many observers believe that regional trade arrangements pose the single
greatest challenge to the multilateral trade system. Regional trade
arrangements pose a challenge to the WTO because they offer an
alternative, and often more discriminatory, way to organize world trade.

A regional trade arrangement (RTA) is a trade agreement between
two or more countries, usually located in the same region of the world, in
which each country offers preferential market access to the other. RTAs
come in two basic forms: free-trade areas and customs unions. In a free-
trade area, like the North American Free Trade Agreement, governments
eliminate tariffs on other members’ goods, but each member retains
independent tariffs on goods entering their market from non-members. In a
customs union, like the EU, member governments eliminate all tariffs on
trade between customs union members and impose a common tariff on
goods entering the union from non-members.

Because RTAs provide tariff-free market access to some countries, but
not to others, they are inherently discriminatory. Though such
discrimination is inconsistent with the GATT’s core principle, GATT’s
Article XXIV allows countries to form RTAs as long as the level of
protection imposed against nonmembers is no higher than the level of
protection applied by the countries prior to forming the arrangement.
Nevertheless, the discriminatory aspect of RTAs makes many worry about
the impact they will have on the nondiscriminatory trade encouraged by
the WTO.

Such worries arise because of the rapid proliferation of RTAs.
According to the WTO, there are currently 279 RTAs in operation. If all
RTAs now planned are created, there may be as many as 445 RTAs in
effect. Free-trade agreements constitute the vast majority of these RTAs,
for 86 percent of existing RTAs and for 99 percent of arrangements
currently being negotiated. More than half of all RTAs are bilateral
agreements. The others are “plurilateral” agreements that include at least
three countries. RTAs are densely concentrated in Europe and the
Mediterranean region. Agreements between countries in Western, Eastern,
and Central Europe, and in the Mediterranean account for almost 50
percent of RTAs in operation. North and South America take second place,
accounting for about 12 percent. Until quite recently, sub-Saharan Africa
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and Asia-Pacific states have joined few RTAs.

RTAs have emerged in three distinct waves (see Figure 2.1). The first
wave began early in the 1950s and extended to the mid-1970s. This wave
began with the construction of the original European Economic
Community in 1958 and the Latin American Free Trade Area in 1960, and
concluded with the formation of the Economic Community of West
African States in 1975. This wave was motivated in part by a desire to
promote deeper economic cooperation within particular regions in an
attempt to promote peace and achieve more rapid economic development.
In this regard, the contribution of the EEC to Franco-German political
reconciliation after World War 1II and to rapid postwar economic recovery
encouraged governments in other regions to emulate the approach. This
early enthusiasm waned, however, as the economic gains realized in
Europe did not materialize in the so-called developing world imitators.

Evolution of Regional Trade Agreements in the world, 19482017
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FIGURE 2.1

Regional Trade Arrangements, 1950-2016
Source: The World Trade Organization, WTO Secretariat, RTA Section, 20 June 2017.

The second wave began in the context of far-reaching trade policy
reforms in Eastern and Central Europe, the former Soviet Union, and other
developing countries. Governments in former members of the Soviet Bloc,
for instance, sought new ways to organize their trade, and sought access to
Western European markets. Consequently, a large number of agreements
were reached between countries within the region and between these
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countries and the EU (WTO 2000). Moldova, for example, entered RTAs
with eight other newly independent countries formed from the former
Soviet Union between 1992 and 1996. Russia entered at least nine RTAs
with this same set of countries. Ten Eastern and Central European
countries reached bilateral RTAs with the European Union between 1991
and 1997. There were also substantial changes in developing-country trade
policies in the late 1980s and early 1990s, which led to a greater
willingness to enter RTAs (WTO 2000). Mexico, for example, negotiated
RTAs not only with the United States and Canada (NAFTA), but also with
Chile, Costa Rica, and Nicaragua. Chile negotiated RTAs with Colombia,
Ecuador, and Peru, in addition to completing the agreement it reached with
Mexico.

The third wave began in 2008 or so and has been closely associated with
the so-called mega-regional agreements. The two most prominent of
these mega-regional agreements are the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP),
negotiated between the U.S. and the EU, and the Transatlantic Trade and
Investment Partnership (TTIP), which was negotiated by 13 states in Asia
and North and South America. A third mega-regional, the Regional
Comprehensive Economic Partnership, ties China to 15 other economies
throughout Asia and the Pacific. In contrast to previous waves, which
tended to focus most heavily on trade liberalization, the mega-regional
agreements seek deeper economic integration among their members. To
achieve this goal, these agreements are both broader in scope and reach
more deeply into domestic arrangements than prior agreements. The TTIP
and the TPP were intended to promote cooperation and harmonization on
technical barriers to trade, which are domestic rules, regulations, and
administrative procedures that can limit trade flows. In addition, these
agreements included trade in services, more ambitious rules regarding the
protection of intellectual property than are present in the WTO and
agreement on the treatment and protection of foreign investment. The TPP
included most of these issues as well as an elaborate and enforceable code
on labor standards.

Why have RTAs proliferated, especially since 1990? Scholars have
advanced a number of general explanations for this trend. Some emphasize
a country’s desire to gain more secure access to the market of a
particularly important trading partner. In the U.S.—Canada Free Trade
Agreement concluded in the late 1980s, for example, Canada sought
secure access to the U.S. market—the most important destination for
Canada’s exports. During much of the 1980s, the United States made
frequent use of anti-dumping and countervailing duty investigations to
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protect American producers from Canadian imports. Such measures
clearly interfered with the ability of Canadian producers to export to the
American market. The Canadian government hoped that the U.S.—Canada
Free Trade Agreement would give Canada “some degree of exemption”
from these measures (Whalley 1998, 72—73).

Other scholars emphasize a government’s need to signal a strong
commitment to economic reform. Governments use RTAs to convince
foreign partners that they will maintain open markets and investor-friendly
policies. This argument has been applied most commonly to Mexico’s
decision to seek a free-trade agreement with the United States. Mexico
shifted from a highly protectionist to a more liberal trade policy in the
mid-1980s. The success of that strategy hinged in part on Mexico’s ability
to attract foreign investment from the United States. The Mexican
government feared, however, that American investors would not believe
that the Mexican government was committed to its new strategy. What
would prevent Mexico from shifting back to protectionism and
nationalizing foreign investments? If American businesses didn’t believe
the Mexican government was committed to this liberal strategy, they
would be reluctant to invest in Mexico. Absent American investment,
Mexico would be deprived of foreign capital that was critical to the
success of its strategy.

A free-trade agreement with the United States allowed Mexico to signal
to American investors the depth of its commitment to market
liberalization. It did so in part because NAFTA contained very clear and
enforceable rules concerning the treatment of foreign investment located in
Mexico. A similar argument might be used to understand at least part of
the interest that Eastern and Central European governments had in signing
free-trade agreements with the EU. These governments were also
reorienting their economic policies and were trying to attract foreign
investment. Like Mexico, they might have needed an external institution,
such as an agreement with the EU, to signal to foreign investors their
commitment to market reforms. Notice that these arguments actually place
less emphasis on the trade benefits that might result from an RTA and
focus more on the need to attract foreign investment.

Other scholars argue that countries enter RTAs to increase their
bargaining power in multilateral trade negotiations. A small country
bargaining individually in the WTO lacks power because it does not have a
large market to offer. By pooling a group of small countries, the market
that can be offered to trade partners in WTO negotiations increases
substantially. Consequently, each member might gain larger tariff
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concessions in WTO negotiations. Current American enthusiasm for RTAs
might also be seen as an attempt to gain bargaining power in the WTO. As
it has become more difficult to reach decisions within the WTO, the
United States has explicitly threatened to rely more on free-trade
agreements. By doing so, the United States denies its market to countries
unwilling to make concessions in the WTO. The fear of losing access to
the U.S. market could induce governments to make concessions in the
WTO that they would not otherwise make. The threat to rely more on
RTAs and less on the WTO, therefore, enhances American power in the
organization.

Finally, and clearly relevant to the emergence of the mega-regional
agreements, the impasse in the Doha Round encouraged states to find other
paths along which to pursue their trade policy goals. These agreements
have enabled the EU, the U.S., Canada, Mexico, and South American
countries with Pacific ties, as well as a few partners in Asia to pursue
economic integration on issues of common interest and concern that they
could not address in the WTO, given the resistance by many members to
the initiation of negotiations on new issues. Digital trade, for instance,
which is commerce in products that are delivered via the Internet (such as
music, video, apps, e-books, etc), constitutes an important and growing
share of the global economy and international trade. Current estimates
indicate that its total value is $4.2 trillion worldwide (U.S. International
Trade Commission 2013). Yet, in spite of its growing importance, the
issue was kept out of the Doha Round. Within the mega-regionals,
governments could negotiate extensive rules to govern this trade.
Moreover, the growing importance of global value chains has provided
multinational businesses with a strong incentive to pressure their
governments to negotiate these deeper agreements in order to better protect
their investments, to harmonize product standards across national markets,
and to make it easier and cheaper to ship goods across national boundaries
(Baldwin 2014).

The rapid growth of RTAs raises questions about whether they
challenge or complement the WTO. This is not an easy question to answer.
On the one hand, RTAs liberalize trade, a mission they share with the
WTO. In this regard, RTAs complement the WTO. On the other hand,
RTAs institutionalize discrimination within world trade. In this regard,
RTAs challenge the WTO.

Economists conceptualize these competing consequences of RTAs as
trade creation and trade diversion. Consider an RTA between France
and Germany. Because the RTA eliminates tariffs on trade between France
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and Germany, more Franco-German trade takes place. This is trade
creation. Because the RTA does not eliminate tariffs on trade between
France and Germany on the one hand, and the United States on the other,
some trade between the United States and Germany is replaced by trade
between France and Germany. This is trade diversion. An RTA’s net
impact on trade is the difference between the trade it creates and the trade
it diverts. If more trade is created than diverted, the RTA has liberalized
trade. If more trade is diverted than created, the RTA has pushed the world
toward protectionism.

Which of these effects predominates in existing RTAs? Nobody really
knows, in large part because it is difficult to evaluate trade creation and
trade diversion empirically. It is especially difficult once we begin to think
about how RTAs evolve once created. An RTA that originally diverts
more trade than it creates might over time create more trade than it diverts.
Or an RTA could evolve in the opposite direction. Consider the first case.
Some scholars have argued that RTAs exert a kind of gravitational force
on countries that are not currently members. Countries that do not belong
to the EU, but that engage in lots of trade with it, have a strong incentive to
join. So it is no surprise, therefore, that over the last 40 years the EU has
expanded from six to 25 member countries. Some see a similar dynamic at
work in the Western Hemisphere. Mexico’s decision to seek a free-trade
agreement with the United States was at least partially motivated by
concerns about the cost of being outside a U.S.—Canada Free Trade Area
that had been negotiated in the late 1980s (Gruber 2000). The interest of
many Latin American countries in a Free Trade Area of the Americas
(FTAA) is at least partially a consequence of Mexico’s entry into NAFTA
(Baldwin 1995). Over time, this gravitational pull attracts so many
additional members that a regional RTA evolves into a global free-trade
area. In this optimistic scenario, RTAs lead eventually to global free trade
in which trade creation outweighs trade diversion and RTAs complement
the WTO.

Policy Analysis and Debate

The United States and the TPP

Question

Should the United States embrace aggressive bilateralism?
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Overview

The Trump administration appears committed to a strategy of
aggressive bilateralism in its trade relationships with the rest of the
world. In its first major outline of trade policy, submitted to Congress
in March 2017, the USTR stated that the guiding principle for its
policy was to “expand trade in a way that is freer and fairer for all
Americans.” And it stated that this goal “can be best accomplished by
focusing on bilateral trade negotiations rather than multilateral
negotiations—and by renegotiating and revising trade agreements”
when necessary. Consequently, one of the first steps the Trump
administration took upon entering office was to withdraw the U.S.
from the TPP. In April of 2017, President Trump called the WTO
“another one of our disasters” and ordered the Department of
Commerce to undertake an extensive review of WTO rules. One
month later, the administration notified Congress of its intention to
renegotiate NAFTA, and in September 2017, Trump and other
administration officials began to speak publicly about scrapping the
U.S.—South Korea Free Trade Agreement. At present, the
administration has wavered on its orientation toward TTIP and has yet
to state publicly whether it intends to withdraw from this agreement as
well.

The administration’s stated rationale for these changes is twofold.
First, members of the administration assert that existing trade
agreements between the United States and other countries put the U.S.
at an “unfair advantage in global markets” (USTR 2017). Foreign
governments enact unfair trade policies and practices such as
subsidies, piracy of intellectual property, and currency manipulation
that “harm American workers, farmers, ranchers, services providers,
and other businesses” (ibid). And the WTO and other international
enforcement mechanisms do not permit the U.S. to take steps to punish
such transgressions. Second, the administration asserts that it can
negotiate a series of bilateral trade agreements that prevent these unfair
practices. It intends to use these bilateral negotiations to “hold our
trading partners to higher standards of fairness” and will use American
trade law “in response to trading partners that continue to engage in
unfair activities.”

Policy Options
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® The United States should retain its postwar policy based on
multilateral cooperation within the WTO supplemented by
regional trade agreements.

® The United States should be more aggressive in its trade
relationships and the shift to bilateralism is a good way to
implement such an approach.

Policy Analysis

®m  Does the United States derive benefits from the mega-regionals
and the WTO that it cannot otherwise enjoy?

® How disadvantaged are American producers by unfair trade
practices?

Take a Position

®  Which option do you prefer? Justify your choice.
®  What criticisms of your position should you anticipate? How
would you defend your recommendation against these criticisms?

Resources

Online: Visit the U.S. Trade Representative website (www.ustr.gov)
for timely information about current negotiations. The fullest
statement of the Trump administration’s approach is in the USTR’s
“The President’s 2017 Trade Policy Agenda,” which you can find at
the Resource Center at USTR.gov

In Print: See Jeffrey J. Schott, US Trade Policy Options in the Pactific
Basin: Bigger is Better, PB17-7 (Washington, DC: Peterson
Institute for International Economics, 2017); Doug Irwin, 2017,
“The False Promise of Protectionism,” Foreign Affairs 96
(May/June): 45-56.

By contrast, the creation of a large RTA in one region could encourage
the formation of rival and more protectionist RTAs in other regions. In this

scenario, NAFTA as well as FTAA could be seen as an American response

to the EU. An emerging free-trade area in Pacific Asia could be seen as a
response to regionalism in Europe and the Western Hemisphere. In this

view, world trade is becoming increasingly organized into three regional
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and rival trade blocs. Once regional trading blocs have formed, each bloc
might raise tariffs to restrict trade with other regions. A tariff increase by
one RTA could provoke retaliation by the others, leading to a rising spiral
of protection that undermines global trade liberalization (Frankel 1997,
210). In this case, trade diversion outweighs trade creation and RTAs pose
an obvious challenge to the WTO.

It is impossible to predict which of these two scenarios is the more
likely. The world does seem to be moving toward three RTAs: one in
Europe, one in the Western Hemisphere, and one in Asia. At the same
time, governments appear to be aware of the challenges RTAs pose to the
WTQO, as they have created a WTO committee on RTAs that is exploring
the relationship between these arrangements and the multilateral system.
Only time will tell, however, whether RTAs will develop into
discriminatory trade blocs that engage in tariff wars or if instead they will
pave the way for global free trade.

CONCLUSION

The multilateral trade system is an international political system. It
provides rules that regulate how governments can use policies to influence
the cross-border flow of goods and services. It provides a decision-making
process through which governments revise existing rules and create new
ones. And it provides a dispute-settlement mechanism that allows
governments to enforce common rules. By promoting nondiscriminatory
international trade, by establishing a formal process for making and
revising rules, and by allowing governments to enforce the rules they
create, the WTO reduces the impact of raw power on international trade
relationships. In short, the WTO brings the rule of law to bear in
international trade relations.

Like all political systems, the WTO reflects the interests of the
powerful. Its creation reflected the interests of a hegemonic United States;
its strengthening during the Cold War era reflected the growing interest of
European and Japanese governments that trade liberalization promised real
gains. Although one can argue that the WTO reflects only the interests of
the advanced industrialized countries, the trends over the last 20 years
suggest otherwise. The rapid growth in the number of countries joining the
WTO during that period suggests that most of the world’s governments
believe that they are better off with the WTO than without it. This doesn’t
mean that the system is perfect. It does suggest, however, that in the
contemporary global economy, the majority of the world’s governments
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believe that they do better when world trade is organized by a system
based on nondiscrimination and market liberalism than they do in a
discriminatory, protectionist, and rule-free environment. The WTO will
weaken, and perhaps even crumble, when governments no longer believe
this is true.

The largest contemporary challenges to the WTO emerge from the
ability of its decision-making process to continue to produce outcomes in a
changing world. On the one hand, the growth of WTO membership and the
emergence of the G-20 as a powerful bloc within the organization has
raised the stakes of trade negotiations and made it more difficult to find
packages acceptable to the full membership. On the other hand, the
emergence of a vocal NGO movement critical of the WTQ’s apparent
tendency to place business interests before consumer interests has made it
even more difficult to reach agreements within the organization. The full
consequences of these two challenges remain uncertain. Can governments
reform decision making in the system in a way that simultaneously
enhances its legitimacy and efficiency? Or will continued decision-making
paralysis impart additional impetus to regionalism?
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World Trade Organization (WTO)

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING

A thorough investigation of the WTO and the Doha Round is available in Kent
Jones, Reconstructing the World Trade Organization for the 21st Century: An
Institutional Approach (New York: Oxford University Press, 2015).

The WTQO’s uncertain future is explored in Judith Goldstein, 2017. “Trading in the
Twenty-First Century: Is There a Role for the World Trade Organization?”
Annual Review of Political Science 20(1): 545-564.

For a more historical treatment, see John H. Barton, Judith L. Goldstein, Timothy E
Josling, and Richard H Steinberg. The Evolution of the Trade Regime: Law,
Politics, and Economics of the GATT and the WTO (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2006).

Finally, a more analytical approach is provided by Bernard Hoekman and Michel
M. Kostecki, The Political Economy of the World Trading System: The WTO
and Beyond, 3rd ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 2009).

79



CHAPTER 3

The Political Economy of
International Trade Cooperation

he disappointing achievements realized from the Doha Development

Round raise serious questions about the WTQO’s future. The WTO and
its predecessor the GATT have been at the center of the international trade
system for 70 years. Yet, today, the rise of new issues and the associated
emergence of the mega-regionals highlights the willingness of some WTO
member governments to pursue their trade policy goals outside the WTO
framework, The Trump administration’s reliance on aggressive
bilateralism and extended review of WTO rules constitutes another
challenge to an organization struggling to justify its relevance. Today,
perhaps more than at any previous point in time, the centerpiece of the
postwar multilateral trade system is under threat. Do the world’s
governments still need the WTQO?

Most analysts would argue, I believe, that the WTO remains an
important and perhaps even necessary centrepiece of the global trade
system. The claim that governments still need the WTO is typically framed
in terms of a somewhat abstract theory of international cooperation. This
theory tells us that international cooperation is difficult, even when all
states stand to gain from cooperation, because the anarchical international
system within which states interact makes it difficult to enforce any
agreements that they might make. The challenges associated with
enforcing international agreements create opportunities for some states to
take advantage of others, and the fear of being exploited by others can
make states reluctant to enter cooperative agreements. As a result,
cooperation is stymied; states are worse off than they could be. In the
specific context of world trade, this logic suggests that countries could
gain substantially from cooperation that liberalizes trade. Yet, because
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some governments may want to exploit others, by choosing to keep their
market closed to imports while exporting to economies that have
liberalized, for instance, and all governments want to avoid being
exploited in this fashion, governments are unwilling to make agreements
that would liberalize trade. Consequently, societies are deprived of the
benefits that trade confers.

Societies often solve such cooperation problems by creating common
institutions that help them enforce agreements. This is how and why the
WTO remains important. The WTO helps states enforce trade agreements
and in doing so enables states to capture the mutual benefits that trade
provides. The WTO performs this role by providing common rules that
provide enforceable standards to which states’ trade policies must
conform. The WTO helps states collect and disseminate information about
the degree to which specific trade policies do in fact conform to these
standards. And finally, the WTO enables states to sustain cooperation by
helping them adjudicate the disputes that do arise. The WTO remains
important, therefore, because it enables societies to cooperate and capture
the welfare gains that trade offers.

This chapter develops this logic of international trade cooperation in
three essential steps. First, we examine trade theory to gain a firm
understanding of why trade offers welfare gains to all countries. This
examination is important in its own right, but it also highlights the gains
available from international cooperation aimed at liberalizing trade.
Second, using a standard model of cooperation, the prisoners’ dilemma,
we examine why cooperation to capture the welfare gains available from
trade is difficult. Third, we examine how the WTO helps governments
enforce the agreements they reach.

THE ECONOMIC CASE FOR TRADE

Why should countries trade? The standard answer is that countries should
trade because trade makes them better off. Grasping why, exactly, trade
makes societies better off, however, can be tricky. As the prominent
economist Paul Krugman has argued, even many scholars and journalists
who spend their lives writing about the global economy don’t fully
understand why trade makes societies better off (Krugman 1997, 117-
125). Because understanding the rationale for trade is central to
understanding the global economy but can be difficult to grasp, we
develop the logic of comparative advantage in some detail.

We begin by establishing a few core concepts. The first is the
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production possibility frontier (PPF). Countries are endowed with factors
of production in finite amounts. Consequently, any decision to use factors
to produce one good, necessarily means that these factors are not available
to produce other goods. A decision to allocate capital and labor to the
production of computers, for example, necessarily requires the country to
forgo the production of some number of shirts. These forgone shirts are
what economists call opportunity costs, and the production possibility
frontier allows us to measure these opportunity costs quite precisely.

Consider an illustrative PPF for the United States. Let’s assume that the
United States has a fixed stock of labor and capital that it can use in
combination to produce two goods—shirts and computers. Suppose that if
the United States allocates all its labor and capital to computer production,
it could produce 100 million computers (point A in Figure 3.1) and if it
allocates all labor and capital to shirts, it can produce 300 million shirts
(point B in Figure 3.1). If we connect A and B with a line, we have defined
a production possibility frontier for the United States. Along it lie all
combinations of shirts and computers that the United States can produce
using all of its factors of production. As we move from A to B, capital and
labor are reallocated away from computer production to shirt production.
The slope of the line, called the marginal rate of transformation, tells us
exactly how many shirts the United States forgoes for each computer it
produces. In this example, every computer the United States produces
costs three shirts. Because an autarkic country cannot consume more than
it produces, the PPF also defines the limits of possible consumption.
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U.S. Production Possibility Frontier

We can draw the PPF either as a straight line, as in our example, or as a
curved line. Which we select depends upon the assumption we make about
the nature of the opportunity costs that the United States faces. A straight
PPF embodies the assumption that the United States faces constant
opportunity costs. Every additional computer always costs three shirts. If
we assume constant opportunity costs, we also implicitly assume that the
United States enjoys constant returns to scale in production. This means
that whenever the factors employed in shirt production are increased by
some factor, we will increase the number of shirts produced by the same
factor. Double the amount of labor and capital employed in shirt
production and double the number of shirts produced. Alternatively, we
could assume that the United States faces increasing opportunity costs and
connect points A and B with a curved line that bends out away from the
origin. The shift from producing 49,999,999 computers to 50 million
computers costs three shirts. Yet, when the United States moves from
producing 89,999,999 to 90 million computers, it costs seven shirts. Thus,
the opportunity cost of producing each good rises as the United States
dedicates a larger share of its factors to the production of a single good. If
we assume the United States faces increasing opportunity costs, we are
also implicitly assuming that factors yield diminishing marginal returns.
This means that the number of additional computers the United States can
produce for each additional worker employed in computer production will
fall as the number of workers employed in computer production rises.
Most contemporary models assume that factors yield diminishing marginal
returns. To keep things simple, we will assume constant marginal returns.

Our second core concept, consumption indifference curves, helps us
understand the specific combination of computers and shirts American
consumers will purchase. Consumers will acquire shirts and computers in
the combination that maximizes their collective utility. Economists
conceptualize consumer utility with indifference curves. We assume that
consumers prefer more to less, and therefore consumer utility increases as
we move away from the origin. Some combinations of shirts and
computers, such as those at points a, b, and c on Figure 3.1, yield the same
amount of utility. If asked to choose between these three, our consumer
will say, “I like them all the same.” If we connect every combination of
shirts and computers that provides our consumer with the same amount of
utility with a curved line such as U,, we have drawn an indifference curve.

Our consumer enjoys identical utility from every combination of shirts and
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computers that falls on U,;. We can draw a second indifference curve that

links the combinations d, e, and f. Each of these combinations yield more
utility than a, b, or ¢, and are thus said to lie on a higher indifference
curve. But, our consumer is indifferent between d, e, and f. We can
connect these three combinations with a second indifference curve, Uy,

Were we to repeat this exercise for every possible combination of shirts
and consumers within this two-dimensional space, we would have a
complete indifference map.

Three additional characteristics of indifference curves are important.
First, indifference curves typically slope downwards. This slope, called the
marginal rate of substitution, tells us how much of one good the consumer
is willing to give up to acquire an additional unit of the second good.
Second, indifference curves typically bend in toward the origin. This
reflects the assumption of diminishing marginal utility. The first computer
provides a large improvement in utility. Each successive computer,
however, provides a smaller increase of utility. Consequently, even though
the consumer might be willing to give up a large number of shirts to
acquire her first computer, she will be willing to give up fewer shirts to
acquire her sixth computer. Finally, when we focus on production and
consumption for an entire country, we construct community indifference
curves rather than individual indifference curves. Community indifference
curves aggregate utility for all consumers in that society. In this example,
then, our community indifference curves embody the aggregated
preferences of all American consumers.

Together, the PPF and indifference curves allow us to define
equilibrium production and consumption of shirts and computers in this
autarkic American economy. Production and consumption will occur at the
point where the marginal rate of transformation (the slope of the PPF) is
equal to the marginal rate of substitution (the slope of the indifference
curve). That is, production and consumption will occur where the PPF and
the indifference curve are tangent. This is point e on Figure 3.1.

Why must production and consumption occur only at this point?
Suppose the United States initially produced and consumed at G. Society
can gain greater utility than at G (consumers can shift to a higher
indifference curve) by consuming fewer shirts and more computers. We
would therefore expect consumers to demand fewer shirts and more
computers and we would expect production to shift in response, producing
more computers and fewer shirts. Beyond e, consuming additional
computers and fewer shirts decreases consumer utility. Consequently,
consumers will begin to demand more shirts and fewer computers. Only at
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e is it impossible to achieve higher utility from a different combination of
shirts and computers. Consumer utility is thus maximized by producing
and consuming at e. Under autarky, therefore, equilibrium production and
consumption in the United States equals 60 million computers and 120
million shirts.

To see how trade changes this equilibrium, we must introduce a country
for the United States to trade with. We will assume that the only other
country in the world is China. We construct China’s PPF just as we did for
the United States (see Figure 3.2). Let’s suppose that if China dedicates all
its labor and capital to computers, it can produce 20 million computers. If
it dedicates all its labor and capital to shirt production, it can produce 400
million shirts. Connecting these two points yields China’s PPF. Given our
assumptions, China’s marginal rate of transformation is 20: every
computer China produces carries opportunity costs of 20 shirts. We then
find the point of tangency between China’s consumer indifference curves
and the PPF to identify equilibrium production and consumption in an
autarkic China. Based on our assumptions, equilibrium production and
consumption in autarkic China yields 13 million computers and 140
million shirts under autarky.
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China’s Production Possibility Frontier

We can now see how trade between the United States and China affects
equilibrium production and consumption in both countries (see Figure
3.3). Trade changes equilibrium production by causing each country to
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specialize in the production of one good. The United States specializes in
computer production and stops producing shirts. China specializes in shirt
production and stops producing computers. Specialization arises from the
conclusions each draws from a simple price comparison. The United States
acquires more shirts per computer when it buys them from China than
when it produces them at home. A computer buys 20 shirts in China
whereas at home it buys only three shirts. Why should the United States
produce shirts at home when it can acquire them for substantially less in
China? The United States thus stops producing shirts, produces only
computers, and acquires the shirts it wants from China.

Similarly, China acquires more computers per shirt when it buys them
from the United States than when it produces them at home. China can
acquire a computer from the United States for only three shirts whereas if
it produces computers at home each computer costs 20 shirts. Why should
China produce computers when it can acquire them much less expensively
from the United States? China therefore stops producing computers,
specializes in shirts, and acquires the computers it wants through trade
with the United States. Trade thus changes equilibrium production in both
countries: the United States specializes in computer production and China
specializes in shirt production.

To see how trade affects equilibrium consumption in both countries, we
need to know the price at which the United States and China will exchange
shirts for computers. We know that this price must fall somewhere
between three and 20 shirts per computer. We could solve for the exact
price that will arise, but we’ll simply assume that the two agree to trade at
six shirts per computer. This new price is depicted in Figure 3.3 as the
dashed line labeled pt. Now we must find the combination of shirts and
computers that maximizes consumer welfare in each country at this new
price. To do so, we find the point of tangency between the new price line
and our consumer indifference curves. These points are labeled Cy;g and
C, respectively.

Equilibrium consumption in both countries has thus expanded beyond
what was possible under autarky. American consumption expands from 60
million computers and 120 million shirts under autarky to 75 million
computers and 150 million shirts. Chinese consumption expands from 13
million computers and 140 million shirts under autarky to 25 million
computers and 250 million shirts. At this new equilibrium, both countries
consume more shirts and computers than they could under autarky.
Consequently, consumers achieve greater utility, which is reflected in the
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move to higher indifference curves (U’yg and U’c, respectively). This

additional consumer utility is the gain from trade. Trade between the
United States and China is thus beneficial for both countries.
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Equilibrium with Free Trade and Complete Specialization

This specific example illustrates the broader claim that every country
gains by specializing in goods it produces relatively well and trading them
for the goods it produces relatively less well. This is the principle of
comparative advantage. These gains are not dependent upon having an
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absolute cost advantage in a particular industry. The United States does not
gain because it produces computers more cheaply than China. It gains
because it can acquire more shirts per computer in China than it can at
home. And these gains exist even if shirts cost more to produce in China
than in the United States. Thus, even countries that produce every good at
a higher cost than all other countries gain from trade by specializing in the
goods they produce best. This is the logic of comparative advantage.

What determines which goods a particular country will produce
relatively well and which it will produce relatively less well? The
Hecksher-Ohlin (or H-O) model, (named after the two Swedish
economists, Eli Hecksher and Bertil Ohlin who developed it) provides the
standard answer. The H-O model argues that comparative advantage arises
from differences in factor endowments. Factors are the basic tools of
production. When firms produce goods, they employ labor and capital in
order to transform raw materials into finished goods. Labor obviously
refers to workers. Capital encompasses the entire physical plant that is
used in production, including the buildings that house factories and the
machines on the assembly lines inside these factories.

Countries possess these factors of production in different amounts.
Some countries, like the United States, have a lot of capital but relatively
little labor. Other countries, such as China, have a lot of labor but
relatively little capital. These different factor endowments in turn shape
the cost of production. A country’s abundant factor will be cheaper to
employ than its scarce factor. In the United States and other advanced
industrialized countries, capital is relatively cheap and labor is relatively
expensive. In developing countries, labor is relatively cheap and capital is
relatively expensive.

Because countries have different factor endowments and face different
factor prices, countries will hold a comparative advantage in different
goods. A country will have a comparative advantage in goods produced
using a lot of their abundant factor and a comparative disadvantage in
goods produced using a lot of their scarce factor. In the auto industry, for
example, payments to labor account for between 25 and 30 percent of the
total cost of production. The much larger share of the costs of production
arise from capital expenditures, that is, expenditures on the machines,
assembly lines, and buildings required to build cars (Dicken 1998). In
contrast, in the apparel industry, wages paid to workers account for the
largest share of production costs, whereas capital expenditures account for
a much smaller share of the costs of production. It follows that countries
like the United States and Japan with a lot of capital and little labor will
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have a comparative advantage in producing cars and a comparative
disadvantage in producing clothing. By the same logic, developing
countries with a lot of labor and little capital will have a comparative
advantage in producing clothing and a comparative disadvantage in
producing cars.

Thus, in our example, the United States has a comparative advantage in
computers and not in shirts because the United States is abundantly
endowed with physical and human capital and poorly endowed with low-
skilled labor. China has a comparative advantage in shirts and not in
computers because China is abundantly endowed with labor and poorly
endowed with human and physical capital. Comparative advantage tells us,
therefore, that all countries gain from trade by specializing in the goods
that rely heavily on the factors of production that they hold in abundance
and exchanging them for goods that make intensive use of the factors of
production that are scarce in their economy.

TRADE BARGAINING

Although trade liberalization raises the standard of living, governments
don’t often liberalize trade unilaterally. Instead, governments strive to
open foreign markets to the exports of competitive domestic industries and
continue to protect less competitive industries from imports. As a result,
trade liberalization generally occurs through trade bargaining in which
governments exchange market access commitments.

We can model trade bargaining using basic spatial theory. To keep
things concrete, we will model the central bargaining problem in the Doha
Round. We begin by defining the bargaining space. The two issues at the
center of the Doha Round are the reduction of barriers to trade in
agriculture products that governments in the advanced industrialized
countries impose and the reduction of barriers to trade in manufactured
goods (called Non-agricultural Market Access (NAMA) in the Doha
Round) that governments in developing countries impose. We can depict
each of these as a policy dimension (see Figure 3.4a). The horizontal axis
depicts all possible levels of agriculture protection in the advanced
industrialized countries. Protection of agriculture is zero at the origin and
barriers to trade rise as we move out toward the right. The vertical axis
captures all possible levels of protection of manufactured goods in
developing countries. Again, protection is zero at the origin and increases
as we move up from the origin. Each point within the two-dimensional
bargaining space represents a combination of trade barriers in
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industrialized-country agriculture and developing-country manufactured
goods.

We can locate the current levels of protection, the status quo, in this
bargaining space. The status quo is characterized by a fairly high level of
protection in both sectors. The United States, the EU, and Japan excluded
agriculture from multilateral trade negotiations until quite recently.
Consequently, trade barriers in this sector remain quite high. Similarly,
developing-country governments did not participate much in bargaining
rounds prior to the Uruguay Round. As a result, they retain high tariffs on
manufactured goods. Hence, the status quo, labeled SQ in Figure 3.4a,
falls in the northeast quadrant of the bargaining space.

In our next step we locate government ideal points in the bargaining
space. An actor’s ideal point is its best possible outcome, in this instance
the specific combination of barriers to trade in agriculture and
manufactured goods that each actor prefers to all other combinations.
Rather than depict ideal points for each of the 164 WTO members, we
focus on two coalitions at the center of bargaining, the United States/EU
and the Group of 20. We locate these ideal points using a simple rule—
governments liberalize comparatively advantaged sectors and protect
disadvantaged sectors. The United States/EU is relatively poorly endowed
with land and relatively abundantly endowed with capital. The ideal
outcome from their perspective is a sharp reduction of tariffs on G-20
goods markets and continued protection of their agriculture sector. Their
ideal point therefore lies in the southeast quadrant of the bargaining space.
Governments in the Group of 20 are abundantly endowed with land and
poorly endowed with capital. The ideal outcome for these governments
combines low barriers on agricultural markets in the EU and the United
States, with high barriers on their goods markets. The ideal point for the
Group of 20 thus lies in the northwest quadrant of the bargaining space.
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FIGURE 3.4
Tariff Bargaining in the Doha Round

Notice that given these ideal points and the status quo, neither group can
improve its utility relative to the status quo from unilateral liberalization.
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Assume that utility for each actor is a linear function of distance; that is,
utility decreases as we move away from the ideal points in any direction.
Unilateral reduction of protectionist barriers on United States/EU
agriculture shifts the outcome from SQ toward the left along a line parallel
to the horizontal axis. Every point on this line is further from the United
States/EU ideal point than SQ and thus offers less utility than the SQ.
Similarly, any unilateral reduction of tariffs on manufactured goods shifts
the SQ down along a line parallel to the vertical axis (not drawn). Every
point on this line is further from the G-20 ideal point than SQ. Hence,
neither group can realize higher utility by engaging in unilateral
liberalization.

What neither is willing to do unilaterally, both are willing to do through
international bargaining. To see why, we must first identify all outcomes
that each group prefers to the status quo. We can see these outcomes by
drawing circular indifference curves centered upon each group’s ideal
point, with a radius equal to the distance between this ideal point and the
status quo (see Figure 3.4b). Each group prefers all outcomes interior to
this indifference curve to the status quo. The combinations within the
“lens” created by the intersection of the two indifference curves are thus
outcomes that the G-20 and the United States/EU both prefer to the status
quo. And in the vast majority of these outcomes, each group has
liberalized the sector it wishes to protect quite substantially. International
bargaining, therefore, enables governments to liberalize domestic sectors
that they are unwilling to liberalize unilaterally.

The selection of one outcome from all of those that offer joint gains
carries distributional consequences. Some agreements benefit the United
States/EU more than the G-20, and some agreements benefit the G-20
more than the United States/EU. We can see this by drawing a series of
indifference curves for each group (see Figure 3.4c). We then connect all
the points at which the United States/EU and Group of 20 indifference
curves are tangent to one another. The result is a contract curve—the set
of mutually beneficial agreements that exhaust available joint gains. We
assume that governments will select an agreement from that set. Now,
each agreement on this contract curve carries a different distribution of the
joint gains. If the Group of 20 and the United States/EU select the outcome
represented by m, they divide available joint gains evenly. If they select an
outcome between m and e, the United States/EU realizes larger gains than
the Group of 20. If instead they choose an outcome between m and g, the
Group of 20 realizes larger gains than the United States/EU. Hence,
governments are not just realizing joint gains, they are also deciding how
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to distribute these gains between them.

Bargaining power determines which distribution of gains governments
ultimately select. Although we often think of power as brute force,
bargaining power derives from an array of much subtler characteristics
such as patience and outside options. Patience refers to the fact that both
parties to the negotiation would prefer to settle today rather than
tomorrow. Because each side gains from agreement, delaying agreement
sacrifices utility for both. But if one government is more patient than
another, it can use its willingness to wait to insist on an outcome closer to
its ideal point, and thereby capture more of the joint gains for itself. A
government may be less patient, and thus willing to concede some of the
surplus to other governments in exchange for a quick deal, if it is relatively
poor (since economic gains have greater marginal utility for poorer states),
or if it has a low tolerance for risking a breakdown in negotiations.

A Closer Look

Bargaining Strategy, Bargaining Power, and the Doha
Round

Did the Doha Round fail as a result of a strategic miscalculation on the
part of the G-20? Consider the G-20’s bargaining strategy as they
confronted the U.S. and the EU. The best deal for each government is
the one that combines maximum concessions from other members in
exchange for minimal concessions. Group of Twenty (G20)
governments want large reductions in American and European
agricultural protection in exchange for minimal liberalization of their
manufacturing and service sectors. American and European
governments seek the opposite—maximum G20 cuts in manufacturing
and services in exchange for minimal cuts in farm tariffs and subsidies.
In bargaining, therefore, governments were tussling over the
distribution of the available joint gains, and the agreement best for a
G20 government is necessarily less good for the United States and the
European Union (EU) (though still better for both than no agreement).

Each government’s ability to negotiate the best possible deal for
itself is complicated by private information. G20 governments did not
know how much American and European governments were willing to
reduce farm tariffs and subsidies. Nor did they know how much they
had to offer in exchange for such liberalization. Each government held
these critical pieces of information about its negotiating position
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privately, and had no incentive to reveal them to others. If American
negotiators told the G20 the maximum cuts in farm tariffs and
subsidies the United States would make, then G20 governments would
accept nothing less than this maximum. If the United States told the
G20 governments the minimal amount of service and NAMA
liberalization it expected in return, G20 governments would offer only
this minimal amount. Revealing private information about their
negotiating positions thus condemns governments to their worst
possible deal—minimal gains and maximal concessions.

Negotiating the best deal possible thus requires governments to
force each other to reveal information they do not wish to reveal. This
is exactly the situation governments faced in Geneva in July 2008.
Trade ministers had negotiated for 9 days. By Tuesday, they had
reached the point at which each government had to decide whether the
resulting package was the best deal it could get. China and India had to
decide whether the United States and the EU had made their maximum
concessions. Yet, they knew that asking for additional concessions was
pointless—they had been asking for 9 days, and asking for more now
would simply elicit a quick “No, this is my best offer.” China and
India could learn if, in fact, the offer on the table was the best offer
only by walking away from the negotiations.

Walking away from the table constituted a strategic gambit.
Walking out delivered a “costly signal”: it transformed cheap talk (we
want additional concessions) into costly action (we’ll forgo this
agreement now to get additional concessions in the future). This costly
action, which demonstrated that India and China were patient, could
have made American policymakers more likely to believe that
additional concessions would be necessary to get a deal. Walking
away could have also imposed costs on the United States by denying it
an agreement it wanted. By walking out of negotiations, therefore,
India and China were trying to gain information about the U.S.
bargaining position. If the United States offered additional
concessions, India and China would get a better deal and their gamble
would have paid off. But even if the United States failed to offer
additional concessions, China and India would still gain valuable
information that the United States had offered all that it would offer.
They could then accept the deal on the table.

This strategic gambit failed, however, because India and its allies
neglected to take into full account the outside options available to the
U.S. and the EU. A walk-out strategy can work only if one’s
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bargaining partner has no opportunity to achieve its objectives by
making deals with other partners. In the absence of outside options, the
U.S. and EU would be compelled to reach agreement with the G-20 in
the WTO. As it turned out, however, the WTO wasn’t the only game
in town. After 2008, the U.S. began to pursue its trade policy
objectives through mega-regional trade agreements with the EU and in
Asia and the Pacific. EU policymakers also began pursuing trade
agreements outside of the WTO framework. Moreover, as these mega-
regional negotiations progressed it became clear that the U.S. and the
EU could realize more of their trade policy goals and make fewer
major concessions through the mega-regional framework than by
continuing to work within the larger WTO. Consequently, American
policymakers came to place greater value upon the outside option and
less value on the Doha Round. This made it less and less likely that
they would offer major concessions to the G-20.

Of course, I don’t know whether the G-20’s decision to walk out
was a strategic gambit or whether it reflected a sincere preference that
the deal on the table didn’t offer benefits. Yet, it is interesting to
consider the possibility that the Doha Round could have concluded
quite differently had key players made different strategic calculations.

If governments are equally patient, one government may gain
bargaining power if it has an attractive outside option. An outside option
is a government’s next-best alternative to agreement. For example, if the
EU can strike a similar bargain with the United States, then it has little
need to make large concessions to the Group of 20: it can leverage its
potential deal with the United States to extract concessions from the
Groups of 20. If the Group of 20 knows this, it will be willing to allow the
EU to capture a larger share of the gains than it would if the outside option
of a deal with the United States did not exist. Somewhat paradoxically,
therefore, giving one side a good reason to not reach agreement often
enables governments to find common ground. The U.S. strategy of
negotiating regional trade agreements, for example, might be an attempt to
demonstrate an outside option in order to gain greater power within WTO
negotiations.

In short, governments liberalize trade via trade agreements because they
are unwilling to liberalize unilaterally. Given their focus on export
expansion, trade negotiations enable governments to exchange market
access commitments. Although the resulting trade agreements yield
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benefits to all parties, they also carry distributional consequences. Some
governments will realize smaller gains in market access opportunities in
exchange for larger concessions of their own. These distributional
consequences reflect differences in bargaining power. Governments that
are most willing to wait, that are willing to risk a breakdown of
negotiations, and that have outside options are likely to capture a larger
share of the available gains from agreement.

ENFORCING AGREEMENTS

The ability of governments to conclude trade agreements is additionally
frustrated by the second intervention of politics: the enforcement problem.
The enforcement problem refers to the fact that governments cannot be
certain that other governments will comply with the trade agreements that
they conclude (Conybeare 1984; Keohane 1984; Oye 1986). As a result,
governments will be reluctant to enter into trade agreements, even when
they recognize that they would benefit from doing so. Even though this
might seem counterintuitive, we can use a simple game theory model,
called the prisoner’s dilemma, to see how the enforcement problem can
frustrate the efforts of governments to conclude mutually beneficial trade
agreements.

Suppose that the Group of 20 and the EU manage to identify an
outcome that each prefer to the status quo. In the absence of a mechanism
to enforce the agreement, would they be able to conclude the agreement?
The prisoner’s dilemma tells us that they will be unable to do so. In the
prisoner’s dilemma, the Group of 20 and the EU each have two strategy
choices: each can open its market to the other’s exports, which we will call
liberalize, or each can use tariffs to keep the other’s products out of its
domestic market, which we will call protect. Two governments with two
strategy choices each generates the two-by-two matrix depicted in Figure
3.5.
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The Prisoner’s Dilemma and Trade Liberalization

Each cell in this matrix corresponds to a strategy combination, and these
strategy combinations produce outcomes. We can describe these outcomes
starting in the top left cell and moving clockwise. One word about the
notation we use before we proceed. It is conventional to list the strategy
choice of the row player (the player who selects its strategy from the rows
of the matrix) first and the strategy choice of the column player (the player
who selects its strategy from the columns of the matrix) second. Thus, the
strategy combination referred to as “liberalize/protect” means that the row
player, which in this case is Group of 20, has played the strategy liberalize
and the column player, which is the EU, has played the strategy protect.

We can now describe the four outcomes.

m Liberalize/Liberalize: Both eliminate tariffs. Group of 20 exports
agricultural products to the EU, and the EU exports manufactured
goods to Group of 20 countries.

®m Liberalize/Protect: The Group of 20 eliminates tariffs, but the EU
does not. The EU thus exports goods to the Group of 20, but the
Group of 20 cannot export farm goods to the EU.

®m  Protect/Protect: Both retain their tariffs. No trade takes place.

®m Protect/Liberalize: The EU eliminates tariffs, and the Group of 20
does not. The Group of 20 exports farm goods to the EU, but the EU
cannot export manufactured goods to the Group of 20.

Now we must determine how each government ranks these four
outcomes. How much utility do they realize from each outcome? The
Group of 20 ranks them in the following order:
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protect/liberalize > liberalize/liberalize > protect/protect > liberalize/protect

where the “greater than” sign means “is preferred to.” It is not hard to
justify this ranking.

® The Group of 20 gains the most utility from protect/liberalize. Here
the Group of 20 exports to the EU and protects its producers from EU
competition.

®  The Group of 20 gains less utility from liberalize/liberalize than from
protect/liberalize. Here the Group of 20 can export to the EU, but
must open its market to EU imports.

® The Group of 20 gains still less utility from protect/protect than from
liberalize/liberalize. Here the Group of 20 protects its domestic
market, but cannot export to the EU.

®  The Group of 20 gains less utility from liberalize/protect than from
protect/protect. Here the Group of 20 opens its market to the EU but
does not get access to the EU market.

In other words, the Group of 20’s most preferred outcome is
unreciprocated access to the EU market. Its second-best outcome is
reciprocal tariff reductions, which is in turn better than reciprocal
protection. The Group of 20’s worst outcome is a unilateral tariff
reduction.

The prisoner’s dilemma is a symmetric game. This means that the EU
faces the exact same situation as the Group of 20. Consequently, the EU’s
payoff order is identical to the Group of 20’s payoff order. The only
difference arises from the notation we use. Like the Group of 20, the EU’s
most preferred outcome is unreciprocated access to the other’s market, but
for the EU this is the outcome liberalize/protect. Also like the Group of
20, the EU’s least preferred outcome is granting the other unreciprocated
access to its market, which for the EU is the outcome protect/liberalize.
Thus, the EU’s payoff order is identical to the Group of 20’s payoff order,
but the position of the most and least preferred outcomes are reversed:

liberalize/protect > liberalize/liberalize > protect/protect > protect/liberalize

We can now see how the Group of 20 and the EU will play this game
and what outcome will result. The Group of 20 and the EU both have a
dominant strategy—a single strategy that always returns a higher payoff
than all other strategy choices. Protect is this dominant strategy. Protect
dominates liberalize as a strategy choice because each government will
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always realize higher utility by playing protect than by playing liberalize.

We can see why protect is a dominant strategy by working through the
Group of 20’s best responses to the EU’s strategy choices. Suppose the EU
plays the strategy liberalize. If the Group of 20 plays liberalize in
response, the Group of 20 receives its second most preferred outcome
(liberalize/liberalize). If the Group of 20 plays protect in response, the
Group of 20 receives its most preferred outcome (protect/liberalize). Thus,
if the EU plays liberalize, the Group of 20’s best response—the strategy
that returns the highest utility—is protect.

Now suppose the EU plays protect. If the Group of 20 responds with
liberalize, it receives its least preferred outcome (liberalize/protect). If the
Group of 20 responds with protect, however, it receives its second least
preferred outcome (protect/protect). Thus, if the EU plays protect, the
Group of 20’s best response is to play protect.

Protect, therefore, “dominates” liberalize as a strategy choice—that is,
protect yields more utility for the Group of 20 than liberalize regardless of
the strategy that the EU plays. Because the prisoner’s dilemma is
symmetric, protect is also the EU’s dominant strategy. Because both
governments have dominant strategies to play protect, the game always
yields the same outcome: the Group of 20 and the EU both play protect
and the game ends at the protect/protect outcome. Governments in both
groups retain tariffs and no trade occurs.

This outcome has two important characteristics. First, it is Pareto
suboptimal. Pareto optimality is a way to conceptualize social welfare. An
outcome is Pareto optimal when no single actor can be made better off
without at the same time making another actor worse off. Pareto
suboptimal refers to outcomes in which it is possible for at least one actor
to improve its position without any other actor being made worse off. In
the prisoner’s dilemma the protect/protect outcome is Pareto suboptimal
because both governments realize higher payoffs at liberalize/liberalize
than at protect/protect. Thus, rational behavior on the part of each
individual government, each playing its dominant strategy protect,
produces a suboptimal collective outcome. The Group of 20 and the EU
are both poorer than they would be if they liberalized trade.

Second, the protect/protect outcome is a Nash equilibrium. A Nash
equilibrium is an outcome at which neither player has an incentive to
change strategies unilaterally. If the Group of 20 changes its strategy from
protect to liberalize, the outcome shifts to liberalize/protect, the Group of
20’s least preferred outcome. Thus, the Group of 20 has no incentive to
change its strategy unilaterally. If the EU changes its strategy from protect
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to liberalize, the outcome moves to protect/liberalize, the EU’s least
preferred outcome. Thus, the EU has no incentive to change its strategy
unilaterally either. Putting these two points together reveals the prisoner’s
dilemma’s central conclusion: even though the Group of 20 and the EU
would both gain from reciprocal tariff reductions, neither has an incentive
to reduce tariffs. More broadly, the prisoner’s dilemma suggests that even
when all countries would clearly benefit from trade liberalization, political
dynamics trap governments in a protectionist world.

Governments are unable to conclude agreements that make them all
better off because each fears getting the “sucker payoff.” If the Group of
20 and the EU agree to liberalize trade and then the Group of 20 complies
with this agreement but the EU does not, the EU has exploited the Group
of 20. The Group of 20 suffers the “costs” of rising imports without getting
the “benefit” of increased exports. The gains from trade liberalization
could be achieved, of course, if governments could enforce international
trade agreements. Governments could agree in advance to play strategies if
they were confident that cheating would be caught and punished.
Moreover, because cheating would be punished, both would comply with
the agreement. The international system provides no enforcement
mechanism, however. Domestic political systems rely upon the police and
the judicial system to enforce laws, but the international system does not
have an authoritative and effective judicial system. Instead, the
international system is anarchic; that is, it is a political system without an
overarching political authority capable of enforcing the rules of the game.

Although the prisoner’s dilemma is pessimistic about the prospect for
international trade cooperation, cooperation in a prisoner’s dilemma is not
impossible. Cooperation can emerge if three specific conditions are met.
First, cooperation can emerge in an iterated prisoner’s dilemma, that is, in
a game played repeatedly by the same governments (see Taylor 1976;
Axelrod 1984; Keohane 1984; Oye 1986). Iteration changes the nature of
the reward structure that governments face. In a one-shot play of the
prisoner’s dilemma, countries make a one-time choice and receive a one-
time payoff. In an iterated game, however, governments make repeated
choices and receive a stream of payoffs over time. Assuming that the two
other necessary conditions are met, governments will prefer the stream of
payments they receive from cooperating over time to the payoff they
receive from cheating on an agreement. Iterating the game can therefore
make it rational for a government to play the liberalize strategy.

Second, governments must use reciprocity strategies to enforce the
liberalize/liberalize outcome. Although many reciprocity strategies exist,
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the most well known is called tit-for-tat (Axelrod 1984). In tit-for-tat,
each government plays the strategy that its partner played in the previous
round of the game. Trade liberalization by one government in one round of
play is met by trade liberalization from the other government in the next
round. Should one government play protect in one round (that is, cheat on
an existing trade agreement), the other government must play protect in
the next round of play. Playing such tit-for-tat strategies allows
governments to reward each other for cooperation and punish each other
for cheating.

Finally, governments must care about the payoffs they will receive in
future rounds of the game. If governments fully discount future payoffs,
the iterated game essentially reverts back to a single play of the prisoner’s
dilemma; when it does, the threat of punishment in the next round of play
can hardly be expected to promote cooperation in the current round. But if
governments care about the future and if they use a reciprocity strategy
such as tit-for-tat, then cooperation in an iterated prisoner’s dilemma
becomes rational: each government can realize a larger stream of payoffs
by cooperating than it can realize by defecting.

The WTO provides the first two of these three necessary conditions. It
helps iterate the game by creating expectations of repeated interaction.
Membership in the WTO has been relatively stable. The number of
countries that belong to the WTO has increased over time, and very few
countries have left the organization after joining. As a consequence, WTO
members know that the governments with which they negotiate today will
be the governments with which they negotiate tomorrow, next year, and on
into the future. In addition, WTO members interact regularly within the
organization. Governments have already concluded eight formal
bargaining rounds and are now engaged in the ninth such round. In
addition to these formal rounds of negotiations, the WTO draws
governments together for annual and semi-annual reviews of national trade
policies. By bringing the same set of governments together in a regularized
pattern of interaction, the WTO iterates intergovernmental trade
interactions.

The WTO also provides the information that governments need in order
to use reciprocity strategies. In order to use a tit-for-tat strategy effectively,
governments must know when their partners are complying with trade
agreements and when they are cheating. The WTO makes this easier by
collecting and disseminating information on its members’ trade policies.
Moreover, WTO rules provide clear standards against which governments’
trade policies can be evaluated. The WTQO’s most-favored nation clause,

101



for example, prohibits discriminatory practices except under a set of well-
defined exceptions. To give another example, the WTQO’s rules governing
domestic safeguards define the conditions that must be met in order for
governments to temporarily opt out of commitments. These detailed rules
increase transparency. Transparency means that it is easier for
governments to determine whether a specific trade measure adopted by a
particular government is or is not consistent with WTO rules. The high-
quality information and the transparency provided by the WTO allow
governments to monitor the behavior of other WTO members. This in turn
makes it easier for governments to use reciprocity strategies to enforce
trade agreements.

The ability of governments to use the WTO to enforce trade agreements
is most clearly evident in the WTO’s dispute settlement mechanism. The
dispute settlement mechanism follows a standard procedure that was
agreed to by all members of the WTO during the Uruguay Round (see
Figure 3.6). A dispute is initiated when a government brings an alleged
violation of WTO rules to the WTO Dispute Settlement Body (DSB,
consisting of all WTO members). The DSB initially encourages the
governments involved in the dispute to try to resolve the conflict through
direct consultations. If such consultations are unsuccessful, the DSB
creates a formal panel to investigate the complaint.

This panel is typically composed of three experts in trade law who are
selected by the DSB in consultation with the governments involved in the
dispute. The panel reviews the evidence in the case, meets with the parties
to the dispute and outside experts if necessary, and prepares a final report
that it submits to the DSB. The DSB must accept the panel’s final report
unless all WTO members, including the government that initially brought
the complaint, vote against its adoption.

Both governments can appeal the panel’s decision. If an appeal is
requested, the DSB creates an appellate body composed of three to five
people drawn from a list of seven permanent members. The appellate body
can uphold, reverse, or modify the panel’s findings, conclusions, and
recommendations. The appellate report is given to the DSB for approval,
and as with the panel report, the DSB can reject the report only with the
consent of all member governments. If at the end of this process it is
determined that the disputed trade measure is inconsistent with WTO
rules, the government must alter its policy to conform to the rule in
question or compensate the injured parties. The entire dispute settlement
process, from initiation to appellate report, is supposed to take no longer
than 15 months.
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FIGURE 3.6

The Dispute Settlement Mechanism

An ongoing dispute involving American cotton subsidies illustrates how
governments use the dispute-settlement mechanism to enforce compliance
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with trade agreements (see Schnepf 2010). The cotton subsidy case began
in 2002. The Brazilian government complained to the WTO that subsidies
paid by the U.S. government to American cotton farmers provided an
advantage in global markets that harmed Brazil’s cotton growers and
violated WTO rules. The Bush administration defended the measures on
the grounds that the subsidies represented a “safety net” that protected
American cotton growers from volatile global commodity markets.
Because the two governments could not settle the dispute through initial
discussions, the WTO established a panel in early 2003.

The panel found that American subsidies violated several WTO rules. In
particular, the panel ruled that the American cotton policy constituted an
export subsidy and domestic production support that harmed Brazilian
cotton growers. Although the United States appealed the ruling, the
appellate panel upheld it. As a result, the United States modified its policy
in an attempt to bring it in line with its WTO obligations. These changes
failed to satisfy the Brazilian government, however. They requested that a
WTO compliance panel evaluate whether the American adjustment
brought the subsidies’ regime in line with WTO rules. The compliance
panel sided with Brazil; it found that the U.S. policy change was
insufficient, a finding upheld by the appellate panel. As a consequence, the
WTO authorized Brazil to retaliate against the United States by imposing
tariffs on imports of U.S. goods into Brazil up to as much as $823 million
per year, the amount the American cotton policy cost Brazil.

Brazil’s threatened imposition of these retaliatory tariffs induced the
U.S. government to negotiate a less costly solution to the dispute. In April
2010 the two governments announced the results of these negotiations.
Arguing that cotton subsidies formed part of its larger agricultural policy,
the United States agreed to reform its cotton subsidies regime only as part
of the 2012 Farm Bill. Second, until the subsidies regime is reformed, the
United States agreed to pay Brazil $147 million per year for capacity-
building and technical improvement in Brazilian agribusiness. In
exchange, Brazil agreed to not impose retaliatory tariffs against U.S.
goods, services, or intellectual property. In other words, Brazil accepted
current American policy, even though it violated WTO rules, and the
United States agreed to compensate Brazil for doing so.

The dispute finally ended in 2014 as a result of two developments. The
most important was that the U.S. government restructured its cotton
support in the 2014 Farm Bill. Congress removed price supports and direct
income supports for cotton producers. In their place, Congress enacted an
insurance program that growers must pay into in order to qualify for
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payments. Moreover, the insurance fund compensated farmers when they
suffered a loss rather than providing benefits to ensure a given income.
These changes brought U.S. policy into conformity with WTO rules.
Second, once the 2014 Farm Bill was in place, Brazil offered to negotiate a
final agreement that would end the dispute. In this agreement, announced
on October 1, 2014, Brazil agreed to drop the cotton dispute and refrain
from initiating any new WTO actions in return for U.S. commitment to the
terms of the Farm Bill and a one-time payment to the Brazil Cotton
Institute of $300 million.

The cotton case illustrates how governments can use tit-for-tat strategies
to enforce trade agreements. An alleged defection by the United States
prompted a WTO investigation. This investigation indicated that U.S.
policy violated WTO rules, and when the United States failed to bring its
policies into line with its obligations, Brazil was allowed to retaliate by
withdrawing concessions it had made previously to the Americans. In the
language of the iterated prisoner’s dilemma, the United States defected and
Brazil, playing a tit-for-tat strategy, defected in response. Moreover,
Brazilian retaliation came only after the WTO had determined that it was
justified and the scale of the retaliation was proportionate to the injury
suffered. Although the WTO’s dispute resolution mechanism focuses our
attention on a legalistic version of tit-for-tat, it also allows us to see in a
very detailed way how the WTO can promote trade cooperation by helping
governments enforce trade agreements. The cotton dispute is especially
interesting as an illustration of how even (arguably) the most powerful
WTO member can be made to bring its policies into accordance with its
WTO obligations.

The WTO thus helps governments gain the assurances they need in
order to conclude the trade agreements required to capture the gains from
trade. The WTO provides this assurance by allowing governments to
monitor the behavior of their trade partners and to enforce the trade
agreements they reach. By doing so, the WTO enables societies to capture
the welfare gains the trade provides. In the absence of the WTO, or an
institution that performed similar functions, it is unlikely that governments
would be able to reach the agreements required to liberalize trade. Each
society, and thus the world as a whole, would be poorer as a result.

CONCLUSION

The WTO exists, therefore, because it facilitates international cooperation,
thereby enabling societies to capture the welfare gains available from
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trade. Trade raises social welfare by enabling consumers to enjoy a higher
level of utility than if they could consume only goods produced at home.
The principle of comparative advantage tells us that these welfare gains do
not require a country to have an absolute advantage in anything. As long as
a country is better at doing some things than others, it gains by specializing
in what it does relatively well and trading for everything else.

Politics, however, makes it difficult for societies to realize these gains
from trade. For reasons we examine in greater detail in the next chapter,
governments often neglect consumer interests in favor of producer
interests. Consequently, governments can capture the gains from trade
only by negotiating agreements in which they exchange market access
commitments. In such bargaining, governments strive to gain access to
foreign markets for their comparatively advantaged industries in exchange
for granting access to their markets in their comparatively disadvantaged
industries. Consequently, governments employ bargaining power in an
attempt to gain maximum access in exchange for minimal concessions. By
providing a forum for bargaining, the WTO enables governments to
liberalize trade more than they would be willing to do unilaterally.

Yet, concluding trade agreements is also complicated by the
enforcement problem. Governments must believe that cooperation on their
part will be reciprocated by cooperation from their partners. They must
believe that their partners will not try to take advantage of them. And as
the prisoner’s dilemma highlights, unless such assurances are provided,
governments have little incentive to cooperate. The international trade
system lacks the equivalent of a state to enforce agreements, and thus
governments face a pervasive enforcement problem when they try to
cooperate for mutual gain. Consequently, it is difficult for governments to
conclude mutually beneficial agreements, and as a result, societies have
lower standards of living.

The WTO helps governments solve this enforcement problem. By
enabling governments to feel reasonably secure that their partners will
comply with the agreements they enter, the WTO provides the assurances
necessary to achieve cooperation. Strictly speaking, the WTO is not an
international equivalent of a state because the WTO does not have the
authority or the capacity to punish governments that fail to comply with
trade agreements. Instead, the WTO facilitates international cooperation by
providing an infrastructure that allows governments to enforce agreements
themselves. By providing a set of mutually agreed rules, by helping
governments monitor the extent to which their partners comply with these
rules, and by providing a dispute-settlement mechanism that helps
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governments resolve those issues of compliance that do arise, the WTO
enables governments to enforce effectively the trade agreements that they
reach. The WTO thus provides enough assurance that all governments will
live up to the agreements that they enter into and that no government will
be able to take advantage of the others. By providing this infrastructure,
the WTO enables governments to conclude the trade agreements necessary
to capture the welfare gains from trade.

KEY TERMS

Bargaining

Contract Curve
Dispute Settlement Mechanism
Enforcement Problem
Factor Endowments
Hecksher-Ohlin Model
Nash Equilibrium
Outside Option

Pareto Suboptimal
Patience

Reciprocity
Tit-For-Tat

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING

For an approach that emphasizes the intuition of the theory of comparative
advantage and downplays explicit theory, see Russell D. Roberts, The Choice:
A Fable of Free Trade and Protectionism, 3rd edition (New York: Pearson,
2006).

For an excellent account of the theoretical debate over free trade, see Douglas A.
Irwin, Free Trade Under Fire, 3rd edition (Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 2015).

For comprehensive treatment of the WTO dispute settlement system, you should
refer to The World Trade Organization, A Handbook on the WTO Dispute
Settlement System, 2nd edition (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2017).

For an evaluation of the dispute settlement mechanism’s effectiveness, see Chad P.
Bown and Petros C. Mavroidis, 2017. “WTO Dispute Settlement in 2015:
Going Strong after Two Decades.” World Trade Review 16(2): 153-158.

107



CHAPTER 4

A Society-Centered Approach to
Trade Politics

ur focus on the international politics of trade has bracketed an
Oimportant question—what determines the specific trade objectives
that governments pursue when bargaining within the WTO, when
negotiating regional trade arrangements, or when making unilateral trade-
policy decisions? We take up this question in this chapter and the next by
examining two approaches to trade politics rooted in domestic politics.
This chapter examines a society-centered approach to trade politics. A
society-centered approach argues that a government’s trade policy
objectives are shaped by politicians’ responses to interest groups’
demands. This approach suggests that the Trump administration’s
determination to renegotiate NAFTA and other free-trade agreements is a
response to specific demands made by important domestic economic
groups of workers and firms. Similarly, a society-centered approach argues
that the British decision to leave the European Union (Brexit) reflects the
economic interests of workers as voters who have been or fear that they
will be displaced as a result of trade between Britain and the other
European Union economies. Moreover, most of the domestic opposition to
Brexit and to the Trump administration’s re-evaluation of America’s trade
deals emerges largely from domestic economic groups that benefit from
these trade agreements.

To understand the political dynamics of this competition, the society-
centered approach emphasizes the interplay between organized interests
and political institutions. The approach is based on the recognition that
trade has distributional consequences. In North Carolina, for instance,
people who had been employed in the textile and apparel industry—
traditionally a large employer of low-skill labor—were hit very hard by
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trade liberalization. Between 2000 and 2004, 207 textile and apparel
factories across the state closed down, and about 44,000 people lost their
jobs. In contrast, North Carolinians employed in the pharmaceutical
industry or in finance have benefited from trade liberalization. The average
wage earned by people employed in these industries rose in the first half of
this decade, as did the total number of jobs available in these industries. In
North Carolina, therefore, some people have gained from trade, whereas
others have lost.

These distributional consequences generate political competition as the
winners and losers from trade turn to the political arena to advance and
defend their economic interests. The American Textile Manufacturers
Institute and the National Council of Textile Organizations, business
associations representing textile and apparel firms, pressure American
politicians for more stringent controls on textile and apparel imports. They
are joined by other business associations representing businesses harmed
by trade liberalization. A protectionist coalition gradually begins to form.
The Coalition of Service Industries, a business association that represents
American financial-services firms (and many other service industry firms),
pressures the U.S. government to conclude WTO negotiations aimed at
liberalizing world trade in services. As other groups that benefit from
expanded trade join them, a pro-liberalization coalition begins to form.
Exactly how this competition unfolds—which groups organize to lobby,
what coalitions arise, how politicians respond to interest-group demands,
which groups’ interests are reflected in trade policy and which groups’
interests are not—is shaped by the political institutions within which it
takes place.

This chapter develops the analytical tools central to a society-centered
approach. We focus first on interest-group preferences—which groups
prefer protectionism, which groups prefer liberalization, and why? We use
trade theory to develop some systematic expectations about trade policy
preferences, and we use collective action theory to understand which
groups will organize to pursue their interests. We then turn our attention to
political institutions, looking at how different institutional frameworks
create different kinds of interest representation. We conclude by discussing
some of the weaknesses of this approach.

TRADE POLICY PREFERENCES

Because a society-centered approach argues that trade policy reflects
interest-group demands, it devotes considerable attention to the source,

109



content, and organization of these demands. Here we examine two
standard models of trade policy preferences: the factor model and the
sector model. The two models agree that raising and lowering tariffs
redistributes income, and they agree that these income consequences are
the source of trade policy preferences. The two models offer distinctive
conceptions of how trade’s income consequences divide society. We
examine both models and then turn our attention to the collective action
problem that shapes the ability of groups with common interests to
organize in order to lobby the government on behalf of their desired
policies.

Factor Incomes and Class Conflict

The factor model argues that trade politics are driven by competition
between factors of production—that is, by competition between labor and
capital, between workers and capitalists. Labor and capital have distinct
trade policy preferences because trade’s income effects divide society
along factor lines. Whenever tariffs are lowered and trade expanded (or
tariffs raised and trade restricted), one factor will experience rising
income, whereas the other will see its income fall. Trade, therefore, places
labor and capital in direct competition with each other over the distribution
of national income. To fully understand the reason for this competition, we
need to look at how trade affects factor incomes.

To do so, we are going to make some assumptions. First, we will
assume that there are only two countries in the world: the United States
and China. Second, we will assume that both countries produce two goods:
shirts and computers. Third, we will assume that each country uses two
factors of production, labor and capital, to produce both goods. Fourth, we
will assume that shirt production relies heavily on labor and less heavily
on capital, whereas computer production requires a lot of capital and little
labor. Finally, we will assume that the United States is endowed with a lot
of capital and little labor, whereas China is endowed with a lot of labor
and little capital. These assumptions merely restate the standard trade
model that we learned in Chapter 3.

These assumptions establish who produces what. First, capital will be
relatively cheap and labor will be relatively expensive in the United States,
whereas the opposite will be the case in China. Consequently, the United
States will export the capital-intensive good (computers) and will import
the labor-intensive good (shirts). China will export the labor-intensive
good and import the capital-intensive good.
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We can now see what happens to factor incomes in the United States
and China as they engage in trade. We look first at the United States.
When the United States begins to import shirts from China, demand for
American-made shirts falls. As demand for American shirts falls,
American firms manufacture fewer of them. As shirt production falls,
apparel firms liquidate the capital they had invested in shirt factories, and
they lay off their employees. At the same time, American computer firms
are expanding production in response to the growing Chinese demand for
American computers. As American computer production expands,
computer firms demand more capital and labor, and they begin to employ
capital and labor released by the shirt industry.

There is an imbalance, however, between the amount of labor and
capital being released by the shirt industry and the amount being absorbed
into the computer industry. The imbalance arises because the two
industries use labor and capital in different proportions. The labor-
intensive shirt industry uses a lot of labor and little capital, and so as it
shrinks, it releases a lot of labor and less capital. The capital-intensive
computer industry employs lots of capital and less labor, and so as it
expands it demands more capital and less labor than the shirt industry is
releasing.

Consequently, the price of capital and labor will change. More capital is
being demanded than is being released, causing the price of capital to rise.
People who own capital, therefore, now earn a higher return than they did
prior to trade with China. Less labor is being demanded than is being
released, causing the price of labor to fall. Workers, therefore, now earn
less than they did prior to trade with China. For the United States, then,
trade with China causes the return to capital to rise and wages to fall.

The same dynamic is taking place in China, but in the opposite
direction. As demand for Chinese computers falls, Chinese firms
manufacture fewer computers. As computer production falls, Chinese
computer manufacturers liquidate the capital they have invested in
computer factories and they lay off their employees. Chinese shirt firms
are expanding in response to the growing demand in the United States and
they demand more capital and labor. The Chinese shirt industry thus
absorbs capital and labor released from the computer industry.

Again, however, there is an imbalance between the factors being
released and those being demanded. The computer industry uses lots of
capital and little labor, and so as it shrinks, it releases lots of capital and
only a little labor. Yet, the shirt industry employs a lot of labor and
relatively little capital. So, as it expands, it is demanding more labor and
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less capital than the computer industry is releasing.

Consequently, the relative prices of capital and labor change. More
labor is being demanded than is being released, causing the price of labor
to rise. Less capital is demanded than is being released, causing the price
of capital to fall. Trade with the United States has caused the wages earned
by Chinese workers to rise and the return to Chinese capital to fall.

Trade between the United States and China has thus caused changes in
the incomes earned by workers and capitalists in both countries. Abundant
American capital and abundant Chinese labor both gained from trade.
Scarce American labor and scarce Chinese capital both lost. More
generally, therefore, trade raises the income of society’s abundant factor
and reduces the income of society’s scarce factor. If we allow this trade to
continue uninterrupted, then over time, factor incomes in the United States
and China will equalize. That is, wages for American workers will fall and
wages for Chinese workers will rise until wages in the two countries are
the same. The return to capital in the two countries will also equalize. The
return to Chinese capital will fall and the return to American capital will
rise until the return to capital in the two countries is the same. The
tendency for trade to cause factor prices to converge is known as factor-
price equalization (or the Stolper-Samuelson Theorem).

Trade policy preferences follow directly from these income effects.
Because trade causes the scarce factor’s income to fall, scarce factors want
to minimize trade. Scarce factors thus demand high tariffs in order to keep
foreign products out of the home market. Because trade causes the
abundant factor’s income to rise, abundant factors want to maximize trade.
Abundant factors thus prefer low tariffs in order to capture the gains from
trade. In the United States and other capital abundant countries, the factor
model predicts that owners of capital (the abundant factor) will prefer
liberal trade policies, whereas workers (the scarce factor) will prefer
protectionist trade policies. In developing countries, the factor model
predicts that labor will prefer liberal trade policies, whereas owners of
capital will prefer protection. Trade politics are thus driven by conflict
between labor and business (or capital). Because this competition pits
workers against capitalists, the factor model is often called a class-based
model of trade politics.

The factor model suggests that the debate over trade policy is a conflict
over the distribution of national income between American labor and
American business. Because trade reduces the income of American
workers, these workers, and the organizations that represent them, have an
incentive to oppose further liberalization and to advocate more

112



protectionist policies. And indeed, American labor unions have been very
critical of globalization. The AFL-CIO, a federation of 64 labor unions
representing 13 million American workers, has been among the most
prominent critics of globalization. Although the AFL-CIO does not
consider itself protectionist, it has fought consistently to prevent passage
of fast-track authority. It is also highly critical of the North American Free
Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and was opposed to the Trans-Pacific
Partnership (TPP). Moreover, a large body of evidence indicates that
support for trade liberalization is lowest among that segment of the
American work force with the least amount of formal education, so-called
low-skilled workers (see, e.g., Scheve and Slaughter 2001b; Hainmeueller
and Hiscox 2006; Bloningen 2008).

Conversely, because trade raises the return to American capital,
American businesses should be strong supporters of globalization. And
American business has been very supportive of globalization. The
Business Roundtable, a business association composed of the chief
executives of the largest American corporations, strongly supports
globalization. It has been an active lobbyist for fast-track authority, it
supports NAFTA and the FTAA, and it strongly supported China’s entry
into the WTO. The National Association of Manufacturers, which
represents about 14,000 American manufacturing firms, also supports the
WTO and regional trade arrangements. Trade policy demands from
American labor and capital thus reflect the income consequences that the
factor model highlights. American trade politics does seem to be shaped by
competition over national income between workers and capitalists.

We conclude with an important qualification. The emergence of conflict
between workers and capitalists is based on the assumption, embodied in
our simple two-factor model, that American labor is homogeneous—all
workers are identical. Workers are not homogeneous, however, and at a
minimum, we need to divide labor into distinct skill categories, such as
low-and high-skill, and treat each category as a distinct factor of
production. A model that allows for different skill categories among
workers yields different conclusions about trade’s impact on the incomes
of American workers. Trade still reduces the income of low-skilled
American workers; high-skilled workers, however, which are an abundant
factor in the United States, would see their incomes rise.

Sector Incomes and Industry Conflict

The sector model argues that trade politics are driven by competition
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between industries. Industries have distinct preferences because trade’s
income effects divide society along industry lines. Whenever tariffs are
raised or lowered, wages and the return to capital employed in some
industries both rise, whereas wages and the return to capital employed in
other industries both fall. Trade, therefore, pits the workers and capitalists
employed in one industry against the workers and capitalists employed in
another industry in the conflict over the distribution of national income.

Policy Analysis and Debate

Trade Adjustment

Question

How should governments respond to the economic dislocation caused
by trade?

Overview

Most economists believe that trade does not change the number of jobs
in the local economy. Instead, trade changes the kinds of jobs that are
available. Jobs in import-competing industries disappear as firms shut
down or move offshore. In the meantime, jobs are created in export-
oriented industries. The jobs created offset the jobs lost. The jobs
being created are quite different from the ones that are eliminated. In
North Carolina, for example, trade has eliminated low-skilled jobs in
the apparel industry while creating high-skilled jobs in high-
technology industries. Society as a whole is much better off over the
long run with these high-paying jobs than it is with low-paying jobs.

In the short run, however, the inevitable adjustment creates some
real policy dilemmas. It is difficult for workers to move from low-
skilled to high-skilled jobs. Typically, low-skilled workers have a high
school education at best and in many instances are 40 years old or
older. This segment of the population finds it very difficult to become
employed in high-technology industries. Moreover, even if it weren’t
so difficult, many would find it necessary to abandon the communities
in which they were born and raised to take a job in a new town. What
policies should governments use to manage this trade adjustment
problem?
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Policy Options

® Protectionism: Governments should raise tariffs or use other
means to protect industries threatened by import competition. By
protecting industries from import competition, this policy would
protect the most vulnerable from the forces of economic
dislocation.

B Adjustment Assistance: Governments should establish programs
to retrain workers. This policy would help workers move from
declining to expanding industries with less difficulty.

Policy Analysis

®  What are the costs and the benefits of each policy?
®  Who pays the costs for each policy?
®m Is one policy more feasible politically than the other? If so, why?

What Do You Think?

®  Which policy do you advocate? Justify your choice.
®  What criticisms of your position would you anticipate? How
would you defend your recommendation against those criticisms?

Resources

Online: Do an online search for U.S. government trade adjustment
policy. Compare the U.S. approach with that of another country.
(Sweden provides a strong contrast.) Search for the terms trade
adjustment assistance Sweden and labor market policy Sweden.

In Print: Alan V. Deardorff and Robert Stern, The Social Dimensions
of U.S. Trade Policy (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
2000); Kenneth F. Scheve and Matthew J. Slaughter, 2007, “A New
Deal for Globalization,” Foreign Affairs 86 (July/August); Howard
F. Rosen, “Designing a National Strategy for Responding to
Economic Dislocation,” Testimony before the Subcommittee on
Investigation and Oversight House Science and Technology
Committee, June 24, 2008.
www.petersoninstitute.org/publications/papers/print.cfm?
doc=pub&ResearchID=967.
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The sector model argues that trade divides society across industry rather
than factor lines because the assumptions it makes about factor mobility
are different from the assumptions embodied in the factor model. Factor
mobility refers to the ease with which labor and capital can move from
one industry to another. The factor model assumes that factors are highly
mobile; labor and capital can move easily from one industry to another.
Thus, capital currently employed in the apparel industry can be quickly
shifted to the computer industry. Similarly, workers currently engaged in
apparel production can easily shift to computer production. When factors
are mobile, people’s economic interests are determined by their factor
ownership. Workers care about what happens to labor, whereas capitalists
care about the return to capital.

The sector model assumes that factors are not easily moved from one
industry to another. Instead, factors are tied, or specific, to the sector in
which they are currently employed. Capital currently employed in apparel
production cannot easily move to the computer industry. What use does a
loom or a spinning machine have in the computer industry? Workers also
often have industry-specific skills that do not transfer easily from one
sector to another. A worker who has spent 15 years maintaining
sophisticated automated looms and spinning machines in an apparel plant
cannot easily transfer these skills to computer production. In addition, the
geography of industry location often means that quitting a job in one
industry to take a job in another requires workers to physically relocate.
Shifting from apparel production to automobile production might require a
worker to move from North Carolina to Michigan. Logistical obstacles to
physical relocation can be insurmountable. A worker may not be able to
sell his house because the decline of the local industry has contributed to a
more general economic decline in his community. Complex social and
psychological factors also intervene, as it is difficult to abandon the
network of social relations that one has developed over many years. The
combination of specific skills, logistical problems, and attachments to an
established community mean that labor cannot always move from one
industry to another.

When factors are immobile, trade affects the incomes of all factors
employed in a given industry in the same way. We can see why by
returning to our U.S.—China example. Consider the apparel industry first.
Shirt imports from China lead to less shirt production in the United States.
Factories are closed, and workers are laid off. As in the factor model,
apparel workers see their incomes fall. In contrast to the factor model,
however, the owners of capital employed in apparel production also see
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their incomes fall. Why? Because capital is immobile and therefore capital
employed in apparel production cannot move into the computer industry.
As demand for American shirts falls, demand for capital employed in the
American shirt industry must also fall. As it does, the return to this capital
must also fall. Workers and business owners in the apparel sector thus both
suffer from trade.

The opposite consequences are evident in the computer industry.
Trade’s impact on the return to capital employed in the computer industry
is similar to the factor model. As computer production expands, increasing
demand for capital raises the return to capital employed in the computer
industry. Trade’s impact on the incomes of workers employed in the
computer industry is quite different from the factor model’s prediction.
The factor model tells us that computer workers see their incomes fall as
they compete against the workers released by the apparel industry. With
more people chasing fewer jobs, all workers’ incomes fall. The sector
model argues that computer workers’ incomes rise. Because labor is
immobile, the workers released by the apparel industry cannot move into
the computer industry. Greater demand for labor in the computer industry
increases the wages paid to workers already employed in the industry.
Thus, capital and labor employed in the American computer industry both
gain from trade.

When factors are immobile, it makes little sense to speak of the interests
of a unified labor or capital class. The apparel worker loses from trade; the
computer worker gains. Roger Milliken (owner of the world’s largest
privately owned textile firm, Milliken & Company) loses from trade while
Michael Dell (founder of Dell Computers) gains. Consequently, trade
policy interests are defined in terms of the industry in which people work
or have invested their capital. Apparel workers and Roger Milliken will
have a common interest in trade policy. Computer workers and Michael
Dell will have a common interest in trade policy. Trade politics is then
driven by competition between the workers and capitalists who gain from
trade and the workers and capitalists who lose. The result is not class
conflict, but conflict between industries.

We can be very precise about which industries gain and which lose from
trade. Labor and capital employed in industries that rely intensively on
society’s abundant factor (that is, the country’s comparatively advantaged
industries) both gain from trade. In the advanced industrialized countries,
this means that labor and capital employed in capital-intensive and high-
technology industries, such as computers, pharmaceuticals, and
biotechnology, gain from trade. As a group, these industries are referred to
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as the export-oriented sector. Conversely, labor and capital employed in
industries that rely intensively on society’s scarce factor (that is, the
country’s comparatively disadvantaged industries) lose from trade. In the
advanced industrialized countries, this means that the incomes of owners
of capital and workers employed in labor-intensive sectors such as apparel
and footwear will fall as a result of trade. As a group, these industries are
commonly referred to as the import-competing sector. Thus, the sector
model argues that trade politics is driven by competition between the
import-competing and export-oriented sectors.

The sector model adds nuance to our understanding of the political
debate over globalization. The factor model suggests that the debate over
globalization pits labor against capital, and the sector model suggests that
this political debate often pits capital and labor in import-competing
industries against capital and labor in export-oriented industries. We might
expect therefore that UNITE (the Union of Needletrades, Industrial and
Textile Employees), the principal union in the American apparel industry,
and the American Textile Manufacturers Institute (ATMI), a business
association representing American textile firms, would both oppose
globalization. Indeed, this is what we find. UNITE has been a vocal
opponent of NAFTA, of the FTAA, and of fast-track authority. For its part,
the ATMI has not been critical of all trade agreements, but it has opposed
free-trade agreements with South Korea and Singapore, has been very
critical of the American decision to grant China permanent normal trade
status, and does not support further opening of the U.S. market to foreign
textiles through multilateral trade negotiations (American Textile
Manufacturers Institute 2001). In general, labor and capital employed in
textile and apparel are both skeptical of globalization.

Conversely, the sector model predicts that capital and labor employed in
export-oriented industries will both support globalization. It is relatively
easy to document such support among American export-oriented firms. A
coalition of business associations representing American high-tech firms—
including the Consumer Electronics Association, Electronic Industries
Alliance, Information Technology Industry Council, MultiMedia
Telecommunications Association, and The Semiconductor Industry
Association—has supported fast-track authority, the approval of normal
trade relations with China, NAFTA, and the FTAA. It is more difficult to
document attitudes of workers employed in these industries, in large part
because workers in high-technology sectors are not unionized to the same
extent as workers in many manufacturing industries. However, workers in
high-tech industries are predominantly high skilled, and on average, high-
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skilled workers are more supportive of trade liberalization than low-skilled
workers (Scheve and Slaughter 2001a, 2001b). Although this is indirect
evidence, it is consistent with the prediction that both labor and capital
employed in American high-technology industries will support
globalization.

The factor and sector models thus both argue that trade policy
preferences are determined by the income consequences of trade. Trade
raises the incomes of some groups and lowers the incomes of others.
Those who gain from trade prefer trade liberalization, whereas those who
lose prefer protectionism. Each model offers a distinct pattern of trade
policy preferences, however, based on distinct conceptions of how the
income effects of trade divide society (see Table 4.1). The factor model
states that trade divides society across factor lines and that, consequently,
trade politics is driven by conflict between labor and capital. The sector
model states that trade divides society along sector lines and that,
consequently, trade politics is driven by conflict between import-
competing and export-oriented industries. These distinct patterns are based
on the assumptions each model makes about factor mobility. The factor
model assumes that factors are highly mobile, and therefore people define
their interests in terms of factor ownership. The sector model assumes that
factors are immobile, and thus people define their interests in terms of the
industry in which they earn their living.

Some recent research challenges the assumption that trade policy
preferences reflect narrowly defined economic self-interest (see, e.g.,
Mansfield and Mutz 2009, 2013; Mutz and Kim 2017; Mansfield, Mutz
and Brackbill 2016; Rho and Tomz 2015, 2017). Rather than base trade
policy preferences on their factor ownership or on the sector in which they
are employed, this research suggests that people base their trade policy
preferences on perceptions or beliefs about what is good for the country as
a whole. Such “sociotropic” concerns might focus on or revolve around
attitudes toward out-groups (e.g., foreigners), foreign policy (i.e.,
isolationism or interventionism), or beliefs about the impact of trade on the
national economy rather than specific sectors. As a consequence, people
might hold complicated trade policy preferences that change over time.
For instance, a person might support trade during economic booms but
oppose trade during recessions. If citizens believe that trade enriches their
country as a whole, they will be more likely to support open trade.
Conversely, if citizens believe that trade causes a loss of jobs to other
countries they will be more likely to oppose open trade policies.
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TABLE 4.1

Two Models of Interest-Group Competition over Trade
Policy

The Factor Model The Sector Model
The principal ~ Factors of production  Industries or sectors
actors or classes
How mobile Perfectly mobile across Immobile across sectors of
are factors of  sectors of the economy the economy

production?
Who wins and  Winner: abundant Winner: labor and capital
who loses from factor—capital in the  employed in export-
international advanced oriented industries
trade? industrialized countries
Loser: scarce factor— Loser: labor and capital
labor in the advanced  employed in import-
industrialized countries competing sectors
Central Protectionist labor Protectionist import-
dimension of  versus liberalizing competing industries versus
competition capital liberalizing export-oriented
over trade industries
policy

What conclusions should we draw from this research about the utility of
continuing to rely on the two standard economic models of trade policy
preferences? Some scholars argue that the failure to find evidence that
individuals’ trade policy preferences reflect factor ownership or sector of
employment constitutes a fundamental challenge to the open economy
politics perspective. Some have argued that this research “shakes the
foundations of OEP, threatening to topple the entire superstructure” (Lake
2013, 575). Others suggest that the field should rely less on the assumption
that preferences reflect objective reality and focus more on the importance
of individual beliefs as models that mediate between the objective material
world and individual preferences (Rho and Tomz 2017, S103—-4). My own
view is that the primary actors that engage in trade politics typically are
large organizations rather than individuals. From this perspective, whether
United Autoworkers of America’s trade policy preferences conform to the
expectations of standard trade theory is a more relevant concern than the
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preferences of the individuals that these associations represent.

A Closer Look
Brexit: A Backlash, but Against What?

On June 23, 2016, voters in the United Kingdom went to the polls to
vote on a national referendum that would determine the future of the
UK’s relationship with the European Union (EU). The question they
were asked was remarkably simple: Should the UK Remain a member
of the European Union or Leave the European Union? The Brexit
referendum had been called by then Conservative Party Leader and
Prime Minister David Cameron earlier in the year in order to make
good on a promise he had made in 2013: if the Conservative Party
were re-elected in the 2015 general election, he would schedule a
national referendum on EU membership. Somewhat astonishingly, the
Leave vote prevailed (a disappointment for Cameron who resigned the
next day), attracting 52 percent of the votes cast.

Is Brexit a backlash against globalization? Is it a retreat from the
neoliberalism that has dominated international political economy since
the early 1980s? Pressure on the British government to hold a
referendum on EU membership arose from a number of sources. First,
and most broadly, membership in Europe has always been
controversial in British politics. Britain remained outside the European
Economic Community (EEC, as it was then called) when it was first
established in the late 1950s. And even after it joined the EEC in the
early 1970s, Britain remained deeply divided about the terms of its
membership. Labour Party leader and Prime Minister Harold Wilson
held a first referendum on UK membership in the EEC in 1975, only 2
years after the UK had joined. During the 1980s and 1990s, the
Eurosceptics emerged as an influential force within the Conservative
Party. Europe, according to a former Conservative Party leader
William Hague, served as the Party’s “ticking time bomb.” Hence, the
fact that Britain is deeply divided over its relationship with the EU is
hardly a new development generated as a reaction to deepening
globalization.

It is true that the more or less constant anti-Brussels refrain in
British politics has been amplified since 2006 by a number of factors
associated with globalization. In addition, Conservative austerity
policies, a slow economic recovery following the 2008 financial crisis,
and rising immigration into the UK from the EU’s newest members in
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Central and Eastern Southern Europe added to social dissatisfaction.
Nigel Farage exploited this dissatisfaction once he became leader of
the stridently anti-Europe United Kingdom Independence Party
(UKIP) in 2006. UKIP became a significant actor in the British debate
on Europe, winning 24 of the UK’s 73 seats in the 2014 European
Parliament elections. He began to widen his base by seeking support
from the British working class and encouraging defections from the
Conservative Party. Cameron’s decision to call the referendum in
2016, therefore, constituted a calculated gamble—he hoped that the
vote would deliver a majority for Remain and that that would in turn
unify the Conservative Party (if not British society) around a common
policy (Oliver 2015, 82). So, it is difficult to characterize Brexit as an
elite-driven backlash against globalization.

Nor does the evidence on why voters voted as they did provide
conclusive evidence that Brexit constitutes a backlash against
globalization. On the one hand, polling data offers evidence that
British voters’ preferences over Brexit reflected their economic
interests as the standard trade models we have discussed here would
predict (see Owen and Walter 2017; Sampson 2017). In broad terms,
these models predict that losers from trade and immigration were
likely to vote Leave, while those who gained from Britain’s economic
interdependence with the EU would vote Remain. And to a
considerable extent, this is the pattern we observe. First, voters with a
university degree were significantly more likely to support Remain,
while voters without a university degree were more likely to vote
Leave. This result is consistent with our belief that human capital is
comparatively advantaged in the UK, and thus voters who have a
university education benefit from and support EU membership, while
those without such education are harmed by and wish to exit the EU.
Second, higher income households supported continued EU
membership, while lower income households supported exit. This
result may indicate that households that have done well economically
under EU membership are likely to support Remain while households
that have done poorly are more likely to support Leave. Finally, young
voters (18-24) were significantly more likely to vote for the Remain
side and older voters (55 and older) were more likely to vote Leave.
This may indicate that individuals with greater mobility and fewer
sector-specific skills (the young) are more ready to accept the risks of
trade openness than individuals with less mobility. These findings thus
reveal that those who gain from EU membership voted Remain, while
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those who lose voted Leave.

Yet, other evidence confounds this distributive impact of trade
interpretation of votes for and against Brexit. We see substantial
indication that values and identities played an important role in voter
orientation. For instance, people with socially conservative views, as
measured by their support for women’s rights for instance, were more
likely to vote to Leave. Similarly, people who believe that Britain was
better off (in some unspecified way) 30 years ago than it was today
were more likely to vote Leave. In addition, those who voted Leave
reported that the impact of EU membership on immigration and its
erosion of British sovereignty were the first and second most important
factors in their decision calculus (Owen and Walter 2017, 183). And
voters who were most concerned about immigration lived in regions
that had among the lowest immigrant populations in aggregate and as a
share of total population. Voter support for Leave thus reflected a
much more complex configuration of factors—some economic, some
social, some individual, some sociotropic—than the standard trade
theory models highlight.

So, if Brexit wasn’t a backlash against the impact of trade on
individual incomes, what was it a backlash against? One might suggest
that Brexit constituted a backlash against the broader social, economic
and political transformations that have occurred over the last 30 years.
Some of these transformations pertain specifically to Britain’s
experience in the EU, such as a perceived loss of British sovereignty
due to EU membership. Many of these transformations are of a more
general nature. As Sampson has nicely summarized, Brexit

succeeded because it received the support of a coalition of voters who felt
left behind by modern Britain. People may have felt left-behind because
of their education, age, economic situation, or because of tensions
between their values and the direction of social change, but, broadly
speaking, a feeling of social and economic exclusion appears to have
translated into support for Brexit.

(Sampson 2017, 178)

Arguably, this statement applies with equal force to the election of
Donald J. Trump in November 2016. And this is deeply troubling,
because it isn’t clear how one designs policy to address the concerns of
those who have been left behind.
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ORGANIZING INTERESTS: THE COLLECTIVE
ACTION PROBLEM AND TRADE POLICY
DEMANDS

Actors’ preferences are not transformed automatically into political
pressure for specific trade policies. Transforming preferences into political
demands requires that the actors who share a common preference organize
in order to exert influence on the policy-making process. Organizing can
be so difficult that individuals with common interests may not organize at
all. This might seem counterintuitive. If trade affects incomes in
predictable ways, and if people are rational, then why wouldn’t people
with common interests join forces to lobby for their desired policy?

Groups often can’t organize because they confront a public goods
problem or collective action problem (Olson 1965). Collective action
problems are similar to the problem of public goods provision. Consider
consumers and trade policy. As a group, the 200 million or so consumers
who live in the United States would all gain from free trade. These 200
million people thus have a common interest in unilateral trade
liberalization. To achieve this goal, however, consumers would have to
lobby the government. Such lobbying is costly—money is required to
create an organization, to pay for a lobbyist, and to contribute to
politicians’ campaigns, and time must be dedicated to fundraising and
organization. Consequently, most consumers will perform the following
very simple calculation: my contribution to this campaign will make no
perceptible difference to the group’s ability to achieve free trade.
Moreover, I will benefit from free trade if the group is successful
regardless of whether I have contributed or not. Therefore, I will let other
consumers spend their money and time; that is, I will free ride. Because all
consumers have an incentive to free ride, no one contributes time and
money, no one lobbies, and consumer interests fail to influence trade
policy. Thus, even though consumers share a common goal, the collective
action problem prevents them from exerting pressure on politicians to
achieve this goal. The incentive to free ride makes collective action in
pursuit of a common goal very difficult.

The logic of collective action helps us understand three important
characteristics of trade politics. First, it helps us understand why producers
rather than consumers dominate trade politics. Consumers are a large and
homogeneous group, and each individual consumer faces a strong
incentive to free ride. Consequently, contributions to a “Consumers for
Free Trade” interest group are substantially less than the underlying
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common interest in free trade would seem to dictate. In contrast, most
industries are made up of a relatively small number of firms. Producer
groups can thus more readily organize to lobby the government in pursuit
of their desired trade policy. The logic of collective action helps us
understand why producers’ interests dominate trade politics, whereas
consumer interests are often neglected.

Second, the logic of collective action suggests that trade politics will
exhibit a bias toward protectionism. A tariff provides large benefits to the
few firms producing in the protected industry. The costs of a tariff,
however, are distributed across a large number of individuals and firms. A
higher tariff on steel, for example, provides large benefits to the relatively
small number of American steel producers and their workers. The costs of
a steel tariff fall on everyone who consumes steel, a group that includes
most American consumers as well as all firms that use steel as an input in
their production processes. The small group of steel producers that benefits
from the higher tariff can fairly easily overcome the collective action
problem to lobby for protection. The large and heterogeneous group that
bears the costs of the tariff finds it much more difficult to organize for
collective action. Consequently, trade politics is dominated by import-
competing industries demanding protection.

Finally, the logic of collective action helps us understand why
governments rarely liberalize trade unilaterally, but have been willing to
do so through negotiated agreements. Reciprocal trade agreements make it
easier for export-oriented industries to overcome the collective action
problem (see Bailey, Goldstein, and Weingast 1997; Gilligan 1997; Milner
1988). Reciprocal trade agreements provide large benefits in the form of
access to foreign markets to small groups of export-oriented firms.
Reducing foreign tariffs on microprocessors for personal computers, for
example, provides substantial gains to the three American firms that
dominate this industry (Intel, Advanced Micro Devices [AMD], and
Motorola). These three firms will solve the collective action problem they
face and lobby for trade liberalization at home in exchange for the removal
of foreign barriers to their exports.

Many scholars argue that exactly this effect lies behind postwar trade
liberalization in the United States. The Roosevelt administration proposed
and Congress passed the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act (RTAA) of
1934. This legislation has continued to structure U.S. trade policy ever
since. Under its terms, Congress delegates to the president the authority to
reduce tariffs in exchange for equivalent concessions from foreign
governments. By linking reductions of American tariffs to the opening of
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foreign markets to American exporters, the RTAA transformed the large
and heterogeneous group favoring liberalization into small groups of
export-oriented industries that could more easily organize to pursue
common goals. This in turn altered the balance of interest-group pressure
that politicians faced. More balanced political pressure made politicians
more willing to liberalize trade.

In a society-centered approach, therefore, trade politics are shaped by
competition between organized interest groups. This competition
sometimes revolves around class conflict that pits workers against business
owners, and at other times revolves around industry conflict that pits
import-competing industries against export-oriented industries. In all
cases, however, the core conflict in, and the ultimate stakes of, this
competition remain the same: the distribution of national income. The
winners of this political competition are rewarded with rising incomes.
The losers become poorer.

POLITICAL INSTITUTIONS AND THE SUPPLY
OF TRADE POLICY

While scholars have devoted considerable attention to developing
conceptual models of the demand side of trade politics, they have focused
less on the supply side of trade politics. Supply-side models strive to say
something systematic about who wins the competition over trade policy.
Here we find considerable agreement that political institutions play an
important role in transforming interest-group demands into actual policies,
but substantially less agreement about how exactly they do so.

Political institutions shape how competition between organized interests
unfolds. They do so by establishing rules that influence the strategies
people adopt in pursuit of their policy objectives. These rules influence
how people organize, and thus determine whether interests organize
around factor or sectoral interests. Rules influence how organized interests
exert pressure on the political process and thus determine whether interest
groups lobby the legislature or whether they exert influence through
political parties. Rules influence which interests politicians must respond
to and thus determine which interests gain representation and which do
not. Because political institutions shape the way people behave, they have
an important impact on who ultimately wins the battle over national
income.

The electoral system is one institution that most political economists
agree has an important impact on trade politics. Electoral systems can be
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classified into two broad categories: majoritarian and proportional. The
critical dimension on which the two types are distinguished is the number
of legislative seats selected in each constituency. Majoritarian electoral
systems combine single member districts and first-past-the-post elections.
Great Britain, for example, is divided into 650 constituencies, each of
which elects a single member of parliament. First-past-the-post voting
means that a candidate need only attract a plurality of the vote to win in
each district. As a result, British political parties can capture a majority in
the House of Commons with only a plurality of the popular vote. In the
2005 election, for example, the Labour Party received 35 percent of the
popular vote but won 55 percent of the seats in the House of Commons. In
2010, the Conservative Party captured 47 percent of the seats in the House
with only 36 percent of the popular vote. Majoritarian systems also
disadvantage smaller third parties. The British Liberal Democrats, for
example, earned 23 percent of the popular vote in the 2010 election, but
only 9 percent of the seats in parliament.

Proportional representation (PR) electoral systems employ multi-
member districts to distribute legislative representation in proportion to the
share of the popular vote each party attracts. Norway, for example, is
divided into 19 constituencies, each of which elects between 4 and 17
representatives to the Norwegian parliament. Legislators from each district
are selected from the political parties in proportion to the party’s share of
the popular vote in the district. In the 2009 election, the Norwegian Labor
Party gained 33 percent of the seats in parliament based on 35 percent of
the popular vote, while the second largest party, the Progress Party,
captured 22 percent of the seats on 23 percent of the popular vote. In PR
systems, therefore, a party’s importance in the legislature closely tracks its
share of the popular vote.

Electoral systems can affect trade politics in two ways. First, electoral
systems may play an important role in shaping how groups organize to
pursue their trade policy objectives. In particular, majoritarian systems
may encourage organization around the common sector-based interests
while PR systems may encourage organization around factors. Consider
the incentives created by majoritarian electoral systems. To win elections
in such systems, candidates must satisfy the demands of their districts’
residents. Each electoral district is relatively small and likely to be
dominated by one or two major industries. The wages paid in these
industries will in turn play a large role in supporting the rest of the district
economy—the retail and service-sector businesses that provide jobs for
many other people in the community. Such electoral systems create
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incentives for elected officials to represent the interests of the owners of
and workers in the industries that dominate economic activity in their
districts. We expect legislators from Detroit, Michigan, to advance and
defend the interests of the auto industry and its employees. Because
elected representatives have incentive to reward demands from the
industries in their districts, industries have incentive to pursue their narrow
interests rather than seek to construct broader coalitions. Consequently,
majoritarian electoral institutions may create strong incentives for
individuals to organize around narrow industry-specific interests.

In contrast, PR systems do not link political representation tightly to the
interests of small and undiversified electoral districts. In the extreme case,
for example, a PR system has a single national constituency. In such
systems, electoral success requires the construction of electoral coalitions
that appeal to broad rather than narrow interests. Consequently, PR
systems seem to produce political parties based on class or factor interests.
In Norway, for example, the three largest political parties in postwar
politics are closely tied to factor-based interests. The labor party is closely
linked to Norwegian labor unions, the agrarian party evolved out of the
farm movement of the 1920s, and the conservative party has represented
the business or capital interest. And with the electoral system creating an
incentive to represent factor-based interests, economic actors gain an
incentive to pursue their trade policy goals by organizing around factor-
based interests. Thus, PR systems may create incentives for individuals to
organize for political action around factoral interests.

Electoral systems may also affect the level of protection adopted by
governments in the two systems. In particular, we might expect
governments in countries with PR systems to maintain lower tariffs (and
other trade barriers) than governments in countries with majoritarian
electoral systems. The logic behind this hypothesis asserts that the small
groups that benefit from protection can more easily influence policy in
majoritarian than in proportional systems. As one advocate of this
hypothesis explains,

When automakers or dairy farmers entirely dominate twenty small
constituencies and are a powerful minority in fifty more, their voice will
certainly be heard in the nation’s councils. Where they constitute but one or
two percent of an enormous district’s electorate, representatives may defy
them more freely.

(Rogowski 1987, 208)

Such a logic may help us understand why farmers, who constitute much
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less than 5 percent of the American population, are able to gain such
favorable legislation from Congress. In other words, minority interests can
construct legislative majorities more easily in majoritarian than in PR
systems.

It has proven difficult to tease out unambiguous empirical support for
this electoral system hypothesis (Rickard 2015). The most recent empirical
investigation reports substantial evidence that tariffs are higher in
countries with majoritarian electoral systems than they are in countries
with proportional systems (see Evans 2009). Analyzing the experience of
as many as 147 countries (and as few as 30) between 1981 and 2004, this
study finds that the average tariff in majoritarian countries stood at 17
percent, while the average tariff in countries with PR systems reached only
12 percent. This five-percentage point difference persists even when the
relationship between electoral systems and tariff rates is evaluated with
more demanding statistical techniques that control for a large number of
possible alternative explanations.

Other research reaches very different conclusions. A study that focuses
on the experience of Latin American countries in the 1980s and 1990s
finds that tariffs are higher in countries with PR systems than they are in
countries with majoritarian electoral systems (Hatfield and Hauk 2004). A
study based on variation in non-tariff forms of protection in 14 industrial
countries during the 1980s also finds that protectionism was higher in
countries with PR systems than in countries with majoritarian systems
(Mansfield and Busch 1995). Both of these studies thus find exactly the
opposite of what the electoral system hypothesis suggests we should
observe. Consistent evidence about how electoral systems shape the level
of protection has thus proven difficult to find (see Oatley 2017; Rickard
2015).

One final political institution, the number of veto players present in the
political system, may also affect trade policy. A veto player is a political
actor whose agreement is necessary in order to enact policy (Tsebelis
2002). In the U.S. context, each branch of government might be a veto
player. Whether each branch is a veto player in fact depends upon the
preferences of the individuals that control each branch. We might count
situations of divided government, where one party controls Congress and
the other party controls the White House, as two-veto player systems and
count unified government as a one-veto player system. Coalition
governments in parliamentary systems such as Germany, where two or
more parties almost always make up the majority within the legislature and
hold cabinet posts, are multi-veto player systems. Britain is perhaps the
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simplest system (until quite recently). With its majoritarian electoral
system and parliamentary government, it has been ruled by single-party
majority governments for most of the postwar era. It is typically, therefore,
a political system with a single veto player.

The central expectation of veto player theory is that the difficulty of
moving policy from the status quo increases in line with the number of
veto players in the political system. Applied to trade policy, this suggests
that political systems with many veto players will find it difficult to alter
tariffs in response to societal pressure for change (Henisz and Mansfield
2006). In contrast, tariffs will be relatively easy to change in political
systems with few veto players. Some research that explores how
protectionism reacts to changes in macroeconomic conditions supports this
expectation. We might expect, for example, that protectionism would rise
during recessions and fall during economic booms. This is surely what
occurred during the 1930s as well as to a lesser degree in the 1970s. More
recently, policymakers have feared that the recession sparked by the
financial crisis would spark a surge of protectionism. However, the extent
to which protectionism rises during recessions appears strongly shaped by
veto players. Protection rises sharply during recessions in countries with
few veto players, but rises substantially less in countries with fewer veto
players.

A Closer Look

International Factor Mobility and Trade Politics

The standard trade theory models that we have looked at in this
chapter assume that factors of production are immobile internationally.
This means that although capital and labor can shift between uses
within a national economy, though at different rates, factors of
production cannot move between, say, the United States to Mexico.
This assumption is obviously less and less valid in the contemporary
global economy. As we shall see in later chapters, capital moves
between nations in large amounts and in many forms, while the
movement of people has also increased—in 2015, for example, the
U.S. accepted 1.4 million new residents. Does international factor
mobility force us to alter our approach to the distributional
consequences of trade, and thus to the underlying structure of trade
politics?

The simplest answer to this question is no: economists tell us that
the cross-border flow of factors is fundamentally the same as the
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cross-border flow of goods (see Blinder 2006; Mankiw and Swagel
2006). As a consequence, cross border factor flows typically reinforce
the distributional consequences of trade in goods that the standard H-O
and R-V models articulate. For instance, an inflow of low-skilled
workers from Latin America to the United States should increase the
supply of low-skilled labor in the American economy and thus reduce
the return to low-skilled labor in the United States, just as increased
imports of labor-intensive goods would. And an inflow of capital from
the United States into Mexico would reduce the return to capital in
Mexico. Thus, as long as factor flows are typically from areas where
they are abundant to regions where they are scarce, cross-border factor
flows have the same distributional consequences as the H-O model
highlights for trade in goods.

International factor mobility does add some new facets to trade
politics, however. First and most prominently, international factor
mobility has pushed off-shoring to the center of trade politics. Off-
shoring occurs when a firm based in one country moves all or part of
its production to a second country and then uses this new location as a
platform from which to export back to its original home. American
automakers, for instance, have built factories in Mexico but they
export a large share of the cars that they build in Mexico back to the
American market. A significant element of the Trump administration’s
trade policy involves arm twisting American corporations in an
attempt to get them to move this manufacturing activity back to the
American economy. And at least part of the administration’s threat to
scuttle NAFTA reflects the belief that re-instating tariffs on imports
into the U.S. from Mexico would encourage American companies to
on-shore production. Perhaps ironically, restricting trade with Mexico
could increase migration into the United States from Mexico as
American firms pressure the U.S. government to relax controls on such
immigration so as to expand the supply of low-skilled labor available
in the American economy in order to reduce their labor costs (see
Peters 2015, 2017).

Second, international factor mobility pushes class-based conflict to
the center of trade politics and pushes sector-based conflict to the side.
The increasing importance of factor or class in trade politics arises
from the fact that capital is more mobile internationally than labor.
Ford or General Motors can shift their production facilities to Mexico,
but for a variety of reasons American auto workers typically do not
follow these factories to secure jobs in Mexico. Consequently, the
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commonality of interest over trade policy that the Ricardo-Viner
model leads us to expect labor and capital to have when factors are
immobile internationally disappears when capital specific to auto
manufacturing can exit the American economy and set up shop
elsewhere. Thus, as American auto producers increase their production
in Mexico they become even stronger supporters of free trade between
the U.S. and Mexico, while American auto workers become
increasingly protectionist. We might even expect the combination of
specific factors and international mobility to aggravate conflict as
workers discover that they are trapped in a declining sector at home
while their employers can use the same capital to produce the same
goods in another location. In this environment, unions might pressure
the government to restrict inward migration in an attempt to shore up
wages for low-skilled workers (see Peters 2014, 2017).

Third, labor’s bargaining power relative to capital weakens with
international factor mobility. Labor unions have been able to gain
significant concessions from corporations as a result of their ability to
threaten to remove workers from the factory. The threat of a strike has
thus enabled unions to gain higher wages, good benefits packages
(healthcare and pensions especially), and improve working conditions
for their members. Union power, however, rests on the assumption that
capital is immobile, in both senses of the term. Once capital becomes
internationally mobile, corporations can respond to union demands by
threatening to move production off shore. The corporate threat to exit
when faced with demands by unions thus reduces labor’s ability to
improve wages and benefits and can allow capital to take back some of
the concessions it has already granted. The decline of defined benefit
pension plans is one such example of this reversal. Some scholars have
suggested that international capital mobility may generate a race-to-
the-bottom dynamic in which corporations use the threat of exit to
progressively weaken labor standards across the global economy.

Finally, unions have responded to the asymmetry of international
factor mobility by pressuring the U.S. government to include
enforceable labor standards in the free-trade agreements that it
negotiates. All of the FTAs that the U.S. has negotiated since 2000
include a chapter on labor standards. In 2007, the Democrats in
Congress reached agreement with the Bush administration that
established a new benchmark for the labor chapters that would be
included in a number of FTAs then under negotiation (Ciminos-Isaacs
2016, 261). The TPP includes the most ambitious set of labor
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standards yet (ibid.). Incorporating labor standards in international
trade agreements would make it more difficult for corporations to find
low-wage and weakly regulated labor markets into which to off-shore
production. This would not only strengthen labor rights in emerging
market countries but would protect labor standards in the U.S. and
Europe by reducing the opportunities for threatening to move
production to a low-cost off-shore location.

Political institutions thus shape how private-sector trade policy demands
are transformed into trade policy outcomes. The rules governing elections
can influence whether private-sector groups organize around factors or
sectors. These same rules can also shape the level of protectionism. The
number of veto players in the political system shapes the government’s
ability to raise or lower tariffs in response to changes in the relative power
of protectionist and liberalizing demands emanating from organized
groups. These features of institutions thus play an important role in
determining which groups prevail in the distributive competition over
trade policy.

CONCLUSION

Although a society-centered approach helps us understand how the
interaction between societal interests and political institutions shapes trade
politics, it does have weaknesses. We conclude our discussion of this
approach by looking at the three most significant weaknesses. First, a
society-centered approach does not explain trade policy outcomes. It tells
us that trade politics will be characterized by conflict between the winners
and losers from international trade, and it does a fine job telling us who the
winners and losers will be. It does not help us explain which of these
groups will win the political battle. Presumably, a country’s trade policy
will embody the preferences of society’s most powerful interests. To
explain trade policy outcomes, therefore, we need to be able to evaluate
the relative power of the competing groups. The society-centered approach
provides little guidance about how to measure this balance of power. The
temptation is to look at trade policy outcomes and deduce that the most
powerful groups are those whose preferences are reflected in this policy.
Yet, looking at outcomes renders this approach tautological: we assume
that the preferences of powerful groups are embodied in trade policy and
then infer the power of individual groups from the content of trade policy.
Thus, the society-centered approach is better at explaining why trade
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politics are characterized by competition between organized interests than
at telling us why one group outperforms another in this competition for
influence.

Second, the society-centered approach implicitly assumes that
politicians have no independent trade policy objectives and play no
autonomous role in trade politics. This assumption is probably misleading.
Politicians are not simply passive recorders of interest-group pressures. As
Ikenberry, Lake, and Mastanduno (1988, 8) note, politicians and political
institutions “can play a critical role in shaping the manner and the extent to
which social forces can exert influence” on trade policy. Politicians do
have independent trade policy objectives, and the constellation of interest
groups that politicians confront is not fixed. Indeed, politicians can
actively attempt to shape the configuration of interest-group pressures that
they face. They can, for example, mobilize latent interest groups with a
preference for liberalization or protection by helping them overcome their
collective action problem. By doing so, politicians can create coalitions of
interest groups that support their own trade policy objectives. Political
institutions also affect the extent to which societal groups can influence
policy. In some countries, political institutions insulate politicians from
interest group pressures, thereby allowing politicians to pursue their trade
policy objectives independent of interest group demands. We will examine
this in greater detail when we look at the state-centered approach in the
next chapter.

Finally, the society-centered approach does not address the motivations
of noneconomic actors in trade politics. Societal interest groups other than
firms, business associations, and labor unions do attempt to influence trade
policy. In the United States, for example, environmental groups have
played a prominent role in trade politics, shaping the specific content of
NAFTA and attempting to shape the negotiating agenda of the Doha
Round. Human rights groups have also become active participants in
American trade politics. This has been particularly important in America’s
relationship with China. Human rights groups have consistently sought to
deny Chinese producers access to the U.S. market in order to encourage
the Chinese government to show greater respect for human rights. The
assumption that trade politics are driven by the reactions of interest groups
to the impact of international trade on their incomes provides little insight
into the motivations of noneconomic groups. The society-centered
approach tells us nothing about why groups that focus on the environment
or on human rights spend resources attempting to influence trade policy.
Nor does it provide any basis with which to make sense of such groups’
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trade policy preferences. In the past, such a weakness could perhaps be
neglected because noneconomic groups played only a small role in trade
politics. The contemporary backlash against globalization suggests,
however, that these groups must increasingly be incorporated into society-
centered models of trade politics.

Although recognizing these weaknesses of the society-centered
approach is important, these weaknesses are not reasons to reject the
approach. The appropriate measure of any theory or approach is not
whether it incorporates everything that matters, nor even whether it
explains every outcome that we observe. All theories abstract from reality
in order to focus more sharply on a number of key aspects. Consequently,
the appropriate measure of any theory or approach is whether it is useful—
that is, does it provide us with a deeper understanding of the enduring
features of the phenomenon of interest? On this measure, the society-
centered approach scores high. By focusing on how trade shapes the
fortunes of different groups in society, it forces us to recognize that the
enduring features of trade politics revolve around a continual struggle for
income between the winners and losers from international trade.
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CHAPTER S

A State-Centered Approach to
Trade Politics

n the fall of 2017, the United States announced its intention to impose

tariffs of 300 percent on the Canadian company Bombardier’s new C-
Series commercial aircraft. The American move came on the heels of a
decision by Delta Airlines in 2016 to purchase 135 of the new jets. Boeing
responded to Delta’s decision by filing a complaint with the U.S.
Department of Commerce and the U.S. International Trade Commission
alleging that Bombardier had effectively dumped the C-Series into the
American market, selling them less than two-third the cost of production.
Moreover, Boeing alleged that Bombardier could afford to offer such steep
discounts because the Canadian government had subsidized the airliner’s
development. In total, Bombardier received a little more than $1.6 billion
in various forms from the Canadian government—a significant share of the
estimated $6 billion that Bombardier spent to develop the jet. The steep
tariff is thus intended to offset this subsidy from the Canadian government.
The Canadian government (as well as the British government which hosts
some of Bombardier’s production) have threatened to retaliate by not
purchasing Boeing-made fighter jets.

How do we make sense of this trade conflict? A society-centered
approach suggests that we should look at the political influence of the
industries concerned. And indeed, there is little doubt that Boeing has
substantial influence in American politics. In 2004, the then president,
George W. Bush, acknowledged this influence when he promised Boeing
workers that he would end EU subsidies to Airbus. Such influence persists
today—in the first year of the Trump administration, Boeing management
began direct conversations with the president. Yet, the Boeing—
Bombardier conflict also raises issues that are not readily incorporated into
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the society-centered approach. In particular, this isn’t an instance of
conflict between an American import-competing industry and a foreign
export-oriented industry. Instead, the conflict is between two export-
oriented firms battling over global market share. Moreover, the conflict
does not revolve around one government’s use of tariffs to protect
domestic producers from foreign competition, but instead focuses on
retaliation for one state’s use of government subsidies to support the
domestic firm as it competes for global market share. To fully understand
the trade conflict in the commercial aircraft industry, therefore, we have to
broaden our understanding of the economics, and perhaps also the politics,
of international trade.

We gain this broader understanding in this chapter by developing a
state-centered approach to trade politics. A state-centered approach argues
that national policymakers intervene in the economy in pursuit of
objectives that are determined independently from domestic interest
groups’ narrow self-interested concerns. Moreover, this approach suggests
that such intervention may (but need not necessarily) raise aggregate social
welfare. We examine the state-centered approach with a specific focus on
government intervention designed to promote the development of specific
national industries. We look first at the broader economic justification for
protectionism aimed at creating internationally competitive industries, then
narrow our focus to the use of such measures by the advanced
industrialized countries in high-technology industries, and then apply the
logic of this approach to the current U.S.—EU conflict in the commercial
aircraft industry. We conclude the chapter by looking briefly at some of
the weaknesses of this approach.

STATES AND INDUSTRIAL POLICY

A state-centered approach is based on two central assumptions, both of
which contrast sharply with the assumptions embodied in the society-
centered approach. The first assumption concerns the impact of
protectionism on aggregate social welfare. The society-centered approach
argues that protectionism reduces social welfare by depriving society of
the gains from trade and by employing society’s resources in
comparatively disadvantaged industries, but the state-centered approach
argues that under certain circumstances trade protection can raise social
welfare.

The second assumption concerns whether governments can operate
independently of interest group pressures. The society-centered approach
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argues that national policy reflects the balance of power among competing
interest groups, but the state-centered approach argues that under specific
circumstances governments are relatively unconstrained by interest-group
demands. As a consequence, a government’s trade and economic policies
embody the goals of national policymakers rather than the demands of
domestic interest groups. The state-centered approach combines these two
assumptions to suggest that under a specific set of circumstances,
governments will intervene in the domestic economy with tariffs,
production subsidies, and other policy instruments in ways that raise
aggregate social welfare.

To fully understand this approach, we need to understand the conditions
under which such intervention may raise social welfare. We then can
examine the institutional characteristics that enable national policymakers
to act autonomously from interest groups to capture these welfare gains.

The Infant-Industry Case for Protection

The economic justification for the state-centered approach rests on the
claim that targeted government intervention can increase aggregate social
welfare. This claim stands in stark contrast to the conclusions drawn from
the standard model of trade that we examined in Chapter 3 and extended in
our discussion of the domestic adjustments to trade in Chapter 4. The
standard model rules out such welfare-increasing government intervention
by assumption. In the standard model, society does best by removing all
forms of trade protection and by specializing in its comparatively
advantaged industry. Maintaining protection merely deprives society of the
welfare gains from trade.

Moreover, in the standard trade model, nothing makes it difficult for
factors currently employed in comparatively disadvantaged industries to
move into the comparatively advantaged sector. Factors of production will
move into comparatively advantaged industries because it is profitable to
do so—the returns in these industries are higher than the returns in the
comparatively disadvantaged industries. Such movement will take time,
there will be adjustment costs, and there is a case to be made for
government policies that help individuals manage these costs, but such
policies are oriented toward shifting workers and resources into sectors
where they would go anyway. In this model, tariffs and other forms of
protection can only make society worse off by preventing factors from
moving out of low-return and into high-return industries. In the world
depicted by the standard trade models, therefore, government intervention
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cannot raise social welfare.

In order to claim that a tariff and other forms of government
intervention raise social welfare, one must be able to demonstrate that
something prevents factors from shifting into industries that yield higher
returns than are available in other sectors of the economy. Historically, this
justification has been provided by the infant-industry case for protection.
The infant-industry case for protection argues that there are cases in
which newly created firms (infants, so to speak) will not be efficient
initially but could be efficient in the long run if they are given time to
mature. Consequently, a short period of tariff protection will enable these
industries to become efficient and begin to export. Once this point has
been reached, the tariff can be removed. The long-run welfare gains
created by the now-established industry will be greater than the short-run
losses of social welfare imposed by the tariff.

There are two reasons why an industry may not be efficient in the short
run, but could be efficient in the long run: economies of scale and
economies of experience (Kenen 1994, 279-281). Economies of scale
arise when the cost of production varies with the size of output, that is,
when the unit cost of producing falls as the number of units produced rises.
For example, it is quite costly to develop a new commercial aircraft.
Estimates put the cost of developing Boeing’s new 777 at around $3
billion. The unit cost of production will be very high if Boeing produces
only a few of these planes, as we must divide this fixed cost by a small
number of final goods. The unit cost falls substantially, however, if Boeing
produces 1,000 of these new planes. What we see, then, is that the average
cost of each unit falls as the number of units produced rises. Firms in
industries with such scale economies face a dilemma, however. They can
produce efficiently and begin to export once they produce enough output
to achieve the available scale economies. In an open economy, however,
these firms must compete immediately against established foreign
producers that have already achieved economies of scale. Consequently, a
new firm will have a hard time selling its higher-average-cost output in the
face of competition from lower-cost firms. Consequently, the new firm
will never reach the level of output necessary to achieve economies of
scale.

In such cases, a tariff might be welfare improving. By imposing a tariff,
the government could effectively deliver the domestic market to the infant
domestic firm. With a guaranteed market, the domestic firm could sell its
early high-cost output to domestic consumers and eventually produce
enough to achieve economies of scale. Once it had done so, it could then
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compete against foreign producers without the need for tariff protection.
The tariff would then be removed.

Economies of experience arise when efficient production requires
specific skills that can only be acquired through production in the industry.
In many industries, efficient production requires “seasoned managers,
skilled workers, and reliable suppliers of equipment and materials” (Kenen
1994, 280). Because these skills are lacking by definition in an infant
industry, it will be costly to produce the early units of output. Over time,
however, management skills improve, workers learn how to do their tasks
efficiently, and reliable suppliers are found and supported. Costs of
production fall as experience is gained. For example, when Airbus built its
first jet, it took 340,000 person-hours to assemble the fuselage. As Airbus
gained experience, however, the time required to assemble the jets fell
rapidly. By the time that Airbus had produced 75 aircraft, only 85,000
person-hours were required to assemble the fuselage, and eventually this
number fell to 43,000 person-hours (MclIntyre 1992, 36). The efficiency
gains realized as a result of these dynamics are often called “moving down
the learning curve.” Again, however, the new firm faces a dilemma. In an
unprotected market, it won’t be cost competitive in the face of established
foreign producers. Consequently, it will never be able to produce enough
output to realize these economies of experience. As with economies of
scale, a tariff can allow the infant industry to realize the cost savings
available from economies of experience and achieve greater efficiency.
Once it has done so, it can begin to export, and the tariff can be removed.

A Closer Look

Criticism of the Infant-Industry Case for Protection

Many economists are skeptical about the claim that government
intervention is the best response to the problems highlighted by the
infant-industry argument (see Kenen 1994, 281). First of all, a tariff is
rarely the best policy response to the central problem the infant
industry confronts. Economists argue that a subsidy is a much better
approach because it is more efficient. Subsidies are a more efficient
policy than a tariff because they target the same policy goal—helping
the domestic industry cover the gap between its production costs and
established foreign producers’ costs—but they don’t reduce consumer
welfare like tariffs do (Kenen 1994, 281). Thus, a subsidy is more
efficient.

However, a government subsidy may not improve social welfare
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either. The case against a subsidy arises from the fact that a firm that
will be profitable in the long run but must operate at a loss in the short
run should be able to borrow from private capital markets to cover its
short-run losses. Such borrowing obviates the need for a subsidy
because it enables the firm to sell its goods at the world price and
cover its short-term losses with the borrowed funds. Thus, as long as
capital markets are efficient and not “strongly averse to risk,” infant
industries should be able to borrow at an interest rate that reflects the
social rate of return on capital. If a firm can’t borrow at an interest rate
that reflects the social rate of return to capital, then the market is
essentially saying that this industry is not the best place to invest
society’s scarce resources. Consequently, the firm shouldn’t be
supported with subsidies or tariffs (Kenen 1994, 281). In other words,
when capital markets are efficient, the firm should borrow rather than
rely on the government; if it can’t borrow, the government shouldn’t
help it either.

This critique of government intervention fails to hold in two
circumstances. First, a firm may be reluctant to borrow from private
markets when the problem it faces arises from economies of
experience. In such instances, borrowed funds yield long-run
efficiency by allowing workers employed at a particular firm to gain
the skills required to operate efficiently. Yet, once workers have
acquired these skills, they may go to work for other firms. If they do,
the firm that has paid for their training will be unable to achieve
economies of experience and cannot repay the loan. In this instance,
government support for the industry might be helpful, but economists
argue that government assistance in such cases should take the form of
broad government-funded training programs rather than narrow
subsidies to a specific firm.

The criticism of subsidies also fails to hold if the private capital
market is inefficient and therefore won’t loan to a firm entering an
infant industry. If this is the case, the firm will have little capacity to
gain the financial resources it needs to cover its short-term losses.
Even here, however, economists argue that a subsidy or a tariff may
not be the right response. If the government is determined to support
the development of a specific industry, then it should do what the
private capital market won’t and extend loans to firms in this industry
rather than provide a subsidy. If the government is primarily interested
in raising social welfare, however, economists argue that the best thing
it can do in this circumstance is strengthen the private capital market
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so it does operate efficiently (Baldwin 1969). Thus, even though most
economists agree that there will be instances in which firms that are
not efficient in the short run can become efficient in the long run, there
is considerable skepticism about the extent to which government
intervention is the only, or the best, solution to this dilemma.

Therefore, tariffs and other forms of government intervention may
sometimes improve social welfare, because a disjuncture between the
social and private returns from a particular industry may prevent the shift
of factors out of relatively low-return industries and into relatively high-
return industries (Balassa and Associates 1971, 93). In other worlds,
certain industries may offer high social returns over the long run (that is,
they will provide large benefits to society as a whole), but the short-run
private returns (that is, the profits realized by the person or firm making
the investment) are likely to be negative. Consequently, factors don’t move
automatically into the potentially high-return industry. A tariff, or another
form of government intervention, may encourage factors to move into this
industry by raising the short-run return above what it would be without a
tariff.

The logic of the infant-industry case for protection has been adopted by
governments in many late-industrializing countries. A late-industrializing
country is one that is trying to develop manufacturing industries in
competition with established manufacturing industries in other countries.
This term obviously describes most developing countries in the
contemporary international economic system. But it once described many
of today’s advanced industrialized countries, including the United States,
as they attempted to develop manufacturing industries in the face of
dominant British manufacturing power in the nineteenth century. Indeed,
the infant-industry argument was first developed by an American,
Alexander Hamilton, in 1791 as an explicit policy for the development of
manufacturing industry in the United States. Hamilton’s argument was
further developed by the Germany political economist Fredrick List in the
mid-nineteenth century. Like Hamilton, List was primarily interested in
thinking about how the German government could encourage the growth
of manufacturing industries in the face of established British dominance.
The infant-industry argument continued to have an important impact on
government trade policies throughout the twentieth century. Many argue
that Japan’s postwar trade policies reflect the logic of the infant-industry
argument as the Japanese government used a variety of policy instruments
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to encourage the development of advanced manufacturing industries in the
face of American competitive advantages. Many developing-country
governments also embraced the logic of the infant-industry argument
throughout the early postwar periods, as we will see in greater detail in
Chapter 6.

The policies that governments have adopted to promote the
development of infant industries are known collectively as industrial
policy. Industrial policy can be defined as the use of a broad assortment
of instruments, including tax policy, subsidies (including the provision of
state credit and finance), traditional protectionism, and government
procurement practices, in order to channel resources away from some
industries and direct them toward those industries that the state wishes to
promote. The use of such policies is typically based on long-term
economic development objectives defined in terms of boosting economic
growth, improving productivity, and enhancing international
competitiveness. The specific goals that governments pursue often are
determined by explicit comparisons to other countries’ economic
achievements (Wade 1990, 25-26). In postwar Japan, for example, the
explicit goal of Japanese industrial policy was to catch up with the United
States in high-technology industries. In much of the developing world,
industrial policy was oriented toward creating economic structures that
paralleled those of the advanced industrialized countries.

STATE STRENGTH: THE POLITICAL
FOUNDATION OF INDUSTRIAL POLICY

The ability of any government to effectively design and implement an
industrial policy is dependent on the political institutions within which it
operates. The various institutional characteristics that make some states
more and others less able to design and implement coherent industrial
policies can be summarized by the concept of state strength. State
strength is the degree to which national policymakers, a category that
includes elected and appointed officials, are insulated from domestic
interest-group pressures.

Strong states are states in which policymakers are highly insulated from
such pressure, whereas weak states are those in which policymakers are
fully exposed to such pressures. Strong states are characterized by a high
degree of centralization of authority, a high degree of coordination among
state agencies, and a limited number of channels through which societal
actors can attempt to influence policy. In contrast, weak states are
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characterized by decentralized authority, a lack of coordination among
agencies, and a large number of channels through which domestic interest
groups can influence economic policy.

These characteristics of political institutions make it easier for strong
states to formulate long-term plans embodying the national interest. In
weak states, policymakers must respond to the particularistic and often
short-run demands of interest groups. Strong states also may be more able
than a weak state to remove protection once an infant industry has
matured. In addition, strong states may be more able to implement
industrial policies that redistribute societal resources, because
policymakers need worry less that policies that redistribute resources from
one domestic group to another will have a negative impact on their
position in power.

Japan is often depicted as the preeminent example of a strong state that
has been able and willing to use industrial policy to promote economic
development (see, for example, Johnson 1982). The Japanese state
centralizes power and provides limited channels of access to domestic
interest groups. Because of this highly centralized state, Japan has been
able to pursue a coherent industrial policy throughout the postwar period.
The Ministry of International Trade and Industry (MITI: now called the
Ministry of Economy, Trade, and Industry or METI) and the Ministry of
Finance (MoF) were the principal agencies involved in developing and
implementing industrial policy. In the immediate postwar period, these
agencies gave priority to economic reconstruction and to improving the
prewar industrial economy. Since the 1960s, greater emphasis has been
placed on promoting rapid economic growth and developing
internationally competitive high-technology industries (Pempel 1977,
732).

With this goal firmly in mind, the Japanese state pursued an active
industrial policy (called administrative guidance) through which it
channeled resources to those industries it determined critical to Japanese
success. Together, the MITI and MoF targeted specific industries for
development, starting with heavy industries (steel, shipbuilding,
automobiles) in the early postwar period and then shifting to high-
technology industries during the 1970s. The state pressured firms to invest
in the industries targeted for development, and those that made such
investments benefited from tariff and non-tariff forms of protection, tax
credits, low-cost financing, and other government subsidies. Some
scholars suggest that Japan’s remarkable postwar economic performance
was a direct result of this state-centered approach to economic
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development (Johnson 1982).

France also relied heavily upon industrial policies throughout much of
the postwar period (Hart 1992). The French state is highly centralized, and
French bureaucracies are tightly insulated from societal group pressures, as
in Japan. This structure allowed the French government to pursue an
industrial policy aimed at developing key industries with little direct
influence from domestic interest groups. A former director of the Ministry
of Industry described the policy-making process:

First, we make out a report or draw up a text, then we pass it around discreetly
within the administration. Once everyone concerned within the administration
is agreed on the final version, then we pass this version around outside the
administration. Of course, by then it is a fait accompli and pressure cannot
have any effect.

(quoted in Katzenstein 1977, 18)

In the early postwar period, the French state formulated development
plans to “establish a competitive economy as an essential base for political
independence, economic growth, and social progress” (Katzenstein 1977,
22). French industrial policy in this period was based on a strategy of
“National Champions,” under which specific firms in industries deemed by
the French state to be critical to French economic development received
support. In the 1950s and 1960s, for example, two French steel companies
and a small number of French auto producers (Renault, Simca, Peugeot)
received state support. During the 1960s and 1970s, the French state
attempted to develop a domestic computer industry by channeling
resources to specific French computer companies such as Machines Bull.
Most regard this strategy as relatively unsuccessful, because French
national champions failed to become competitive in international markets
(Hart 1992). However, the current French government seems poised to
revive this approach, announcing in early 2005 the creation of a new
industrial policy oriented toward promoting national champions in high-
technology industries.

In contrast to Japan and France, the United States typically is
characterized as a weak state (Katzenstein 1977; Ikenberry et al. 1988).
Political power in the United States is decentralized through federalism,
through the division of powers within the federal government, and through
independent bureaucratic agencies. This decentralization of power in turn
provides multiple channels through which domestic interest groups can
attempt to influence policy. Consequently, “American state officials find it
difficult to act purposefully and coherently, to realize their preferences in
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the face of significant opposition, and to manipulate or restructure their
domestic environment” (Ikenberry et al. 1988, 11). American trade and
economic policy therefore more often reflects the interests of societal
pressure groups than the “national interest” defined by state policymakers.

This does not mean that the United States has been unable to support
critical industries. American national security and defense policies have
channeled substantial resources to maintaining technological leadership
over potential rivals. To maintain this lead, the U.S. government has
financed the basic research that underlies many high-technology products,
including computers, telecommunications, lasers, advanced materials, and
even the Internet. In addition, Department of Defense contracts have
supported firms that produce both military and civilian items. Thus, even
though the United States is a weak state, we do see a form of industrial
policy in the U.S. government’s support for basic research and in its
defense-related procurement practices designed to meet national security
objectives.

Policy Analysis and Debate

Green Industrial Policy in the U.S.?

Question

Should the U.S. government employ industrial policy to encourage the
development of green technology?

Overview

During the 2008 presidential campaign, Barack Obama pledged to
spend $150 billion over 10 years developing new green technologies,
and another $60 billion improving energy-related infrastructure. In
January 2010, President Obama began a new program that provided
$2.3 billion in funding to 183 firms engaged in clean-energy
manufacturing, arguing that such programs boost employment while
benefiting the environment. At the same time, President Obama has
indicated that he will be hesitant to approve of any new trade
agreements that do not include environmental protections. On several
dimensions, in other words, the Obama administration is attempting to
reorient the U.S. economy and trade around environmentally friendly
manufacturing and infrastructure. This has generated debate over the
government’s role in shaping the national economy.
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Why is the use of industrial policy controversial? Advocates of
green industrial policies—including former Secretary of Labor Robert
Reich, the AFL-CIO, and political commentators like Thomas
Friedman—claim that government investment is needed to overcome
high start-up costs for new industry, boost productivity in high-growth
technologies, and maintain competitiveness in globalized markets.
Without government involvement, advocates say, the United States
will sacrifice the gains from early development of new technologies to
other countries. Opponents of green industrial policies—including
many economists, business groups, and free-trade advocates—claim
that government intervention misdirects investment to less productive
industries, that choosing economic winners and losers in the political
arena leads to corruption, and that American industry will have an
unfair advantage over their foreign competitors. Both sides can point
to examples of industrial policies that provide evidence for their
claims.

Policy Options

m  Use the power of the U.S. government to promote the
development of new green technologies by shifting resources into
sectors through taxation and redistribution.

® Allow technological development to occur through the market,
and resist government interference.

Policy Analysis

® What interest, if any, do other states have in U.S. industrial
policy? Why is this the case?

® How might U.S. trading partners react to greater U.S. government
involvement? Is this optimal?

®  What role does domestic politics play in determining international
outcomes in trade and environmental policies?

Take A Position
®  What option do you prefer? Justify your choice.

®  What criticisms of your position should you anticipate? How
would you defend your recommendations against these
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criticisms?

Resources

Online: Online searches for “industrial policy” and “green jobs.”

In Print: For a less rigorous, but best-selling, discussion of this topic,
see Thomas L. Friedman, Hot, Flat, and Crowded: Why We Need a
Green Revolution — And How It Can Renew America (New Y ork:
Farrar, Straus, & Giroux, 2008). For a more academic treatment of
development and industrial policy, see Dani Rodrik, One
Economics, Many Recipes: Globalization, Institutions, and
Economic Growth (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
2008).

The state-centered approach, therefore, argues that state policymakers
can use industrial policy to improve social welfare. In contrast to the
standard model of trade, this approach argues that factors may not move
automatically from relatively low-return industries into relatively high-
return industries. In such instances, targeted government intervention, in
the form of a tariff or a production subsidy, can encourage movement into
these industries. Over the long run, the welfare gains generated by this
industry are substantially larger than the welfare losses incurred during the
period of protection. The ability of policymakers to effectively pursue such
policies, however, is strongly influenced by the institutional structure of
the state in which they operate. In strong states, such as Japan and France,
policymakers are insulated from domestic interest groups and are therefore
able to use industrial policy to promote economic development. In weak
states, such as the United States, policymakers cannot easily escape
interest-group pressures. As a consequence, trade and economic policy is
more likely to reflect the particularistic demands of these groups than any
broader conceptions of social welfare.

INDUSTRIAL POLICY IN HIGH-TECHNOLOGY
INDUSTRIES

High-technology industries have been one area in which governments in
many advanced industrialized countries have relied heavily on industrial
policies. Boosting the international competitiveness of such industries has
been the principal goal of such policies. High-technology industries are
highly valued for the contribution they make to national income. These
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industries tend to earn rents; that is, they earn a higher-than-normal return
on an investment, and they pay higher wages to workers than do standard
manufacturing industries. In addition, relatively recent developments in
economic theory that build on the basic insight of the infant-industry case
for protection suggest that governments can use industrial policy to create
internationally competitive domestic high-technology industries. We
examine these issues here, focusing first on the economic theories that
justify the use of industrial policy in high-technology industries and then
examining two cases in which industrial policy appears to have enabled
high-technology firms based in Japan and the EU to become
internationally competitive at the apparent expense of high-technology
firms based in the United States. We conclude by returning to the current
U.S.—EU dispute in commercial aircraft.

Strategic-Trade Theory

Strategic-trade theory provides the theoretical justification for industrial
policy in high-technology industries. Strategic-trade theory expands on
the basic insight of the infant-industry case for protection. Like the infant-
industry case, strategic-trade theory asserts that government intervention
can help domestic firms achieve economies of scale and experience in
order to become efficient and competitive in global markets. In contrast to
the classical infant-industry argument, which assumes that markets are
perfectly competitive, strategic-trade theory asserts that many high-tech
industries are characterized by oligopolistic competition; that is, they
feature competition between only a few firms. The combination of
economies of scale and experience on the one hand and oligopolistic
competition on the other creates a theoretical rationale for government
intervention to raise national income.

An oligopoly is an industry dominated by a small number of firms. The
world auto industry, for example, is dominated by only about eight firms.
The world market for long-distance commercial aircraft is dominated by
only two firms. Such industries are clearly different from, say, agriculture,
in which thousands of farms produce for the world market. Economic
dynamics in oligopolistic market structures are quite different from the
dynamics we see in perfectly competitive markets. The economic analysis
of oligopolistic competition can be quite complex, however, and a detailed
analysis of such competition would take us far from our primary concern.
Consequently, we will leave a detailed analysis of such competition to the
side and simply state that firms operating in oligopolistic markets earn
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excess returns—profits greater than could be earned in equally risky
investments in other sectors of the economy (Krugman and Obstfeld 1994,
282).

Suppose an American firm dominates the world market for commercial
aircraft. The United States captures the excess returns available in this
industry. As a result, American workers employed in this industry, as well
as the people who have invested their savings in this industry, earn higher
incomes than they would earn in the next-best use of their labor or savings.
American national income is higher than it would be otherwise. If a
European firm dominates the world market for commercial aircraft,
Europe captures the excess returns and enjoys the higher “national”
income. And because an oligopolistic industry is one in which only a
limited number of firms can operate, only a small number of countries can
capture the available excess returns. It is certainly reasonable to suppose,
therefore, that societies would compete over these industries. Strategic-
trade theory thus suggests that in some industries global economic
interaction gives rise to zero-sum competition over the excess returns
available in oligopolistic high-tech industries.

Who is likely to win this competition? In the absence of intervention by
any government, the firm that is the first to enter a particular industry will
win, and in doing so effectively deter subsequent entry by potential rivals.
Thus, such industries offer a first-mover advantage. This first-mover
advantage arises from economies of scale and experience. Suppose an
American high-tech firm is the first to produce and market a product such
as commercial jet aircraft. Because achieving economies of scale and
experience is central to the ability to produce commercial jets efficiently,
the United States, by virtue of being first into the market, has a production
cost advantage over rivals who may want to enter the market at a later
time. As a consequence, a European firm that could be competitive once it
achieved economies of scale and experience is deterred from entering the
industry because the cost advantage enjoyed by the established American
firm makes it very difficult to sell enough aircraft to achieve these
economies. After all, who will buy the new entrant’s higher-cost output?
Absent such sales the new firm will never realize the economies of scale
and experience essential to long-term success. The U.S. firm, therefore,
has an advantage in the industry only because it is the first into the market.
Consequently, the United States will enjoy the higher national income
yielded by the excess returns in the commercial aircraft industry. Other
countries are denied these excess returns, even though were they able to
achieve the necessary economies of scale and experience, they would be
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every bit as successful as the American first mover.

Government intervention may have a powerful effect on the willingness
of a latecomer to enter the industry. That is, targeted government
intervention may enable late entrants to successfully challenge first
movers. By doing so, government intervention shifts the excess returns
available in a particular industry from a foreign country to the national
economy. The logic of this argument can be illustrated using some fairly
simple game theory (Krugman 1987). Let’s assume that there are two
firms, one American and one European, interacting in a high-tech industry,
say commercial aircraft, which will support only one producer. Each firm
has two strategies: to produce commercial aircraft or to not produce. The
payoffs that each firm gains from the four possible outcomes are depicted
in Figure 5.1a. There are two possible equilibrium outcomes in this game,
one in which the American firm produces and the European firm does not
(cell II), and one in which the European firm produces and the American
firm does not (cell IV). Thus, this particular high-tech industry will be
based in the United States or in Europe, but never in both. Whichever
country hosts the firm earns 100 units in income.

Which country captures the industry depends upon which firm is first to
enter the market. Let’s suppose that the American firm is first to enter the
industry and has realized economies of scale and experience. In this case,
the European firm has no incentive to enter the industry, because, by doing
so, it would earn a profit of 25. If we assume that the European firm is first
to enter the market, then it realizes economies of scale and experience. In
this case, the American firm has no incentive to enter the market. Thus,
even though both firms could produce the product equally well, the firm
that enters first dominates the industry. According to strategic-trade
theory, therefore, the firm that is first to enter a particular high-technology
industry will hold a competitive advantage, and the country that is home to
this firm will capture the rents available in this industry.
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European Firm
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(a) Payoff Matrix with no Subsidy

European Firm
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American Firm Produce -5,5() 100, O {1
Mot Produce 0, 110 {IV) 0, O (ln

(D) Payoff Matrix with European Subsidy

FIGURE 5.1
The Impact of Industrial Policy in High-Technology Industries

Against this backdrop, we can examine how governments can use
industrial policy to help domestic high-technology firms. Government
intervention can help new firms enter an established high-technology
industry to challenge, and eventually compete with, established firms.
Government assistance to these new firms can come in many forms.
Governments may provide financial assistance to help their new firms pay
for the costs of research and development. Such subsidies help reduce the
costs that private firms must bear in the early stages of product
development, thereby reducing the up-front investment a firm must make
to enter the industry. European governments participating in the Airbus
consortium, for example, have subsidized the development of Airbus
aircraft. Governments also may guarantee a market for the early and more
expensive versions of the firm’s products. Tariffs and quotas can be used
to keep foreign goods out, and government purchasing decisions can favor
domestic producers over imports. The Japanese government, for example,
purchased most of its supercomputers from Japanese suppliers in the
1980s, even though the supercomputers produced by the American firm
Cray Industries were cheaper and performed at a higher level. The
guaranteed market allows domestic firms to sell their high-cost output
from early stages of production at high prices. The combination of
financial support and guaranteed markets allows domestic firms to enter
the market and move down the learning curve. Once the new firms have
realized economies of scale, they can compete against established firms in
international markets.
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We can see the impact of such policies on firms’ production decisions
by returning to our simple game (see Figure 5.1b). Suppose that the
American firm is the first to enter and dominates the industry. Suppose
now that European governments provide a subsidy of 10 units to the
European firm. The subsidy changes the payoffs the European firm
receives if it produces. In contrast to the no-subsidy case, the European
firm now makes a profit of 5 units when it produces, even if the American
firm stays in the market. The subsidy therefore makes it rational for the
European firm to start producing. Government support for domestic high-
technology firms has a second consequence that stems from the
oligopolistic nature of high-tech industries. Because such industries
support only a small number of firms at profitable levels of output, the
entry of new firms into the sector must eventually cause other firms to exit.
Thus, government policies that promote the creation of a successful
industry in one country undermine the established industry in other
countries.

This outcome is also clear in our simple game. Once the European firm
begins producing, the American firm earns a profit of 25 if it continues to
produce and a profit of O if it exits the industry. Exit, therefore, is the
American firm’s rational response to the entry of the European firm. Thus,
the small 10-unit subsidy provided by European governments enables the
European firm to eliminate the first-mover advantage enjoyed by the
American firm, but ultimately drive the American firm out of the industry.
As a consequence, Europe’s national income rises by 100 units (the 110-
unit profit realized by the European firm minus the 10-unit subsidy from
European governments), whereas America’s national income falls by 100
units. A small government subsidy has allowed Europe to increase its
national income at the expense of the United States.

Strategic-trade theory suggests, therefore, that the location of high-
technology industries has little to do with cross-national differences in
factor endowments and a lot to do with market structure and the
assumptions we make about how production costs vary with the quantity
of output. This is a world in which the classical model of comparative
advantage doesn’t hold. International competitiveness and the pattern of
international specialization in high-technology industries are attributed as
much to the timing of market entry as to underlying factor endowments.

STRATEGIC RIVALRY IN SEMICONDUCTORS
AND COMMERCIAL AIRCRAFT
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The semiconductor industry and the commercial aircraft industry illustrate
these kinds of strategic trade rivalries between the United States, Japan,
and the EU in the contemporary global economy. In the semiconductor
industry, American producers enjoyed first-mover advantages and
dominated the world market until the early 1980s. The semiconductor
industry prospered in the United States in part due to government support
in the form of funding for research and development (R&D) and for
defense-related purchases. The U.S. government financed a large portion
of the basic research in electronics—as much as 85 percent of all R&D
prior to 1958, and as much as 50 percent during the 1960s. At the same
time, the U.S. defense industry provided a critical market for
semiconductors. Defense-related purchases by the U.S. government
absorbed as much as 100 percent of total production in the early years.
Even in the late 1960s, the government continued to purchase as much as
40 percent of production. These policies allowed American semiconductor
firms to move down the learning curve and realize economies of scale.
This first-mover advantage was transformed into a dominant position in
the global market. In the early 1970s, U.S. semiconductor producers
controlled 98 percent of the American market and 78 percent of the
European market.

Beginning in the 1970s, the Japanese government targeted
semiconductors as a sector for priority development and used two policy
measures to foster a Japanese semiconductor industry. First and most
importantly, the Japanese government used a variety of measures to
protect Japanese semiconductor producers from American competition.
Tariffs and quotas kept American chips out of the Japanese market. The
Japanese government also approved very few applications for investment
by foreign semiconductor firms and restricted the ability of American
semiconductor firms to purchase existing Japanese firms. As a direct
result, American semiconductor firms were unable to jump over trade
barriers by building semiconductor production plants in Japan. The
Japanese industrial structure—a structure in which producers develop
long-term relationships with input suppliers—helped ensure that Japanese
firms that used semiconductors as inputs purchased from Japanese rather
than American suppliers. Finally, government purchases of computer
equipment discriminated against products that used American chips in
favor of computers that used Japanese semiconductors. Second, the
Japanese government provided financial assistance to more than 60
projects connected to the semiconductor and computer industry. Such
financial assistance helped cover many of the R&D costs Japanese
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producers faced.

The extent of Japanese protectionism can be appreciated by comparing
U.S. market shares in the EU, and Japanese markets. Whereas American
semiconductor firms controlled 98 percent of the American market and 78
percent of the EU market in the mid-1970s, they held only 20 percent of
the Japanese market (Tyson 1995, 93). By 1976, Japanese firms were
producing highly sophisticated chips and had displaced American products
from all but the most sophisticated applications in the Japanese market.
Success in the Japanese market was followed by success in the global
market. Japan exported more semiconductors than it imported for the first
time in 1979. By 1986 Japanese firms had captured about 46 percent of
global semiconductor revenues, whereas the American firms’ share had
fallen to 40 percent (Tyson 1995, 104-105). By protecting domestic
producers and subsidizing R&D costs, the Japanese government helped
Japanese firms successfully challenge American dominance of the
semiconductor industry.

A similar dynamic is evident in U.S.—European competition in the
commercial aircraft sector. Two American firms, Boeing and Douglas
(later McDonnell Douglas), dominated the global market for commercial
aircraft throughout the postwar period, in part because of U.S. government
support to the industry provided through the procurement of military
aircraft (Newhouse 1982; U.S. Congress, Office of Technology
Assessment 1991, 345). Work on military contracts enabled the two major
American producers to achieve economies of scale in their commercial
aircraft operations. Boeing, for example, developed one of its most
successful commercial airliners, the 707, as a modified version of a
military tanker craft, the KC-135. This allowed Boeing to reduce the cost
of developing the commercial airliner. Both jets in turn benefited from the
experience Boeing had gained in developing the B-47 and the B-52
bombers (OTA 1991, 345). As Joseph Sutter, a Boeing executive vice
president, noted, “We are good ... partly because we build so many
airplanes. We learn from our mistakes, and each of our airplanes embodies
everything we have learned from our other airplanes” (quoted in
Newhouse 1982, 7). The accumulated knowledge from military and
commercial production gave the two American producers a first-mover
advantage in the global market for commercial airliners sufficient to deter
new entrants.

In 1967, the French, German, and British governments launched Airbus
Industrie to challenge the global dominance of Boeing and McDonnell
Douglas. Between 1970 and 1991, these three European governments
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provided between $10 billion and $18 billion of financial support to
Airbus Industrie, an amount equal to about 75 percent of the cost of
developing Airbus airliners (OTA 1991, 354). As a consequence, by the
early 1990s Airbus Industrie had developed a family of commercial
aircraft capable of serving the long-range, medium-range, large passenger,
and smaller passenger routes. Airbus’s entry into the commercial aircraft
industry had a dramatic impact on global market share. As Table 5.1
makes clear, in the mid-1970s Boeing and McDonnell Douglas dominated
the market for large commercial airliners. Airbus began to capture market
share in the 1980s, however, and by 1990 it had gained control of 30
percent of the market for large commercial airliners. In 1994 Airbus sold
more airliners than Boeing for the first time. And the ensuing 10 years
indicates that 1994 was no fluke, as Airbus has firmly established itself as
a dominant force in the global market for long-range commercial jets.

As a consequence of Airbus’s success, a substantial portion of the rents
available from the production and sale of commercial airliners has been
transferred from the United States to Europe. Thus, by subsidizing the
initial costs of aircraft development, European governments have been
able to capture a significant share of the global market for commercial
aircraft and the income generated in this sector, at the expense of the
United States.

Strategic-trade rivalries of this kind have been a source of conflict in the
international trade system. Countries losing high-technology industries as
a consequence of the industrial policies pursued by other countries can
respond by supporting their own firms to offset the advantages enjoyed by
foreign firms or by attempting to prevent foreign governments from using
industrial policy. In the United States, which considered itself a victim of
the industrial policies adopted by Japan and the EU, the national debate
has focused on both responses. Considerable pressure emerged during the
1980s and early 1990s for a national technology policy. Proposals were
advanced for the creation of a government agency charged with reviewing
global technology and

evaluating the likely course of key American industries; comparing these
baseline projections with visions of industry paths that would be compatible
with a prosperous and competitive economy; and monitoring the activities of
foreign governments and firms in these industries to provide an early warning
of potential competitive problems in the future.

(Tyson 1995, 289)

TABLE 5.1
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Market Share in Global Commercial Aircraft

Boeing McDonnell Douglas™ Airbus
1975 67% 33% 0
1985 63% 20% 17%
1990 54% 16% 30%
2005-2007 50.8% n.a.f 49.2%
* Merged with Boeing in 1997; its commercial aircraft fleet is no longer

produced.

T n.a., not available.

Source: Data for 1975-1990 are calculated from Tyson 1995, 158-159. Data for
20052007 are from Boeing and Airbus.

Many recommended that the U.S. government reduce its R&D support
for military and dual-use projects (dual use refers to projects with military
and commercial applications) and increase the amount of support provided
to strictly commercial applications. Proponents of a national technology
strategy also encouraged greater cooperation between the public and
private sector on precompetitive research in a wide range of advanced
technologies. Such proposals played an important role in the first Clinton
administration’s thinking about international trade, a role reflected in
Clinton’s selection of Laura D’ Andrea Tyson, an economist and one of the
most prominent proponents of such policies, to be the chair of his Council
of Economic Advisors.

The United States also put considerable pressure on other governments
to stop their support of high-technology industries. A series of negotiations
with Japan that was conducted during the 1980s and early 1990s were
designed to pry open the Japanese market to internationally competitive
American high-technology industries. Such negotiations took place in
semiconductors, computers, telecommunications, and other sectors. The
rationale for these negotiations is evident from the previous discussion
about first-mover advantages. If Japanese firms could be denied a
protected market for their early production runs, they would never realize
the scale economies required to compete in international markets. Opening
the Japanese market to American high-technology producers would
prevent the emergence of competitive Japanese high-technology firms and
thereby help maintain American high-technology leadership. During the
1980s and early 1990s, therefore, the United States responded strategically
to the use of industrial policies by Japan and, to a lesser extent, the EU and
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adopted policies designed to counter them.

It is within this context that we can understand the current U.S.—EU
conflict in the commercial aircraft industry. Boeing has long been
concerned about the gains Airbus has made in the global market and has
long pressured the U.S. government to try to limit the subsidies that
European governments offer. In 1992 the United States and the European
Union reached agreement that both would not provide subsidies greater
than one-third of the total cost of developing a new airliner or greater than
3 percent of the firm’s annual revenue. In early summer of 2004 the Bush
administration, facing considerable pressure from Boeing, informed the
EU that it was time to renegotiate this agreement. The time for such a
move looked right, at least to Boeing, for both companies were beginning
to develop new aircraft, and Boeing argued that each should do so without
government support. As Boeing CEO Henry Stonecipher said, the 1992
agreement “no longer reflected market realities” and had “outlived its
usefulness” (King 2004). Given Airbus’s current market position, it should
stop expecting European governments to give it “truckloads” of money to
cover a portion of new aircraft development. “We’re saying enough is
enough. You’re very successful, you’re delivering and selling more
airplanes than Boeing .... Why don’t you go to the bank and borrow
money?” It was, Boeing argued, “time for Airbus to accept the financial
and marketplace risks that true commercial companies experience” (Casert
2004, p. E.03).

Efforts to renegotiate the 1992 agreement proved unsuccessful.
Although EU officials seemed willing to accept the American claim that
Airbus had received government support (though they denied that such
support amounted to more than a token), they asserted that Boeing had
itself been the beneficiary of $23 billion of government subsidies since
1992. These subsidies had come, the EU argued, from U.S. government
R&D contracts and from $3.2 billion in tax reductions, tax exemptions,
and infrastructure improvements provided by the state of Washington.
Consequently, the EU was willing to discuss a reduction of European
assistance to Airbus only in conjunction with an American willingness to
accept a reduction of such assistance for Boeing. When the United States
proved unwilling to either accept the EU claim or to provide information
that would dispute the claim, the negotiations broke down. Days later, the
United States announced that it was withdrawing from the 1992 agreement
and filed a dispute with the WTO alleging that the EU was in violation of
its WTO obligations concerning the use of subsidies that cause harm to
foreign competitors. The EU responded immediately by initiating its own
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WTO dispute in which it alleged the same thing of the United States. The
stakes are high, as estimates suggest that over the next 20 years sales of
large commercial aircraft will generate $2 trillion (Blustein 2004a). It
remains to be seen whether American or European producers will capture
this income.

CONCLUSION

Even though a state-centered approach directs our attention to the
important role that states play in shaping the structure of their domestic
economies, it does have some important weaknesses. Three such
weaknesses are perhaps most important. First, the state-centered approach
lacks explicit microfoundations. The approach asserts that states act in
ways that enhance national welfare. A critical student must respond to this
assertion by asking one simple question: What incentive does the state
have to act in ways that do in fact enhance national welfare? Anyone who
has visited the Palace of Versailles in France or has spent any time reading
about the experience of other autonomous rulers knows that autonomous
states have as much (if not more) incentive to act in the private interests of
state officials as they have to act in the interest of society as a whole. Why
then would autonomous state actors enrich society when they might just as
easily enrich themselves? Answering this question requires us to think
about how state actors are rewarded for promoting policies that enhance
national welfare and are punished for failing to do so. In answering this
question, we develop microfoundations—an explanation that sets out the
incentive structure that encourages state officials to adopt policies that
promote national welfare. But the state-centered approach currently does
not offer a good answer to this question. The reward structure that state
policymakers face cannot be elections, for that pushes us back toward a
society-centered approach. The reward structure might be security related:
one could reasonably argue that states intervene to enhance the power and
position of the nation in the international system. We must still explain,
however, how these broad concerns about national security create
incentives for individual policymakers to make specific decisions about
resource allocation. The point is not that such microfoundations could not
be developed, but rather, as far as I am aware, that no one has yet done so.
As a result, the state-centered approach provides little justification for its
central assertion that states will regularly act in ways that enhance national
welfare.

Second, the assumption that states make policy independent of domestic

160



interest-group pressure is misleading. Even highly autonomous states do
not stand above all societal interests. Interest groups need not dictate
policy, as the society-centered approach claims, but they do establish the
parameters in which policy must be made. Even in Japan, which probably
comes closest to the ideal autonomous state, the Liberal Democrat Party’s
(LDP) position in government was based in part on the support of big
business. Is it merely a coincidence that Japanese industrial policy
channeled resources to big business, or did the Japanese state adopt such
policies because they were in the interest of one of the LDP’s principal
supporters? Thus, whereas the society-centered approach assumes too little
room for autonomous state action, the state-centered approach assumes too
much state autonomy. We may learn more by fitting the two approaches
together. This would lead us to expect governments to intervene in the
economy to promote specific economic outcomes, but often such policies
are consistent with and shaped by the interests of the coalition of societal
groups upon which the government’s power rests.

Finally, strategic-trade theory itself, which provides the intellectual
justification for government intervention in high-technology industries, has
considerable weaknesses. Strategic-trade theory is as much a prescriptive
theory—one used to derive policy proposals—as it is an explanatory
theory. As such, it has some important limitations. The claim that
government intervention can improve national welfare is not particularly
robust. The conclusions one derives from any theory are sensitive to the
assumptions one makes when building the theory. If the conclusions
change greatly when one alters some of the underlying assumptions, then
the confidence one has in the accuracy of the theory must be greatly
diminished. Strategic-trade theory has been criticized for producing strong
conclusions only under a relatively restrictive set of assumptions.
Although the specific criticisms are too detailed to consider here, the
bottom line is that altering the assumptions about how one country’s
established firms respond to a foreign government’s subsidy of its firms,
about how many firms are in the sector in question, and about where firms
sell their products can either weaken the central claim considerably or
introduce so much complexity into the model that the policy implications
become opaque.

Thus, strategic-trade theory does not provide unambiguous support for
the claim that government intervention in high-technology industries can
raise national income. In addition, even if we assume that strategic-trade
theory is correct, it is not easy for governments to identify sectors in which
intervention will raise national income. It is difficult to identify sectors that
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offer such gains and then to calculate the correct subsidy that will shift this
activity to domestic producers at a net gain to social welfare. If
governments choose the wrong sectors or provide too little or too much
support, intervention can reduce rather than raise national welfare. Thus,
the precise policy implications of strategic-trade theory are unclear, in part
because the theory itself is weak and in part because it is not easy to
translate the theory’s simpler conclusions into effective policies.

In spite of these weaknesses, the state-centered approach provides a
useful check on the tendency of the society-centered approach to focus
exclusively on the interests of societal interest groups. The state-centered
approach points our attention to the interests of government officials and
underscores the need to think about the ability of these officials to act
independent from, and even against, the interests of domestic interest
groups. By doing so, it suggests that trade policy may not always reflect
the balance of power between interest groups, and tells us that we might
need to take into account how state interests intervene in this competition
in ways that produce outcomes that no interest groups desire. Yet, in spite
of these useful insights, I believe that the absence of clearly specified
microfoundations in this approach represents a fatal flaw. Without such
foundations, the approach can tell us that autonomous state officials will
act, but it cannot tell us how they will act. Adding such microfoundations,
perhaps by combining the dynamics highlighted by the society-centered
approach with the rich institutional environment emphasized by the state-
centered approach, would enable us to begin thinking about the conditions
under which state officials have the capacity for autonomous action, and
about the ends to which such autonomous officials will direct their
energies.
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CHAPTER 6

Trade and Development I: Import
Substitution Industrialization

exico has experienced an economic revolution during the last 20
Myears. Until the mid-1980s, Mexico was one of the most heavily
protected and highly directed nonsocialist economies in the world.
Importing anything into the country required formal government approval.
Even with such approval, tariffs were very high, averaging over 25 percent
and rising as high as 100 percent for many goods. Moreover, Mexico did
not belong to the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), and it
was hard to imagine any conditions under which Mexico would seek a
free-trade agreement with the United States. Behind these high tariff walls,
the Mexican government intervened deeply in the domestic economy.
Government-owned financial institutions channeled investment capital to
favored private industries and projects. The government created state-
owned enterprises in many sectors of the economy (about 1,200 of them
by 1982) that together attracted more than one-third of all industrial
investment (La Porta and Lopez de Silanes 1997). Today, by contrast,
Mexico is one of the most open developing countries in the world. Mexico
entered the GATT in 1987 and the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA) in the early 1990s. The Mexican government has retreated
sharply from involvement in the domestic economy. It has sold state-
owned enterprises, liberalized a wide variety of market-restricting
regulations, and begun to integrate Mexico deeply into the global
economy. In less than 10 years, the Mexican government opened Mexico
to foreign competition and drastically scaled back its role in managing
Mexican economic activity.

Mexico’s experience is hardly unique. Governments in India, China,
much of Latin America, and most of sub-Saharan Africa opted out of the
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global trade system following World War II. Most governments erected
very high trade barriers, and to the extent that they participated at all in the
GATT, they sought to alter the rules governing international trade.
Convinced that the GATT was biased against their interests, developing
countries worked through the United Nations to create international trade
rules that they believed would be more favorable toward industrialization
in the developing world. Like Mexico, most governments intervened
extensively in their economies in an attempt to promote rapid
industrialization. Drawing on the logic of the infant-industry case for
protection, governments used the power of the state to pull resources out
of agriculture and push them into manufacturing. And, like Mexico, these
policy orientations have changed fundamentally since the late 1980s. Most
developing countries have dismantled the protectionist systems they
maintained in the first 30 years of the postwar period, have become active
participants in the World Trade Organization (WTQO), and have abandoned
the quest to institute far-reaching changes to international trade rules. Most
have greatly reduced the degree of government intervention in the
domestic economy.

This chapter and the next examine how political and economic forces
have shaped the adoption and evolution of these new trade and
development policies. This chapter examines why governments in so many
developing countries intervened deeply in their domestic economies,
insulated themselves from international trade, and sought changes in
international trade rules. The next chapter focuses on why so many
governments have dismantled these policies during the last 30 years. We
look first at how economic and political change throughout the developing
world brought to power governments supported by import-competing
interests. We then examine the economic theory that guided policy during
those times. As we shall see, this theory provided governments with a
compelling justification for transforming the protectionism sought by the
import-competing producers that supported them into policies that
emphasized industrialization through state leadership. Having built this
base, we turn our attention to the specific policies that governments
pursued during that period, looking first at their domestic strategy for
industrialization and then examining their efforts to reform the
international trade system.

DOMESTIC INTERESTS, INTERNATIONAL
PRESSURES, AND PROTECTIONIST
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COALITIONS

Developing countries’ trade policies underwent a sea change in the first
half of the twentieth century. Until World War I, those developing
countries that were independent, as well as those regions of the world held
in colonial empires, adopted liberal trade policies. They produced and
exported agricultural goods and other primary commodities to the
advanced industrialized countries and imported most of the manufactured
goods they consumed. Governments and colonial rulers made little effort
to restrict this trade. But by the late 1950s, these liberal trade policies had
been replaced by a protectionist approach that dominated the developing
countries’ trade policies until the late 1980s, and whose remnants remain
important in many countries today. We begin our investigation of
developing countries’ trade and development policies by looking at this
initial shift to protectionism.

Trade and development policies in developing countries have been
strongly shaped by political competition between rural-based agriculture
and urban-based manufacturing. Developing countries pursued liberal
trade policies prior to World War I because export-oriented agricultural
interests dominated politics. In general, developing countries are
abundantly endowed with land and poorly endowed with capital (Lal and
Myint 1996, 104-110).

The relative importance of land and capital in developing countries’
economies can be appreciated by examining the structure of those
economies, together with exports, as presented in Table 6.1 and Table 6.2.
For the time being, we will focus on 1960, as this will allow us to put to
the side the consequences of the development policies that governments
adopted during the postwar period. With a few exceptions (particularly in
Latin America), between one-third and one-half of all economic activity in
developing countries in 1960 was based in agriculture, whereas less than
15 percent was based in manufacturing. By contrast, agriculture accounted
for only 5 percent of gross domestic product (GDP) in the advanced
industrial economies. If we include the “other industry” category, which
incorporates mining, then in all regions of the developing world other than
Latin America, agriculture and nonmanufacturing industries accounted for
more than half of all economic activity.

A similar pattern is evident in the commodity composition of
developing countries’ exports (Table 6.2). In 1962, developing countries’
exports were heavily concentrated in primary commodities: agricultural
products, minerals, and other raw materials. Roughly speaking, in each
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developing country, primary commodities accounted for more than 50
percent of exports, and in more than half of the listed countries, primary
commodities accounted for more than 80 percent of exports. In addition,
each country exported a narrow range of primary commodities. Some
countries were monoexporters; that is, their exports were almost fully
accounted for by one product. For example, more than 80 percent of
Burundi’s export earnings came from coffee, and cocoa accounted for 75
percent of Ghana’s export earnings (Cypher and Dietz 1997, 339). Similar
patterns were evident in Latin America: in 1950, coffee and cocoa made
up about 69 percent of Brazil’s exports, and copper and nitrates constituted
about 74 percent of Chile’s exports (Thorp 1999, 346). The structure of
their economies and the composition of their exports thus underline the
central point: developing countries are abundantly endowed with land and
have little capital.

TABLE 6.1

Economic Structure in Developing Countries (Sector as
a Percent of Gross Domestic Product)

Agriculture Manufacturing Other Industry Services
1960 1980 1995 1960 1980 1995 1960 1980 1995 1960 1980 1995
Sub- 3% 24 20 12 12 15 18 24 15 40 38 48
Saharan
Africa
East Asia 46 27 18 1& 27 32 7 12 1Z 31 32 38
and the
Pacific
South 49 39 30 13 15 17 & g 10 33 35 41
Asia
Latin 16 10 10 21 28 21 10 12 1Z K53 &1 &5
America

Notes: Figures may not sum to 100 because of rounding.

Other Industry Includes mining, construction, gas, and water.

Sources: Data for 1960 from World Bank, World Tables, 3rd ed. (Washington, DC:
The World Bank, 1983). Data for 1980 and 1995 from World Bank, World
Development Indicators (Washington, DC: The World Bank, 1997).

TABLE 6.2

Developing Countries’ Export Composition (Sector as a
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Percent of Total Exports)

Fuels, Minerals, and Other Primary Manufactures
Metals Commodities

1962 1980 1993 1962 1980 1993 1962 1980 1993
Sub-Saharan
Africa
Cameroon 71 33 51 75 64 35 4 14
Ghana 73 17 25 31 82 52 1 1 23
Kenya Z 36 16 89 F 66 ] 13 19
Nigeria 11 97 94 g1 Z 4 g 0 Z
South Africa 23 33 16 A7 28 11 26 40 74
ZLaire 16 56 &9 Th 14 13 10 31 18
East Asia
and the
Pacific
Hong Kong 2 Z z 3 h 3 93 93 95
Indonesia 37 76 32 63 Fif's 15 ] 3 53
Malaysia na. 35 14 n.a. 46 21 na. 20 &5
Singapaore 52 31 14 18 18 & 30 51 80
South Korea 24 1 3 57 9 4 20 90 94
Talwan n.a. Z 2 na 10 5 na. 8s 93
South Asia
India 9 g8 T a7 33 18 44 59 75
Pakistan 0 8 1 75 44 14 25 48 85
Latin
America
Argentina 2 & 11 95 71 57 3 23 32
Bolivia 91 86 56 4 11 25 5 3 19
Brazil 9 11 1z 28 50 28 3 29 &0
Chile 87 65 43 g 25 38 4 10 19
Mexico 24 T3 17 &0 15 9 16 12 75

Note: n.a. = not available.

Sources: Data for 1962 from World Bank, World Tables, 3rd ed. (Washington, DC:
The World Bank, 1983). Data for 1980 and 1993 from World Bank, World
Development Indicators (Washington, DC: The World Bank, 1997).

The precise form through which landowners dominated politics prior to
World War II differed considerably across regions. In Latin America, an
indigenous landowning elite dominated domestic politics. In Argentina
and Chile, for example, the landowners controlled government, often in an
alliance with the military. Even though these political systems were
constitutionally democratic, participation was restricted to the elite, a
group that amounted to about 5 percent of the population, in a system that
has been characterized as “oligarchic democracy” (Skidmore and Smith
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1989, 47). In other Latin American countries such as Mexico, Venezuela,
and Peru, dictatorial and often military governments ruled, but they
pursued policies that protected the interests of the landowners (Skidmore
and Smith 1989, 47). With landowners dominating domestic politics, Latin
American governments pursued liberal trade policies that favored
agricultural production and export at the expense of manufactured goods
(Rogowski 1989, 47). As a result, most Latin American countries were
highly open to international trade, producing and exporting agricultural
goods and other primary commodities and importing manufactured goods
from Great Britain, Europe, and the United States.

In Asia and in Africa, export-oriented agricultural interests dominated
local politics through colonial structures. In Taiwan and Korea, for
example, Japanese colonization led to the development of enclave
agriculture—that is, export-oriented agricultural sectors that had few
linkages to other parts of the local economy (Haggard 1990). Agricultural
producers bought little from local suppliers and exported most of their
production. In both countries, agricultural production centered on the
production and export of rice; in Taiwan, sugarcane was a staple crop as
well. India produced and exported a range of primary commodities,
including cotton, jute, wheat, tea, and rice. In exchange, India imported
most of the manufactured goods it consumed from Britain. In Africa,
colonial powers encouraged the production of cash crops and raw
materials that could be exported to the mother country (Hopkins 1979;
Ake 1981, 1996). In the Gold Coast (now Ghana), the cocoa industry was
a small part of the economy in 1870. Under British rule, Ghana became the
world’s largest cocoa producer by 1910, and cocoa accounted for 80
percent of its exports. In Senegal, France promoted groundnut (the
American peanut) production, and by 1937 close to half of all cultivated
land was dedicated to this single product (Ka and Van de Walle 1994,
296). Similar patterns with other commodities were evident in other
African colonies (Hopkins 1979).

These political arrangements began to change in the early twentieth
century. As they did, the dominance of export-oriented interests gave way
to the interests of import-competing manufacturers. In many instances, the
most important triggers for this change originated outside of developing
societies. In Latin America, international economic shocks beginning with
the First World War and extending into World War II played a central role
(Thorp 1999, Chapter 4). Government-mandated rationing of goods and
primary commodities in the United States and Europe during the two
World Wars made it difficult for Latin American countries to import many
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of the consumer goods they had previously purchased from the
industrialized countries. In addition, falling commodity prices associated
with the Great Depression and the disruption of normal trade patterns
arising from World War II reduced export revenues. The interruption of
“normal” Latin American trade patterns led governments in many
countries to introduce trade barriers and to begin producing many of the
manufactured goods that they had previously imported. The rise of
domestic manufacturing in turn produced a growing urban middle class as
workers and industrialists began to move out of agricultural production
and into manufacturing industries.

The emergence of manufacturing industries gave rise to interest groups,
industry-based associations, and labor wunions that pressured the
government to adopt economic policies favorable to people working in the
import-competing sector. The creation of organized groups to represent the
interests of import-competing manufacturing generated its own political
logic. On the one hand, the groups that saw their incomes rise from
protection had a strong incentive to see protectionist policies continued in
the postwar period (see Rogowski 1989; Haggard 1990). On the other
hand, the emergence of new organized interests and a growing urban
middle class created an opportunity for politicians to construct new
political coalitions based on the support of the urban sectors. In Argentina,
for example, Juan Perdn rose to power in the late 1940s with the support of
labor, industrialists, and the military. A similar pattern was evident in
Brazil, where Getulio Vargas was elected to the presidency in 1950 with
the support of industrialists, government civil servants, and urban labor.
Nor were Argentina and Brazil unique: throughout Latin America, postwar
governments were much less tightly linked to landed interests than
governments had been before World War I. Instead, governments rose to
power on the basis of political support from interest groups whose incomes
were derived from import-competing manufacturing (Cardoso and Faletto
1979). Such governments had a clear incentive to maintain trade policies
that protected those incomes.

A similar dynamic is evident in India. The global economic collapse of
the 1930s forced India to become increasingly self-reliant. Markets for
Indian exports constricted sharply, thereby greatly constraining Indian
export revenues. Unable to earn foreign exchange, India had to reduce
imports of manufactured goods as well. Under this forced self-reliance,
India began to create an indigenous manufacturing sector. By the end of
World War 1II, India had emerged as “the tenth largest producer of
manufactured goods in the world” (Tomlinson 1979, 31). The indigenous
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urban manufacturing sector then fused with the burgeoning nationalist
movement during the late 1930s to lead the push for Indian independence
and to supplant the predominantly foreign-owned export sector at the
center of the Indian political system. By the time India achieved
independence in 1947, it was committed to a strategy of autonomous
industrialization.

In Pacific Asia, the shift in political power came about as a product of
de-colonization. In Korea and Taiwan political change resulted from the
defeat of Imperial Japan in World War II (see Haggard 1990). In South
Korea, Japan’s defeat transferred power from a foreign colonizer to
indigenous groups. Although the landowners initially dominated postwar
politics, the Korean War of the early 1950s and a series of land reforms
implemented during that same decade greatly reduced the landowners’
power and increased the relative power of the emerging urban sector. On
mainland China, Japan’s defeat was followed by the defeat of the
nationalist Chinese government and the migration of the Chinese
nationalists to the island of Taiwan. Once installed in Taiwan, the Chinese
nationalists instituted land reforms to assert their authority over indigenous
landowners and to prevent a repeat of their experience on the mainland,
where the rural sector had supported the Communists. As in South Korea,
land reforms reduced the power of landowners and increased the power of
the urban—industrial sector.

Africa’s transition came later, as decolonization began only in the
1950s, and it took a slightly different form. The push toward
decolonization was led by a coalition of indigenous professionals who had
been educated by the colonial powers and had then acquired positions in
the administration of colonial economic and political rule. One factor
motivating Africa’s push for independence was dissatisfaction with the
discriminatory practices of colonial administration. Colonies were run for
the profit of the colonists, with colonial economic enterprises staffed and
managed by men from the colonial power. The local population had
limited opportunities to participate in these economic arrangements other
than as workers. The nationalist struggles for independence that emerged
in the 1950s sought to transfer control over existing economic practices
from the colonial governments to indigenous elites.

The period demarcated by the start of World War I and the end of
decolonization in sub-Saharan Africa thus brought a fundamental change
to patterns of political influence in developing countries. Political
structures once dominated by export-oriented agricultural interests were
now largely under the control of import-competing manufacturing
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interests. Consequently, governments beholden to the import-competing
sector had a clear incentive to abandon liberal trade policies and to
continue the protectionist arrangements they had built during the 1930s.
As we will see, the political interest in protectionism was reinforced by an
elaborate theoretical structure that argued that protectionism was the only
path to the establishment of industrialized economies.

THE STRUCTURALIST CRITIQUE: MARKETS,
TRADE, AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Although protectionism reflected the interests of the politically influential
import-competing manufacturing sector, it did not represent a coherent
economic development strategy. And most governments were committed,
at least rhetorically, to the adoption of policies that would promote
economic development. Most governments wanted to shift resources out of
agricultural production and into manufacturing industries because they
believed that poverty resulted from too heavy a concentration on
agricultural production. Higher standards of living could be achieved only
through industrialization, and according to what was then the dominant
branch of development economics, called structuralism, the shift of
resources from agriculture to manufacturing would not occur unless the
state adopted policies to bring it about (see Lal 1983; Little 1982).

The belief that the market would not promote industrialization provided
the intellectual and theoretical justification for the two central aspects of
the development strategies adopted by most governments throughout much
of the postwar era. Because structuralism played such an important role in
shaping developing countries’ trade and development policies,
understanding the policies governments adopted requires us to understand
the structuralist critique.

Market Imperfections in Developing Countries

Structuralists argued that market imperfections inside developing countries
posed serious obstacles to the reallocation of resources from agriculture to
manufacturing industries. Structuralists argued that markets would not
bring about the necessary shift of resources because developing economies
were too inflexible.

Most important, according to the structuralists, was the belief that the
market would not promote investment in manufacturing industries
(Scitovsky 1954). The structuralists pointed to two coordination problems
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that would limit investment in manufacturing industries. The first problem,
called complementary demand, arose in the initial transformation from
an economy based largely on subsistence agriculture to a manufacturing
economy (Rosenstein-Rodan 1943). In an economy in which few people
earned a money wage, no single manufacturing firm would be able to sell
its products unless a large number of other manufacturing industries were
started simultaneously. Suppose, for example, that 100 people are taken
out of subsistence agriculture and paid a wage to manufacture shoes,
whereas the rest of the population remains in non-wage agriculture. To
whom will the new factory sell its shoes? The only workers earning money
are those producing shoes, and these 100 workers are unlikely to purchase
all of the shoes that they make. In order for this shoe factory to succeed,
other factories employing other people must be created at the same time.

Suppose instead, that 500,000 workers are taken out of subsistence
agriculture and simultaneously employed in a large number of factories
producing a variety of different goods; some make shoes, others make
clothing, and still others produce refrigerators or processed foods. With
this larger number of wage earners, manufacturing enterprises can easily
sell their goods. Shoe workers can buy refrigerators and clothes, workers
in the clothing factory can purchase shoes, and so on. Thus, a
manufacturing enterprise will be successful only if many manufacturing
industries began production simultaneously.

Structuralists doubted that uncoordinated market behavior would
produce simultaneous investment in multiple manufacturing industries. No
single entrepreneur has an incentive to invest in a manufacturing enterprise
unless he or she is certain that others will invest simultaneously in other
industries. People willing to invest will thus wait until others invest and, as
a consequence, no one will invest in manufacturing unless all potential
investors could somehow coordinate their behavior to ensure that all will
invest in manufacturing at the same time. The problem of complementary
demand thus meant that if investment were left to the market, there would
be little investment in manufacturing industries.

The second coordination problem, called pecuniary external
economies, arose from interdependencies among market processes
(Scitovsky 1954). Think about the economic relationship between a steel
plant and an automobile factory. Suppose that the owners of a steel factory
invest to increase the amount of steel they can produce. As steel
production increases, steel prices begin to fall. The automobile factory,
which uses a lot of steel, begins to realize rising profits as the price of one
of its most important inputs falls. These increasing profits in the
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automobile industry could induce the owners of the car plant to invest to
expand their own production capacity. Such a simultaneous expansion of
the steel and auto industries would raise national income.

The two firms face a coordination problem, however. The owners of the
steel plant will not increase steel production unless they are sure that the
auto industry will increase car production. Yet, the owners of the auto
plant will not increase auto production unless they are certain that the steel
producer will make the investments needed to expand steel output. Thus,
unless investment decisions in the steel and auto industry are coordinated,
neither firm will invest to increase the amount it can produce. Once again,
structuralists argued, the market could not be expected to solve this
coordination problem.

The structuralists’ assertion that coordination problems would prevent
investment in manufacturing was a serious problem for governments intent
on industrialization. Fortunately, the structuralists offered a solution to the
problem. Structuralists argued that the way to overcome these coordination
problems was with a state-led big push. The state would engage in
economic planning and either make necessary investments itself or help
coordinate the investments of private economic actors. Thus, what the
market could not bring about, the state could achieve through intervening
in the economy. The structuralist critique of the market therefore provided
a compelling theoretical justification for state-led strategies of
industrialization.

Market Imperfections in the International Economy

Structuralists also argued that international trade provided few benefits to
developing countries. This argument was formulated during the 1950s,
principally by Raul Prebisch, an Argentinean economist who worked for
the United Nations Economic Commission for Latin America (ECLA), and
Hans Singer, an academic development economist. According to the
Singer-Prebisch theory, participation in the GATT-based trade system
would actually make it harder for developing countries to industrialize by
depriving them of critical resources.

The Singer-Prebisch theory divides the world into two distinct blocks—
the advanced-industrialized core and the developing-world periphery—and
focuses on the terms of trade between them. The terms of trade relate the
price of a country’s exports to the price of its imports. An improvement in
a country’s terms of trade means that the price of its exports is rising
relative to the price of its imports, but a decline in a country’s terms of
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trade means that export prices are falling relative to its import prices. As a
country’s terms of trade improve, it can acquire a given amount of imports
for a smaller quantity of exports. Thus, an improvement in its terms of
trade makes a country richer, but a decline in its terms of trade makes it
poorer.

The Singer-Prebisch theory argues that developing countries’ terms of
trade deteriorate steadily over time. When they developed this theory,
developing countries exported primary commodities and imported
manufactured goods. Singer and Prebisch argued that primary commodity
prices steadily fell relative to manufactured goods prices, thereby steadily
reducing the incomes of developing countries. The periphery’s terms of
trade deteriorate, according to this theory, in large part as a result of
differences in the income elasticity of demand for primary commodities
versus industrial goods (see Lewis 1954; United Nations 1964; Gilpin
1987, 275-276).

The income elasticity of demand is the degree to which a change in
income alters demand for a particular product. For a product with a low
income elasticity of demand, a large increase in income produces little
change in demand for the good. For a product with a high income elasticity
of demand, a small increase in income produces a large change in demand
for a particular good. Structuralists argued that the income elasticity of
demand for primary commodities was quite low, but income elasticity of
demand for manufactured goods was relatively high. Thus, as incomes rise
in the core countries, a smaller and smaller percentage of those countries’
income will be spent on imports of primary commodities. But as incomes
rise in the periphery countries, a larger percentage of those countries’
income will be spent on manufactured imports from the core. Falling
demand for primary commodities will cause the periphery countries’
export prices to fall, whereas rising demand for manufactured goods will
cause the periphery countries’ import prices to rise. Rising import prices
relative to export prices yields deteriorating terms of trade.

Most research disputes the claim that developing countries face a
continuous decline in their terms of trade (see, for example, Borensztein et
al. 1994; see also Bloch and Sapsford 2000). Yet, the objective validity of
the Singer-Prebisch hypothesis is not the central consideration. What
mattered was that governments in developing countries believed the
hypothesis. Governments of developing countries were convinced that
industrialization would not occur if they participated in the GATT—based
international trade system. This conviction played an important role in
shaping the trade and development policies that developing countries
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adopted.

DOMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL ELEMENTS
OF TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES

Structuralism enabled governments to transform the protectionist trade
policies that benefited their principal political supporters into
comprehensive state-led development strategies. The trade and
development policies that most governments adopted following World
War II had both a domestic and an international dimension. At home, the
desire to promote rapid industrialization led governments to adopt state-led
development strategies that were sheltered by high protectionist barriers.
In the international arena, concern about the distributional implications of
international trade led developing countries to seek far-reaching changes to
the GATT-based trade system. We examine each dimension in turn.

Import Substitution Industrialization

Structuralism provided the intellectual justification for a state-led
development strategy. Confidence that the state could achieve what
markets would not was based in part on evidence of the dramatic
industrialization that the Soviet Union had achieved between 1930 and
1950 with an approach based on centralized planning and state ownership
of industry. In developing societies outside the Soviet bloc, this state-
centered approach to development came to be called import substitution
industrialization, or ISI. The strategy of ISI was based on a simple logic:
countries would industrialize by substituting domestically produced goods
for manufactured items they had previously imported.

Governments conceptualized ISI as a two-stage strategy (see Table 6.3).
Its initial stage was “wholly a matter of imitation and importation of tried
and tested procedures” (Hirschman 1968, 7). Easy ISI, as this first stage
was often called, focused on developing domestic manufacturing of
relatively simple consumer goods, such as soda, beer, apparel, shoes, and
furniture. The rationale behind the focus on simple consumer goods was
threefold. First, there was a large domestic demand currently satisfied by
imports. Second, because these items were mature products, the
technology and machines necessary to produce them could be acquired
easily from the advanced industrialized countries. Third, the production of
relatively simple consumer goods relies heavily on low-skilled labor,
allowing developing societies to draw their populations into manufacturing
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activities without making large investments to upgrade their skills.

Governments expected to realize two broad benefits from easy ISI.
Initially, the expansion of manufacturing activities would increase wage-
based employment as underutilized labor was drawn out of agriculture and
into manufacturing. In addition, the experience gained in these
manufacturing industries would allow domestic workers to develop skills,
collectively referred to as general human capital, that could be applied
subsequently to other manufacturing businesses. Of particular importance
were the management and entrepreneurial skills that would be gained by
people who worked in and managed the manufacturing enterprises
established in this stage. Success in the easy stage would therefore create
many of the ingredients necessary to make the transition to the second
stage of ISI.

TABLE 6.3

Stages of Industrialization in Mexico and Brazil, 1880
1968

Commodity Primary ISI, Secondary ISI, 1955—
Exports, 1930-1955 1968
18801930
Main Mexico: Mexico and Mexico and Brazil:
Industries Precious Brazil: Textiles, Automobiles,
metals, food, cement, electrical and
minerals, oil  iron and steel, nonelectrical
Brazil: Coffee, paper, chemicals, machinery,
rubber, cocoa, machinery petrochemicals,
cotton pharmaceuticals
Major Mexico: Mexico and Mexico and Brazil:
Economic Foreign Brazil: National State-owned
Actors investors private firms enterprises,
Brazil: transnational
National corporations, and
private firms national private firms

Orientation World market Domestic market Domestic market
of the
Economy

Note: ISI = import substitution industrialization.
Source: Gereffi 1990, 19.
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Easy ISI would eventually cease to bear fruit. The domestic market’s
capacity to absorb simple consumer goods would be exhausted, and the
range of such goods that could be produced would be limited. At some
point, therefore, governments would need to shift from easy ISI to a
second-stage strategy characterized by the development of more complex
manufacturing activities. One possibility would be to shift to what some
have called an export substitution strategy, in which the labor-intensive
manufactured goods industries developed in easy ISI begin to export rather
than continue to produce exclusively for the domestic market. Many East
Asian governments adopted this approach, as we shall see in Chapter 7.

The second alternative, and the one adopted by most governments
outside of East Asia, was secondary ISI. In secondary ISI, emphasis shifts
from the manufacture of simple consumer goods to consumer durable
goods, intermediate inputs, and the capital goods needed to produce
consumer durables. In Argentina, Brazil, and Chile, for example,
governments decided to promote domestic automobile production as a
central component of secondary ISI. Each country imported cars in pieces,
called complete knockdowns, and assembled the pieces into a car for sale
in the domestic market. Domestic auto firms were required to gradually
increase the percentage of locally produced parts used in the cars they
assembled. In Chile, for example, 27 percent of a locally produced car’s
components had to be manufactured domestically in 1964. The percentage
rose to 32 percent in 1965 and then to 45 percent in 1966 (Johnson 1967).

By increasing the percentage of local components of cars and other
goods in this manner, governments hoped to promote the development of
backward linkages throughout the economy (Hirschman 1958). Backward
linkages arise when the production of one good, such as a car, increases
demand in industries that supply components for that good. Thus,
increasing the percentage of locally produced components of cars, by
increasing the demand for individual car parts, would increase domestic
part production. The latter would in turn increase demand for inputs into
part production: steel, glass, and rubber, for example. Industrialization,
therefore, would spread backwards from final goods to intermediate inputs
to capital goods as backward linkages multiplied.

Governments promoted secondary ISI with three policy instruments:
government planning, investment policy, and trade barriers. Most
governments structured their efforts around 5-year plans (Little 1982, 35).
Planning was used to determine which industries would be targeted for
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development and which would not, to figure out how much should be
invested in a particular industry, and to evaluate how investment in one
industry would influence the rest of the economy. India’s second Five
Year Plan (1957-1962), for example, sought to generate ambitious growth
in manufacturing by targeting the development of capital goods production
(Srinivasan and Tendulkar 2003, 8). The plan thus served as the
coordination device that governments thought necessary, given their belief
that the market itself could not coordinate investment decisions.

With a plan in place, governments used investment policies to promote
targeted industries. Most governments either nationalized or heavily
controlled the financial sector in order to direct financial resources to
targeted industries. Governments also invested directly in those economic
activities in which they thought the private sector would not invest. Much
of the infrastructure necessary for industrialization—things such as roads
and other transportation networks, electricity, and telecommunications
systems—it was argued, would not be created by the private sector. In
addition, the private sector lacked access to the large sums of financial
support needed to make huge investments in a steel or auto plant.
Moreover, it was claimed that private-sector actors lacked the technical
sophistication required for the large-scale industrial activity involved in
secondary ISI.

Governments invested in these industries by creating state-owned and
mixed-ownership enterprises. In Brazil, for example, state-owned
enterprises controlled more than 50 percent of total productive assets in the
chemical, telecommunications, electricity, and railways industries and
slightly more than one-third of all productive assets in metal fabrication
(Trebat 1983). Indian state-owned enterprises provided 27 percent of total
employment and 62 percent of all productive capital (Krueger 1993a, 24—
5). In Africa, governments in Ghana, Mozambique, Nigeria, and Tanzania
each created more than 300 state-owned enterprises, and in many African
countries, state-owned enterprises accounted for 20 percent of total wage-
based employment (World Bank 1994b, 101). Throughout developing
societies, therefore, the shift to secondary ISI was accompanied by the
emergence of the state as a principal, and in many instances the largest,
owner of productive capacity.

Finally, governments used trade barriers to control foreign exchange and
protect infant industries. Because export earnings were limited,
governments controlled foreign trade to ensure that foreign exchange
supported their development objectives (Bhagwati 1978, 20-33). After all,
many elements critical to industrialization, including intermediate inputs
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and capital goods, had to be imported. Protection also allowed infant
industries to gain the experience needed to compete against established
producers. In Brazil and India, for instance, the state prohibited imports of
any good for which there was a domestic substitute, regardless of price and
quality differences.

The scale and the structure of protection that governments used to
promote industrialization are illustrated in Table 6.4, which focuses on
Latin America in 1960. In all but two of the listed countries, nominal
protection on nondurable consumer goods was well over 100 percent, and
for all but three countries, tariffs on consumer durables also were over 100
percent. Mexico and Uruguay stand out as clear exceptions to this pattern,
which has more to do with those countries’ extensive use of import quotas
in place of tariffs than with an unwillingness to protect domestic producers
(Bulmer-Thomas 1994, 279). It is also clear that tariffs were lower for
semi-manufactured goods, industrial raw materials, and capital goods (all
of which were items that developing countries needed to import in
connection with industrialization) than they were for consumer goods. This
pattern of tariff escalation was common in much of the developing world
(Balassa and Associates 1971).

The costs of IST were borne by agriculture (see Krueger 1993a; Krueger,
Schiff and Valdes 1992; Binswanger and Deininger 1997). Governments
taxed agricultural exports through marketing boards that controlled the
purchase and export of agricultural commodities (Krueger et al. 1992, 16).
Often established as the sole entity with the legal right to purchase,
transport, and export agricultural products, marketing boards set the price
that farmers received for their crops. In the typical arrangement, the
marketing board would purchase crops from domestic farmers at prices
well below the world price and then would sell the commodities in the
world market at the world price. The difference between the price paid to
domestic farmers and the world price represented a tax on agricultural
incomes that the state could use to finance industrial projects (Amsden
1979; Bates 1988; Krueger 1993a). The trade barriers that protected
domestic manufacturing firms from foreign competition also taxed
agriculture. Tariffs and quantitative restrictions raised the domestic price
of manufactured goods well above the world price. People employed in the
agricultural sector, who consumed these manufactured goods, therefore
paid more for them than they would have in the absence of tariffs and
quantitative restrictions (Krueger 1993a, 9).

TABLE 6.4

180



Nominal Protection in Latin America, circa 1960
(percent)

Mondurable  Durable Semi- Industrial Capital
Consumer  Consumer  Manufactured Raw Goods
Goods Goods Goods Materials
Argentina 176 266 95 55 98
Brazil 260 3z8 80 106 24
Chile 328 90 98 111 45
Colombia 247 108 28 57 18
Mexico 114 147 28 38 14
Uruguay 23 24 23 14 27
European 17 19 7 3 ]
Economic
Community

Source: Bulmer-Thomas 1994, 280, Table 9.1.

Such government policies transferred income from rural agriculture to
the urban manufacturing and nontraded-goods sectors. The size of the
income transfers was substantial. As a World Bank study summarized,

the total impact of interventions ... on relative prices [between agriculture and
manufacturing] was in some countries very large. In Ghana ... farmers
received only about 40 percent of what they would have received under free
trade. Stated in another way, the real incomes of farmers would have
increased by 2.5 times had farmers been able to buy and sell under free trade
prices given the commodities they in fact produced. While Ghanaian total
discrimination against agriculture was huge, Argentina, Cote d’Ivoire, the
Dominican Republic, Egypt, Pakistan, Sri Lanka, Thailand, and Zambia also
had total discrimination against agriculture in excess of 33 percent, implying
that in all those cases, farm incomes in real terms could have been increased
by more than 50 percent by removal of these interventions.

(Krueger 1993a, 63)

Thus, ISI redistributed income. The incomes of export-oriented
producers fell while those of import-competing producers rose.

A Closer Look

Import Substitution Industrialization in Brazil

In the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, Brazil was the
classic case of a country that exported primary commodities. Its
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principal crop, coffee, accounted for a large share of its production and
the overwhelming majority of its export earnings. This economic
structure was supported by a political system dominated by the
interests of coffee producers and other agricultural exporters (Bates
1997). Political authority in Brazil was decentralized, and the states
used their power in the country’s federal system to influence
government policy. As a result, Brazil pursued a liberal trade policy
throughout the late nineteeth and early twentieth centuries. World War
I and the Great Depression disrupted these arrangements. The world
price for coffee fell sharply in the late 1920s and early 1930s,
generating declining terms of trade and rising trade deficits. The
government responded to this crisis by adopting protectionist measures
to limit imports. The initial turn to protectionism was accompanied by
political change. A military coup in 1930 handed power to Gettlio
Vargas, who centralized power by shifting political authority from the
states to the federal government. Even though Vargas did not adopt an
ISI strategy, this period represented in many respects the easy stage of
ISI (Haggard 1990, 165-6). Protectionism promoted the growth of
light manufacturing industries at a rate of 6 percent per year between
1929 and 1945 (Thorp 1999, 322). Concurrently, the centralization of
power created a state that could intervene effectively in the Brazilian
economy. Although the export-oriented interests did not lose all
political influence in this new political climate, the balance of power
had clearly shifted toward new groups emerging in urban centers: the
professionals, managers, and bureaucrats who constituted the
emerging middle class and the nascent manufacturing interests. As
Brazil moved into the post-World War II period, therefore, the stage
was set for the transition to secondary ISI.

A full-blown ISI strategy emerged in the 1950s. The government
restricted imports tightly with the so-called law of similars, which
effectively prohibited the import of goods similar to those produced in
Brazil. In 1952, the Brazilian government created the National
Economic Development Bank (BNDE), an important instrument for
industrial policy through which the Brazilian state could finance
industrial projects. In the late 1950s, the government created a new
agency, the National Development Council, to coordinate and plan its
industrialization strategy. In taking up its task, the council was heavily
influenced by structuralist ideas (Haggard 1990, 174). Studies
conducted within these agencies—and, in some instances, in
collaboration with international agencies such as the United Nations
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(UN) Economic Commission on Latin America—focused on how best
to promote industrialization (Leff 1969, 46). Most of these studies
came to similar conclusions: industrialization in Brazil would quickly
run into constraints caused by inadequate transportation networks
(road, rail, and sea), shortages of electric power, and the
underdevelopment of basic heavy industries such as steel, petroleum,
chemicals, and nonferrous metals. Building up those industries thus
became the focus of the government’s development policies. The
Brazilian government had little faith that the private sector would
create and expand these critically important industries. Instead,
policymakers determined that the state would have to play a leading
role. In the early 1950s, the state nationalized the oil and electricity
industries and began investing heavily in the expansion of capacity in
both. A similar approach was adopted in the transportation sector (in
which the government owned the railways and other infrastructure), in
the steel industry, and in telecommunications. By the end of the 1950s,
the state accounted for 37 percent of all investment made in the
Brazilian economy. As a result, the number of state-owned enterprises
grew rapidly, from fewer than 35 in 1950 to more than 600 by 1980.

Beyond creating these basic industries, the Brazilian government
also sought to create domestic capacity to produce complex consumer
goods. To achieve this objective, Brazil, in contrast to many other
developing countries, drew heavily upon foreign investment to
promote the development of certain industries. The auto industry is an
excellent example. In 1956, the Brazilian government prohibited all
imports of cars. Any foreign producer that wanted to sell cars in the
Brazilian market would have to set up production facilities in the
country. To ensure that such foreign investments were not simple
assembly operations in which the foreign company imported all parts
from its suppliers at home, the Brazilian government instituted local
rules that required the foreign automakers operating in the country to
purchase 90 percent of their parts from Brazilian firms. In order to
induce foreign automakers to invest in Brazil under these conditions,
the government offered subsidies; by one account, the subsidies offset
about 87 percent of the total investment between 1956 and 1969.
Relying on this strategy, Brazilian auto production rose from close to
zero in 1950 to almost 200,000 cars in 1962.

Brazil’s ISI strategy helped transform the country’s economy in a
remarkably short time. Imported consumer nondurable goods (the
products targeted during easy ISI) had been almost completely
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replaced with domestic production by the early 1950s (Bergsman and
Candal 1969, 37). Imported consumer durables, the final goods
targeted in secondary ISI, fell from 60 percent of total consumption to
less than 10 percent of total consumption by 1959. Imports of capital
goods also fell, from 60 percent of total domestic consumption in
1949, to about 35 percent of consumption in 1959, and then to only 10
percent by 1964. Finally, imports of intermediate goods, the inputs
used in producing final goods, also fell continually throughout the
decade, to less than 10 percent of total consumption by 1964. Thus, as
imports were barred and domestic industries created, Brazilian
consumers and producers purchased a much larger percentage of the
goods they used from domestic producers and a much smaller
percentage from foreign producers. As a consequence, the importance
of manufacturing in the Brazilian economy increased sharply: whereas
manufacturing accounted for only 26 percent of total Brazilian
production in 1949, by 1964 it accounted for 34 percent.

The strategy of ISI promoted rapid economic growth in the 1960s and
1970s: developing countries’ economies grew at annual average rates of
between 6 percent and 7.6 percent during this period. In many countries, it
was the manufacturing sector that drove economic growth. Argentina,
Brazil, Chile, Mexico, Mozambique, Nigeria, Pakistan, and India, to select
only a few examples, all enjoyed average annual rates of manufacturing
growth between 5 percent and 10 percent during the 1960s. A glimpse
back at Table 6.1 indicates that, in Latin America, manufacturing’s share
of the total economy increased substantially between 1960 and 1980. Thus,
although the policies that governments adopted had important effects on
the distribution of income, they also appeared to be transforming
developing societies into industrialized economies.

Reforming the International Trade System

Developing countries also tried to alter the rules governing international
trade. For many developing-country governments, these efforts reflected
their experience with colonialism. India’s perspective was not unique:
international trade was “a whirlpool of economic imperialism rather than a
positive instrument for achieving economic growth” (Srinivasan and
Tendulkar 2003, 13). Consequently, as early as 1947, India, Brazil, and
Chile were arguing that the multilateral rules the United States and Great
Britain were writing failed to address the economic problems that
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developing countries faced (Kock 1969, 38-42). Advancing the infant-
industry justification for protection, many developing countries argued that
their firms could not compete with established producers in the United
States and Europe. Yet, GATT rules not only made no provision for the
infant-industry justification for protection but indeed, explicitly prohibited
the use of quantitative restrictions and tightly restricted the use of tariffs.
Developing countries insisted that they be given a relatively free hand in
the use of trade restrictions to promote economic development, because
the GATT failed to do so.

Developing countries continued to press for GATT reforms throughout
the 1950s (see Kock 1969, 238; Finger 1991). By the early 1960s, a
coalition of developing countries dedicated to far-reaching reform had
emerged. Its first important success was achieved with the formation of the
United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) in
March of 1964. The UNCTAD was established as a body dedicated to
promoting the interests of developing countries in the world trade system.
At the conclusion of this first UNCTAD conference, 77 developing-
country governments signed a joint declaration calling for reform of the
international trade system. Thus was born the Group of 77, the leading
force in the campaign for systemic reform. During the next 20 years, trade
relations between the developing world and the advanced industrialized
countries revolved almost wholly around competing conceptions of
international trade rules embodied in the GATT and UNCTAD.

During the 1960s, the Group of 77 used UNCTAD to pursue three
international mechanisms that would increase their share of the gains from
trade (Kock 1969; UNCTAD 1964; Williams 1991). First, the Group of 77
sought commodity price stabilization schemes. Commodity price
stabilization was to be achieved by setting a floor below which commodity
prices would not be allowed to fall and by creating a finance mechanism,
funded largely by the advanced industrialized countries, to purchase
commodities when prices fell below the floor. Stabilizing commodity
prices would be an important step toward stabilizing developing countries’
terms of trade (recall the Singer-Prebisch hypothesis). The Group of 77
also sought direct financial transfers from the advanced industrialized
countries to compensate them for the purchasing power they were losing
from declining terms of trade (UNCTAD 1964, 80). Developing countries
also sought greater access to core-country markets, pressuring the
advanced industrialized countries to eliminate trade barriers on primary
commodities and to provide manufactured exports from developing
countries with preferential access to the core-countries’ markets.
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These reform efforts yielded few concrete results. Core countries agreed
to incorporate concerns specific to developing countries into the GATT
charter. In 1964, three articles focusing on developing countries were
included in the GATT Part IV. Part IV called upon core countries to
improve market access for commodity exporters, to refrain from raising
barriers to the import of products of special interest to the developing
world, and to engage in “joint action to promote trade and development”
(Kock 1969, 242). In the absence of meaningful changes in the trade
policies pursued by the advanced industrialized countries, however, Part
IV provided few concrete gains. The advanced industrialized countries
also allowed the developing countries to opt out of strict reciprocity during
GATT tariff negotiations. The developing countries that belonged to the
GATT were therefore able to benefit from tariff reductions without having
to offer concessions in return. Benefits from this concession were more
apparent than real, however: GATT negotiations focused primarily on
manufactured goods produced by the advanced industrialized countries
and excluded agriculture, textiles, and many other labor-intensive goods.
Developing countries were therefore exporting few of the goods on which
the advanced industrialized countries were actually reducing tariffs. In the
late 1960s, the advanced industrialized countries agreed to the
Generalized System of Preferences (GSP), under which manufactured
exports from developing countries gained preferential access to advanced
industrialized countries’ markets. This concession, too, was of limited
importance, because advanced industrialized countries often limited the
quantity of goods that could enter under preferential tariff rates and
excluded some manufacturing sectors from the arrangement entirely.

Even though their efforts during the 1960s had achieved few concrete
gains, the Group of 77 escalated its demands in the early 1970s. Escalated
demands were sparked by the 1973 oil shock. The oil shock was a clear
illustration of the potential for commodity power. The world’s major oil-
producing countries, working together in the Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries (OPEC), used their control of oil to improve their
terms of trade. OPEC’s ability to use commodity power to extract income
from the core countries strengthened the belief within the Group of 77 that
commodity power could be exploited to force fundamental systemic
change.

Greater confidence in the possibilities that their control of commodities
offered led the Group of 77 to develop a set of radical demands dubbed the
New International Economic Order (NIEO). The NIEO represented an
attempt to create an international trade system whose operation would
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promote development (see Krasner 1985). The NIEO, which the UN
General Assembly adopted in December 1974, embodied a set of reforms
that would have radically altered the operation of the international
economy. In addition to the three mechanisms that developing countries
had demanded during the 1960s, the NIEO included rules that would grant
developing countries greater control over multinational corporations
operating in their countries, easier and cheaper access to northern
technology, a reduction in foreign debt, increased foreign aid flows, and a
larger role in the decision-making processes of the World Bank and
International Monetary Fund (IMF).

Governments in the advanced industrialized countries refused to make
significant concessions, and by the mid-1980s the NIEO had disappeared
from the international agenda. The failure of the NIEO has been attributed
to a number of factors. First, developing countries were unable to establish
and maintain a cohesive coalition. The heterogeneity of developing
countries’ interests made it relatively easy for the advanced industrialized
countries to divide the Group of 77 by offering limited concessions to a
small number of governments in exchange for defection from the broader
group. In addition, the Group of 77 had hoped that OPEC would assist it
by linking access to oil to acceptance of the NIEO. But OPEC
governments were unwilling to use their oil power to help other
developing countries achieve broader trade and development objectives.

Most importantly, however, by the early 1980s, many developing
countries were facing serious balance-of-payments problems and turned to
the IMF and the World Bank for financial support. The need to obtain IMF
and World Bank assistance altered the balance of power in favor of the
advanced industrialized countries. This power shift sparked a reform
process that changed fundamentally development strategies throughout the
developing world.

CONCLUSION

Throughout much of the postwar period, developing countries insulated
themselves from the world trade system. The interaction between domestic
politics on the one hand, and economic shocks and decolonization on the
other, generated governments that were highly responsive to the interests
of import-competing manufacturing industries and a growing class of
urban workers. Influenced greatly by structuralism, most governments
transformed the political incentive to protect these domestic industries into
ambitious state-led development strategies. Structuralism’s critique of the
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ability of domestic and international markets to promote industrialization
led governments to intervene in domestic markets to overcome the market
imperfections that reduced private incentives to invest in manufacturing
activities.

Policy Analysis and Debate

The Sustainable Development Goals

Question

Can the Sustainable Development Goals eradicate extreme poverty?

Overview

Members of the UN agreed in 2015 that for the next 15 years they
would focus their development policies on 17 Sustainable
Development Goals (SDGs). The SDGs constitute an ambitious
attempt to build on the gains realized through the Millenium
Development Goals, and include (among other things) end extreme
poverty everywhere (measured as living on less than $1.25 per day)
and cut the numbers living in poverty in half by 2030. In addition, the
SDGs place greater emphasis on sustainable development—and thus
have a variety of environmental goals—and they attach greater
importance to protection of human rights. Governments are to achieve
these goals through extensive planning at the domestic and
international levels. Policies based on these plans will in turn be
supported by foreign aid offered by the international community. For
that purpose, the UN has called upon rich countries to provide aid
equal to 0.7 percent of GDP to developing countries and provide
technical assistance and technology transfers where it is useful to do
SO.

The logic upon which SDGs rest is similar to the thinking that at the
broad level shaped the government’s role in ISI. The SDGs rest on a
diagnosis of poverty that emphasizes structural factors. Rather than
emphasize market failure, however, contemporary thinking
emphasizes a “poverty trap”:

When poverty is extreme, the poor do not have the ability—by
themselves—to get out of the mess ... When [people] are utterly
destitute, they need their entire income, or more, to survive ... There is no
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margin of income above survival that can be invested for the future.
(Sachs 2005, 56)

People can escape the poverty trap with help from the contemporary
analogue of the “big push.” The international community must provide
“a leg up” through well-funded and well-conceived government policy
initiatives. Given the logic upon which they are based, do you think
the SDGs will be successful?

Policy Options

®  An SDG-like strategy is necessary if the world is to eradicate
extreme poverty. Governments must embrace these goals.

®m The SDGs rest on faulty logic and thus cannot reduce extreme
poverty. Governments should re-evaluate their approach to the
problem of global poverty.

Policy Analysis

® Do developing-country governments have incentives to
implement the policies called for by the SDG strategy? Why or
why not?

® Do advanced industrialized countries have incentives to provide
the foreign aid that is required to support SDG policies? Why or
why not?

Take a Position

®  Which option do you prefer? Justify your choice.
®  What criticisms of your position should you anticipate? How
would you defend your recommendation against these criticisms?

Resources

Online: To learn more about the SDGs and current progress toward
achieving them, conduct an online search for the keywords UN and
MDGs. Look especially for the UN’s annual progress reports.

In Print: Read the alternative perspectives embodied in Jeffrey Sachs’
Ending Poverty: Economic Possibilities of Our Time (New York:
Penguin Press, 2005), and William Easterly’s The White Man’s
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Burden: Why the West’s Efforts to Aid the Rest Have Done So Much
Il and So Little Good (New York: Penguin Publishers, 2006).

To the extent that developing countries participated in the global trade
system, they sought to achieve far-reaching reform of the rules governing
the system. Again, the structuralist critique served an important role in this
effort, as it suggested that developing countries could not expect to gain
from trade with the advanced industrialized countries until they themselves
had industrialized. Moreover, structuralism claimed that trade based on
GATT rules would only make industrialization harder to achieve. Rather
than accept participation in the global economy on what they viewed as
vastly unequal terms, developing countries battled to change the rules
governing international trade in order to capture a larger share of the
available gains. Thus, an international struggle over the distribution of the
gains from trade arose as an important counterpart of the domestic strategy
of redistributing resources from agriculture to industry embodied in ISI.

KEY TERMS

Backward Linkages

Big Push

Complementary Demand

Easy ISI

Enclave Agriculture

Export Substitution Strategy

GATT Part IV

Generalized System of Preferences
Group of 77

Import Substitution Industrialization
Monoexporters

New International Economic Order
Pecuniary External Economies
Secondary ISI

Singer-Prebisch Theory
Structuralism

Sustainable Development Goals
Terms of Trade

United Nations Conference on Trade and Development

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING

For a readable introduction to structuralism and development strategies more
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generally, see Ian Little, Economic Development (New York: Basic Books,
1982). For an in-depth look at Latin America, see Victor Bulmer-Thomas, The
Economic History of Latin American since Independence, 3rd edition
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014).

For a comparative study of the role of the state in development, see Atul Kohli,
State-Directed Development: Political Power and Industrialization in the
Global Periphery (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004).

For a detailed examination of the New International Economic Order, see the
recent special issue of Humanity (2015 6 (1), http://humanityjournal.org/issue-
6-1/), Paul Adler, 2017. ““The Basis of a New Internationalism?’ The Institute
for Policy Studies and North-South Politics from the NIEO to Neoliberalism.”
Diplomatic History 41(4): 665-93, and the now classic, Stephen Krasner,
Structural Conflict: The Third World against Global Liberalism (Berkeley:
University of California Press, 1985).
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CHAPTER 7

Trade and Development II:
Neoliberalism and Institutionalism

hereas structuralism and import substitution industrialization (ISI)
Wshaped development strategies during the first 35 years of the
postwar period, the last 30 years have been dominated by neoliberalism
and export-oriented industrialization. In contrast to structuralism, with its
skepticism about the market and faith in the state, neoliberalism is highly
skeptical of the state’s ability to allocate resources efficiently and places
great faith in the market’s ability to do so. And in contrast to
structuralism’s advocacy of protectionism and state intervention,
neoliberalism advocates the state’s withdrawal from the economy, the
reduction (ideally, elimination) of trade barriers, and reliance on the
market to generate industries that produce for the world market. In
addition, the current consensus within the development community
stresses the critical importance for development outcomes of high-quality
political and economic institutions.

Like structuralism, neoliberalism has dramatically affected policy.
Across the developing world, governments have reduced tariffs and
removed other trade barriers, thereby opening their economies to imports.
They have sold state-owned enterprises to private groups. They have
deregulated their economies to allow prices to reflect the underlying
scarcity of resources. They have shifted their emphasis from producing for
the domestic market to producing for the global market. Countries that had
never joined the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) sought
membership in the World Trade Organization (WTO). Thus, the last 30
years have brought a complete reversal of the development strategies that
most governments had adopted. Belief in the power of states has been
replaced by belief in the efficacy of the market; skepticism about trade has
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been replaced by concerted efforts to integrate deeply into the world trade
system. Neoliberalism has replaced structuralism as the guiding
philosophy of economic development. And as the state retreated from the
economy, the development community began to place new emphasis on
how important it was to development to have good political and economic
institutions.

The shift from structuralism to neoliberalism emerged from the
interplay between three developments in the global economy. First, by the
early 1970s, ISI was generating economic imbalances. The emergence of
these imbalances suggested that economic reform of some type was
required, although it did not point to a specific solution. Second, at about
the same time, it was becoming apparent that a small group of East Asian
economies were outperforming all other developing countries based on
what many viewed as a neoliberal strategy. Third, a severe economic crisis
in the early 1980s forced governments to embark on reform, and as they
did, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank strongly
encouraged them to base reform on the neoliberal model.

We examine each of these three developments. We look first at the
factors that caused ISI to generate economic imbalances. This examination
allows us to understand the problems ISI created and the reasons that
reform of some type was necessary. We then turn our attention to the East
Asian countries. We briefly compare their performance with that of the
rest of the developing world. We next examine two contrasting
explanations for this remarkable performance, one that emphasizes the
neoliberal elements of those countries’ strategies and one that emphasizes
the role East Asian states played in the development process. We then turn
to the economic crisis and reform. We look at how the crisis pushed
developing countries to the World Bank and the IMF, and at how these
two institutions shaped the content of the reforms governments adopted. In
the final section, the chapter explores the relationship between domestic
political institutions and economic development.

EMERGING PROBLEMS WITH IMPORT
SUBSTITUTION INDUSTRIALIZATION

By the late 1960s, IST was generating two important economic imbalances,
which together suggested that it had reached the limits of its utility as a
development strategy. The first imbalance lay in government budgets. ISI
tended to generate persistent budget deficits because it prescribed heavy
government involvement in the economy. Since governments believed that
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the private sector would not invest in industries that were important for the
success of secondary ISI, governments themselves often made the
investments, either in partnership with private-sector groups or alone by
creating state-owned enterprises.

Yet, many of these state-owned enterprises never became profitable. By
the late 1970s, state-owned enterprises in developing countries were
running combined operating deficits that averaged 4 percent of gross
domestic product (GDP) (Waterbury 1992, 190). Governments kept these
enterprises afloat by using funds from the state budget. Government
investment and the subsequent need to cover the losses of state-owned
enterprises combined to generate large and persistent budget deficits
throughout the developing world.

Domestic politics aggravated the budget deficits generated by ISI. For
many governments, urban residents provided critical political support.
Governments maintained this support by subsidizing essential items.
Electricity, water and sewers, transportation, telephone service, and food
were all made available to urban residents at below-market prices. This
was possible only by using government revenues to cover the difference
between the true cost and the price charged. In addition, many
governments expanded the civil service to employ urban dwellers. In
Benin, for example, the civil service tripled in size between 1960 and
1980, not because the government needed so many civil servants, but
because the government used it to employ urban residents in order to
maintain support. Such practices added to government expenditures and
added nothing to government revenues, thereby worsening the budget
deficit.

ISI also generated a second important imbalance: persistent current-
account deficits. The current account registers a country’s imports and
exports of both goods and services. A current-account deficit means that a
country is importing more than it is exporting. Import substitution gave
rise to current-account deficits because it generated a considerable demand
for imports while simultaneously reducing the economy’s ability to export.
Somewhat ironically, ISI depended on imports. Industrialization required
countries to import the necessary machines, and once these machines were
in place, production required continued import of parts that were not
produced in the domestic economy.

Exports declined for two reasons. First, the manufacturing industries
created through import substitution were not competitive in international
markets. Production in many of the heavy industries that governments
targeted in secondary ISI was characterized by economies of scale. The
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domestic market in most developing countries, however, was too small to
allow domestic producers to realize economies of scale. These
inefficiencies were compounded by excess capacity—the creation of more
production capacity than the domestic market could absorb (see Little,
Scitovsky, and Scott 1970, 98). Consequently, the newly created
manufacturing industries could not export to the world market.

Second, the policies that governments used to promote industrialization
weakened agriculture. The decline in agricultural production was most
severe in sub-Saharan African countries, which, as a region, taxed farmers
heavily (Schiff and Valdés 1992). Heavy tax burdens reduced farmers’
incentives to produce, hence the rate of growth of agriculture declined. In
Ghana, for example, the real value of the payments that cocoa farmers
received from the government marketing board fell by about two-thirds
between 1960 and 1965. Falling prices gave cocoa farmers little incentive
to invest in order to maintain, let alone increase, cocoa output (Killick
1978, 119). In addition, cocoa farmers smuggled much of what they did
produce into the Ivory Coast, where they could sell cocoa at world prices
(Herbst 1993, 40).

These microeconomic inefficiencies were reinforced by the tendency of
most governments to maintain overvalued exchange rates. Ideally, a
government should maintain an exchange rate that equalizes the prices of
goods in the domestic and foreign markets. However, under ISI, many
governments set the exchange rate higher than that, and as a result, foreign
goods were cheaper in the home market than they should have been and
domestic goods were more expensive in foreign markets than they should
have been. Because foreign goods were underpriced in the domestic
market, capital goods and intermediate inputs could be acquired from
abroad at a lower cost than they could be produced at home. This
difference in price created a strong incentive to import, rather than creating
the capacity to produce the goods locally. The result was rising imports.
Because domestic goods were overpriced in foreign markets, domestic
producers, even when efficient, found it difficult to export.

The emergence of budget deficits and current-account deficits indicated
that ISI was creating an economic structure that couldn’t pay for itself.
Many of the manufacturing industries created during secondary ISI could
not sell their products at prices that covered their costs of production.
Many developing countries could not export enough to pay for the imports
demanded by the manufacturing industries they were creating. Such
imbalances could not persist forever; some reform was clearly necessary.

Yet, the domestic politics of ISI greatly constrained the ability of
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governments to implement reforms. The balance of power among domestic
interest groups created multiple veto players that limited the ability of
governments to alter policies. Because governments depended so heavily
on urban residents for political support, they could not easily reduce
benefits provided to that group (Waterbury 1992, 192). In 1971, for
example, the Ghanaian prime minister devalued the exchange rate in an
attempt to correct Ghana’s current-account deficit. Concern that
devaluation would raise the prices of many imported goods consumed by
urban residents contributed to a coup against the government a few days
later. Once in power, the new regime quickly restored the currency to its
previous rate (Herbst 1993, 22-23). What message did that send to
politicians who might be contemplating measures to address the economic
imbalances they were facing?

In addition, the administration of ISI had created opportunities for rent
seeking and other corrupt practices. Those who engaged in these activities
had a vested interest in the continuation of the system. On the one hand,
government intervention had established an environment conducive to
rent seeking (Krueger 1974; Bhagwati 1982)—efforts by private actors to
use the political system to achieve a higher-than-market return on an
economic activity. Consider, for example, the consequences of
government controls on imports. Governments controlled imports by
requiring all residents who wanted to import something to first gain the
permission of government authorities. Such restrictions meant that
imported goods were scarce, thus imports purchased at the world price
could be sold at a much higher price in the domestic market. The
difference between the world price and the domestic price provided a rent
to the person who imported the good. A government license to import,
therefore, was valuable. Consequently, people had incentives to pay
government civil servants to acquire licenses, and government civil
servants had incentives to sell them.

Such behavior was extraordinarily costly. It has been estimated, for
example, that rent seeking cost India about 7 percent and Turkey about 15
percent of their national incomes during the 1960s (Krueger 1974, 294).
Because so many people inside the government and in the economy were
benefiting from the opportunities for rent seeking, they had a very strong
incentive to resist any efforts by the government to dismantle the system.

Finally, even if governments could overcome these obstacles, it was
unclear what model they should shift to. Far-reaching reforms would
require them to re-evaluate the underlying strategy they were using to
industrialize. The only available alternative to ISI was a market-oriented
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development strategy (one we will look at in detail in the next section). In
the 1970s, however, it was precisely this strategy that the Group of 77 was
fighting against in the UNCTAD and with the NIEO. Even moderate
reforms held little appeal. Most governments were unwilling to scale back
their industrialization strategies. Instead, they looked for a way to cover
the twin deficits without having to scale back their ambitious plans.

Facing economic imbalances, unable and unwilling to change policy,
many governments sustained ISI by borrowing from abroad. Yet foreign
loans could provide only a temporary solution; foreign lenders would
eventually question whether loans could be repaid. When they concluded
that they couldn’t, they would be unwilling to lend more, and governments
would be forced to correct budget and current-account deficits. This point
arrived in the early 1980s and ushered in a period of crisis and reform.
Before we examine this period, however, we must look at economic
developments in East Asia as these developments played a critical role in
shaping the content of the reforms adopted throughout the developing
world after 1985.

THE EAST ASIAN MODEL

Whereas ISI was generating imbalances in Latin America and sub-Saharan
Africa, four East Asian economies—Hong Kong, Singapore, South Korea,
and Taiwan—were realizing dramatic gains on the basis of a very different
development strategy. The dramatic performance gap is evident in three
economic indicators (see Table 7.1).

® Per capita income in East Asia grew almost three times faster than
in Latin America and South Asia and more than 26 times higher
than in sub-Saharan Africa.

® Manufacturing output grew by 10.3 percent per year between 1965
and 1990. No other developing country came close to this growth
for the period as a whole.

®m  Exports from East Asia grew 8.5 percent per year between 1965
and 1990 while exports from Latin America shrank by 1 percent
per year.

TABLE 7.1

Comparative Economic Performance, Selected
Developing Countries (Average Annual Rates of
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Change)*
1965-1990 1985-1995

Growth of per Capita GNP

East Asia and the Pacific 5.3 7.2
Sub-Saharan Africa 0.2 1.1
South Asia 1.9 2.9
Latin America and the Caribbean 1.8 0.3
Growth of Manufacturing

East Asia and the Pacific 10.3 15.0
Sub-Saharan Africa n.a. 0.2
South Asia 4.5 5.3
Latin America and the Caribbean 8.3 2.5
Growth of Exports

East Asia and the Pacific 8.5 9.3
Sub-Saharan Africa 6.1 0.9
South Asia 1.8 6.6
Latin America and the Caribbean 2.1 5.2

Notes: n.a. = not available.
GNP = gross national product.
Source: World Bank, World Development Report, various issues.

As a consequence, manufacturing grew in importance in East Asia,
while the importance of agriculture diminished. This differed substantially
from ISI countries, where agriculture’s importance fell but manufacturing
failed to grow (see Table 6.1). The growing manufacturing sector
transformed the composition of East Asia’s exports (see Table 6.2). By the
mid-1990s, manufactured goods accounted for more than 80 percent of
East Asian exports. By contrast, only in Brazil, Mexico, India, and
Pakistan did manufactured goods account for more than 50 percent of total
exports by the 1990s, and most of these gains were realized after 1980.
Finally, per capita incomes in East Asia soared above those in other
developing countries (Table 7.2). In 1960, per capita incomes in East Asia
were lower than per capita incomes in Latin America; by 1990, East Asian
incomes were higher than—in some cases twice as large as—per capita
incomes in Latin America.

Why did East Asian countries outperform other developing countries by
such a large margin? Most people who study East Asian development
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agree that the countries in the region distinguished themselves from other
developing countries by pursuing export-oriented development. In an
export-oriented strategy, emphasis is placed on producing manufactured
goods that can be sold in international markets. Scholars disagree about the
relative importance of the market and the state in creating export-oriented
industries. One position, the neoliberal interpretation, is articulated most
forcefully by the IMF and the World Bank. This thesis argues that East
Asia’s success was a consequence of market-friendly development
strategies. In contrast, the state-oriented interpretation, advanced by many
specialists in East Asian political economy argues that East Asia’s success
is due in large part to state-led industrial policies.

TABLE 7.2

Gross National Product per Capita, Selected
Developing Countries (1996 U.S. Dollars)

1960 1990 2000 Percent Change 1960-2000

Hong Kong 3,090 20,827 26,699 764
Singapore 2,161 17,933 24,939 1,054
Taiwan 1,430 10,981 17,056 1,093
South Korea 1,495 9,952 15,876 962
Mexico 3,980 7,334 8,762 120
Malaysia 2,119 6,525 9,919 368
Argentina 7,371 7,219 11,006 49
Chile 3,853 6,148 9,926 158
Brazil 2,371 6,218 7,190 203
Thailand 1,091 4,833 6,857 528
Zaire/Congo 980 572 281 -71
Indonesia 936 2,851 3,642 289
Pakistan 633 1,747 2,008 217
India 847 1,675 2,479 193
Nigeria 1,033 1,095 707 —32
Kenya 796 1,336 1,244 56
Zambia 1,207 1,021 892 —26
Tanzania 382 494 482 26

Sources: Penn World Tables; Data for 1996, Data for 1997; Data for 1998.
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The IMF and the World Bank contend that East Asia’s economic
success derived from the adoption of a neoliberal approach to
development. This interpretation places particular emphasis on the
willingness of East Asian governments to embrace international markets,
and their ability to maintain stable macroeconomic environments (see
World Bank 1989, 1991, 1993; Little 1982; Lal 1983; for critiques, see
Toye 1994 and Rodrik 1999). Most East Asian governments adopted ISI
strategies in the immediate postwar period. Unlike governments in Latin
America and Africa, however, East Asian governments shifted to export-
oriented substitution once they had exhausted the gains from easy ISI. In
Taiwan, for example, the government shifted in 1958 from production for
the domestic market to a strategy that emphasized production for export
markets. South Korea adopted similar reforms in the early 1960s. A
second wave of newly industrializing countries (NICs)—a group that
includes Indonesia, Malaysia, and Thailand—followed the same path
starting in the late 1960s (World Bank 1993). The emphasis on exports
forced Asian manufacturing firms to worry about international
competitiveness. As a result, the World Bank and the IMF argue, Asian
societies invested their resources in domestic industries profitable in world
markets.

The shift to export-oriented strategies was followed by selective import
liberalization. Asian governments did not engage in wholesale import
liberalization. The Taiwanese and South Korean governments continued to
rely heavily on tariff and non-tariff barriers to protect domestic markets. In
Taiwan, for example, approximately two-thirds of imports were subject to
some form of tariff or non-tariff barrier greater than 30 percent, and as late
as 1980 more than 40 percent of imports faced protection greater than 30
percent (World Bank 1993, 297). A similar pattern appeared in South
Korea, where, as late as 1983, “most sectors were still protected by some
combination of tariffs and nontariff barriers” (World Bank 1993, 297).
However, selective liberalization helped promote exports by reducing the
cost of critical inputs. Reducing tariffs on key intermediate goods, such as
looms and yarn in the textile industry, enabled domestic producers to
acquire inputs at world prices. This kept exports competitive in
international markets.

East Asian governments also maintained stable macroeconomic
environments. Three elements of the macroeconomic environment were
particularly important. First, inflation was much lower in East Asia than in
other developing countries. Between 1961 and 1991, inflation averaged
only 7.5 percent in the East Asian economies. By contrast, annual inflation

200



rates in the rest of the developing world averaged 62 percent (World Bank
1993, 110). Second, because governments kept inflation under control,
they could maintain appropriately valued exchange rates. In many
developing countries, high inflation caused the domestic currency to rise in
value against foreign currencies, making exporting difficult. In the East
Asian countries, by contrast, governments were able to maintain exchange
rates that allowed domestic firms to remain competitive in foreign
markets. Third, East Asian governments pursued relatively conservative
fiscal policies. They borrowed little, and when they did borrow, they
tapped domestic savings rather than turning to international financial
markets. This approach was in stark contrast to Latin American
governments, which accumulated large public-sector deficits financed with
foreign capital.

This stable macroeconomic environment had beneficial consequences
for Asian economic performance. Low inflation promoted high savings
rates and investment (World Bank 1993, 12). Savings rates in the Asian
NICs averaged more than 20 percent of GDP per year, almost twice the
level attained in other developing countries, whereas investment rates were
7 percentage points of GDP higher, on average, than in other developing
countries (World Bank 1993, 16, 221). A stable macroeconomic
environment also made it easier to open the economy to international
trade. Because inflation was low and exchange rates were maintained at
appropriate levels, trade liberalization did not generate large current-
account deficits. Finally, the ability to maintain relatively stable and
appropriately valued real exchange rates encouraged private actors to
invest in export-oriented industries.

The interaction between the export orientation, the relatively liberal
import policy, and the stable macroeconomic environment promoted
economic development. As Doner and Hawes (1995, 150) summarize the
World Bank perspective, the

pattern of limited government intervention in the market, coupled with cheap
labor and an open economy, [has] guaranteed the private sector stability and
predictability, the means to achieve competitiveness on a global scale, and
access to the international market so that entrepreneurs could actually
discover areas where they have comparative advantage. In shorthand, the
model is often reduced to “getting the prices right” and letting market-based
prices determine resource allocation. Doing so results in export growth that is
in turn positively correlated with broader economic growth.

According to the World Bank and the IMF, East Asia succeeded because
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markets played a large role, and states played a small role, in allocating
resources.

Other scholars have argued that East Asia’s success had less to do with
allowing markets to work and much more to do with well-designed
government industrial policies (see Wade 1990; Amsden 1989; Haggard
1990). In what has come to be called the East Asian model of
development, economic development is conceptualized as a series of
distinct stages. Government intervention in each stage identifies and
promotes specific industries likely to be profitable in the face of
international competition. In the first stage, industrial policy promotes
labor-intensive light industry, such as textiles and other consumer
durables. In the second stage, industrial policy emphasizes heavy
industries such as steel, shipbuilding, petrochemicals, and synthetic fibers.
In the third stage, governments target skill- and research and development
(R&D)-intensive consumer durables and industrial machinery, such as
machine tools, semiconductors, computers, telecommunications
equipment, robotics, and biotechnology. Governments design policies and
organizations to promote the transition from one stage to the other (Wade
1994, 70).

These three stages of industrialization are evident in the paths traced by
Taiwan and South Korea (see Table 7.3). In Taiwan, industrialization
focused initially on light manufacturing, textiles in particular. By the mid-
1950s, textiles were Taiwan’s most important export. The government also
encouraged production of simple consumer durable goods such as
television sets. In the late 1950s, the Taiwanese government began to
emphasize heavy industries. A joint venture between several Taiwanese
firms and an American firm was formed in 1954 to produce synthetic
fibers (Wade 1990, 80). In 1957, a plant to produce polyvinyl chloride was
constructed under government supervision and then was handed to a
private entrepreneur, Y. C. Wang (Wade 1990, 79). The government
created state-owned enterprises in the steel, shipbuilding, and
petrochemical industries. During the 1970s, attention shifted to skill-
intensive industries, with particular emphasis on machine tools,
semiconductors, computers, telecommunications, robotics, and
biotechnology (Wade 1990, 94). By the mid-1980s, electrical and
electronic goods had replaced textiles as Taiwan’s largest export (Wade
1990, 93).

TABLE 7.3
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Stages of Industrialization in Taiwan and South Korea,
1880-1968

Commodity Primary ISI* Primary Export-
Exports 1930-1955 Oriented Industries
1880-1930 1955-1968
Main Taiwan: Taiwan and South Taiwan and South
Industries  Sugar, rice Korea: Food, Korea; Textiles and
South beverages, apparel, electronics,
Korea: tobacco, textiles, plywood, plastics

Rice, beans clothing, cement, (Taiwan), wigs (South
light manufactures Korea), intermediate

(wood, leather, goods (chemicals,
rubber, and paper petroleum, paper, and
products) steel products)
Major Taiwan and Taiwan and South Taiwan and South
Economic South Korea: Private Korea: National private
Actors Korea: national firms firms, multinational
Local corporations, state-
producers owned enterprises
(colonial
Japan)

Orientation External Internal market External markets
of the markets
Economy

* ISI, import substitution industrialization.
Source: Gereffi 1990, 19.

The South Korean government adopted similar policies (Amsden 1989).
In the 1950s, the government emphasized textile production, and textiles
became South Korea’s first important manufacturing export. During the
late 1960s, the South Korean state initiated the development of the
chemical and heavy-machinery industries. It created the Pohang Iron and
Steel Company, known as POSCO, which subsequently became one of the
world’s leading steel producers. The government also provided extensive
support to Hyundai Heavy Industry, a shipbuilder that subsequently
became a world leader in this industry. Then in the late 1970s, the South
Korean government began to give priority to skill- and R&D-intensive
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sectors, and it is during this period that the South Korean electronics and
automobile industries began to emerge (Amsden 1989).

In the East Asian model of development therefore, government policy
drives industrialization from low-skilled, labor-intensive production to
capital-intensive forms of production and from there to industries that rely
on high-skilled labor and technology-intensive production. Each stage is
associated with particular types of government policies, and as each stage
reaches the limits of rapid growth, emphasis shifts to the next stage in the
sequence (Wade 1994, 71). Moreover, at each stage, governments stress
the need to develop internationally competitive industries.

East Asian governments relied heavily on industrial policies. They used
industrial policy to achieve four policy goals: reduce the cost of
investment funds in targeted industries, create incentives to export, protect
infant industries, and promote the acquisition and application of skills.
Taiwan and South Korea created incentives to invest in industries that state
officials identified as critical to development. To do so, governments in
both countries provided firms investing in these industries with
preferential access to low-cost credit. In South Korea, the government
nationalized the banks in the early 1960s and in the ensuing years fully
controlled investment capital. Control of the banks allowed the
government to provide targeted sectors with access to long-term
investment capital at below-market rates of interest (Haggard 1990, 132).
Although the banking sector was not nationalized in Taiwan, the
government did influence banks’ lending decisions. During the 1960s,
banks were provided with government-formulated lists of industries that
were to receive preferential access to bank loans. During the 1970s, the
banks themselves were required to select five or six industries to target in
the coming year. As a result, about 75 percent of investment capital was
channeled to the government’s targeted industries (Wade 1990, 166).

Asian governments also implemented policies that encouraged exports.
One method linked access to investment funds at low interest rates to
export performance. In Taiwan, for example, firms that exported paid
interest rates of only 6-12 percent, whereas other borrowers paid 20-22
percent (Haggard 1990, 94). In South Korea, short-term loans were
extended “without limit” to firms with confirmed export orders (Haggard
1990, 65). Credit was also made available to exporters’ input suppliers and
to these suppliers’ suppliers (Haggard 1990, 65-66). In addition,
“deliberately undervalued exchange rates” improved the competitiveness
of exports in international markets (World Bank 1993, 125). Finally, a
variety of measures ensured that domestic firms could purchase their
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intermediate inputs at world prices. These measures often entailed the
creation of free-trade zones and export-processing zones—areas of the
country into which intermediate goods could be imported duty free as long
as the finished goods were exported. Export-processing zones allowed
domestic producers to avoid paying tariff duties that would raise the final
cost of the goods they produced.

The Taiwanese and South Korean governments also protected infant
industries at each stage. In some instances, the measures they used were
straightforward forms of protection. The South Korean government, for
example, enacted legislation in 1983 that “prohibited the import of most
microcomputers, some minicomputers, and selected models of disk
drives,” in order to protect domestic producers in the computer industry
(Amsden 1989, 82). POSCO initially produced steel behind high import
barriers. In other instances, protection was less transparent. Hyundai
Heavy Industry, for instance, was protected in part through a government
policy that required Korean oil imports to be carried in ships operated by a
merchant marine that Hyundai Heavy Industry had itself created (Amsden
1989, 273). Taiwan adopted similar policies.

Finally, the Taiwanese and South Korean governments put in place
policies that raised skill levels. Investments in education were made to
improve labor skills. In Taiwan, enrollment in secondary schools had
reached 75 percent of the eligible age group by 1980. Enrollment increases
were accompanied by rising expenditures on education; per pupil
expenditures increased eightfold in primary schools, threefold in
secondary schools, and twofold at the university level between the early
1960s and 1980s (Liu 1992, 369). Similar patterns are evident in South
Korea, where enrollment in secondary schools increased from 35 percent
in 1965 to 88 percent in 1987 and “real expenditures per pupil at the
primary level rose by 355 percent” (World Bank 1993, 43, 45).

Governments also invested in scientific infrastructure to facilitate the
application of skills to R&D activities. In Taiwan, the Industrial
Technology Research Institute was formed in 1973, and nonprofit
organizations were created during the 1970s to perform research and
disseminate the results to firms in the private sector. A science-based
industrial park designed to realize agglomeration effects was created in
1980 (Haggard 1990, 142). In South Korea, tax incentives were used to
induce chaebols, the large South Korean firms, to create laboratories for
R&D purposes. An industrial estate for computer and semiconductor
production was created, and the Electronics and Telecommunications
Research Institute, a government-funded institute oriented toward product
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development was established there (Amsden 1989, 82). These policies
raised skill levels and created an infrastructure that allowed the more
highly skilled labor force to work to its full potential. This skill upgrading
was critical to the transition to the third stage of the industrialization
process.

The two explanations discussed thus present different arguments for
East Asia’s success. One suggests that East Asia succeeded because
governments allowed markets to work. The other suggests that East Asia
succeeded because governments used industrial policy to promote
economic outcomes that the market could not produce. Which argument is
correct? Although we lack definitive answers, we may conclude that both
explanations have value. By “getting prices right,” the export orientation
and the stable macroeconomic environment encouraged investments in
industries in which East Asian countries had, or could develop,
comparative advantage. By targeting sectors where comparative advantage
could be created, by reducing the costs of firms operating in those sectors,
by encouraging firms to export, and by upgrading skills, industrial policy
encouraged investments in areas that could yield high returns. As Stephan
Haggard (1990, 67) has summarized, macroeconomic “and trade policies
established a permissive framework for the realization of comparative
advantage, and more targeted policies pushed firms to exploit it.”

Although the relative importance of the state and the market in
accounting for East Asia’s success remains in dispute, what is clear is that
the experience of the East Asian NICs was vastly different from the
experience of Latin America and sub-Saharan Africa. East Asian
governments adopted development strategies that emphasized exports
rather than the domestic market, and they realized substantial
improvements in per capita income. The development strategies adopted
by governments in other developing countries emphasized the domestic
market over exports and generated economic imbalances and modest
improvements in per capita incomes. Consequently, when economic crises
forced governments to adopt reforms, the East Asian example provided a
powerful guide for the kind of reforms that would be implemented.

A Closer Look

Economic Reform in China

China’s emergence as a global economic power has also been driven
by dramatic market reforms. China has followed a distinct path to the
global market, however, because it embarked on the journey as a
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centrally planned economy: all economic activity was conducted by
state-owned enterprises in line with targets established by the
Communist Party’s central plan. China’s move to a market economy
has followed a strategy of “gradualism” in which it sought to “grow
out of the planned economy” (Naughton 1995). Rather than quickly
replacing the centrally planned economy with a market economy.
China maintained the planned economy while simultaneously
encouraging market-based activities. As China’s market economy
grew, the relative importance of the planned economy shrank. During
the last 25 years, therefore, a market economy gradually emerged in
place of the previous state-centered economy.

China based reform on three pillars. The first pillar, implemented in
the late 1970s, brought market incentives to agricultural production.
This Household Responsibility System encouraged farmers to lease
land from their agricultural commune. The government required
farmers that took advantage of this opportunity to sell some of their
crop to the state at state-set prices. They could sell the remainder at
market prices and retain the resulting profits. The Chinese government
also changed state-set prices to more accurately reflect the supply of
and demand for agricultural commodities. In doing so they encouraged
farmers to respond to market prices rather than state production
targets. By most accounts, the reform was a dramatic success, raising
agricultural productivity and farm incomes sharply during the 1980s
(Pyle 1997, 10). Agricultural reform also released labor from the
Chinese countryside. Consequently, China has experienced substantial
rural-to-urban migration of about 10 million people each year.

The second reform pillar, introduced in 1984, brought market
incentives to manufacturing. This Enterprise Responsibility System
encouraged enterprises to manage themselves like profit-oriented
firms. Enterprises were increasingly required to acquire their inputs
from and to sell their output in markets at market-determined prices
rather than through state agencies at state-set prices. The government
reduced production subsidies and required enterprises to turn to banks
for working capital. This withdrawal of state financial support forced
enterprises to care about profitability. Over time, private contracts
based on market prices replaced state-determined targets as the basis
for production (Jefferson and Rawski 2001, 247). By 1996, about 9.4
million non-state enterprises were operating in the Chinese economy,
accounting for about 75 percent of total industrial output (Shen 2000,
148). Here we clearly see China growing out of the planned economy
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—each year a larger share of total output is produced by non-state
enterprises and a smaller share by the state-owned sector.

The third pillar of reform, the open-door policy, opened China to the
global economy by liberalizing foreign direct investment and trade.
The government attracted foreign investment by creating Special
Economic Zones along China’s southern coast. Special Economic
Zones (SEZs) allowed more market-based activity than was permitted
in the rest of the economy. Tariffs were reduced, labor market
restrictions were relaxed, private ownership was allowed, and taxes
were reduced in the SEZs. The SEZs thus provided useful “reform
laboratories” in which officials could experiment before implementing
reforms throughout the country (Shen 2000; Grub and Lin 1991). The
decision to locate the SEZs along the southern coast reflected the
desire to attract investment by Chinese nationals living abroad. The
SEZs in Guangdong province bordered Hong Kong, for example,
whereas the SEZ established in Fujian Province faced Taiwan. The
policy was extended to the entire coastal region and selectively
extended into the interior in 1988. The government also liberalized
trade. It expanded the number of companies allowed to conduct
foreign trade from 12 to more than 35,000 (Lardy 2002, 41). The
government also reduced trade barriers, first shifting from a quota-
based to a tariff-based system and then reducing tariffs sharply to the
current average rate of 15 percent. In December 2002, China joined
the WTO after almost 15 years of negotiations.

These reforms have transformed China from a sleeping dragon into
a powerful force in the global economy. China has grown more rapidly
than almost all other economies since the early 1980s, with the best
estimates suggesting annual growth rates of 6 to 10 percent since the
early 1980s. Such rapid growth has raised per capita incomes, which
doubled between 1979 and 1990 and then doubled again during the
1990s. Rising incomes have in turn reduced poverty. According to the
World Bank, the share of China’s population living in extreme poverty
fell from 53 percent in 1981 to just 1.9 percent by 2017 (World Bank
2006, 2017c). China has also emerged as an important player in the
global economy. It is currently the leading recipient of foreign direct
investment in the developing world, and now hosts one-third of all FDI
based in the developing world. China’s share of world trade has grown
from less than 1 percent in the 1970s to 17 percent today (Lardy 2002,
55; WTO 2017). As a consequence, China is now the world’s largest
exporter of merchandise (WTO 2017).
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China’s transformation is not yet complete. The state-owned sector
remains an important component of China’s economy that requires
reform. The state-owned sector is composed of a relatively small
number (only 106) of very large firms (47 of these firms are among
Fortune Magazine’s 500 largest firms in the world). But together these
enterprises account for between one-quarter and one-third of China’s
total output (Leutert 2016). These very large enterprises are (on
average) inefficient and require substantial reform. It remains to be
seen whether the Chinese government can effectively consolidate these
enterprises, or encourage them to operate more efficiently. In late
2015, the Chinese government launched a new reform initiative In
addition, rapid growth has widened the income gap between urban and
rural regions, as industrial incomes rise more rapidly than agricultural
incomes. In fact, farm incomes have even fallen a bit over the last 5
years. Rising inequality has sparked rural protests, which have been
met with rather brutal government responses. Thus, China’s
government continues to face substantial challenges as it transforms its
economy.

STRUCTURAL ADJUSTMENT AND THE
POLITICS OF REFORM

By the early 1980s, governments in many developing countries were
recognizing the need for reform. The imbalances generated by ISI created
pressure for reform, and East Asia’s success provided an attractive
alternative model. It took a massive economic crisis, however, for
governments to implement reform. We will examine this crisis in detail in
Chapter 14; here, we say a few words about it in order to understand how
it produced the wave of reform that swept the developing world during the
1980s.

Economic crises struck developing countries during the early 1980s in
large part as a consequence of governments’ decision to borrow to finance
their budget and current-account deficits. Using foreign loans to finance
budget and current-account deficits is not an inherently poor choice. But
two factors made this decision a particularly bad one for developing
countries in the 1970s. First, many of the funds that governments
borrowed were used to pay for large infrastructure projects or domestic
consumption, neither of which generated the export revenues needed to
repay the loans. As a result, the amount that developing countries owed to
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foreign lenders rose, but the countries’ ability to repay the debt did not.

Second, between 1973 and 1982, developing countries were buffeted by
three international shocks: an increase in the price of oil, a reduction in the
terms of trade between primary commodities and manufactured goods, and
higher interest rates on the foreign debt those countries had accumulated.
These shocks increased the amount of foreign debt that developing
countries owed to foreign banks, raised the cost of paying that debt, and
greatly reduced export earnings. By the early 1980s, a number of
developing countries were unable to make the scheduled payments on their
foreign debt.

As crisis hit, governments turned to the IMF and the World Bank for
financial assistance. The international institutions linked financial
assistance to economic reform. The World Bank and the IMF encouraged
governments to adopt such reforms under the banner of structural
adjustment programs—opolicy reforms designed to reduce the role of the
state and to increase the role of the market in the economy. The specific
content of the reforms that the IMF and the World Bank advocated were
shaped by their belief that East Asia’s success had resulted from export-
oriented and market-based development strategies (see World Bank 1991,
1993). In the World Bank’s own words,

the approach to development that seems to have worked most reliably, and
which seems to offer most promise, suggests a reappraisal of the respective
roles for the market and the state. Put simply, governments need to do less in
those areas where markets work, or can be made to work, reasonably well.
(World Bank 1991, 9)

To this end, structural adjustment emphasized changing those aspects of
developing economies that were most unlike conditions in Asia.
Governments were encouraged to create a stable macroeconomic
environment, to liberalize trade, and to privatize state-owned enterprises
(Williamson 1990, 1994). Macroeconomic stability was to be achieved by
transforming government budget deficits into budget surpluses.
Governments were encouraged to liberalize imports by dismantling
import-licensing systems, shifting from quota-based forms of protection to
tariffs, simplifying complex tariff structures, and reducing tariffs and
opening their economies to imports.

The IMF and the World Bank also encouraged privatization of state-
owned enterprises—that is, selling such enterprises to private individuals
and groups. The IMF and the World Bank argued that reducing
government involvement in the economy would foster competition and
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that greater competition would in turn help create a more efficient private
sector that could drive economic development. Through structural
adjustment, therefore, governments were encouraged to scale back the role
of the state in economic development and to enhance the role played by
the market.

Many governments implemented structural adjustment programs
between 1983 and 1995 (see Table 7.4). They began to liberalize trade in
the mid-1980s. In Latin America, average tariffs fell from 41.6 percent
prior to the crisis to 13.7 percent by 1990 (Inter-American Development
Bank 1997, 42). They began to privatize state-owned enterprises in the late
1980s. In Latin America, “more than 2,000 publicly owned firms,
including public utilities, banks, and insurance companies, highways,
ports, airlines, and retail shops, were privatized” between 1985 and 1992
(Edwards 1995, 170; see also Corbo 2000). They liberalized investment
regimes, thus opening to multinational corporations. They deregulated
industries and reduced government intervention in the financial system.

Structural adjustment programs had a dramatic impact on average
incomes in the short run and the distribution of income in the long run.
The crisis and the reforms brought about a sharp contraction of economic
activity. Income fell sharply as a result. In Latin America, income fell by
about 8 percent between 1981 and 1984. In sub-Saharan Africa, incomes
fell, on average, by about 1.2 percent per year throughout the 1980s
(Thorp 1999, 220; World Bank 1993). The dismantling of ISI also
redistributed income from urban import-competing sectors to agriculture
and emerging export-oriented manufacturing industries. In The Gambia,
for instance, structural adjustment tripled the prices farmers received for
groundnuts and significantly increased prices that urban residents paid for
petroleum products, public transportation, water, electricity, and
telecommunications (Jabara 1994, 309). Privatization and civil-service
reform resulted in large job losses. In Guinea, for example, the civil
service was reduced in size from 104,000 in 1985 to 71,000 in 1989
(Arulpragasam and Sahn 1994, 91). In pursuing structural adjustment,
therefore, governments redistributed income: export-oriented producers
benefited these policies, whereas people employed in the import-
competing and nontraded-goods sectors saw their incomes fall.

TABLE 7.4

Countries Adopting Trade and Domestic Policy
Reforms, 1980-1996
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Africa

Latin America

Benin Malawi Argentina Honduras

Burkina Faso Mali Bahamas Mexico

Burundi Mauritania  Barbados Nicaragua

Cameroon Mauritius Belize Panama

Central African Mozambique Bolivia Paraguay

Republic

Chad Niger Brazil Peru

Congo Nigeria Chile Suriname

Cote d’Ivoire Rwanda Colombia Trinidad

Ethiopia Senegal Costa Rica Uruguay

Gabon Sierra Leone Dominican Venezuela
Republic

The Gambia Tanzania Ecuador

Ghana Togo El Salvador

Guinea Uganda Guatemala

Guinea-Bissau Zambia Guyana

Kenya Zimbabwe  Haiti

Madagascar

Sources: World Bank 1994a; Thorp 1999.

The economic consequences of structural adjustment drove the domestic
politics of reform (see Nelson 1990; Remmer 1986; Haggard and Kaufman
1992; Oatley 2004). Groups that would lose from structural adjustment
attempted to block the reforms, whereas those who stood to gain attempted
to promote reform. Governments were forced to mediate between them,
and in many countries governments were heavily dependent upon political
support from the import-competing and nontraded-goods sectors. Thus,
reforms were hard to implement. Over time, however, the economic crisis
triggered a realignment of interests, discrediting groups associated with the
old policies and giving greater influence to groups that proposed an
alternative approach (Krueger 1993a). By weakening key interest groups
and by forcing many to redefine their interests, the crisis gradually eroded
many of the political obstacles to far-reaching reform. Yet, this process
took time, as reforms could be implemented only after new governments
responsive to new interests had replaced the governments that presided
over ISI.
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GETTING INSTITUTIONS RIGHT

As the 1990s progressed, members of the development community began
to argue that “getting prices right” by using SAPs to liberalize and
marketize developing economies, while perhaps a necessary step toward
sustained development, was not sufficient to deliver sustained growth. As
a consequence, policymakers and academics began to focus greater
attention on the broader context within which states made policy. As
attention shifted away from the rather exclusive focus on policy reform,
the characteristics and quality of political and economic institutions moved
to the center. By the turn of the century there was “widespread agreement
among economists studying economic growth that institutional quality
holds the key to prevailing patterns of prosperity around the world”
(Rodrik 2004, 1).

Thinking about institutions led to the articulation of two broad
institutional =~ configurations—inclusive institutions and extractive
institutions—that have very different consequences for economic
performance (Acemoglu and Robinson 2012). Inclusive institutions have
political and economic characteristics that encourage individual initiative
and sustained economic growth. The most important political
characteristics of inclusive institutions include the broad extension of the
right to select and constrain governments, adherence to the rule of law and
a strong but (by virtue of the rule of law) constrained state. Among the
relevant economic characteristics, inclusive institutions have strong
property rights and market structures that reward individual talent.
Inclusive institutions are likely to provide high-quality public services that
are important to growth, such as public education that is available to all
and infrastructure investments that facilitate market development. The
elaboration of property rights and their defense in the rule of law system
encourages investment in productivity-improving activities. The fact that
the opportunities for economic activity are open to the broad public rather
than restricted to the chosen few creates incentives for individual initiative.
Inclusive institutions are thus likely to generate economic growth that is
sustained over time.

Extractive institutions, by contrast, lack most of these redeeming
qualities. In terms of politics, extractive institutions allocate power very
narrowly to a small ruling elite and systematically exclude other segments
of society from access to power. In addition, the elite’s power is relatively
unconstrained by electoral institutions or by a clear rule-of-law-based
judicial system. Economic institutions also do little to reward the initiative
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of individuals. Property rights are often lacking, or where present are
unevenly enforced. In such systems, the elite use their power to extract
income from those who are excluded from politics and use it to provide
benefits to the narrow group that rules or to the subset of society that keeps
the government in power. Such systems become characterized by
corruption within the state and among the ruling elite, and by rent seeking
at the level of the society as a whole. As a consequence, the balance
between productive and unproductive activity tips in a direction
unfavorable to sustained economic growth.

One might illustrate the importance to economic performance of these
institutional differences relative to other possible factors by comparing
societies that share common cultures and geographies but have very
different institutional characteristics. Consider North Korea and South
Korea as one such comparison. South Korea has experienced sustained
growth rates and dramatic improvements in the standard of living. North
Korea, in contrast, has experienced exceptionally poor economic
performance, even to the point of suffering widespread food scarcity.
Acemoglu and Robinson’s institutional perspective attributes these
different economic trajectories to different institutions. They argue that the
two countries occupy basically the same geographic space (the Korean
peninsula), and thus confront the same climate and geographical
constraints and opportunities. The two Koreas share a common language
and culture, and (at least through 1940) they had a common history. The
two differ primarily in their institutional characteristics, with South Korea
benefiting from inclusive institutions and North Korean performance
undermined by its extractive institutions. Acemoglu and Robinson offer
other comparisons that are similar in nature, such as East and West
Germany during and after the Cold War. Perhaps you can think of other
comparative cases that either support or confound their institutional
hypothesis.

Although the Acemoglu and Robinson institutional hypothesis holds
considerable appeal, at least two important questions about the approach
have been posed by its critics. The first critique points to potential issues
of reverse causality. What we mean by reverse causality is the possibility
that economic development outcomes are the underlying cause of
institutional configurations rather than the Acemoglu and Robinson
hypothesis that institutions cause development outcomes. Concerns about
reverse causality arise from a large body of research that had been
conducted prior to the more recent work by Acemoglu and Robinson.
Indeed, almost 60 years ago Seymour Marin Lipset hypothesized that
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economic development causes democratization: “the more well-to-do a
nation, the greater the chances that it will sustain democracy” (Lipset
1959, 75). Subsequent empirical scholarship has found substantial support
for the Lipset hypothesis (Boix 2011; Barro 1996; Przeworski et al. 2000).
Indeed, as one highly influential recent study concluded, “the level of
economic development, as measured by per capita income, is by far the
best predictor of [democratization]” (Przeworski et al. 2000, 88).

The second critique concerns the origins of political institutions. If, as
Acemoglu and Robinson claim, different institutional configurations
generate different development outcomes, it becomes important to
understand what accounts for cross-national variation in institutions. That
is, why are some societies fortunate enough to have been endowed with
inclusive institutions that promote development while other societies have
had the misfortune to be burdened with extractive institutions that do not
promote development? Acemoglu and Robinson (2001) have argued that
institutions reflected colonial settlement patterns. Where colonial mortality
was high, due to climate and disease, colonists did not expect to establish
permanent residence. They thus created extractive institutions that
maximized their short-run take. Where colonial mortality rates were low,
colonists were more likely to establish permanent settlements and thus
were more likely to create inclusive institutions that promoted economic
development. And these distinct institutions persisted after colonialism
ended. For A&R, therefore, contemporary institutions—and thus
development outcomes—are reflect developments that occurred hundreds
of years ago and continue to exert influence through the social processes
that make it very difficult to change institutions. One potential problem
with this argument is that it is difficult to isolate the causal significance of
institutions from the impact of climate and geography (see Diamond
2012).

Other scholars also have explained institutions by focusing on the
interaction between colonialism and resource endowments. Engerman and
Sokoloff (2000) focus their attention on explaining divergent development
outcomes in South and North America and the Caribbean. They argue that
low-quality institutions—essentially the equivalent of extractive
institutions—emerged in colonies in which land, climate, and labor
endowments encouraged colonists to engage in plantation-based
agriculture. On Caribbean islands, for instance, the climate and land were
conducive to sugar production, while small indigenous populations forced
the colonial powers to rely upon imported slave labor. Colonists built
political institutions that enabled them to control sugar production and
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income and to exclude slaves from participation in politics. The result was
high inequality and low political inclusiveness. In contrast, in the northern
parts of North America, climatic conditions and land endowments
encouraged grain farming organized as small-holdings that relied on
family labor rather than slaves. This small holding model generated less
economic inequality which carried over into the design of political
institutions which were more inclusive. In short, the interaction between
geography and colonialism led to the establishment of particular
institutional arrangements 250 and more years ago, and these institutions
have exerted a powerful influence on development trajectories ever since.

The continued uncertainty about the origins or causes of institutions has
important implications. Because different institutions are associated with
different development outcomes, a central determinant of success lies in
getting institutions right. Yet, this implies that societies stuck with
extractive institutions can escape only if they can create more inclusive
institutions. But if societies can change from extractive to inclusive
institutions at will, then institutions aren’t exogenous to state policy—they
haven’t really been inherited from 200 years ago—and cannot have the
substantial independent impact on economic development that
institutionalists claim.

Policy Analysis and Debate

Shifting from the Washington to the Beijing Consenus?

Question

Should the “Washington Consensus” be replaced by the “Beijing
Consensus” as a development model?

Overview

The 1980s were turbulent for the developing world. The decade began
with sovereign debt crises in several Latin American countries, and
ended with the collapse of the Berlin Wall and political and market
reforms in Eastern Europe. Responding to these events, economist
John Williamson identified the “Washington Consensus” on the
policies that developing countries must implement to ensure a return to
growth. Williamson called this package the Washington Consensus
because the World Bank, IMF, and U.S. Treasury Department—all
based in Washington D.C.—concurred with these policy
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recommendations. Key to the Consensus was eliminating government
involvement in the economy: “stabilize, privatize, and liberalize.”

The recent success of China and other East Asian countries as well
as what some characterize as disappointing achievements from the
Washington Consensus, have led some to suggest that a so-called
“Beijing Consensus” is replacing or should replace the Washington
Consensus. If the “Washington Consensus” espoused decentralized
market fundamentalism, then the “Beijing Consensus” advocates a
return to a state-led development strategy. This new development path
appeals to many governments for two reasons: first, it promises rapid
results without a loss of sovereignty to Western governments that
many developing country governments saw as a major part of the
Washington Consensus. Second, it increases the government’s power
within the country by creating a justification for state intervention and
allocation. Advocates for the Beijing Consensus emphasize its
potential for delivering rapid development. Critics ask why
governments would be expected to have better success with a state-led
strategy now than they experienced under ISI.

Policy Options

® Washington-based institutions should continue to promote
neoliberal politics. If governments do not comply, Washington-
based institutions should withhold aid and consider trade
sanctions.

®  Governments should be allowed to pursue development as they
see fit, and development aid and trade relations should not be
contingent upon the adoption of any particular policy orientation.

Policy Analysis

®  What differences do you see between the Washington Consensus
and the Beijing Consensus? What about between the Beijing
Consensus and the ISI strategy?

®  What interest, if any, does the United States have in promoting
neoliberal reforms like those of the “Washington Consensus”?
Why might the United States oppose diffusion of a state-led
strategy?

®  Why might developing countries resist neoliberal development
programs and favor a more state-centric model?
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Take A Position

® Should the United States pressure developing countries to pursue
neoliberal policies? Should developing countries resist? Justify
your answer.

®  What criticisms of your position should you anticipate? How
would you defend your recommendations against these
criticisms?

Resources

Online: Do online searches for “Washington Consensus” and “Beijing
Consensus.” You might begin with a speech given by John
Williamson titled “Did the Washington Consensus Fail?” (located at
www.iie.com/publications/papers/paper.cfm?ResearchID=488).
Kenneth Rogoff, former head of the IMF, wrote an open letter to
Joseph Stiglitz in response to criticisms of IMF neoliberal policies
(located at www.imf.org/external/np/vc/2002/070202.HTM). One
influential criticism of the “Washington Consensus” is Dani Rodrik,
“Goodbye Washington Consensus, Hello Washington Confusion?”
(located at
www.hks.harvard.edu/fs/drodrik/Research%?20papers/Lessons%200f%

In Print: There are many lengthy criticisms of the “Washington
Consensus”, the best-known of which may be Joseph Stiglitz,
Globalization and Its Discontents (New York, NY: W.W. Norton &
Co., 2002), which prompted Rogoff’s reply (linked above).

CONCLUSION

Neoliberalism supplanted structuralism as the guiding philosophy of
economic development as a result of the interplay among three factors in
the global economy. Import substitution generated severe economic
imbalances that created pressure for reform of some type. The success of
East Asian countries that adopted an export-oriented development strategy
provided an alternative model for development. Finally, the emergence of
a severe economic crisis in the early 1980s, a crisis that resulted in part
from the imbalances generated by ISI and in part from developments in the
global economy, pushed governments to launch reforms under the
supervision of the IMF and the World Bank. By the mid-1980s, most
governments were implementing reforms that reduced the role of the state
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and increased the role of the market in economic development.

The implementation of these reforms has been neither quick nor
painless. The depth of the reforms brought substantial short-run costs as
average incomes fell and as this smaller income was redistributed among
groups. The proponents of neoliberal reforms argue that the short-run costs
are worth paying, however, for they establish the framework for strong and
sustainable growth far into the future. Achieving that outcome will require
developing societies to consolidate and build upon the reforms already
implemented. In addition, it will require the advanced industrialized
countries to accept short-run adjustment costs of their own in order to meet
the legitimate demands that developing countries now make about market
access.

The adoption of neoliberal reforms in the developing world is also
transforming the global economy. For the first time since the early
twentieth century, the developing world has integrated itself into that
economy. In doing so, developing countries have altered the dynamics of
global economic exchange. Standard trade theory tells us to expect trade
between capital-abundant and labor-abundant societies. Yet, trade barriers
have greatly limited such trade for most of the postwar era. As these
barriers have fallen during the last 20 years, trade between countries with
different factor endowments has become increasingly important.
Businesses are increasingly locating their activities in those parts of the
world where they can be performed most efficiently. Labor-intensive
aspects of production are being shifted to developing societies, whereas
the capital-intensive aspects of production remain in the advanced
industrialized countries. The expansion of North—South trade is thus
creating a new global division of labor.

KEY TERMS

Current Account

East Asian Model of Development
Export-Oriented Strategy
Extractive Institutions

Inclusive Institutions

Rent Seeking

Structural Adjustment Program

SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING

On the East Asian Model of Development, see Robert Wade, Governing the
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Market: Economic Theory and the Role of Government in East Asian
Industrialization (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2003), Yin-wah Chu
(editor) The Asian Developmental State: Reexaminations and New Departures
(London: Palgrave MacMillan, 2016), and Dani Rodrik, One Economics, Many
Recipes: Globalization, Institutions, and Economic Growth (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2008).

The single best account of China’s trajectory is Barry Naughton, The Chinese
Economy: Adaptation and Growth (Cambridge: MIT Press, 2018).

For a detailed examination of the relationship between institutions and
development, see Daron Acemoglu and James Robinson, Why Nations Fail:
The Origins of Power, Prosperity and Poverty (New York: Crown Business,
2013).

For an application of the institutionalist perspective to contemporary sub-Saharan
Africa, see Robert H Bates and Steven Block, 2017. “Political Institutions and
Economic Growth in Africa’s ‘Renaissance.”” Oxford Economic Papers, 1-26.

220



CHAPTER 8

Multinational Corporations in the
Global Economy

ultinational corporations highlight—in a very concentrated fashion
M—the tension that arises when economic production is organized
globally while political systems remain organized around mutually
exclusive national territories. Multinational corporations often generate
tension because they extend managerial control across national borders.
This managerial control enables firms based in one country to make
decisions about how to employ resources located in a foreign country.
Contemporary discussion surrounding the emergence of Chinese firms as a
major source of foreign investment in sub-Saharan African economies
illustrates these tensions. While African governments have generally
welcomed the gains that Chinese investment in infrastructure, natural
resources, and manufacturing brings to their societies, many local
observers have raised concerns about how these Chinese firms treat
African workers, and safeguard the environment. A major American
newspaper even went so far as to title a long story about Chinese corporate
investment in Africa, “Is China the World’s New Colonial Power”
(Larmer 2017)? Though investment by Chinese firms raises additional
questions about the possibility of state control of these investments, this
additional dimension sharpens the issue rather than creating it.

Because multinational corporations operate simultaneously in national
political systems and global markets, they have been the subject of
considerable controversy among governments and among observers of the
international political economy. Some consider multinational corporations
to be productive instruments of a liberal economic order: multinational
corporations ship capital to where it is scarce, transfer technology and
management expertise from one country to another, and promote the
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efficient allocation of resources in the global economy. Others consider
multinational corporations to be instruments of capitalist domination:
multinational corporations control critical sectors of their hosts’
economies, make decisions about the use of resources with little regard for
host-country needs, and weaken labor and environmental standards. About
all that these two divergent perspectives agree on is that multinational
corporations are primary drivers of, and beneficiaries from, globalization.

This chapter and the next examine the economics and the politics of
multinational corporations (MNCs). This chapter focuses on a few of the
core economic issues concerning these geographically far-reaching
organizations. The first section provides a broad overview of MNCs in the
global economy. We define what MNCs are, briefly examine their origins
and development, and then examine their rapid growth over the last 30
years. The second section examines standard economic theory developed
to explain the existence of MNCs. This theory will both deepen our
understanding of the differences between MNCs and other firms and help
us understand when we are likely to see MNCs operating and when we are
likely to see national firms. The final section examines the impact of
MNCs on the countries that host their foreign investments. We look first at
the potential benefits that MNCs can bring to host countries and then
examine how MNC activities sometimes limit the extent to which host
countries are able to realize those benefits.

MULTINATIONAL CORPORATIONS IN THE
GLOBAL ECONOMY

For many people, a multinational corporation and a firm that engages
heavily in international activities are one and the same thing. Yet, an MNC
is more than just a firm that engages in international activities, and many
firms that engage heavily in international activities are not MNCs. The
standard definition of an MNC is a firm that “controls and manages
production establishments—plants—in at least two countries” (Caves
1996, 1). In other words, MNCs place multiple production facilities in
multiple countries under the control of a single corporate structure.

The preceding definition does not capture the full range of MNC
activities, however. MNCs are engaged simultaneously in economic
production, international trade, and cross-border investment. Consider, for
example, the U.S.-based company General Electric (GE), which is
regularly ranked among the world’s largest MNCs. GE controls some 250
plants located in 26 countries in North and South America, Europe, and
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Asia. Although production in these facilities is obviously important, the
ability to engage in international trade is equally critical to GE’s success.
Many of the goods GE produces cross national borders, either as finished
consumer goods or as components for other finished products. Washers,
dryers, and microwave ovens that GE produces in Asia and Latin America,
for example, are sold in the United States and Europe. To create this global
production and trade network, GE has had to make many cross-border
investments. Each time that GE establishes a new production facility or
upgrades an existing facility in a foreign country, it invests in that country.
MNC:s are thus also an important source of foreign capital for the countries
that host their affiliates. Thus, even though GE certainly controls and
manages factories in at least two countries, this does not describe the full
range of GE’s international activities. Like all MNCs, GE engages
simultaneously in production, trade, and cross-border investment.

MNCs are not recent inventions. They first emerged as significant and
enduring components of the international economy during the late
nineteenth century. This first wave of multinational businesses was
dominated by Great Britain, the world’s largest capital-exporting country
in that century. British firms invested in natural resources and in
manufacturing within the British Empire, the United States, Latin
America, and Asia. In 1914, British investors controlled almost half of the
world’s total stock of foreign direct investment, and multinational
manufacturing was taking place in a large number of industries, including
chemicals, pharmaceuticals, the electrical industry, machinery,
automobiles, tires, and processed food (Jones 1996, 29-30). American
firms began investing abroad in the late nineteenth century. Singer Sewing
Machines became the first American firm to create a permanent
manufacturing facility abroad when it built a plant in Glasgow, Scotland,
in 1867 (Wilkins 1970, 41-42). By the 1920s, the United States was
overtaking Britain as the world’s largest source of foreign direct
investment (see Jones 1996).

Although MNCs are not a recent innovation, what is novel is the rate at
which firms have been transforming themselves into MNCs. We can see
the unprecedented growth of MINCs in two different sets of statistics. The
first tracks the number of MINCs operating in the global economy. In 1969,
just at the tail end of the period of American dominance, there were only
about 7,300 MINC parent firms operating in the global economy (Gabel
and Bruner 2003). By 1988, 18,500 firms had entered the ranks of MINCs,
an impressive growth in 20 years. During the next 20 years, however, the
number of MNCs operating in the global economy more than quadrupled,
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rising to more than 100,000 parent firms by 2010. Together, these parents
control almost 900,000 foreign affiliates. Thus, in just over 40 years, the
number of firms engaged in international production has increased about
elevenfold.

The second set of statistics tracks the growth of foreign direct
investment over the same period. Foreign direct investment (FDI) occurs
when a firm based in one country builds a new plant or a factory, or
purchases an existing one, in a second country. A national corporation thus
becomes an MNC by making a foreign direct investment. As Table 8.1
illustrates, the total volume of foreign direct investment has grown
dramatically since 1990. During the late 1980s, cross-border FDI outflows
equalled about $180 billion per year. The figure more than doubled during
the 1990s and then doubled again during the first decade of the twenty-first
century. Between 2010 and 2016 it averaged about $1.45 trillion per year.
As a consequence, the world’s stock of FDI, the total amount of foreign
investment in operation, has grown from $693 billion in 1980 to $27
trillion in 2016 (United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
2017, 226). The last 30 years have thus brought a dramatic acceleration of
the number of firms that are internationalizing their activities.

TABLE 8.1

Foreign Direct Investment Outflows, 1990-2016 ($U.S.
Billions)

1990- 2000- 2010-

1999 2009 2016
World 413.8 1,100.0 1,435.7
Europe 244.2 609.9 482.8
North America 99.8 248.7 369.2
Africa 1.9 11.2 26.5
Asia 33.6 121.8 341.6
Latin America and the 4.4 17.7 34.1
Caribbean
Transition Economies 1.1 23.0 49.3

Source: United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, 2017.

As the number of MNCs has increased, the role that they play in the
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global economy has likewise gained in importance. The United Nations
(UN) estimates that MNCs currently account for about a third of global
exports (roughly $6.8 trillion in 2016), and much of this is intrafirm trade
—that is, trade that takes place between an MNC parent and its foreign
affiliates. MNCs and their affiliates employ some 82 million people
worldwide (UNCTAD 2017, 26). Much of this activity is concentrated in a
relatively small number of firms. The 100 largest MNCs account for more
than 9 percent of the total foreign assets controlled by all MNCs, for 16
percent of all MNC sales, and for 11 percent of all MNC employment
(UNCTAD 2009, xxi). Together, these 100 firms account for about 4
percent of world gross domestic product (GDP). MNCs thus play an
important role in the contemporary global economy, a role that has grown
at a rapid pace during the last 30 years.

Although MNCs have a global reach, most of their activities are
concentrated in Europe, North America, and (increasingly) in East Asia.
We can see just how concentrated MNC operations are by looking at some
statistics on the nationality of parent firms and on the global distribution of
FDI flows. Ninety-one of the 100 largest MNCs are headquartered in the
United States, Western Europe, or Japan, and about 73 percent of all MNC
parent corporations are based in advanced industrial countries (see Table
8.2). The advanced industrialized countries historically have been the
largest suppliers of FDI as well. During most of the 1980s, the United
States, Western Europe, and Japan together supplied about 90 percent of
FDI (see Table 8.1). Their share fell to about 80 percent between 1990 and
2009 and then to 60 percent between 2010 and 2016. The biggest
underlying change that explains this decrease in developed countries’
share has been the emergence of Asian MNCs as important foreign
investors.

The advanced industrialized countries and East Asia are also the largest
recipients of the world’s FDI. Until the late 1980s, Western Europe and the
United States regularly attracted a little more than three-quarters of the
world’s total FDI inflows each year. This share fell to about two-thirds of
total inflows during the 1990s. The share of inflows that the developed
world captures has continued to fall—to an average of 60 percent of the
total between 2000 and 2009 and then to slightly less than half of total
inflows during the current decade. Asia was on the opposite side of this
change, as its share of total inflows rose from 18 percent to 28 percent
between 1990 and 2016. Consequently, Asia is now host to 55 percent of
all foreign affiliates that MNCs have established in the global economy.
Thus, whereas historically most MNC activities have involved American
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and Japanese firms investing in Europe, European and Japanese firms
investing in the United States, and American and European firms investing
in Japan, over the last 25 years we see developing Asia becoming an
increasingly important player as a source of and host to multinational
corporation activities.

TABLE 8.2

Parent Corporations and Affiliates by Region, 2010

Parent Corporations Foreign Affiliates
Based in the Economy Based in the
Economy
Developed 73,144 373,612
Economies
European Union 47,455 310,074
United States 9,692 27,251
Japan 4,543 2,948
Other 3,593 13,472
Developed
Economies
Developing 30,209 512,531
Economies
Africa 621 6,673
Latin America 4,406 21,634
and the Caribbean
Asia 25,148 483,715
Southeast 433 5971
Europe and the
CIS
Source: United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, “World
Investment Report 2011, Web Table 34,”

http://unctad.org/Sections/dite_dir/docs/WIR11_web%Z20tab%2034.pdf.

MNC activities in other regions have also increased during the last 30
years. Latin America and the Caribbean saw inward FDI increase from an
average of $38 billion per year during the 1990s to $172 billion per year in
the current decade (see Table 8.3). These investments are heavily
concentrated in a small number of economies in the region. Over the last
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decade, Brazil alone attracted between 40 and 50 percent of all investment
in the region. Mexico attracted (on average) another 20 percent of the total
inward investment. Africa has also experienced a dramatic increase in
foreign direct investment. Indeed, average annual inflows to Africa
increased ten-fold between the 1990s and the current decade, rising from
$6.6 billion per year to $67 billion per year. During the current decade,
Angola has received the largest single share of these investment flows,
capturing 22 percent of the total inflows over the period. Most of this
investment has been directed to Angola’s oil industry. Egypt and Nigeria
also attract a significant share of inward investment. Inward investment
increased in the transition economies also, and here the inflows are heavily
concentrated in Russia (50 percent of the total on average since 2010) and
Kazakhstan (15-20 percent of the total since 2010). Thus, MNC
investment in Latin America, Africa, and the transition economies has
increased substantially during the last 20 years, but the majority of this
investment has been directed to a small handful of countries. And in
contrast to Asian economies, these regions have not increased their share
of the world’s FDI.

TABLE 8.3

Foreign Direct Investment Inflows, 1990-2016 ($U.S.
Billions)

1990- 2000- 2010-

1999 2009 2016
World 397.6 1,095.2 1,550.7
Europe 167.3 455.0 449.6
North America 99.7 215.5 293.5
Africa 6.6 38.0 67.3
Asia 70.2 224.7 440.8
Latin America and the 37.6 81.4 172.1
Caribbean
Transition economies 4.0 42.8 64.9

Source: United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, 2017.

The last 30 years also have seen some emerging market countries
become home bases for MNC parent firms. To date, however, this
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development has been limited to a small number of countries, such as
Hong Kong, China, South Korea, Singapore, Taiwan, Venezuela, Mexico,
and Brazil. Sixty of the top 100 MNCs from developing countries are
based in Southeast and East Asia. Another six are based in India. Most of
these developing-world MNCs are considerably smaller than the MNCs
based in the advanced industrialized world. Only nine developing-country
MNCs ranked among the world’s 100 largest MNCs in 2017. And as a
group, the 100 largest MNCs from developing countries control a
combined $1.7 trillion of foreign assets, only one-fifth the value of the
foreign assets controlled by the world’s 100 largest MNCs (UNCTAD
2017). Even though MNCs based in developing countries remain small
relative to the firms based in the U.S. and the EU, the emergence of these
MNCs nonetheless constitutes a significant change in the global economy.
It indicates that, for the first time in history, some emerging economies are
shifting from a position in which they are only the host to foreign MNCs to
a position in which they are both host of foreign firms and home to
domestic MINCs.

The rapid growth of MNCs during the last 30 years has pushed these
firms into the center of the debate about globalization. Indeed, practically
every aspect of globalization has been linked to the activities of MINCs.
Ross Perot, for example, claimed during his unsuccessful bid for the
presidency in 1992 that the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA) would produce a “giant sucking sound” as American MNCs
shifted jobs from the United States to their affiliates located in Mexico.
Other critics of globalization claim that MNC affiliates based in
developing countries are sweatshops engaged in the systematic
exploitation of workers in those countries. Still others argue that the ability
of MNCs to move production wherever they want is gradually eroding a
broad range of government regulations designed to protect workers,
consumers, and the environment. We will examine these arguments in
greater detail in Chapter 16. For our purposes here, it is sufficient to note
that criticism of MINC activities has emerged from the growing sense that
the last 30 years have seen a fundamental change in the nature of corporate
behavior within the global economy. Falling trade barriers and
improvements in communications technology have made it substantially
easier for firms to internationalize their activities. Firms have responded to
these changes by internationalizing at historically unprecedented rates.

ECONOMIC EXPLANATIONS FOR
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MULTINATIONAL CORPORATIONS

One might wonder why all of the economic transactions that occur
between MNC parent firms and their foreign affiliates are not simply
handled through the market. Indeed, the prevalence of MNCs in the
contemporary international economy is puzzling to neoclassical
economists. When the GAP or the Limited acquire clothes from producers
in Bangladesh, they handle most of these transactions through the market.
They sign contracts with locally owned Bangladeshi firms that produce
clothes and then sell them to the retailer. The GAP and the Limited do not
own the firms that produce their clothes. In other instances, however,
almost identical transactions are taken out of the market. When
Volkswagen decided to assemble some of its cars in Mexico, it could have
signed contracts with locally owned Mexican firms, which then could have
produced components that met Volkswagen’s specifications; assembled
them into Jettas, Beetles, and Golfs; and sold the finished cars to
Volkswagen. Volkswagen, however, didn’t opt for this market-based
approach, but instead built an assembly plant in Mexico. Volkswagen thus
took the economic transactions that would otherwise have taken place
between suppliers of components, assemblers, and corporate headquarters
out of the market and placed them under the sole control of Volkswagen
headquarters. The rapid growth of MNCs implies that an increasing
number of firms have opted to take their international transactions out of
the market and to internalize them within a single corporate structure. Why
have they done so0?

In finding an answer to this puzzle, we deepen our understanding of
how MNCs are something more distinctive than simply “large firms.”
Many MNCs are large, but what truly distinguishes them from other firms
is the fact that they organize and manage their international activities very
differently than other firms do. A firm’s decision about whether to conduct
international transactions through the market or instead to internalize these
transactions inside a single corporation reflects some specific
characteristics of the economic environment in which it operates. In
conceptualizing how this environment shapes the firm’s decision,
economists have placed the greatest emphasis on the interaction between
locational advantages and market imperfections.

Locational Advantages

As a first step, we need to understand the factors that encourage a firm to
internationalize its activities—that is, what factors determine when a firm
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will stop sourcing all of its inputs and selling all of its output at home and
begin acquiring its inputs or selling a portion of its output in foreign
markets? At a very broad level, it is obvious that a firm will
internationalize its activities when it believes that it can profit by doing so.
Locational advantages derive from specific country characteristics that
provide such opportunities. Historically, locational advantages have been
based on one of three specific country characteristics: a large reserve of
natural resources, a large local market, and opportunities to enhance the
efficiency of the firm’s operations. A firm based in one country will
internationalize its activities in an attempt to profit from one of these
characteristics in a foreign country.

Locational advantages in natural-resource investments arise from the
presence of large deposits of a particular natural resource in a foreign
country. The desire to profit from the extraction of these natural resources
was perhaps the earliest motivation for international activities. The
American copper firms Anaconda and Kennecott, for example, made large
direct investments in mining operations in Chile in order to secure supplies
for production in the United States. American and European oil companies
have invested heavily in the Middle East because the countries of that
region hold so large a proportion of the world’s petroleum reserves. The
desire to gain access to natural resources remains important today. Indeed,
petroleum and mining together account for 17 of the 100 largest MNCs
currently in operation.

Locational advantages for market-oriented investments arise from
large consumer markets that are expected to grow rapidly over time. Firms
looking to sell their products in foreign markets clearly prefer countries
with large and growing demand to those with small and stagnant demand.
In addition, the degree of industry competition within the host country is
important. The less indigenous competition there is in a particular foreign
market, the easier it will be for the MNC to sell its products in that market.
Finally, the existence of tariff and non-tariff barriers to imports is another
important consideration for this type of investment. By investing inside the
country, firms essentially jump over such barriers to produce and sell in
the local market. Countries that have large and fast-growing markets, with
a relatively small number of indigenous firms in the particular industry,
and that are sheltered from international competition represent attractive
opportunities for market-oriented MNC investment.

Much of the cross-border investment in auto production within the
advanced industrialized world fits into this category. During the 1960s,
many American automotive MNCs made direct investments in the EU to
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gain access to the emerging common market. During the 1980s and early
1990s, Japanese and German automotive MINCs, such as Toyota, Nissan,
Honda, BMW, and Mercedes, built production facilities in the United
States in response to the emergence of voluntary export restraints (VERS)
that limited auto imports. Like petroleum and mining, the auto industry is
heavily represented among the world’s largest MINCs, accounting for 12 of
the 100 largest MNCs. Of course, the desire to gain access to foreign
markets has not been limited to the auto industry but has been an important
motivation for much FDI in manufacturing as well.

Finally, locational advantages in efficiency-oriented investments arise
from the availability at a lower cost of the factors of production that are
used intensively in the production of a specific product. In these
efficiency-oriented investments, parent firms allocate different stages of
the production process to different parts of the world, matching the factor
intensity of a production stage to the factor abundance of particular
countries. In computers, electronics, and electrical equipment, for
example, the human and physical capital-intensive stages of production,
such as design and chip fabrication, are performed in the capital-abundant
advanced industrialized countries, whereas the more labor-intensive
assembly stages of production are performed in labor-abundant developing
countries. Locational advantages thus arise from factor endowments.
When the contemplated investment is in low-skilled, labor-intensive
production, labor-abundant countries have obvious advantages over labor-
scarce countries. When the contemplated investment draws heavily upon
advanced technology, the availability of a pool of highly trained scientists
is important. American firms in the computer industry, for example, have
opted to base many of their overseas activities in East Asian countries,
where the average skill level is very high, rather than in Latin America,
where, on average, skill levels are lower.

Locational advantages thus provide the economic rationale for a firm’s
decision to internationalize its activities. These advantages can arise from
a country’s underlying comparative advantage, as in mineral deposits or
abundant labor. They can also be a product of government policies, as in
the existence of high tariffs or the creation of a reliable economic
infrastructure. Whatever the underlying source, locational advantages
create a compelling motivation for a firm based in one country to engage
in economic transactions with a foreign country. Locational advantages
thus help us understand why a firm elects to engage in economic
transactions with one country rather than another, for some countries offer
potential benefits from cross-border exchange, whereas others do not.
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Market Imperfections

Locational advantages help us understand why some firms opt to
internationalize their activities, but they do not help us understand why
firms sometimes choose to take the resulting transactions out of the market
and place them within a single corporate structure. Why didn’t American
firms simply buy copper from Chilean firms, rather than establish their
own mining operations in Chile? Why didn’t American computer firms
simply buy semiconductors and other components from indigenous East
Asian firms, rather than create their own chip fabrication factories in East
Asia? Why didn’t American auto firms simply export to the EU and
Brazil, rather than build assembly plants in those countries?

To understand why firms sometimes take their transactions out of the
market and place them under the control of a single corporate structure, we
need to examine the impact of market imperfections. A market
imperfection arises when the price mechanism fails to promote a welfare-
improving transaction. In the global economy, this means that, under
certain conditions, firms will be unable to profit from an existing
locational advantage unless they internalize the international transaction.
Two different market imperfections have been used to understand two
different types of internalization: horizontal integration and vertical
integration.

Horizontal integration occurs when a firm creates multiple production
facilities, each of which produces the same good or goods. In the
international economy, horizontally integrated MINCs produce the same
product in multiple national markets. Auto producers are a good example.
Ford, General Motors, Volkswagen, and the major Japanese auto
producers each produce essentially the same line of cars in factories
located in the United States, Western Europe, and Japan. Firms integrate
horizontally when a cost advantage is gained by placing a number of plants
under common administrative control (Caves 1996, 2). Such cost
advantages most often arise when intangible assets are the most important
source of a firm’s revenue.

An intangible asset is something whose value is derived from
knowledge or from “a set of skills or repertory routines possessed by the
firm’s team of human (and other) inputs” (Caves 1996, 3). An intangible
asset can be based on a patented process or design, or it can arise from
“know-how shared among employees of the firm” (Caves 1996, 3).
Intangible assets often give rise to horizontally integrated firms because
those assets are difficult to sell or license to other firms at a price that
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accurately reflects their true value. In other words, markets will fail to
promote exchanges between a willing seller of an intangible asset and a
willing buyer. The market failure arises because owners of knowledge-
based assets confront what has been called the “fundamental paradox of
information”: “[The] value [of the information] for the purchaser is not
known until he has the information, but then he has in effect acquired it
without cost” (Teece 1993, 172). In other words, in order to convey the
full value of an intangible asset, the owner must reveal so much of the
information upon which the asset’s value is based that the potential
purchaser no longer needs to pay to acquire the asset. If the owner is
unwilling to reveal that information, potential buyers will be unsure of the
asset’s true value and will therefore be reluctant to pay for the asset.

Suppose, for example, that I have developed a production process that
reduces by one-half the cost of manufacturing cars. This innovation is
purely a matter of how the production process is organized and managed,
and has nothing to do with the machines and technology actually used to
produce cars. I try to sell this knowledge to Ford Motor Company, but, in
our negotiations, Ford’s board of directors is skeptical of my claim that I
can cut the firm’s costs by 50 percent. The board members insist that I
disclose fully how I will accomplish this before they will even consider
purchasing my knowledge, and they want specifics. Once I disclose all of
the details, however, they will know exactly what changes they need to
make in order to realize the cost reductions. As soon as they have this
knowledge, they have no reason to pay me to acquire it. Like all other
owners of intangible assets, I will receive less than my asset’s true worth
when I sell it to another firm.

Such market failures create incentives for horizontal integration.
Suppose an individual owns an intangible asset that can generate more
revenue than is currently being earned, because demand for the goods
produced with the use of this asset will be greater than can be met from the
existing production facility. How can the owner earn the additional
revenue that the asset will generate? The only way he or she can do so is to
create additional production sites—that is, to integrate horizontally and
allow each of these facilities to make use of the intangible asset. Because
the same firm owns all of the production sites, it can realize the full value
of its intangible asset without having to try to sell it in an open market.
Horizontal integration, therefore, internalizes economic transactions for
intangible assets.

Vertical integration refers to instances in which firms internalize their
transactions for intermediate goods. An intermediate good is an output of
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one production process that serves as an input into another production
process. Standard Oil, which dominated the American oil industry in the
late nineteenth century, is a classic example of a vertically integrated firm.
Standard Oil owned oil wells, the network through which crude oil was
transported from the well to the refinery, the refineries, and the retail
outlets at which the final product was sold. Thus, each stage of the
production process was contained within a single corporate structure. Why
would a single firm incorporate the various stages of the production
process under a single administrative control, rather than purchase its
inputs from independent producers and sell outputs to other independent
firms, either as inputs into additional production or as final goods to
independent retailers?

To explain the internalization of transactions within a single vertically
integrated firm, economists have focused on problems caused by specific
assets. A specific asset is an investment that is dedicated to a particular
long-term economic relationship. Consider a hypothetical case of a
shipowner and a railroad. The shipowner would like to transport the goods
he delivers to his dock to market by rail. He contacts the railroad and asks
that a rail spur be built from the main line down to the dock so that he can
offload goods directly onto railcars. If the railroad agrees to build the spur,
then this spur will be dedicated to the transport of that particular
shipowner’s goods to the main rail line. In other words, this rail spur is an
asset that is specific to the ongoing relationship between the shipowner
and the railroad owner.

Specific assets create incentives for vertical integration because it is
difficult to write and enforce long-term contracts. Returning to our
example of the shipowner and the railroad, suppose that, under the terms
of the initial agreement, the shipowner agreed to pay the railroad a certain
fee per ton to carry goods to market once the spur was built. This initial fee
made it profitable for the railroad to build the spur. Once the spur has been
built, however, the ship-owner has an incentive to renegotiate the initial
contract to achieve a more favorable shipping rate. The shipowner
recognizes that, because the railroad must incur costs if it decides to
reallocate the resources it used to build the spur, the railroad owner will be
better off accepting renegotiated terms than refusing to carry the goods.
Thus, the existence of a specific asset creates possibilities for opportunistic
behavior once the investment has been made: one party in the long-term
relationship can take advantage of the specific nature of the asset to extract
a larger share of the value from the transaction (Teece 1993, 166-169;
Williamson 1985).
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The recognition that asset specificity creates incentives for opportunistic
behavior after the investment has been made can cause economic actors to
refuse to make investments. In our example, the railroad owner will
recognize that the shipowner has an incentive to behave opportunistically
after the spur is built; therefore, quite rationally, the railroad owner will
refuse to build the spur. As a result, a mutually beneficial transaction
between the shipper and the railroad will go unrealized.

By incorporating the two parties to the transaction within the same
ownership structure, vertical integration eliminates the problems arising
from specific assets. If the shipowner also owned the railroad (or vice
versa), there would be little incentive for opportunistic behavior once the
rail spur had been built. The shipping division of this now vertically
integrated firm could pay the firm’s railroad division a smaller fee for
transporting its goods, but this would simply shift revenues and
expenditures between units of the same firm; the firm’s overall bottom line
would remain constant. By internalizing transactions involving specific
assets, therefore, vertical integration enables welfare-improving
investments that would not otherwise be made.

Firms thus internalize their transactions—take them out of the market
and place them under the control of a single corporate structure—in
response to market imperfections. When firms earn a substantial share of
their revenues from intangible assets, they face strong incentives to
integrate horizontally—that is, to create multiple production facilities all
controlled by a single corporate headquarters. When firms earn a
substantial share of their revenues from specific assets, they face strong
incentives to integrate vertically—that is, to place all of the various stages
of production under the control of a single corporate structure. In both
cases, the incentive to take transactions out of the market and place them
within a single corporate structure arises from the inability of the market to
accurately price the value of the asset that generates the firm’s income.

Locational Advantages, Market Imperfections, and
Multinational Corporations

Although locational advantages and market imperfections often occur
independently of each other, we expect to see MNCs—firms that
internalize economic transactions across national borders—when both
factors are present. Locational advantages tell us that cross-border activity
will be profitable, whereas market imperfections tell us that the firm can
take advantage of these opportunities only by internalizing the transactions
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within a single corporate structure.

Table 8.4 illustrates how the interaction between locational advantages
and market imperfections shapes the kinds of firms we expect to see in the
global economy. When locational advantages and intangible assets are
both present, we expect to find horizontally integrated MNCs that have
undertaken foreign investment to gain market access. Horizontally
integrated MNCs are therefore often present in manufacturing sectors.
FDIs by auto producers in the markets of other advanced industrial
countries are perhaps the prototypical example of this type of MNC. In the
auto industry, intangible assets arising from knowledge about the
production process are of great value to individual firms, but are hard to
price accurately in the market. Together with important locational
advantages—especially the availability of large local markets—intangible
assets induce foreign investment. Western Europe and the United States
offer large markets for automobiles, and governments in the EU and in the
United States have used VERs to restrict imports from foreign auto
producers. The combination of market imperfections and locational
advantages in the auto industry therefore has led to considerable FDI by all
of the major auto producers in the European and American markets.

When locational advantages combine with specific assets, we expect to
find vertically integrated MNCs that have invested in a foreign country
either to gain secure access to natural resources or to reduce their costs of
production. The best example of firms investing to secure access to natural
resources is found in the oil industry. An oil refinery must have repeated
transactions with the firms that are drilling for oil. The refinery is highly
vulnerable to threats to shut off the flow of oil, because an inconsistent
supply would be highly disruptive to the refinery and its distribution
networks. Thus, we would expect a high degree of vertical integration in
the oil industry. This knowledge helps us understand why petroleum
companies are so heavily represented in the world’s 100 largest MINCs.

TABLE 8.4

Market Imperfections, Locational Advantages, and
Multinational Corporations (MNCs)

Market Imperfection

Intangible Assets Specific Assets
Yes Horizontally integrated Vertically integrated
MNC MNC
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Locational Market based Natural resource

Advantages based; Cost based
No Horizontally integrated Vertically integrated
domestic firm domestic firm

The best example of firms investing abroad to reduce the cost of
production may be found in the factories built by auto producers in
developing countries. The individual components involved in auto
production are complex and specific to the final good: one cannot produce
a Ford with parts designed for a Nissan. Thus, auto producers must have
long-term relationships with their parts suppliers, and these relationships
create incentives for vertical integration across borders. It is no surprise,
therefore, that the auto industry also is heavily represented in the 100
largest MNCs.

More broadly, MNC investments that combine a quest for efficiency
gains with specific or intangible assets have become an increasingly
important element of multinational production over the last 20 years.
These MNC investment patterns are often called global value chains
(GVCs). A value chain “describes the full range of activities that firms and
workers perform to bring a product from its conception to end use”
(Gereffi and Fernandez-Stark 2016, 7). Such activities range from
research, development, and design on the one end, to the manufacturing
processes in the middle, through the wholesale distribution, marketing,
retail sales, and support at the other end. A value chain becomes global
when these various stages are allocated to different countries. In the ideal-
typical GVC, a lead firm will distribute the stages of production globally
in an attempt to realize efficiency gains by matching the factor intensivity
of each stage of production with the factor abundance of the selected
production locations. Stages that rely intensively on human capital, such as
R&D and design, would be based in an advanced industrialized economy,
the capital-intensive manufacturing activity would be done in a middle-
income economy, and labor-intensive manufacturing and assembly would
be allocated to low-income labor abundant economies. Marketing and
post-sale services would be based in economies with an abundance of
human capital.

Global value chains are most common in the consumer electronics and
automotive industries. Apple products such as the iPhone are often used as
examples of a fairly complex GVC in the consumer electronics industry.
Apple is a MNC that has elements of vertical and horizontal integration
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and also coordinates the activities of hundreds of independent suppliers
and assemblers worldwide. Most of the research and design for Apple
hardware and software occurs in Apple’s campus in California (though it
also owns an R&D facility in Austin, Texas, and in 2017 it announced
plans to open new R&D facilities in China). At the other end of the chain,
Apple retains considerable control of retail distribution via its Apple Stores
as well as online sales. To manufacture its products, it coordinates an
extensive global supply chain of independent contract manufacturing
firms. It sources the hardware components—printed circuit boards, micro-
processor chips, memory, storage devices, displays, cases, and so on, from
hundreds of independent firms in Asia, the U.S., and Europe. These
components are assembled into finished goods at two Foxconn factories in
China and Brazil.

The rising importance of GVCs is transforming the nature of
international trade. Fifty years ago, the goods and services that entered
international trade were predominantly final consumption goods. Sixty
years ago, for instance, Sony manufactured transistor radios in its factories
in Japan and exported complete radios to the U.S. and Europe in large
quantities. FDI often substituted for international trade as corporations
created new overseas production sites from which to supply their overseas
markets or supported trade by extracting raw materials. Today, in contrast
as much as 60 percent of trade consists of intermediate goods and services
rather than final goods (UNCTAD 2013, 122) while FDI increases trade as
lead firms ever-more finely slice up and disperse their supply chains.

The matrix presented in Table 8.4 also points to those industries in
which we would not expect to find a significant amount of MNC activity.
When locational advantages exist, but there are neither intangible nor
specific assets, we do not expect to find a significant amount of MNC
activity. Instead, firms will prefer to purchase their inputs from
independent suppliers and to sell their products through international trade,
or they will prefer to enter into subcontracting arrangements with firms
located in the foreign country and owned by foreign residents. Apparel
production fits nicely into this category. Apparel production is a labor-
intensive activity and is increasingly done in labor-abundant developing
countries. The major retailers in the advanced industrialized world, such as
the GAP and the Limited, rely heavily upon producers located in
developing countries, but they rarely own the firms that produce the
apparel they sell. Instead, they enter into contracting relationships with
independent firms.

In sum, MNCs are more than just large firms. MNCs are firms that have
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responded in predictable ways to the specific characteristics of the
economic environment in which they operate. The creation of an MNC is
most often the result of a corporate response to a locational advantage and
a market imperfection. Locational advantages create incentives to extend
operations across borders in order to extract natural resources, sell in
foreign markets, or achieve cost reductions. Intangible and specific assets
create incentives for firms to shift their economic transactions out of the
market and into a single corporate structure. When locational advantages
and market imperfections coexist, we expect to find MNCs—firms that
have internalized transactions across national borders.

Multinational Corporations and Host Countries

Up to this point, we have focused exclusively on what MNCs are, where
they operate, and why they are established. In doing so, we have neglected
the impact of MINCs on the countries that host their affiliates. We conclude
the chapter by looking at this important dimension of MNC activity. FDI
creates a dilemma for host countries. On the one hand, FDI has the
potential to make a positive contribution to the host country’s economic
welfare by providing resources that are not readily available elsewhere. On
the other hand, because MNC affiliates are managed by decision makers
based in foreign countries, there is no guarantee that FDI will in fact make
such a contribution. The politics of host country—MNC relations, a topic
that we explore in depth in the next chapter, revolves largely around
governments’ efforts to manage this dilemma. Here, we look at the
benefits that FDI confers on host countries in theory, as well as at a few
MNC practices that can erode these benefits.

MNCs can bring to host countries important resources that are not easily
acquired otherwise. Three such resources are perhaps the most important.
First, FDI can transfer savings from one country to another. Economic
growth is dependent on investment in physical capital as well as in human
capital. To invest, however, a society needs to save, and in the absence of
some form of foreign investment, a society can invest only as much as it is
able to save. Foreign investment allows a society to draw on the savings of
the rest of the world. By doing so, the country can enjoy faster growth than
would be possible if it were forced to rely solely on its domestic savings.
Moreover, fixed investments—factories that are not easily removed from
the country—are substantially more stable than financial capital flows and
thus do not generate the boom and bust cycles we will examine in Chapter
14 and Chapter 15. In addition, because MINCs invest by creating domestic
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affiliates, direct investment does not raise host countries’ external
indebtedness. Of the many possible ways that savings can be transferred
across borders, direct investment might be the most stable and least
burdensome for the host countries.

MNCs also can bring technology and managerial expertise to host
countries. Because MNCs control intangible assets based on specialized
knowledge, the investments they make in host countries often can lead to
this knowledge being transferred to indigenous firms. In Malaysia, for
example, Motorola Malaysia transferred the technology required to
produce a particular type of printed circuit board to a Malaysian firm,
which then developed the capacity to produce these circuit boards on its
own (Moran 1999, 77-78). In the absence of the technology transfer, the
indigenous firm would not have been able to produce the products.

Such technology transfers can generate significant positive externalities
with wider implications for development (see Graham 1996, 123-130).
Positive externalities arise when economic actors in the host country that
are not directly involved in the transfer of technology from an MINC to a
local affiliate also benefit from this transaction. If, for example, the
Malaysian Motorola affiliate were able to use the technology it acquired
from Motorola to produce inputs for other Malaysian firms at a lower cost
than these inputs were available elsewhere, then the technology transfer
would have a positive externality on the Malaysian economy.

MNCs can also transfer managerial expertise to host countries. Greater
experience at managing large firms allows MINC personnel to organize
production and coordinate the activities of multiple enterprises more
efficiently than host-country managers can. This knowledge is applied to
the host-country affiliates, allowing them to operate more efficiently as
well. Indigenous managers in these affiliates learn these management
practices and can then apply them to indigenous firms. In this way,
managerial expertise is transferred from the MNC to the host country.

Finally, MNCs can enable host-country producers to gain access to
marketing networks. When direct investments are made as part of a global
production strategy, the local affiliates of the MNC and the domestic firms
that supply these affiliates become integrated into a global marketing
chain. Such integration creates export opportunities that would otherwise
be unavailable to indigenous producers. The Malaysian firm to which
Motorola transferred the printed circuit board technology, for example, not
only wound up supplying Motorola Malaysia, but also began to supply
components to 11 Motorola plants worldwide. These opportunities would
not have arisen had the firm not been able to link up with Motorola
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Malaysia.

MNCs provide these benefits at a price, however. To capture the
benefits that MNCs offer, a country must be willing to allow foreign
corporations to make decisions about how resources will be used in the
host country. As long as foreign managers make decisions about how
much capital and technology are transferred to the host country, about how
the resources MINCs bring to the host country will be combined with local
inputs, and about how the revenues generated by the local affiliate will be
used, there will be some chance that a particular investment will not
enhance, and may even detract from, the welfare of the host country.

MNCs can reduce, rather than increase, the amount of funds available
for investment in the host country, as a result of a number of different
practices. MNCs sometimes borrow on the host country’s capital market
instead of bringing capital from their home country. This practice crowds
out domestic investment; that is, by using scarce domestic savings, the
MNC prevents domestic firms from making investments. MNCs also often
earn rents on their products and repatriate most of these earnings.
Consequently, the excess profits wind up in the MNC’s home country
rather than remaining in the host country, where they could be used for
additional investment.

In addition, MNCs typically charge their host-country affiliates
licensing fees or royalties for any technology that is transferred. When the
affiliates pay these fees, additional funds are transferred out of the host
country to the MNC’s home base. Finally, MNCs often require the local
affiliate to purchase inputs from other subsidiaries of the same corporation.
These internal transactions take place at prices that are determined by the
MNC parent, a practice called transfer pricing. Because such transactions
are internal to the MINC, the parent can set the prices at whatever level best
suits its global strategy. When the parent overcharges an affiliate for the
goods it imports from affiliates based in other countries and underprices
the same affiliate’s exports, revenues are transferred from the local
affiliate to the MINC parent. Sometimes such transfers can be very large:
an investigation revealed that Colombia paid $3 billion more for
pharmaceutical imports through MNCs than it would have paid in market-
based transactions. All of these practices reduce the amount of funds that
are available to finance new projects in the host country. In extreme cases,
MNCs might reduce the total amount of funds available for investment,
rather than increase them.

An MNC might also drive established host-country firms out of
business. Suppose an MNC enters an industry already populated by local
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firms. Suppose also that the MNC controls technology or management
skills that enable it to produce at a lower cost than the local firms. As the
MNC affiliate’s local production expands, the established local firms will
begin to lose sales to this new low-cost competitor. Some of these
businesses will eventually fail. The failure of the local final-good
producers may have a secondary impact on local input suppliers. Local
firms often acquire their inputs from local firms. In contrast, most MNCs
source their inputs from global networks of suppliers. If the new MNC
affiliate drives local firms out of business, then the demand for the inputs
provided by local firms will fall. The local input suppliers will thus face
serious pressure, and many of them will probably go out of business as
well. Although such instances may be an example of a more efficient firm
replacing less efficient competitors, the dynamic is one in which local
firms are gradually replaced by foreign firms and local managers by
foreign managers. If the transfer of skills and technology from foreign to
local producers is one of the purported benefits of FDI, then a dynamic in
which foreign firms drive local firms out of business suggests that very
little technology transfer is occurring.

Technology transfers can be further limited by the incentive that MNCs
have to maintain fairly tight control over technology and managerial
positions. As we have seen, one of the principal reasons for MNC
investment arises from the desire to maintain control over intangible
assets. Given this desire, it is hard to understand why an MNC would
make a large fixed investment in order to retain control over its
technology, but then transfer that technology to host-country firms. The
transfer of managerial expertise also may be limited because MNCs are
often reluctant to hire host-country residents into top-level managerial
positions. Thus, the second purported benefit of MNCs—the transfer of
technology and managerial expertise—can be stymied by the very logic
that causes MNCs to undertake FDI. If this happens, MNC affiliates will
function like enclaves, failing to be tightly integrated into the rest of the
host-country economy and never realizing any spillover effects.

Finally, the decisions by MNCs about how to use the revenues
generated by their affiliates may bear no relationship to the host-country
government’s economic objectives. In a world in which governments cared
little about the type of economic activity that was conducted within their
borders, this would be of little consequence. But when governments use a
wide variety of policy instruments to try to promote certain types of
economic activity, whether it be manufacturing in a developing country or
high-technology industries in an advanced industrialized country, foreign
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control of these revenues can pose serious obstacles to government policy.
If, for example, a country’s export earnings derive entirely from copper
exports, but an MNC controls the country’s copper-mining operations,
then decisions about how to use the country’s foreign exchange earnings
will be made by the MNC rather than by the government. Or, if the
revenues generated by the local affiliate are sufficient to finance additional
investment, decisions about whether this investment will be made in the
host country or somewhere else and, if in the host country, then in which
sector, are made by the MNC rather than by the government. In short,
control by MNCs over the revenues generated by their affiliates makes it
difficult for governments to channel resources toward the economic
activities they are trying to encourage.

A Closer Look

Labor and Foreign Capital in the Developing World

During the past 25 years, the emergence of off-shoring and global
value chains has drawn hundreds of millions of people into the global
capitalist economy for the first time. China provides the most
spectacular example of this process as estimates suggest that 155
million Chinese residents may have migrated from rural provinces to
the industrializing coastal cities between the mid-1990s and 2010
(Chan 2013). And though the Chinese experience is unique in scale—
the magnitude of the migration is the largest in human history—other
emerging market countries have experienced identical flows. Vietnam
and Bangladesh, for example, also experienced substantial internal
migration as people abandoned farming in favor of manufacturing.
These migrants thus provided the core labor force employed by
western multinational corporations and their sub-contractors.

The incorporation of these new urban residents into global
production networks raises concerns about how multinational
corporations treat workers in developing societies. As we saw in
Chapter 4, capital mobility may enable western firms to exploit lower
labor standards common in many developing countries in ways that
bring harm to indigenous workers. And some of the most serious
instances of mistreatment are well known. The Taiwanese firm
Foxconn, for instance, which produces Apple products under license in
factories in China, has a record of substandard and dangerous working
conditions, low wages, and other practices. In 2010, 14 Foxconn
workers committed suicide in protest against poor conditions, and in
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2012, 150 Foxconn workers threatened to commit suicide by jumping
off the roof of a Foxconn factory. In Dhaka, Bangladesh, more than
1,127 people died when a building that hosted a number of garment
factories producing for a variety of American retailers collapsed. In
this instance, structural weaknesses in the building had been noticed
prior to the collapse, but the factories continued to operate—thereby
endangering more than 3,000 employees—in spite of these problems.

We might wonder whether the underlying problems that give rise to
episodes such as Foxconn and Rana Plaza are common consequences
of multinationalized production or whether instead they are
exceptional occurrences. In particular, we might want to know whether
labor rights—the right to organize into unions, to bargain collectively,
and to strike—improve or deteriorate with the arrival of global
production. We might also wonder if labor abuses—such things as
exposing workers to hazardous conditions, low wages, extremely long
hours, gender discrimination, and sexual harassment—are aggravated
or lessened by participation in the global economy. It turns out, as two
authorities on these issues remark, that the impact of global production
on labor in the developing world is complex and depends upon the
precise “way in which one’s country, industry, or firm participates in
the global economy” (Mosley and Singer 2015, 188).

Most generally, workers tend to have more rights and labor abuses
are less frequent as the skill-level of the industry increases. Thus,
labor-intensive apparel production and general simple assembly
operations are characterized by the weakest labor rights and greatest
frequency of abuse. Women are often the most exposed to these
substandard practices because on the one hand women hold a
disproportionate share of jobs in many low-skilled labor-intensive
manufacturing jobs, and on the other hand the lack of regard for
workers in general in some low-income societies is often reinforced by
broader societal norms that deny equal rights to women. As a
consequence, women (and especially young women) often bear the
burden of labor mistreatment and lack the political rights needed to
bring about change.

This general relationship is mediated by at least three other
characteristics of multinational production. The first characteristic
concerns the specific way that a local factory is connected to the global
economy. Generally speaking, labor rights tend to improve when
MNCs own the local manufacturing affiliates, and are typically weaker
when these local affiliates are independently-owned firms that produce
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goods under contract with multinational firms (see Mosley 2011;
Mosley and Singer 2015). In addition, workers enjoy higher wages,
better workplace conditions, and less workplace abuse of other types
(such as sexual harassment, long hours without overtime pay) when
their employers are affiliates of MNCs than when they work for
locally owned firms. It is somewhat challenging to separate the effect
of ownership structure on labor standards from the effect of sectoral
characteristics because so much of the low-skilled labor performed in
developing countries occurs through sub-contract rather than within
MNC affiliates.

The second characteristic concerns the specific ways that host states
insert themselves in the relationship between foreign capital and
domestic labor. On the one hand, host governments might enact labor
policies that help protect workers from abusive practices by global
capital. In post-liberalization Latin America, for example,
governments who were kept in office in part by support from labor had
incentive to expand labors’ rights vis-a-vis capital as well as social
protections more generally. On the other hand, governments in less
democratic regimes might be less inclined to align with or support
domestic labor. More authoritarian regimes might have greater
incentive to suppress labor unions in order to minimize the likelihood
that an independent labor movement could organize into a viable
political rival and to supply a compliant and complacent labor force
that is attractive to potential foreign investors.

Finally, participation in international agreements might affect host
country labor standards (see Berliner et al. 2015). As we saw in
Chapter 4, the U.S. and the EU have increasingly included labor
standards chapters in the free trade agreements they enter with
developing countries. A number of recent empirical studies have found
that U.S. free-trade agreements have a positive impact on labor
standards in the developing country partners, while other studies have
found that the EU has been able to influence labor standards in Eastern
and Central Europe through the accession agreements it negotiates
with these states as they seek EU membership.

Host countries therefore face a dilemma in their relationships with
MNCs. On the one hand, MNCs can provide resources to host countries,
including access to new sources of capital, innovative technologies,
managerial expertise, and market linkages that are not available elsewhere.
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On the other hand, because FDI extends foreign managerial control into
the host country’s economy, there is no guarantee that a particular
investment will in fact yield the aforesaid benefits. An MNC might
consume scarce local savings, replace local firms, refuse to transfer
technology, and repatriate all of its earnings. This dilemma has led many
to suggest that governments may need to play an active role in structuring
the conditions under which MNCs operate within their economies. As we
will see in the next chapter, much of the politics of MNCs revolve around
government efforts to shape these conditions in order to extract as many
benefits from MNCs that they can and to minimize the costs of ceding
managerial control to foreign decision makers.

CONCLUSION

The last 30 years have seen rapid growth in the number of MNCs
operating in the global economy. By 2008, the number of such
corporations was 11 times the number in operation in the early 1980s. As
that number has increased, the role these firms play in global production,
trade, and cross-border investment has also increased. The activities of
contemporary MNCs are heavily concentrated in the advanced
industrialized countries. Most FDI in the global economy involves a firm
based in one advanced industrialized country establishing a facility in
another advanced industrialized country. Although MNCs have recently
begun to shift more of their activities to the developing world, only a small
number of developing countries have received substantial amounts of
investment. It will take many more years of investment before the
developing world’s share of MNC activities approaches the share of the
advanced industrialized countries.

MNCs are more than just large firms. They are firms that organize and
manage their activities quite differently than traditional firms do. In
particular, they have opted to remove many of their international
transactions from the market and to place them within a single corporate
structure. Thus, even though many firms engage in international activities,
only a subset of these firms—those that own productive establishments in
at least two countries—can be classified as MNCs. MNCs have opted for
this distinctive organization structure because they face opportunities to
profit from international exchange; but, because they earn a substantial
share of their income from intangible and specific assets, they can capture
these profits only by internalizing the associated transactions. Thus, the
modern MNC has emerged as an organizational response to a specific
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economic problem in the global economy.

Most analysts of MINC activities believe that FDI can benefit the host
country as well as the investing firm. Such investments can transfer
savings, technology, and managerial expertise to host countries, and can
allow local producers to link into global marketing networks. None of
these resources are readily available to host countries—especially
developing host countries—unless they are willing to open themselves to
MNC activity. Yet, opening a country to MNC activity does not guarantee
that the benefits will be realized. MNCs are profit-making enterprises, and
their activities are oriented toward that end and not toward raising the
welfare of their host countries. Consequently, societies that host MNCs
face a dilemma: they need to attract MNCs to capture the benefits that FDI
can offer, but they need to ensure that activities by MNCs actually deliver
those benefits. As we shall see in the next chapter, most of the politics of
MNCs revolve around government efforts to manage this dilemma.

KEY TERMS

Efficiency-Oriented Investment
Foreign Direct Investment
Global Value Chains
Horizontal Integration
Intangible Asset

Locational Advantages
Market-Oriented Investment
Natural-Resource Investment
Positive Externalities
Specific Asset

Vertical Integration
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CHAPTER9

The Politics of Multinational
Corporations

n late 2013 a Chinese company purchased the American pork-
Iprocessing giant Smithfield Foods for $4.7 billion. The announcement
of the deal sparked political backlash in the United States. Senator Debbie
Stabenow, Chair of the Senate Agriculture Committee, declared that “food
security is national security.” She noted that she could not “imagine that
the American people will feel comfortable if they wake up one day to
discover that half of our food processors are owned by China.” She called
a special hearing of the Senate Agriculture Committee to look more
closely into the Smithfield Foods deal. During that hearing, many Senators
voiced concern about how the Chinese acquisition might influence the
safety of the American food supply moving forward, while others
expressed concern about the long-run implications of the U.S. becoming
dependent upon Chinese producers for its food. While the committee
lacked the authority to block the deal, the hearing revealed that Chinese
acquisitions of American businesses remained a politically sensitive issue.

The sensitivity surrounding the Smithfield Foods deal is hardly unique.
MNCs alter the nature of economic decision making in ways that
disconnect economic and political geography. Historically, decisions about
production have been made by local business owners with reference to
local conditions. When MNCs are involved, however, foreign managers
make production decisions with reference to global conditions. Yet,
whereas the frame of reference for much economic decision making has
shifted, the frame of reference for political decision making has not.
Governments continue to address local concerns in response to the
demands of local interest groups. As one prominent scholar of MNCs has
written,
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the regime of nation states is built on the principle that the people in any
national jurisdiction have a right to try to maximize their well-being, as they
define it, within that jurisdiction. The MNC, on the other hand, is bent on
maximizing the well-being of its stakeholders from global operations, without
accepting any responsibility for the consequences of its actions in individual
national jurisdictions.

(Vernon 1998, 28)

The tension inherent in these overlapping decision-making frameworks
shapes the domestic and international politics of MNCs. In the domestic
arena, most governments have been unwilling to forgo the potential
benefits of foreign investment, yet few have been willing to allow foreign
firms to operate without restriction. Consequently, most governments have
used national regulations and have bargained with individual MNCs to
ensure that the operations of foreign firms are consistent with national
objectives. Governments’ efforts to regulate MNC activities carry over
into international politics. Host countries, especially in the developing
world, pursue international rules that codify their right to control the
activities of foreign firms operating within their borders. Countries that
serve as home bases for MNCs—essentially, the advanced industrialized
countries—pursue international rules that protect their overseas
investments by limiting the ability of host countries to regulate the activity
by MNCs.

We examine these dynamics here. We look first at the variety of
instruments governments have used to extract as many of the benefits from
FDI as they could, while at the same time minimizing the perceived costs
arising from allowing foreign firms to control local industries. We then
focus on efforts, unsuccessful to date, to negotiate international rules
defining the respective rights and obligations of host countries and MNC:s.

REGULATING MULTINATIONAL
CORPORATIONS

Rather than forgo the potential benefits available from hosting MNC
affiliates, most governments have sought to define the terms under which
MNCs operate within their borders. Governments have regulated
proscriptively and prescriptively—that is, they have prohibited foreign
firms from engaging in certain activities, and they have required them to
engage in others. All these regulations have been oriented toward the same
goal: extracting as many of the benefits from FDI as possible, while
simultaneously minimizing the cost associated with ceding decision-
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making authority to foreign firms. We look first at how developing
countries attempted to regulate MNC activity and then turn our attention to
practices common in the advanced industrialized world. As we will see,
even though both developed and developing countries regulate MINC
activities, developing countries have relied far more heavily on such
practices. Thus, we conclude this section by examining why the two
groups of countries adopted such different approaches toward MINCs.

Regulating Multinational Corporations in the Developing
World

In the early postwar period, most developing-country governments viewed
MNCs with considerable unease:

The association of foreign companies with former colonial powers, their
employment of expatriates in senior positions, their past history (real or
imagined) of discrimination against local workers, and their embodiment of
alien cultural values all contributed to the suspicion with which foreign
[MNCs] were regarded in developing countries.

(Jones 1996, 291)

Governments in newly independent developing countries wanted to
establish their political and economic autonomy from former colonial
powers, and often this entailed taking control of existing foreign
investments and managing the terms under which new investments were
made.

Concerns about foreign dominance reflected the continuation of
historical practice. Most developing countries entered the postwar period
as primary-commodity producers and exporters. Yet, MNCs often
controlled these sectors and the export revenues they generated. In the
aluminum industry, for example, six MNCs controlled 77 percent of the
non socialist world’s bauxite output, 87 percent of its alumina output, and
83 percent of its production of aluminum. In agricultural products, the 15
largest agricultural MNCs controlled approximately 80 percent of
developing countries’ exports (UNCTAD 1983). And although foreign
direct investment (FDI) shifted toward manufacturing activity during the
1960s, MNC affiliates also played an important role in these sectors. In
Singapore, MNC affiliates currently account for 52 percent of all
manufacturing employment, 75 percent of all sales, and approximately 61
percent of all exports. In Malaysia, the figures are comparable: 44 percent
of manufacturing employment, 53 percent of sales, and 51 percent of
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exports (UNCTAD 2001). Although Singapore and Malaysia sit at the
high end of the spectrum, MNCs also control large segments of
manufacturing activity in other developing countries.

Allowing foreign corporations to control critical sectors raised political
and economic concerns. The central political concern was that foreign
ownership of critical natural-resource industries compromised the hard-
won national autonomy achieved in the struggle for independence. It
seemed incongruent to achieve political independence from colonial
powers and yet continue to struggle under the economic dominance of the
colonial power’s multinational firms. Economic concerns arose as
governments adopted import substitution industrialization (ISI) strategies.
If MNCs were allowed to control export earnings, governments would be
unable to use these resources to promote their development objectives.
Moreover, if MNCs were allowed to enter the local economy freely, there
would be no necessary relationship between the investments they made
and the government’s development goals. FDIs might remain in the
extractive industries, and manufacturing investments might not transfer
technology. As a result, economic activities would continue to reflect the
interests of foreign actors instead of the government’s development
objectives.

In general, developing countries responded to these concerns by
regulating rather than prohibiting FDI. Rather than shut themselves off
completely from the potential benefits FDI promised, governments sought
to manage access to their economies to ensure that the benefits were in fact
delivered. Governments did block foreign investment in some sectors of
the economy. For example, they prohibited MNC ownership of public
utilities, iron and steel, retailing, insurance and banking, and extractive
industries (Jenkins 1987, 172). When foreign firms already owned
enterprises in these sectors, governments nationalized the industries.
Through nationalization, the host-country government took control of an
affiliate created by an MNC.

Nationalization was common during the late 1960s and the first half of
the 1970s (see Figure 9.1). Nationalizations occurred most often in the
extractive industries and in public utilities such as power generation and
telecommunications. Nationalization served both political and economic
objectives. Politically, governments could rally domestic support and
silence domestic critics “by taking over the most obvious symbols of
‘foreign exploitation’” (Shafer 1983, 94). Nationalization also made
“rational economic planning possible for the economy as a whole and
enhance[d] the government’s financial position sufficiently to make
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economic diversification and ... balanced economic growth attainable”
(Shafer 1983, 93-94).

Governments also created regulatory regimes to influence MNC
activities. Many governments required local affiliates to be majority
owned by local shareholders, instead of allowing MNCs to own 100
percent of the affiliate. Local ownership, governments believed, would
translate into local control of the affiliate’s decisions. Governments also
limited the amount of profits that MNC affiliates could repatriate, as well
as how much affiliates were allowed to pay parent firms for technology
transfers. Such measures, governments believed, would help ensure that
the revenues generated by MNC activity within the country remained in
the country and available for local use.
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FIGURE 9.1

Expropriation Acts in Developing Countries
Source: Vernon 1998, 6.

Governments also imposed performance requirements on local
affiliates in order to promote a specific economic objective. If a
government was trying to promote backward linkages, for example, it
required the affiliate to purchase a certain percentage of its inputs from
domestic suppliers. If the government was promoting export industries, it
required the affiliate to export a specific percentage of its output. Some
governments also required MNCs to conduct research and development
inside the host country. Finally, many governments limited the access of
MNCs to the local capital market. All these restrictions were aimed at
avoiding the downside of MNC involvement, while simultaneously trying
to capture the benefits that MNCs could offer.
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Of course, not all developing countries adopted identical regimes.
Governments that pursued ISI strategies imposed the most restrictive
regimes. India, for example, hosted a large stock of foreign investment
upon achieving independence. The Indian government was determined,
however, to limit the role of MNCs in the Indian economy (Jones 1996,
299). To achieve this goal, the government enacted highly restrictive
policies toward new foreign investments and began to “dislodge” existing
investments (Encarnation 1989). It forced existing enterprises that owned
more than 40 percent of the local subsidiary to either sell equity to Indian
firms or leave India. They made exceptions only for MNCs operating in
high-priority areas or using sophisticated technologies. As a result, India
experienced a net capital outflow during the 1970s when some MNCs,
such as Coca-Cola and IBM, left and few new investments arrived.

Other developing countries actively sought FDI in connection with the
shift to secondary import substitution, but regulated the terms under which
MNCs could invest. Because the Brazilian market was quite large, the
Brazilian government could encourage foreign investment on terms that
promoted domestic auto production. The government thus banned all auto
imports in 1956 and forced foreign auto manufacturers to produce in
Brazil in order to sell in Brazil. It imposed high domestic content
requirements on MNCs; 35 to 50 percent of cars’ parts had to be locally
produced in 1956, and the figure was increased to 90-95 percent by the
mid-1960s. As a consequence, by the mid-1960s, eight foreign-controlled
firms were producing cars in Brazil, and by 1980 over 1 million cars were
being produced annually. Thus, even those developing countries that
welcomed MNCs sought to ensure that their activities corresponded with
the government’s development goals.

East Asian governments pursuing export-oriented development
strategies were more open to FDI. Singapore and Hong Kong imposed few
restrictions; to the contrary, Singapore based its entire development
strategy on attracting foreign investment. South Korea and Taiwan were
less open to investment than Singapore and Hong Kong: in both countries,
the government developed a list of industries that were open to foreign
companies, but proposals to invest in these industries were not
automatically approved. Each project had to meet requirements concerning
local content, the transfer of technologies, the payment of royalties in
connection with technology transfers, and the impact on imports (Haggard
1990, 199).

Still, Taiwan and South Korea did more to attract foreign investment
than most governments in Latin America or Africa. Beginning in the mid-
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1960s and early 1970s, both the Taiwanese and the South Korean
government created export-processing zones (EPZs) to attract investment.
Export-processing zones are industrial areas in which the government
provides land, utilities, a transportation infrastructure, and, in some cases,
buildings to the investing firms, usually at subsidized rates (Haggard 1990,
201). Foreign firms based in EPZs are allowed to import components free
of duty, as long as all their output is exported. Taiwan created the first EPZ
in East Asia in 1965, and South Korea created its first in 1970. These
assembly and export platforms attracted a lot of investment from
American, European, and Japanese MINCs. Finally, both countries further
liberalized foreign investment during the mid-1970s in an attempt to attract
high-technology firms into the local economies (Haggard and Cheng
1987).

Most developing countries have greatly liberalized FDI since the 1980s.
Sectors previously closed to foreign investment, such as
telecommunications and natural resources, have been opened. Restrictions
on 100-percent foreign ownership have been lifted in most countries.
Restrictions on the repatriation of profit have been eased. Two factors have
encouraged this liberalization. First, restrictive regimes yielded
disappointing results (Jones 1996). FDI fell during the 1970s as
nationalizations and regulation led MINCs to seek opportunities elsewhere.
MNCs that did operate in developing countries were reluctant to bring in
new technologies, and the sectors that governments had nationalized
performed well below expectations (Shafer 1983). Second, the decision to
liberalize FDI came as part of the broader shift in development strategies.
Governments intervened less in all segments of the economy, including
FDI, as they shifted to market-based strategies.

Developing countries’ governments have not abandoned efforts to
control MINC activity. Although they have become more open to FDI, they

continue to look on multinational enterprises from the vantage point of their
past experiences. Much as they welcome the contribution of foreign-owned
enterprises ... these countries will have grave doubts from time to time about
the long-term contribution of such enterprises, especially as they observe that
the grand strategy of the enterprise is built on the pursuit of global sources and
global markets.

(Vernon 1998, 108)

Regulating Multinational Corporations in the Advanced
Industrialized Countries
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The typical advanced industrialized country has been more open to FDI
and less inclined to regulate the activities of MNCs than the typical
developing country. Only Japan and France required explicit government
approval for manufacturing investments by foreign firms (Safarian 1993).
Most governments have excluded foreign firms from owning industries
deemed “critical,” but they have not drawn the lists of sectors from which
foreign firms are excluded so broadly as to discourage MNC investment
(Safarian 1993). In the United States, for example, foreign firms cannot
own radio and television broadcasting stations, cannot own a domestic
airline, and are prohibited from participating in defense-related industries.
Nor are American restrictions unique, as most advanced industrialized
countries prohibit foreign ownership in many of these same sectors.

Japan was the clearest exception to this tendency throughout much of
the postwar period. Until 1970, Japan tightly regulated inward FDI (see
Safarian 1993; Mason 1992). Japanese government ministries reviewed
each proposed foreign investment and approved very few. Proposals that
were approved usually limited foreign ownership to less than 50 percent of
the local subsidiary. Such restrictions were motivated by the Japanese
government’s economic development objectives. Government officials
feared that Japanese firms would be unable to compete with MNCs if FDI
was fully liberalized. In particular, the Japanese government feared that
unrestricted FDI would prevent the development of domestic industries
capable of producing the technologies deemed critical to the country’s
economic success (Mason 1992, 152-153). Regulations on inward
investment thus comprised an important component of Japan’s industrial
policy.

A Closer Look

Sovereign Wealth Funds

Foreign ownership of local industry has recently generated renewed
concern and political activity in the United States and the EU. The
trigger has been the visible activities of sovereign wealth funds.
Sovereign wealth funds (SWFs) are government-owned funds that
purchase private assets in foreign markets. Many SWFs, so-called
commodity SWFs, are funded with revenues generated by state-owned
oil companies in the Gulf states and in Norway. And although
commodity SWFs have been around for 50 years (Kuwait established
the first in 1953), the recent sharp rise in oil and natural gas prices has
stimulated their rapid growth. Non-commodity SWFs are funded via
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the foreign exchange reserves generated by persistent balance-of-
payments surpluses. China’s SWF, the China Investment Corporation,
for example, was established using some of the foreign exchange
reserves the Chinese government has accumulated. Continued growth
of these funds is thus directly linked to balance-of-payments positions.

More than 20 governments currently have SWFs, and perhaps six
others may be about to create them. The single largest fund, Norway’s
Government Pension Fund, controls approximately $1 trillion as of
September 2017. The second largest, United Arab Emirate’s Abu
Dhabi Investment Authority, controls approximately $830 billion. As a
group, the 20 active SWFs control approximately $6.3 trillion. And
though many predicted that the rapid growth seen in the early 2000s
would continue, the sharp decline of energy prices after 2009 hit the
SWFs hard. To put the size of SWFs in perspective, consider that U.S.
gross domestic product (GDP) is more than $17 trillion, and the total
market capitalization of the world’s 60 largest stock markets is about
$69 trillion. SWFs are thus large, but as 10 percent of total global
equities, they are not dominant players in global finance.

The recent growth of SWF activity has worried some American and
European policymakers. Some fear that governments intend to use
their SWFs to achieve political rather than economic objectives. Gal
Luft, the Executive Director of the Institute for the Analysis of Global
Security, expressed such concerns in testimony to the U.S. House
Committee on Foreign Affairs in May of 2008. “Governments,” he
argued, “have a broader agenda [than private investors]—to maximize
their geo-political influence and sometimes to promote ideologies that
are in essence anti-Western” (Luft 2008). Luft found particularly
worrying the fact that many of the largest SWFs are owned by Gulf
states. Persistent high oil prices, he argued, could dramatically increase
the size of SWFs and enable them to purchase large segments of the
U.S. economy. “At $200 oil,” he argued, “OPEC could potentially buy
Bank of America in one month worth of production, Apple Computers
in a week, and General Motors in just 3 days. It would take less than 2
years of production for OPEC to own a 20 percent stake (which
essentially ensures a voting block in most corporations) in every S&P
500 company” (Luft 2008, 4).

Few observers are as worried as Luft about the national security
implications of SWFs. But even those who are more sanguine about
the security implications of SWFs do raise concerns about SWFs’
impact on financial markets (see, for example, Kimmitt 2008). Many
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of these concerns reflect the lack of transparency in SWF operations
and the absence of a common regulatory framework. Few SWFs are
open about the strategies that motivate their investment decisions or
about the assets that they own. As they grow in size, their investment
decisions increasingly will affect markets. In the absence of better
information about what they own and what motivates their purchases,
other market participants will wind up guessing. Such dynamics could
give rise to disruptive and potentially destabilizing trading activity.

American and European policymakers have responded to SWF
activity in three ways. One strong impulse has been to welcome SWF
investment in the midst of the extended difficulties in the American
financial system. SWFs from Gulf states and China have purchased
significant stakes in American financial institutions such as Citigroup,
Blackstone Private Equity Group, and Merrill Lynch since August of
2007. These investments and others like them (estimated at as much as
$69 billion) have helped recapitalize American banks. In this context,
then, SWFs have played an important stabilizing role in the global
financial system.

Simultaneously, however, policymakers have become a bit more
protectionist regarding foreign investment. The German government is
currently considering a law, for example, that would review purchases
of more than 25 percent of German companies by groups outside the
EU. The government also recently blocked a Russian effort to invest in
Deutsche Telekom AG and European Aeronautic Defence and Space
Company NV (the parent firm for Airbus; Braude 2008). Such moves
reflect heightened German concern about foreign government
investment in the German economy. In the United States, Congress
recently strengthened the scrutiny applied to proposed foreign
investments that involve direct control by a government entity.

Finally, American and European policymakers have sought to
reconcile these two conflicting tendencies—sometimes welcoming and
sometimes blocking investments by foreign governments—by trying
to develop international rules, or codes of best practices, to govern
SWF activities. Then U.S. Treasury Secretary, Henry Paulson,
convened a dinner in October of 2007 that drew together finance
ministers from the Group of Seven (G-7); top officials from the
International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank, and the
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD);
as well as finance ministers and heads of SWFs from many states with
large SWFs. The discussions culminated in the articulation of the
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Santiago Principles and the creation of the International Forum of
Sovereign Wealth Funds (IFSWF) in 2009. The Santiago Principles
are designed to promote “good governance, accountability,
transparency and prudent investment practices” by SWFs. The IFSWF
is intended to help SWFs implement the Santiago Principles as well as
provide other services to its SWF members.

Japanese restrictions on inward direct investment were designed to
encourage technology transfers (Mason 1992, 151). Japanese officials first
pressured foreign firms to license their technologies to Japanese firms. If
this strategy proved unsuccessful, the Japanese government would
consider a direct investment, but it often attempted to force the foreign
firm to create a joint venture with a Japanese firm in order to transfer
technology to Japanese firms working in the same industry. Only if a firm
was unwilling to license its technology or to form a joint venture—and
then, only if that firm controlled technologies that were not available
elsewhere—did the Japanese government permit the creation of a wholly
owned foreign subsidiary in Japan, and even then the government often
attached conditions to the investment. IBM, for example, was forced to
license critical technologies to seven Japanese competitors in exchange for
being allowed to produce computers in Japan.

Japanese investment restrictions have been greatly liberalized since the
late 1960s. In 1967, Japan increased the number of industries open to
foreign investment and began to allow 100 percent ownership in some
sectors. Additional measures taken in the 1970s and early 1980s further
liberalized inward FDI, so that Japan now has no formal barriers to such
investments. In spite of this liberalization, however, Japan continues to
attract only a small share of the world’s foreign investment (see Table 8.2).

Despite the general tendency toward greater openness, governments in
the advanced industrialized countries have been sensitive to foreign
control of critical sectors. Two instances illustrate such concerns. The
China National Offshore Oil Corporation (CNOOC) sought to purchase
Unocal in the summer of 2005. In early 2006 the United Arab Emirates-
owned Dubai Ports World sought to acquire a British firm that operated
American seaports. Both transactions prompted strenuous congressional
opposition, and this opposition led both firms to withdraw their offers.
Lenovo’s acquisition of IBM’s personal computer unit was closely
scrutinized but ultimately was approved in 2005. These recent cases
indicate that American policymakers remain highly sensitive to foreign
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ownership of critical industries.

In summary, even though the advanced industrialized countries have
been more open to FDI than developing countries, they have attempted to
manage the terms under which MNCs invest in their countries.
Governments that used industrial policies have attempted to protect
national firms from competition by restricting foreign investment. Even
governments that refrained from promoting active industrial policies
restricted foreign ownership of sensitive industries, such as those at the
forefront of high-technology sectors as well as industries closely
connected to national security.

Bargaining with Multinational Corporations

Many host countries try to restrict MNC activities, but few can dictate the
terms under which MNCs invest. Instead, host countries and MINCs often
bargain over the terms under which investment takes place. We can think
of this bargaining as oriented toward reaching agreement on how the
income generated by an investment will be distributed between the MNC
parent and the host country. The precise distribution will be determined by
each side’s relative bargaining power.

Bargaining power arises from the extent to which each side exerts
monopolistic control over things valued by the other. To what extent does
the host country have monopolistic control over things vitally important to
the MNC? Does the host country control natural resources that are not
available in other parts of the world? Does the host country control access
to a large domestic market? Does the host country control access to factors
of production that yield efficiency gains that cannot be achieved in other
countries? The more the host country has exclusive control over things of
value to the MINC, the more bargaining power it has. Equally critical is the
extent to which the MNC exerts monopolistic control over things of value
to the host country. Does the MNC control technology that cannot be
acquired elsewhere? More broadly, are there other MNCs capable of
making, and willing to make, the contemplated investment? The more the
MNC has exclusive control over things the host country values, the more
bargaining power the MINC has. Bargaining power, therefore, is a function
of monopolistic control.

Host countries have the greatest bargaining power when they enjoy a
monopoly and the MNC does not. In such cases, the host country should
capture most of the gains from investment. In contrast, an MNC has its
greatest advantage when it enjoys a monopoly and the host country does
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not. In these cases, the MNC should capture the largest share of the gains
from investment. Bargaining power is approximately equal when both
sides have a monopoly. In such cases, each should capture an equal share
of the gains from the investment. The gains also should be evenly
distributed when neither side has a monopoly on things the other values. In
these cases, neither side has much bargaining power, and they should
divide the gains relatively equally. The distribution of the gains from any
investment, therefore, will be determined by the relative bargaining power
of the host country and the MNC.

We can apply the logic of this kind of bargaining analysis to
investments in natural-resource industries and in low-skilled labor-
intensive manufacturing industries. In natural-resource investments,
bargaining power initially favors the MNC. Few countries enjoy a
monopoly over any natural resource; thus, MNCs can choose where to
invest. Also, because an MNC often does have a monopoly over the
capital, the techniques, and the technology required to extract and refine
the natural resources, and because the return on the investment is initially
uncertain, the MNC bears all of the risk. The MNC can exploit this power
asymmetry to initially capture the larger share of the gains from the
investment.

Over time, however, bargaining power shifts to the host country in a
dynamic that has been called the obsolescing bargain (Moran 1974). The
MNC cannot easily remove its fixed investment from the country, so the
investment becomes a hostage. In addition, the MNC’s monopoly over
technology diminishes as the technology is gradually transferred to the
host country and indigenous workers are trained. If the investment proves
successful, uncertainty about the return on the investment diminishes.
Unable to threaten to leave the country without suffering substantial costs,
and no longer controlling technology needed by the host country, the MNC
sees its earlier bargaining power weaken while the host country’s power
strengthens. The host country can exploit this power shift to renegotiate
the initial agreement and extract a larger share of the gains from the
project. Indeed, one might suggest that the widespread nationalizations
during the 1960s and 1970s reflected precisely this shift of bargaining
power to host countries.

MNCs enjoy more bargaining power than host countries in low-skilled
labor-intensive manufacturing investments. On the one hand, no host
country enjoys a monopoly on low-skilled labor; thus, MNCs can pick and
choose between many potential host countries. Nor are such investments
very susceptible to the obsolescent bargain. Often, investments in low-
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skilled manufacturing entail a relatively small amount of fixed capital that
can be readily moved out of a particular country. In addition, technology in
many manufacturing industries changes rapidly and therefore is not easily
transferred to the host country. Consequently, unlike natural-resource
investments, manufacturing investments do not become hostages, and host
countries do not gain power once the investment has been made (Kobrin
1987).

Evidence that MNCs enjoy greater bargaining power than do host
countries when it comes to manufacturing investment can be seen in the
growing competition between host countries to attract such investment.
This competition has emerged in the form of locational incentives—
packages host countries offer to MNCs that either increase the return of a
particular investment or reduce the cost or risk of that investment
(UNCTAD 1995, 288-289). Host countries offer two types of incentives to
MNCs. Most offer tax incentives. In one such incentive, MNCs are granted
a reduced corporate income tax rate. Many governments also provide “tax
holidays,” usually a period of 5 years during which the firm pays no tax.
MNCs also are exempted from import duties, are permitted to depreciate
their investments at accelerated rates, and are allowed substantial
deductions from their gross incomes. Many advanced industrialized
countries also offer MNCs direct financial incentives. In some instances,
these are provided as a grant from the government to the MNC, in some as
a subsidized loan (Moran 1999, 95).

The willingness of governments to offer locational incentives and the
size of the typical package have both increased rapidly during the last 20
years. Across the entire OECD, 285 incentive programs offering a total of
$11 billion were provided to MNCs in 1989. By 1993—the last year for
which comprehensive data are available—362 programs offering
incentives totaling $18 billion were provided. Within the United States, the
typical package averaged between $50 million and $70 million, but the
value of that package has been increasing (Moran 1999). Alabama
provided Honda with more than $158 million in the 1990s to attract this
auto producer’s new plant. In 2005, North Carolina provided incentives
totaling $242 million to induce Dell, the personal computer manufacturer,
to build a facility in the state. The North Carolina package for Dell, for
example, amounted to slightly more than $161,333 per job (Kane, Curliss
and Martinez 2004). The growing use of locational incentives suggests that
host countries are at a disadvantage when bargaining with MNCs over
manufacturing investments.

In sum, few governments have allowed foreign firms to operate without
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any restrictions, and many have actively managed the terms of their
activities, in part by using national regulations and in part by bargaining
with MINCs. As we have seen, the typical advanced industrialized country
has been less inclined to try to restrict the activities of foreign firms than
has the typical developing country. We conclude this section, therefore, by
considering a few factors that account for this difference.

Three such factors are probably most important. First of all, developing
countries have been more vulnerable to foreign domination than advanced
industrialized countries have been. The advanced industrialized countries
have larger and more diversified economies than the developing countries;
consequently, a foreign affiliate is more likely to face competition from
domestic firms in an advanced industrialized country than in a developing
country. The lack of diversification is compounded by the fact that, in the
early postwar period, most FDI in the developing world was concentrated
in politically sensitive natural-resource industries. In contrast, most FDI in
the advanced industrialized countries flowed into manufacturing
industries. As a result, foreign firms were much more likely to dominate a
developing country than an advanced industrialized country, and the
advanced industrialized countries have felt less compelled to regulate
MNC activity.

There also appears to be a strong correlation between a country’s role as
a home for MNCs and its policies toward inward FDI. The two largest
foreign investors during the last 140 years—the United States and the
United Kingdom—have also been the most open to inward foreign
investment. Japan began to open itself to inward investment as Japanese
firms started to invest heavily in other countries. When countries both host
foreign firms and are home base to MNC parents, they are unlikely to
adopt policies that reflect purely host-country concerns. Attempts by the
United States or Great Britain to regulate inward FDI would invite
retaliation that would make it harder for their own firms to invest abroad.
Because developing countries have historically hosted foreign investment
but rarely have been home bases for MNCs, their concerns are more
narrowly based on host-country issues untempered by the fear of
retaliation.

A Closer Look

Luring German and Asian Car Producers to the U.S. South

In 1990, no Deep South State manufactured cars. Today, Alabama,
Georgia, Mississippi, and South Carolina produce more than 2 million

263



cars per year. This rather extraordinary transformation was achieved
through heavy use of investment incentives by state-level
governments. In the early 1990s, the German automaker BMW
decided to create a new assembly plant outside Germany. Such a move
represented a real shift for BMW, which had never previously
assembled cars outside of Bavaria. The firm’s decision to begin
assembling cars outside Germany was motivated by a determination to
reduce its costs. German automakers were earning about $28 an hour,
far greater than the average of $16 an hour that unionized autoworkers
make in the United States. In addition, the persistent strengthening of
the German mark against the dollar during the late 1980s had further
eroded the ability of BMW to compete in the American market. BMW
spent 3 years and looked at 250 different sites in ten countries before
deciding in 1992 to build the plant in Spartanburg, South Carolina. In
late September 1992, BMW began construction of the $400 million
assembly plant that would employ some 2,000 people and produce as
many as 90,000 cars a year. In 1998, BMW expanded this production
facility from 1.2 million square feet to 2.1 million square feet. The
facility remains BMW’s only American production site
(www.BMW.com).

Why did BMW choose Spartanburg over other potential sites? A
range of considerations, including financial incentives offered by the
State of South Carolina, shaped BMW’s decision to base production in
Spartanburg. First, the city had some advantages arising from its
location; it is close to Charleston, South Carolina, a deep-water
seaport, and is connected to this port by a good interstate highway.
This transportation network would allow BMW to transport the cars
destined for overseas markets easily. In addition, labor in South
Carolina was relatively cheap—averaging about $10 to $15 an hour—
and non-unionized. In addition, the state and local government in
South Carolina put together a financial package that offset a
substantial share of BMW’s investment. Officials advanced about $40
million to purchase the 900 acres of land upon which the plant would
be built, and they agreed to lease the site to BMW for only $1 per year.
In addition, about $23 million was spent preparing the site and
improving the infrastructure, including such things as water, sewer,
and roads. Another $71 million of tax breaks were offered over a 20-
year period. Finally, state, local, and federal money was provided to
improve the airport in nearby Greenville (Harrison 1992). Altogether,
the incentives offered by South Carolina to BMW totaled about $135
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million, an amount equal to $67,500 for each job BMW would create.

The use of financial incentives to attract an investment from a
German automaker reached new heights in Alabama’s courtship of
Mercedes-Benz in the mid-1990s. For reasons identical to those that
motivated BMW, Mercedes-Benz decided to build an assembly plant
outside of Germany (Myerson 1996). The firm eventually constructed
a $300 million plant in Vance, Alabama, employing about 1,200
workers to produce 65,000 sport utility vehicles each year. In its initial
search for suitable sites, Mercedes-Benz focused on 62 possibilities,
none of which were in Alabama. As Andreas Renschler, who led the
search for the site, remarked, “Alabama was totally unknown” (quoted
in Myerson 1996). Government officials in Alabama were determined
to attract Mercedes to their state, however. The governor, James E.
Folsom Jr., flew to Mercedes-Benz headquarters in Stuttgart three
times and, working with other state politicians, put together a financial
package to attract the German firm to Alabama. The package included
$92.2 million to purchase and prepare the site for construction; $75.5
million in infrastructure improvements for water, sewage, and other
utilities; $5 million each year to pay for employee training; and tax
breaks. In addition, at a cost of about $75 million, the state of Alabama
agreed to purchase 2,500 of the sport-utility vehicles that Mercedes-
Benz intended to build in the factory. The total package was estimated
at between $253 million and $300 million, an amount equal to
$200,000 to $250,000 for each job Mercedes-Benz intended to create
(Waters 1996).

The state of Alabama built on the lessons it learned during its
courtship of Mercedes-Benz to attract other car makers to Alabama.
The state offered Toyota Motor Corp. $29 million in 2001 to secure a
plant that produced V8 engines. In 2002, Alabama offered Hyundai
Motors $234 million to secure a manufacturing plant. And in late
2017, Alabama was competing with (at least) ten other states to attract
a new $1.6 billion manufacturing facility that is being planned by
Toyota-Mazda as well as a huge $3.1 billion investment by Hyundai-
Kia. The state of Mississippi looked at the success Alabama enjoyed in
attracting MB, and in the early 2000s offered Nissan almost $300
million to base a manufacturing plant in Canton that opened in 2003.
A couple of years later, Mississippi offered Toyota roughly the same
amount to build a plant that opened in 2011. Georgia secured a Kia
factory with an incentives package worth somewhere in the
neighborhood of $400 million. As a consequence of its successful

265



incentives initiatives, Alabama is now the fifth largest producer of cars
in the United States. Together, Alabama, Georgia, Mississippi, and
South Carolina now produce more than 2 million cars, sport utility
vehicles, and light trucks per year.

Although the manufacturers typically deny that the incentive
packages they receive play an important role in their decisions to
invest in one community rather than another, respectively, it is hard to
escape the conclusion that these packages do matter. Because incentive
packages do shape the investment decisions that firms make,
governments cannot easily opt out of the incentive game. As Harlan
Boyles, former treasurer of North Carolina, commented following the
Mercedes-Benz—Alabama deal, “All the competition [for investment]
has been forced upon the states” by the MNCs. “Until there is
meaningful reform and an agreement between states not to participate,
very little will change” (quoted in McEntee 1995). Of course, although
Boyles’s comment was directed at competition for investment among
states within the United States, its logic applies equally well to
competition among national governments in the international
economy.

Finally, there have been fundamental differences in how governments
approach state intervention in the national economy. Although many
developing countries pursued ISI strategies that required state intervention,
most advanced industrialized countries have been more willing to allow
the market to drive economic activity. Different attitudes about the
government’s role in the national economy translated into different
approaches to FDI. Even the exceptions to the non-intervention tendency
in the advanced industrialized countries are consistent with this factor: the
two governments that were most restrictive toward FDI, Japan and France,
were also the two governments that relied most heavily on industrial
policies to promote domestic economic activity. Thus, attempts to regulate
MNC activity were most likely in countries where governments played a
large role in the economy.

All these factors suggest that we are unlikely to see an abrupt shift away
from the more liberal attitude toward FDI that has prevailed in the
developing world since the late 1990s back to the more restrictive
practices that characterized much of the postwar period. Developing
countries have become more diversified and now are attracting more
foreign investment in manufacturing than in natural resources. As a
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consequence, some, though certainly not all, of these countries are less
vulnerable to foreign domination today than they were in the mid-
twentieth century. In addition, some developing countries are gradually
moving away from only hosting foreign investment to being a home base
for MNC parents as well. This trend, although involving only a small
number of East Asian and Latin American countries, will gradually make
these governments increasingly reluctant to restrict the activities of foreign
firms they host. Finally, there is no evidence of an impending shift back
toward interventionist strategies. As long as developing countries continue
to pursue liberal strategies, they will continue to make it easier, rather than
harder, for foreign firms to participate in the local economy.

THE INTERNATIONAL REGULATION OF
MULTINATIONAL CORPORATIONS

There is no multilateral regime governing FDI and the activities of MINCs.
Governments have tried to create a multilateral regime on multiple
occasions since 1945. But these efforts have yielded little because conflict
between the capital-exporting countries and the capital-importing countries
has prevented agreement on such rules. Developing countries have
advocated international rules that codify their right to control foreign firms
operating within their borders. Advanced industrialized countries have
pursued rules that protect foreign investment by limiting how host
countries can regulate MINC affiliates operating in their economies. Given
these divergent goals, agreement on a multilateral investment regime has
proved impossible. Because of the impasse on multilateral rules, capital-
exporting states have protected their firms’ overseas investments by
negotiating thousands of bilateral investment treaties (BITs) with host
governments. This BIT-based approach has generated a global FDI regime
that is not only decentralized but also highly asymmetric, that is, biased
toward the interests of capital-exporting economies.

Historically, international rules governing FDI have been based on four
legal principles. First, foreign investments are private property to be
treated at least as favorably as domestic private property. Second,
governments have a right to expropriate foreign investments, but only for a
public purpose. Third, when a government does expropriate a foreign
investment, it must compensate the owner for the full value of the
expropriated property, or, in legal terminology, compensation must be
“adequate, effective, and prompt” (Akehurst 1984, 91-92). Finally, foreign
investors have the right to appeal to their home country in the event of a
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dispute with the host country. Although such principles are designed to
protect the property of foreign investors and therefore clearly reflect the
interests of the capital-exporting countries, capital-exporting and capital-
importing countries alike accepted them throughout the nineteenth century
(Lipson 1985). The one exception came from Latin American
governments’ challenge to the right of foreign governments to intervene in
host countries in support of their firms. By the late nineteenth century,
Latin American governments were invoking the Calvo doctrine (named
after the Argentinean legal scholar Carlos Calvo, who first stated it in
1868), which argues that no government has the right to intervene in
another country to enforce its citizens’ private claims (Lipson 1985, 19).

The capital-importing countries began to challenge these legal principles
more intensively following World War I (Lipson 1985). The first
challenge came in the Soviet Union, where the 1917 revolution brought to
power a Marxist—Leninist government that rejected the idea of private
property. The comprehensive nationalization of industry that followed
“constituted the most significant attack ever waged on foreign capital” and
radically redefined the role of the government in the economy (Lipson
1985, 67). Some Latin American governments also began to expropriate
foreign investments during this period, particularly in the extractive
industries and public utilities. These acts broadened the notion of “public
purpose” that stood behind the internationally recognized right of
expropriation, extending it from its traditional association with eminent
domain to a much wider association with the state’s role in the process of
economic development. In addition, such widespread nationalizations
posed a challenge to the principle of compensation. The Soviet
government linked compensation of foreign investors, for example, to
claims on Western governments for damages caused by their militaries
during the civil war that followed the revolution (Lipson 1985, 67).

The United States attempted to re-establish the traditional legal basis for
investment protection following World War II. As the largest and, in the
immediate postwar period, only capital-exporting country, the United
States had a clear interest in establishing multilateral rules that secured
American overseas investments. But U.S. efforts to achieve this goal by
incorporating the historical legal principles into the International Trade
Organization (ITO) ran into opposition from the capital-importing
countries. Governments from Latin America, India, and Australia were
able to create a final set of articles that elaborated the right of host
countries to regulate foreign investments within their borders but provided
little of the security that American business was seeking (Brown 1950;
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Lipson 1985, 87). Consequently, American business strongly opposed the
ITO’s investment components. As the U.S. National Foreign Trade
Council commented, “[The investment] article not only affords no
protection for foreign investments of the United States but it would leave
them with less protection than they now enjoy” (Diebold 1952, 18).
Opposition to the investment articles from American business proved a
major reason for the ITO’s failure to gain congressional support.

The ITO experience is important for two reasons. First, the failure of the
ITO meant that there would be no multilateral regime governing FDI.
Second, and more broadly, the failure of the ITO reflected a basic conflict
that has dominated international discussions about rules regulating FDI to
this day. Capital-exporting countries have pursued rules that regulate host-
country behavior in order to protect the interests of their MNCs. Capital-
importing countries have pursued rules that regulate the behavior of MNCs
so that they can maintain control over their national economies. This basic
conflict has prevailed for more than 70 years of discussions about
international investment rules.

During the 1960s and 1970s, developing countries largely set the agenda
for international discussions about FDI. Working through the United
Nations (UN), the developing countries sought to create international
investment rules that reflected their interests as capital importers. The
effort to regulate MNCs became a central element of the New International
Economic Order (NIEO), under which developing countries sought two
broad objectives that were designed to “maximize the contributions of
MNCs to the economic and social development of the countries in which
they operate” (Sauvant and Aranda 1994, 99). To this end, states passed
the United Nations Resolution on Permanent Sovereignty over Natural
Resources in 1962. This resolution recognized the right of host countries
to exercise full control over their natural resources and over the foreign
firms operating within their borders extracting those resources. The
resolution affirmed the right of host-country governments to expropriate
foreign investments and to determine the appropriate compensation (de
Rivero 1980, 92-93; Akehurst 1984, 93). Developing countries also sought
to write a code of conduct that would ensure that MNC activities “were
compatible with the medium and long-term needs which the governments
in the capital importing countries had identified in their development
plans” (de Rivero 1980, 96).

The developing countries’ efforts to write a code of conduct for MNCs
met opposition from the advanced industrialized countries. Although the
developing countries wanted the code to be binding, the advanced
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industrialized countries pushed for a voluntary code; in addition, although
the developing countries wanted to regulate only MNCs, the capital-
exporting governments insisted that any code that regulated MNC
behavior be accompanied by a code that regulated the behavior of host
countries (Sauvant and Aranda 1994, 99). Governments worked on both
codes throughout the late 1970s and early 1980s, completing drafts of both
by 1982. The codes remained in limbo for 10 years until finally in 1992 a
UN committee recommended that governments seek an alternative
approach (Graham 1996, 78-79).

In the early 1980s, bargaining power in international negotiations
shifted back toward the advanced industrialized countries. The capital-
exporting countries used this advantage to shift the agenda back toward
regulating host-country behavior. Some initial steps were taken during the
Uruguay Round. Under pressure from the United States, trade-related
investment measures (TRIMs) were placed on the agenda. A trade-related
investment measure is a government policy toward FDI or MNCs that
has an impact on the country’s imports or exports. For example, domestic-
content or trade-balancing requirements force firms to import fewer inputs
or export more output than they would without such government-imposed
requirements. Consequently, such requirements distort international trade.
In placing TRIMs on the GATT agenda, the United States sought to limit
the ability of host countries to use such measures (Croome 1995).
Developing countries were reluctant to incorporate TRIMs into the GATT,
arguing that “development considerations outweighed whatever adverse
trade effects TRIMs might have” (Croome 1995, 258). Not surprisingly,
these differing views made it difficult to reach agreement on TRIMs
within the GATT.

Failure in the GATT led the principal capital-exporting countries to
pursue a Multilateral Agreement on Investment (MAI) among OECD
members. The OECD appeared to offer at least three advantages. Because
the OECD was composed primarily of advanced industrialized countries,
all of which shared a commitment in principle to liberal investment rules,
negotiations in the OECD seemed more likely to produce agreement.
Moreover, because most FDI takes place between advanced industrialized
countries, an agreement among OECD members would regulate the
majority of international investment. Finally, an OECD-based agreement
would not preclude participation by developing countries. Non-OECD
governments could accede if they desired.

Governments intended the MAI to liberalize FDI and to provide greater
security to MNCs. Liberalization was to be achieved by basing the
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agreement on national treatment and MFN. National treatment would
require states to treat foreign-owned firms operating in their economy no
differently than domestic firms. The MFN clause would oblige states to
treat the foreign firms from each party to the agreement on the same terms
it accorded to firms from all other parties to the agreement. To provide
greater security to foreign investors, the agreement incorporated the
historical standard of prompt, effective, and adequate compensation in
cases of expropriation. In addition, the draft agreement restricted the
ability of governments to limit the ability of firms to remit profits,
dividends, and proceeds from the sale of assets. The agreement was also to
provide for a dispute-settlement mechanism patterned on NAFTA, which
would allow for both state-to-state claims and firm-to-state claims.

Governments failed to reach a final agreement on the MAI, however,
due to disagreements among OECD governments and to strong and vocal
opposition from groups outside the process. By 1997, OECD governments
had attached several hundred pages of exceptions to the general
obligations they had established. The United States pressed to include
labor and environmental standards. Outside the negotiations,

a coalition of strange bedfellows arose in opposition to the treaty, including
the AFL—CIO, Amnesty International, Australian Conservation Foundation,
Friends of the Earth, Public Citizen, Sierra Club, Third World Network,
United Steelworkers of America, Western Governors’ Association, and World
Development Movement.

(Kobrin 1998, 98)

In all, some 600 organizations in almost 70 countries spoke out against
the proposed treaty (Kobrin 1998, 97). The combination of conflict among
OECD governments about the specific content of the treaty and public
opposition proved fatal. Negotiations ceased in December 1998 without a
final agreement.

In the absence of a broader multilateral framework, states have come to
rely heavily on Bilateral Investment Treaties (BITs). A BIT is a legally
binding agreement between two states that establishes the terms that
govern private investment by residents of one state in the national
jurisdiction of the other. The typical BIT requires fair and equal treatment,
limits expropriation, and protects the repatriation of earnings and assets. In
addition, a large number of BITs include arbitration clauses that commit
the parties to adjudicate disputes in international forums such as the
International Center for the Settlement of Investment Disputes. Though
BITs have been part of the global economy since 1959, they emerged as
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the predominant approach to governing FDI beginning in the late 1980s. In
the early 1980s, states had signed fewer than 500 BITs. UNCTAD
estimates that in mid-2017 there were 2,360 BITs in force as well as 307
bilateral and plurilateral treaties—such as regional trade agreements—that
contain investment provisions quite similar and in some instances identical
to those found in the typical BIT. In the absence of a single multilateral
regime, therefore, states have created a very decentralized system by
negotiating separate agreements with their investment partners.

This system is also highly asymmetric as the typical BIT offers strong
protection to MNCs while doing little to expand the rights of host
countries. The standard BIT includes a commitment to remain open to FDI
from the partner and to adhere to the principles of National Treatment and
MEFEN. In addition, BITs typically restrict the right of states to expropriate
foreign investments to a legitimate public purpose and relies upon the
historical standard of prompt, effective, and adequate compensation when
expropriation does occur. In addition, BITs contain dispute resolution
obligations, and many of the treaties obligate the parties to accept binding
third-party arbitration within the International Center for the Settlement of
Investment Disputes (ICSID) or the United Nations Commission on
International Trade Law (UNCITRAL). Indeed, a typical BIT thus reveals
the asymmetry inherent in the current FDI regime, as the terms reflect the
legal conceptions of capital-exporting states as they have developed during
the last 100 years and make little to no effort to protect a conception of
host country interests.

The asymmetry is evident also in the distinctive nature of BITs dispute
settlement provisions. In practically all other international treaties, states
and only states have standing in dispute-resolution proceedings. Under the
WTO dispute-settlement mechanism, for instance, states initiate disputes
against other states. States might pursue trade disputes in response to
pressure from firms, but it is the state and not the firm that has the legal
right to file a claim and be heard. Moreover, in the WTO, states are
punished for violations; Brazil could remove concessions on American
imports until the U.S. government came into compliance with WTO rules
on agriculture. In BITs, private firms have standing: a firm based in one
country has the right to sue the state of a foreign country in which it has
made an investment. Moreover, the firm has the right for that suit to be
heard by a third-party arbitrator rather than being required to work through
the host-country court system. Finally, when firms are successful in their
suits under BITs, they are awarded monetary compensation. BITs thus
create a fairly onerous set of obligations for host states, and create an
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intrusive dispute-resolution system that kicks in when violations of treaty
obligations occur. These characteristics lead many to consider the BIT
regime asymmetric.

Why do host countries enter into BITs if they are so asymmetric? The
standard explanation focuses on the inability of a sovereign state to pre-
commit itself to investor-friendly policies. The core logic of this argument
harkens back to the obsolescing bargain model: states can have an
incentive to renege on the initial agreement once an investment has been
made. Moreover, because developing countries are typically host to
foreign investments and much less frequently the home of MNC parent
firms, developing countries may be less concerned about reciprocity of
treatment than they are about trade. In the absence of mechanisms that
prevent or at least limit ex post opportunism, states will attract less foreign
investment than they desire. The challenge of attracting investment
without signing BITs is magnified in a world in which all the states with
which you are competing to attract investment do sign BITs (see Elkins et
al. 2006).

Within this strategic context, BITs can provide a mechanism that helps
states commit to investor-friendly policies. BITs provide a stable policy
environment by locking states into a set of enforceable international
obligations:

They lock countries in to agreements that offer national or non-discriminatory
treatment to foreign investors, allow firms access to dispute-settlement
procedures, and promise third-party arbitration of disputes. [And] violating
these provisions does seem to be costly ... and hence there is evidence of
credible commitments.”

(Milner 2014, 4)

Thus, states sign BITs because they believe that on balance the benefits
they realize from doing so—benefits that arise from increased FDI inflows
—outweigh the costs associated with accepting restraints on their policy
choices in the future.

It is growing less clear that the benefits BITs provide do in fact
outweigh the costs they carry. On the one hand, it has proven remarkably
difficult to find robust evidence to support the proposition that states that
sign BITs attract substantially more FDI than states which do not. On the
other hand, the frequency of disputes (and thus the cost of litigation for
developing countries) has risen dramatically. In 2016 alone the ICSID
heard 74 new disputes, with firms from the developed world responsible
for 62 of these claims. During the last 6 years, the ICSID has seen 64 new
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disputes each year on average, up sharply from between 25 and 40 new
disputes per year during the first decade of the twenty-first century and
fewer than 10 new disputes per year during the 1990s. Since 1990, more
than 90 states have been sued under BITS and other ITAs, with more than
half of all cases involving a firm from the developed world suing a
developing country. And of the 471 ICSID concluded disputes for which
we have information, firms win about 27 percent of the time, while states
prevail about 36 percent of the time (the remaining suits are either
discontinued, settled, or resolved without either party winning). When
firms do prevail, the median monetary compensation is about $20 million.

Developing countries, and a few advanced industrialized countries, are
beginning to push back against the BIT regime. Bolivia, Ecuador, and
Venezuela have opted out of BIT dispute resolution. In 2016, the Indian
government withdrew from 57 BITs that it had ratified and was making
plans to negotiate new agreements based on its own template—one more
favorable to host-country interests. Other states, Indonesia as one
prominent example, are renegotiating their BITs as they expire. The
UNCTAD reports that more than 350 BITs will be up for renewal between
2014 and 2018, and it will be interesting to observe how much these
treaties are restructured in light of the experience with binding arbitration.
It does seem that the pendulum is likely to begin to shift back toward the
interests of capital-importing countries.

Policy Analysis and Debate

The Race to the Bottom

Question

How should governments respond to the threat of a “race to the
bottom” dynamic that weakens public-interest regulation?

Overview

Some scholars have argued that the growth of MINC activity has given
rise to a “race to the bottom” dynamic in government regulation. The
world’s governments maintain different regulatory standards. Some
enact stringent regulations concerning how firms can treat workers,
how they must handle their toxic waste and other pollutants, and how
they must conduct their other business activities. Others maintain less
stringent regulatory environments, allowing firms to engage in
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activities that are illegal in other countries.

Many of these regulations affect production costs. It is more
expensive, for example, for a firm to treat chemical waste before it is
disposed than simply to dump the raw waste in a landfill. Hence,
national regulations that require firms to treat their chemical waste
raise production costs. Consequently, even if all other production costs
in two countries are the same, different regulatory standards can make
it less costly to produce in the country with the lower standard.

MNCs might therefore engage in regulatory arbitrage. That is, they
might shift their activities out of countries with stringent regulatory
standards and into countries with lax regulatory standards.
Governments in high-standard countries will then feel pressure to relax
their standards in order to encourage firms to keep production at home.
As a consequence, national regulation will increasingly converge on
the regulatory practices of the least restrictive country. Governments
that refuse to engage in this competition for investment will be left
behind, enjoying the benefits of strict regulations but suffering the cost
of substantially less investment. How should governments respond to
the threat of this race to the bottom?

Policy Options

m Negotiate international rules that harmonize regulations
throughout the world. Creating common regulations will prevent
regulatory arbitrage and the race to the bottom.

®m Restrict foreign direct investment and the activities of MNCs.
Such restrictions would limit corporations’ mobility, thus
enabling governments to maintain distinct national regulations.

Policy Analysis

®m Isregulatory arbitrage necessarily a bad thing from the
perspective of economic efficiency? Why or why not?

® How easy or difficult will it be for governments to reach
agreement about common regulatory standards? How should we
weigh these costs?

Take A Position
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®  Which option do you prefer? Justify your choice.
®  What criticisms of your position should you anticipate? How
would you defend your recommendation against these criticisms?

Resources

Online: Search for “Race to the Bottom” MNCs. Thi