
• 

• 

LIBERALISM AND NATIONALISM 
IN The WORLD TRADE MARKET 

Zenq Lin 
Department of Sociology 

McGill University 

A thesis is submitted to th. 
Faculty of Graduat. studi •• and 

Re •• arch in partial fulfilm.nt of 
the requir ••• nts for the deqr.. of 

Masters of Arts. 

Auqust, 1992 



• 

• 

Abstract 

This thesis analyzes the dialectical relations of economic 
liberalism and nationalism. Four arguments are made: 1) the 
international economic order is the product of the intercourse 
between liberalism and nationalism; 2) world trade expansion 
is conditioned by the rise of protectionism; 3) the formation 
of regional trading blocs sets up a bridge between regjonal 
liberalism and GATT (General Agreement on Trade and Tariff); 
4) the success of àevelopment is determined by the results of 
the crystallization of the nation-state. The arguments of thi. 
paper develop from abstract to specifie. In th. firat part, 
the philosophical foundations of liberalism and nationalisa 
are given attention. Both forces are regarded as th. 
foundations of modern international relations, the sueeess of 
one side depending on the other. In this conneetion, Ruggie'8 
(1982) "embedded liberalism" is extended to the whol. rang- of 
modern history. The three theories whieh are also reviev.d 
wi th respect ta their ideologie commitmenta. The rapproehe.ent 
of nationalisa and liberalism implies that their originally 
one-aided standpoints need modif ication. In the s.cond part of 
this thesis, empirieal analyses are introdueed. The different 
state patterns, su ch aa free eapitalis. and state soeialism, 
are regarded aa the results of cryatallization (Mann, 
forthcoming) • The ria. of protectionism and regionalia. 
reflect the erosion of the existing international relations. 
Sueeessful nationalism eould set up the foundation for the 
solid development of liberalism under the politieal fra.evork 
of democracy, whieh could al ter the existing international 
relations • 



• 

• 

Résumé 

Sur la seéne des marchés mondiales, nous analysont la 

relation entre le libéralisme économique et le nationalisme. 

Spécifiquement, les quatres arguments seront: 1) l'ordre 

economique international est le prcduit d'une relation 

entre le libéralisme et le nationalisme ; 2) l'expansion du 

marché globale est relatif au protectionisme; 3) la formation 

des bloes économiques regionales favorise la relation entre le 

libéralisme regionale et le GATT; 4) le sucees du 

d6veloppement est déterminé par la crystalization d'état. Les 

argument de cette thése suivent une logique de l'abstrait au 

spécifique. En premier lieu, les fondations philosophi~ues du 

libéralisme et du nationalisme seront un foyer. Ces deux 

forces sont vue comme les fondations des J'elations 

internationales contemporaines. le sucees et le développement 

d'un pays dépendent d'une bonne combinaison de l'une avec 

l'autre. En vue de ceci, le "embedded U.béralism" d. Ruggie 

Il' etend sur plusieurs dimensions de l' histoire modern.. En 

plus, les convictions idéoloqiques des quatre th6ori.. .ont 

revue. Le rapprochement entre le nationalisme et le 

libéralisme doit comprendre une modificat:Lon de leur position. 

originales. En deuxi6me lieu, les analyses empiriques sont vue 

comme les résultats de crystalization., L'augmentation du 

protectionisme et du regionalisme démon,trent l'6rosion de. 

relations internationales courantes. Le nationalisme favori 

pourrait fonder le développment solide du lib6ralislle eou. une 

pOlitique démocratique, ceci, consequemerlt, pourrait modifier 

les relations internationale . 
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1. Introduction 

The title of this thesis implies two restrictions: 1) the 

world trade market is the major focus of our analyses; 2) the 

economic liberalism and nationalism are our main concerne A 

dialectical analysis of liberalism and nationalism in the 

world trade market, then, is the main theme runninq throughout 

this thesis. Specifically, four arguments are made: Firstly, 

the international economic arder is the product of an 

intercourse between liberalism and nationalismi secondly, the 

world trade expansion is on the condition of the rise of 

protectionism; thirdly, the formation of reqional tradinq 

blocs sets up a bridge between reqional liberalism and GATT 

(General Aqreement on Trade and Tariff); fourthly, the sueeess 

of develapment is determined by the re.ults of 

crystallization1 of nation-state. 

Two basic methods are used in this the.is: theoretical 

analysis and empirical exploration. The above four arquaenta 

consist of an inteqration which refleets the dialect 

relationships of liberalism and nationalism in difterent 

aspects and levels. In this sense, th. whol. thesis i. a 

"In chemistry a polymorph ia a substanc. that 
erystallizes in two or more difterent forms, u.ually belonginq 
to ditferent systems. The term conv.ys th. vay stat •• 
crystallize as the centre -- but in each ca.e a. a difterant 
centre -- of a number of territorial party network •• " (Mann. 
torthcominq: 65) Many elements are con.idered in the proca •• 
of crystallization in Mann 1 a studies. In thi. paper, 1 only 
identity the three elements of liberaliam, nationalis. and 
Marxism in this proeess . 

1 
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theoretical analysis, or a deductive inference, which 

quarantees its consistency. However, the four above arguments 

are not only in accordance with the abstract inference but are 

also supported by histor ical evidence and other empir ical 

data. Thus the inductive process is also a necessary part of 

the whole thesis. The thesis evolves through the combination 

of the two methods. 

In order ta establish the major premise, an analysis of 

the philosophical foundations of liberalism and nationalism ia 

conducted in the second chapter, and Ruggie's (1982) "embedded 

liberalism" is extended to the whole range of commercial 

capitalism. For the purpose of comparison, Marxiat 

perspectives are also introduced in this section. In th. third 

chapter, a critical theoreticai review is made of thr •• 

dimension axes of liberalism, nationalism, and Marxi.1I. 

SpecificaIly, Dualism, Hegemonie Stability Theory (HST), 

Theory of Power Balance (TPB), and World system Theory (WST) 

are reviewed wi th respect to their ideological commi tment •• As 

a continuation of the second chapter, the fourth chapter 

anaIyzes th. expansion of the world trade market and the ris. 

of protectionism, and explores the relations of the formation 

of the regional trading blocs and GATT's principl ••• The firth 

chapter explores the determinants of the ris. and fall of 

trading states. In reality, liberalism and nationali •• bath 

conflict and cooperate, the success of one .ide qreatly 

dependinq on another. Borrowing the concept of 

2 
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"crystallization" from Michael Mann (forthcoming), l conclude 

that the crystallization of liberalism and nationalism plus 

Marxism i5 the determinant of succeS5 or failure of 

competition in the world market. Crystallization will lead ta 

the different societal realities, such as state soeialism and 

free capitalism, whieh determine their capability to compete 

in the world market. 

D. The Foundations or Economie 
Liberalism and Nationalism 

Liberalism and nationalism have different meaning., sucb 

a. movement, theory, and reality. In thi. chapter, tbey are 

fir.t diaeussed as two ideologies. On thi. level, both of the. 

cannot be examined empirically because they are on1y .y.t ... 

of belief. When ideologies are carried out in re.lity, they 

.ay become testable. 2 In this connection, the definition. and 

philosophieal foundations of 8conoaie liberali.. and 

nationalism will be explored, and their compariaon. will a1so 

be conducted in thi. ehapter •• welle 

1. .aoDo.la Liberali •• 

Economie liberalism is an ide0109)' of pur.uinq effieiency 

through the division of labour and priee meehani •• in a fre. 

market, on the condition of scarcity of re.ource •• Liberal. 

l If the ideoloqy is a religion, lite Islam, we will fail 
to te.t ita effeeta in r.ality, beeaus. the cau.e. and 
effeets, aIl are attributed ta God's will • 

3 
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believe that efficiency will lead to economic growth and the 

inerease of national wealth and individual welfare (Smith, 

1930). Orthodox liberals hold several assumptions about the 

market and its effects: the market is free, competition i5 

perfect and exchange is equal, and the market economy, at 

least in the long run, will lead to equilibrium and inherent 

stability (Bhaqwati, 1991). 

In the international market, liberals insist on the 

comparative advantage, even backward advantag. through fr •• 

trade amonC) countries. They believe that specialization via 

the international division of labour will, at least in the 

lonq run, benefit aIl partieipators. 

Several philosophieal foundations baek up eeono.ie 

liberaliam. First, like the earlier writera, au ch a. Tho.a. 

Hobbe. and John Locke who searched for the lav of nature, 

liberala search for the natural law of economy. 8a.ed on th. 

a •• umption that pursuinq wealth is a natural tendeney of hWlan 

beinqs, liberals found that the priee mechanis. is op.ratinq 

in the market. Like an "invisible hand", the priee .eehani •• 

drive. individuals, further human society in their .eonoaie 

lif •• S.eond, liberalism emphasises individuali •• ; the fr •• do. 

of individuals is the precondition of market econo.y. Only 

fre. man rnakes equal exchange possible (a nece •• ary, but not 

sufficient condition). Liberalism implies that bu.in ••••• n, 

not vorking clas. in Marxist sense, has no country becau •• 

they abide by market principles across the border. of th • 

4 
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states. In this regard, economic liberalism has a "multi-boat 

as.umption". People of a nation-state take several boat., and 

are differentiated according to their performances or 

contributions to the societies (Reich, 1991). Third, liberals 

believe in social evolution. In Darwinism, the natural 

evolution is based on the mechanism of survival competition 

and natural elimination. Despite the critical scepticism of 

Darwinisll among hereditists, ve still find that liberalism 

shares the basic principles of evolutionism, free cOllpetition 

and "survival of the fittest". The functioning of th. prie • 

• echanislI displays a process of natural developllent (Hall, 

1985). 

Econollic liberalism is a double-edg.d sword. It could be 

a constructive force in one way whil. a de.tructive force in 

another, de.pite liberals believing in a non-zero-sua 9a .. in 

th. world _arket. The subtlaty is that the 109ical operation 

of liberalis. via diffu.ion. produce. th. v.ry force. to hurt 

itself, callad th. contradiction or dil ... a of liberali ••• 

According to polanyi (1944), this is that the s.lf~r.gu1ating 

.arket destr'oys itself. Borrowing Michael Mann and John Hall'. 

study on the causes of the dec1ine of hegemony (Hall, 1990i 

and Mann, 1988), l qualify the three fore •• which ar. derived 

fro. a single proca.s of diffusion:] (1) diffu.ion via 

Jperhaps, the contradiction between the growth and th • 
• carcity of resourc •• is anoth.r funda.ental 4i1._ of 
econollic liberalism. The reports of Club of Ro •• r.pr ••• nt th. 
voie. of thi. aspect (Meadows, ~ al. 1972). Unfortunate1y, 
the limitation of the thesis do.s not al10w m. to addr ••• thi • 

5 
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effieiency, (2) diffusion via geopolitics, and (3) diffusion 

leadinq to institutionalization. 

Diffusion of liberalism via efficiency fosters prosperity 

and weakens the inefficient sectors. However, the free trade 

of the advanee countries may destroy the infant industries in 

less developed countries (LOCs). In this connection, once 

state buildinq was completed in LOCs, liberalism would be 

resiated by the successful nationalisme One apparent example 

is th. socialiat revolutions whieh have oeeurred in many LOCa 

(Amin, 1990). Onee on the vay of industrialization of LOC., 

the diffusion of practices throuqhout capitalist society ia a 

more or leaa inevitable external eause of the liberali.t 

di le .. a , given that comparative advantage in general and th. 

advantage of backwardnesa in particular have always allowed 

devaloping atatea faster growth path. than tho •• of •• tur. 

econoaia. (Hall, 1990:116). The rapid growth in LDC. could 

hurt the aature economies, as evinced in the Newly 

Induatrializing Countriea (NICs) (Oeyo, 1987). 

Keohane (1984) identifies the three fore •• undaraininq 

tha "embedded liberalism": (1) the system ha. mov.d fro. 

tran •• i •• ion of prosperity to inflation and rece •• ion; (2) th. 

tera. of trade have worsened (mainly the result of th. huq. 

ail priee rises in 1973-4 and 1979-80); and (3) tha risa of 

exports trom LOCs as a consequence of liberali.. underaine. 

liberalism itaelf (pp. 26-36). It seem. to ma, though that 

que.tion • 

6 
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Keohane's three forces have the same cause, namely diffusion 

via efficieney. 

Diffusion of liberalism via qeopolitics is another aspect 

of diffusion, which so far has had the stronqest influence on 

the international eeonomy in general, and the relative deeline 

of the United states in particular. Besides the diffusion via 

efficiency, the diffusion via the geopolitics in the postwar 

era took the form of the allies aqainst Communism (ie. the 

Marshall Plan). Hall (1990) indicates that Germany and Japan 

were reconstructed as the result of American qeopolitical 

victory. Taiwan and Korea also greatly benetited tram American 

policy againat the Communist China and North Korea. The 

coll.p •• of USSR has already shown some evid.nce to indic.te 

that Capitaliat allies won the battle over Communi •• , at lea.t 

at present. Of course, the end of the Cold War also in .tfect 

eliminated the last major prop of U.S. hegemony (Walleratein, 

1992: 14). At the aame time, the membera of the alliee, 

especially Japan and Germany, have been th. major trouble­

makera for the united states in the world market. In the 

postvar period, the United States has gone trom beinq a major 

owner of trade surplus to an owner of hUCJe deficit. The United 

states owned $5.36 billion trade surplus in 1948, convera.ly 

has $171.2 billion trade deficit in 1987 about 1/3 of which 

was vith Japan. 8y ~ontrast, Japan and Germany are the .. jar 

owners of trade surplus, except in the recovery periocta. They 

have been major competitors of the United Statea (IMF, 1985-

7 
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1990 and Yearbook of International Trade statisties, 1975) . 

The "Ameriean geopolitical victory" has been the force to 

beat American economy. The primary reason for this dilemma is 

that the suceess of liberalism has been institutionalized, 

which makes it difficult to adjust in the large eapitalist 

society. In case of Britain and tl.e United states, the full-

blooded liberalism plus the absence of industrial polieies 

have made them less competitive in the world market (Hall, 

\990 and Appendix V in this thesis). The proeess of diffusion 

requires the institutionalization of liberalism which, in 

consequence, leads the diffusers to be rigid4. The dilemma of 

heqe.ony seems unavoidable. 

These three aspects of the dilemma of liberali.. -

diffusion via efficiency, diffusion via qeopolitic. and 

institutionalization indicate that liberalis. ind.ed 

contains the seeda of its own destruction 50 that it. very 

suceess underminea it (Keohane, 1984:17-18). To underatand it. 

micro-mechanism, we need to dissect the market. In the market, 

there are two important elements, capital and labour. On the 

one hand, all that remain rooted within national border. are 

the people who comprise a nation. On the other hand, money, 

infor.ation, qoods and service move almost effortles.ly 

through global webs. capital is rolling and expandinq lik. a 

snowball, while (Blue Collar) labour is weakening and 

4Following the structuralist perspective, thi. pheno.enon 
may be called the "life cycle" of the structure . 

8 
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shrinkinq like an oldster. As Keohane observed, "capitalists 

benefit politically trom openness because capital is more 

mobile than labour and because the y have superior access to 

information" (Xeohane, 1984: 22) . The problems may be expressed 

in another way. Reich (1991) indicates that there are the 

three different competitive positions: routine production 

services, in-person services, and symbolic-analytic services: 

AlI Americans used ta be in rouqhly the salDe economic 
boat. Moat rose or fell toqether, as the corporations in 
which they were employed, the industries compri.ing such 
corporations, and the national economy as a whol. became 
more productive - or languished. But national border. no 
longer define our economie fates. We are now in difterent 
boats, one sinkinq rapidly, one sinking more slowly, and 
the third rising steadily (ReiCh, 1991:208). 

Obviously, the rise of positions of symbolic analy.t. i. 

related to the owners of cap~tal, knowledge, and information. 

Nonethelass, the sinking of positions of the other. i. 1 ••• 

so. The dilemma of economic liberalism, then, i. reintorced by 

its miero-mechanism. 

The contradiction of liberalism has be.n d.ccribed in tvo 

ways: radically and conservatively. In the first veraion, aIl 

Marxists contend that the victory of liberali.1D viII 

eventually lead to its demise, regardl ••• ot whether it 

devalops (rather than underdevelops) the world a. clai.ed by 

Marx and Lenin, or causes the underdevelopment ot the Third 

World, as claimad by World System Theory. In th. con •• rvative 

analyais, the destruction cannat be understood a. the end of 

the capitalist system as a whole, only its sp.cific tora of 

"hegemonic stability". In the conservative perspective, the 

9 
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dilemma of liberalism is nct necessary to invite the 

pessimistic conclusion, especially when the hegemony declined, 

because the contradiction could be a force to renovate the 

system, instead of destroying it. If the capitalist system is 

a dynamic one, it should take different forms vith the 

development of history. As a matter of fact, capitalism has 

alrL 3dy developed in different forms over the last two 

centuries. Thua, it should not be surprising if the 

international economic order takes different forms in the 

procesa of intercourse of liberalism and nationalisme 

2 •• aono.ia .ationali •• 

Economie nationalism is a sUb-concept of nationalism and, 

because the question of nationalism is still a puzzle in 

modern society (Tilly, 1991), a brief review of ita origin is 

a necessary step. Nationalism has been recognized aa a modern 

phenomenon (Gellner, 1983 and Mann, 1992), howav.r, th.re are 

alightly different opinions concerning its preconditions. 

Gellner (1983) prefers industrialization and intenaive 

communication, while Mann (1992) emphasises geo-political 

reasons, at least, when analyzing the emergenee of European 

nationalisme Mann argues that European nationali.. e •• rged 

before the Industrial Revolution, so geopolitieal reasona are 

more auitable than industrialization for explainirtg the 

e.ergenee nf European nationalisme It should be noted that the 

above causes of the emergenee of nationalism do not conflict 

each other, and further studies on nationalism, such as on the 

10 
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emergence of nationalism in Asia, Africa and Latin America, 

may reveal more specifie causes. It seems to me, though, that 

the emergenee of nationalism as a whole is the effect of world 

integration, in which the industrialization, communication and 

geo-polities (even wars) are the integrative tools. We have no 

real world history before the emergence of commercial 

capitalism. Relatively isolated nations and eivilizations 

wrote their individual histories, though there were occasional 

mutual impacts on each other . .s In this sense, WST is correct: 

we have had only one real world system so far, the capitalist 

world system; we have had only one world market, th. 

capitalist world market. The integration and interaction amonC) 

states made claims of their identitifications neces.ary, and 

this process led to the r ise of nation-state. In brier, 

nationalism is the product of world integration. 

Simultaneously, the rise of nationalism was in re.pon.e to the 

impact of liberalism as well. 

Michael Mann defines nationalism as an idaoloqy whieh 

asserts the moral, cultural and poli tical primacy of an ethnie 

group (real or construeted). Such an ideoloqy i. shared by 

many people right across a territory (Mann, 1992:137-141, and 

Gellner, 1983). In other words, nationalism ia primarily a 

political principle and a theory of politieal leC)itimacy 

~cNeill (1986) arques that the conquest, di.ea •• and 
trade, all worked in the direction of the preval.nee of 
polyethnicity in civilized societiea before 1750. Hovev.r, th. 
background of this human past was not a whole • 

11 
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(Gellner, 1983:1) related to th~' establishment of nation-state 

(Mann, 1992:163). 

With the general concept of nationalism in mind, we can 

return to our discussion of economic nationalisme Economie 

nationalism, like economic liberalism, is an ideology of 

pursuing industrialization through political power (the state 

machine) within the territory of the state, in the context of 

geopolitics. The central idea of economic nationalism is that 

economic activities should be subordinated the goal of state 

building and the interests of state. 

The philosophical foundations of economic nationalism are 

mainly opposite to that of economic liberalism. First, 

economic nationalism assumes that seizing power is the natural 

tendency of human beings, of the Most importance ia the 

political power. Second, it stresses collectivism and order, 

so the nation's security and interests ~ave priority. Third, 

economic nationalism has a "single boat assumption" (Reich, 

1991). All of the nation's citizens take one boat which is 

roughly rising and sinking togetheri economy is equated with 

the national economy. In brief, in the eyes of nationalists, 

economic development is one of the responsibilitiea of the 

state; thus forced development is urgent (Hall, 1985). 

In the world trade market, nationalists note that the 

terms of free trade tend to favour the most induatrially 

advanced economy (Gilpin, 1987:184), and that apecialization 

leads to the high dependency of LDes which in turn, mak •• 
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their states vulnerable (Amin, 1990). In contra st to liberals, 

nationalists emphasize the cost of free trade. 

Like liberalism, nationalism has its own dilemmas, as 

shown by the socialist experience. In case of modern China, 

the stronq nationalism was shared by both the Nationalist and 

the Communist Parties. With the help of the massive peasants, 

the Communist Party finally seized the power. A long history 

ot .elf-reliant rural economy which was not dependent on 

market was merged with Marxist nationalism expressed in Mao'. 

version. In consequence, the socialism with Mao'. style 

diaconfirmed the primary ambition of Marxist nationalista; 

aurpaaainq Britain within thirty years and catching up to th. 

United states within fifty years. As Reich (1991) indic.t •• , 

"complete ::.4curity ia equivalent to autarky. But autarky 

deprives a nation's citizens of aIl of the advantaq •• o~ 

economic interdependence with the wider world. You cannat have 

it both ways" (p.1S8). In a broader sense, the Third World ha. 

been recognized as the strong defender of nationalia •• 

However, the Third World no longer exista as a meaningful 

sinqle enti ty. In i ts place is a hiqhly differentiated 

collection of nation-states: "the dilemma is that the sa •• 

nationalistic spirit frequently underminea their efforts ta 

cooperate vith one another and to form an econoaic alliance 

aqainst the developed countries" (Gilpin, 1987:300). 

Liberalism and nationalism, than, rapr •• ant tvo 

ideologies, two forces, and two philosophies (.aa Tabla 1) • 
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They oppose each other 1 and yet also complement each other; as 

a matter of fact, human life is organized by both ways. From 

a macro point of view, the dilemmas of bath liberalism and 

nationalism are derived from either their separation or their 

confrontation. 

Tabl. 1 Co.pari.on of Economie Liberalism and Nationali •• 

Ideology Liberalism 

Foundatlons: Individualism 
1 Freedom 

Assumptlon 

orlving 
Forces 

Sources of 
Oilemma 

Multi-boats 

: Economie Force (money) 
1 Free Trade 
1 Natural Development 

Diffusion 
Geopol i tics 
Institutionalization 

Nationalism 

CollectIvIsm 
Order 

Single boat 

political Force (power) 
state Intervention 
Forced Development 

IsolatIon 

Gaopolitic. 

With different rationales, liberalism empha.ize. the 

importance of wealth, nationalism stresses the importance of 

power. What is the Justice in human life? Marxiata pra ter ta 

ask this question. In the mind of the young Marx (1845), the 

development of liberalism would finally result in a just 

social system, socialism, and later communism. Inde.d, MarxislD 

te.porarily allied with liberalism against nationalis •• 

Nevertheless, Marxist successors chose to combine Marxi •• wi th 

nationalism against liberalism, which rasulted in the exi.ting 

socialist states. Searchinq for justice, Marxis. ha. poisad 

itselt between liberalism and nationalisme Wealth, power and 

justice, all fill in human life. However, realiti •• are alwaya 
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erystallized as different results, sorne compatible, others 

eonflietinq. In short, the natures of liberalism and 

nationalism determine their mutual intervention. 

3. amlddld Li))lrali ••. 

Rugqie (1982) eharaeterizes the postvar international 

economic order as "embedded liberalism": 

Unlike the economie nationalism of the thirties, it would 
be multilateral in eharaeter; unlike the liberalism of 
the gold standard and free trade, its multilateralism 
would be predicated upon domestie interventionism" 
(p. 393) • 

This raises the question about the "embedded liberalism": does 

the pure liberalism exist in the international econoaic arder? 

Michael Mann' s eomprehensi ve study, A Hi.tory of Powlr in 

Industrial Societies, provides a historical analy.ia: 

The political economy of industrial capitali •• had never 
bean fully laissez-faire. Mercantili •• had moderatld into 
'Ilective national protectionism and taritf. and iaport 
quotas were nev.r entirely absent. German, French, and 
AIIarican .conomists had long advocated defending ho.e 
produce against foreign (larqely BritiSh) good., and 
industrialists had always souqht selective protection 
(Mann, forthcominq: 275). 

This study indicates that even in the gold standard period, 

liberali~m vas still embedded. Friedrich List (1789-1846), a 

German nationalist, pointed out that the British had actually 

usad the power of state ta protect their own infant industrie. 

against foreign competition (List, 1966). Ind •• d, it i. not 

difficult ta find evidence of .tate int.rvention at Any ti •• 

since the Industrial Revolution. 

"Embedded liberalism" as a long-term ph.no.enon aay be 
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easily understood by tracing to the origin of its "twin"-

nationalisme Alexander Hamilton's Report on the Subject of 

Manufactures, presented to the U. S. House of Representative in 

1791, contains the early intellectual origins of modern 

economic nationalism and the classic defence of economic 

protactionism. Nonetheless, when List brought Hamilton's ideas 

back ta Germany, his work, The National System of Political 

Ecooomy (1841) became the first major critic of Adam smith and 

David Ricardo, the fathers of economic liberalism (Szporluk, 

1988:147). List's central argument is that the humanity is 

divided iota nations. The concept of nation, like Marxist 

concept of class, is the key to understand List's politieal 

economy. In expressing his philosophieal idea, List said: 

1 would indieate, as the distinquishinq charaeteri.tie 
of my system, NATIONALITY. On the nature ot nationality, 
as the intermediate interest between those of 
indivi~ualism and of entire humanity, my whole structure 
is based (List, 1966:xxix-xxx). 

In other words, "between each individual and entire humanity 

stands the nation" (List, 1966: 174). Throuqh the nation, the 

individual obtains mental culture (sueh as language, social 

values), the power of production, seeurity and prosperity. 

Emphasis on the role of nation involves the whol. syste. of 

List, which can not be fully addressed here (see Szporluk, 

1988). However, for the purpose of this papar, 1 want ta 

highliqht List' s central point of view of econo.ie 

nationalism. He arqued that domestie tree trade was nece •• ary 

for development; hovever, the survival and developm.nt of a 
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backward country (such as historical Germany) in the 

international society required the policy of state 

ir~tervention (List, 1966:xxvi). In Hall's (1985) term, List 

appealed for "forced development": development under the 

intervention of state. state-pursued development provides an 

alternative for th'2 "~mbedded liberalism", ca11ed the "opened 

nationa1ism". The interchangeability of these two concepts 

indicates that the illternatioDal ecoDoaie or4er i. the product 

of aD iDt.rcour •• bet •• eD liberali.a aD4 llatioDali ••• If thi. 

arqu.ent holds, the 10qical inferenee i5 that liberali •• i. 

alvays embedded and nationalism is never purified. Thi. 

arqument, which modifies, rather than refutes Rugqie'. 

"embedded liberalism", sets up the basis for the arglmenta of 

the pre.ent work. 

m. A Critical Review on Theoretical Perspectives 

In connection vith the theme of the the.i., .everal 

theories are reviewed in thi. chapter in accordance vith their 

ideological commitments. Their strength and weakne •• are al.o 

discu •• ed. 

1. DU.li •• 

Dualism has commitments with economic liberali ••• 

Accordinq to dualism, there are dual .ector. in bath do ••• tic 

and international economi •• : namely, the traditional and 

modern modela of production. Transforming from tradi tional 
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mode of production to modern one is a process of diffusion by 

efficiency - modernization through the global expansion of the 

market, in which technology plays a key role. The process of 

modernization i5 evolut ionary instead of revolutionary. On the 

basis of international di vision of labour through 

specialization, free trade could modernize backward countries 

through comparative advantage, even backward advantage. Why 

did economic miracles not occur in Most LOCs? Liberal. 

perce ive the basic obstacles to economic development within 

LOCs themselves, such as social conditions and development 

strategies (Bauer, 1976). LiberaIs tend to support export-led 

growth instead of import-substi tution strategy. In a 

comparative study on development, Krueger (1990) conclude. 

that Kerea became a NIC because it took the export-lad growth 

strategy, but Turkey did not always do so. Such a difference 

put Turkey much behind Korea now al though theï vere at a 

si.ilar level of development in 1950 •• 

The origin of the concapt of dual aconomy could ba traced 

to the ara of Adam smith. However, the diffarant a •• uaption. 

of classic and modern versions allow us to distinqui.h betveen 

an crthodox comparative advantage and a modified comparative 

advantage. Tha former views trade a. essentially a vay for 

countrie. to benefit from their difference., such a. climate, 

skill., re.ources. Each country have a comparative advantage 

in producing goods for which i ts particular character .uit. 

it. They claim that "whera perfact competition do.. not 
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prevail, free trade will not be optimal" (Bhaqwati, 1991:23) • 

The case for free trade i5 therefore alive and well. In order 

to defend his standpoint, Bhagwati further argues that this is 

not to say that we have nct learned about its strengths, 

weaknesses and subtleties in light of the new developments. We 

shall not ceasa trom exploration and the end of all our 

explorinq will be to arrive where we started and know the 

place for the tirst time (1991:26-7). As an ideal, Bhaqwati is 

riqht: perfect competition is the best condition for fr •• 

trad.. The comparative advantage on the basis of differenc •• 

a.onC) countries remains true in terms of the trade between 

North and South. However, in reality, competition i. not 

complete becausa of the intervention of the stat.. In briet, 

th. orthodox liberala maintain that comparativ. aciil'antag. 

co •• s trom the differance. amonq countrie. under condition. of 

pert.ct co.petition. Such standpoints make it clifticult for 

the orthodox liberal. to explain many n.v pb.no •• na in th. 

worlcl trad. market, Buch as intra-firm trade and counter­

trade. 1 will return to this question in detail in th. tourth 

chapter. 

Sine. World War II, how.ver, a large and gen.rally 

groving part ot world trad. has come to consiat of exchanqe. 

that cannot be attributed so easily to underlying advantag •• 

of the countries that export particular good •• In.te.d, trad. 

s.ems to refleet arbitrary or temporary advantag •• r.sulting 

trom economies of scale or shitting lead. in clo •• 
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technological races (Kruqman, 1986). New liberals hold that 

the comparative advantaqe cornes from the economies of scale in 

the conditions of imperfect competition. Thus the modified 

comparative advantage brings liberals into the areas which are 

beyond the scope of orthodox liberals. 

2 •••• 1i •• 

Realis. as a whole emphasizes the conflict among states. 

Reali.t. as.ume that state leaders always pursue their own 

stat.'. interests and security. These emphases are congruent 

vith the commit.ents of nationalisme The two major versions of 

reali •• , Hegemonie stability Theory and the Th.ory of Power 

Balane., are revieved in the forthcoming section •• 

A. Bet_oaie Itability Tb.ory 

On th. basis of reali.t principle., Krasner (1974) 

util!zes the concepts of opeDD... and clo.ure, repre •• nting 

liberal and nationalist orders respective~.y, to de.cria th. 

world trade structure. He asserts that "the .tructur. of 

international trad. i. determined by the inter •• t. and power 

of states acting to maximize national goal." (Kra.ner, 

1974:317). The basic state interests include four el ••• nt.: 

agqr.gate national income, social stability, political power 

and .conomic growth. 

8y u.ing the ratio of trad. to aggr.gate .cono.ic 

activity (1800-1960) and ratio of trad. to GDP (1950-1975), 
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Krasner examines the deqree of openness of ten states. 6 

Specifieally, he reports four major findings: (1) large, but 

relatively less developed states are unlikely to aceept an 

open trading structurei (2) small .tates are likely to opt for 

openness; (3) openness is Most likely to occur during periods 

when a hegemonie state is in its ascendencYi and (4) the 

reaction of medium size states is hard to predict. Thus, the 

United States was basieally protectionist throughout the 

nineteenth century and reversed its position in 1940 •• The 

British encouraged openness in its heyday of the nineteenth 

century and has favoured protectionism during ita de.cendence. 

If all states pursue their own interests, then the conflict. 

a.ong the. are unavoidable. In this reqard, the key concerna 

of HST are how to make conflicts manaqeable and, in turn, to 

maintain a liberal order. Krasner contenda that a hege.onic 

distribution of potential .conomic pow.r, defined by th •• ize 

and level of developaent of individual atat •• , i. likely to 

reault in an open tradinq structur. (1974: 318). In other 

words, an open and liberal order of international trad. need. 

the presence of a dominant core country, such a. Britain in 

19th century or the United states in th. po.twar .ra. It ••••• 

that Hobbes' concepts of social contract and th. abaolute 

.onarchy are revived by Krasner, but with re.p.ct ta the 

international scene, since 

6 The 10 states are USA, 01, Germany, France, D.naark, 
Italy, Japan, Sweden, Netherlands and Norway • 
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the hegemonic economy performs several roles crucial to 
the operation of the world economy. It uses its influence 
to ereate international reqimes defined simple as 
prineiples, norms, rules, and decision making procedures 
around whieh actor expectations converge in a given issue 
area (Krasner, 1982:185). 

conversely, with the relative decline of hegemony in general 

and Ameriean power in particular, and the r ise of economic 

powers that have different conceptions of legitimacy, the 

future of the liberal world economy has become severely 

threatened (Gilpin, 1987:228). Krasner (1985) further avers 

that the liberal international order has been threatened by 

the Third World, which requires to establish a nev 

international economic order. According to HST thaory, th. 

relative fall of the United states is the main reason for th. 

ri.e of protectionism and regional trading bloc. (Beloua and 

Hartley, 1990). 

HST ha. its strengths, for it helps us to undaratand why 

we have had a stable liberal order in tha poatvar period. As 

a whole, HST insista on the three important points: firat, th. 

presence of hegemony ia the necessary condition for an open 

trading system; second, balance of power is harmful to th. 

liberal econoaie order; and third, LDCs are threatening the 

American system. None of these theses ean be firmly held. As 

McKeown (1983) argues, Britain did not really puah an open 

trading system in her heyday. She nei ther played a acti v. rol. 

nor successfully reduced the tariff of other states: "whan 

tariff liberalization occurred it was in th. absence of 

British presaure" (1983:88). In this connection, the crucial 
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questions are: (1) If there was a heqemony, why did not it 

play its role? and (2) if there was no hegemony, why did an 

open trading system develop in Many states (McKeown, 1983:88-

9)? These two questions reveal the dilemma of HST. Therefore, 

MeNeil eoncludes that the presence of hegemony is not a 

necessary condition for an open trading system (1983). Thus, 

the first thesis of HST has been refuted. The second thesis of 

HST implies that the balance of economic power could undermine 

the prospects for peaceful eeonomie progress among stata. 

(Roseeranee, 1986). This thesis is eontradieted by the 

historieal facts: the balance of power was the principal 

institution served as one ot the techniques tor managing the 

international order (Watson, 1984:24). In other woreS., the 

goleS standard was basad on one ot the vital condition., the 

power balance. The third thesis indicates that Kraaner waa 

shocked by the oil crisis (1973 and 1980) launehed by OPEC. Aa 

a matter of fact, the Third World ia nov too veaJe to alter the 

axistinq international economie order. The real challenge. are 

fro. the meabers ot the allies ot the United state., .uch a. 

Japan, Germany, and the NICs. 

HST assumes that nationalism is the dominant torce 

shapinq international relations. It seems to .a that thi. 

thesis ha. been brutalized to urge that the nationali.. in 

heg •• ony ahould crush the nationalism in other .tate., in 

consequence to quarantee the liberal order. Thi. re.ult i. 

inherently against the principles of liberalism. Nationali •• 
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ia totally regarded as a eonfliet force by HST. As Roseneranee 

indieates, such a thesis neglects the complementarity and 

cooperation in the international relations (1986: 49). It is 

also a mistake to suggest that all the suceess of the world 

economy in the immediate post-war years depended upon a 

"system" ereeted by the United states, since European reeovery 

during 1947-1958 was beyond the liberal world order. During 

that period, the Bretton Woods Agreements did not work 

a~fectivaly (Hall, 1988:218-219). 

B. 'b.ory of Power BalaDc.7 

From the same general tradition of realism, Rosecrane. 

(1986) stands opposad ta HST. He asserts that froa reali.t 

principles we can reaeh a conclusion that a fiB balane. of 

power i. the best guarantee of peaee (p. 47). Balance of power 

theori.ts maintain that hegemonic stability has not baen 

n.eded becau.. only a balance in economic and aili tary power 

will .afeguard the interests of the members of th •• y.t ••• A. 

an exception of raalista (Mann, forthcoainCJ), Rosecrane. 

provid.s the two ideal types of international relation.: a 

territorial .y.t. and a tra4illC) sy.t_. Obviously, "heg •• ony 

i. a theoretical means of establishinCJ stability in a 

ailitary-political system" (Rosecranee, 1986:57) and the 

balane. of power favours the development of tradinC) .yst ••• He 

7polanyi (1944) distinguish.s th. thre. .eanin9. of 
balance of power: policy; historical lawi and principl. or 
syste. (pp. 259-264). Here, l discuss th. balance of power in 
the third sense . 
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elalms that the world has been poised between two 

fundamentally different modes of organizing international 

relations sinee 1945. "The suecess of one depends upon either 

balance or failure in the other" (Rosecranee, 1986: 211). The 

perception of the costly territory system, sueh as the lessons 

from the two world wars, provides the necessary condition, and 

the deeline of the heqemony or the territory system provide. 

th. pOltsibility for the rise of the trading systea. A triWlph 

of th. trading .ystem in international ralation. today would 

be th. best possible quarantee of sustained world p.ace in th. 

future (Rosecrance, 1986, cf. Cohen, 1990:265-6). Mann 

devalops similar arquments: 

l reject th. self-serving imperial id.olO9i.. of 19th 
eentury Britain and 20th e.ntury AII.riea. P.ace and order 
h.v. not d.p.nd.d on th.ir benign h.g..,ny 1 nor 1. 
'order' n.e •••• rily benign. Ju.t ••• ub.aquent hi.tory 
h •• di.eonfirmad Hobbe.' bali.f that do.e.tic paace and 
ord.r r.quir.d a single powerful Sovereign, .0 it 
di.conf ira. the notion th.t intern.tional peace and order 
nead an Imperi.l H.gemon" (Mann, forthco.lng: 210). 

B •• ed on the investigation of history, M.nn reject. HST. 

Slightly differently, Rosecranea as •• rt. th.t th. t.rritorial 

syste. could occasionally funetion well (19.': 61), .0 hl. 

th.ory doe. not tot.lly rejaet HST but rath.r provld •• an 

.lt.rn.tive. Although Ros.crane. b.li.v •• that ln the long run 

the tr.ding sy.tem f.vours p •• e., the decllne of th. heg .. ony 

favours the ri.e of trading st.t ••• In contra.t to B8'1', TP. 
a.phasi ••• th.t nationalisa could ba a force of cooperation ln 

e ••• of pow.r balance, in turn, prefera th. trading .y.t ... 
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Oerived from the same tradition, the disputes of HST and 

TPB indicate that nationalism can be both a force against 

liberalism and one in cooperation with it. Which is the case 

largely depending on the distribution of power. In a 

territorial system, nationalism tends to be a conflict force. 

Conversely, in a trading system, it is likely to be a 

cooperative force. 

In fact, the relations among balance of power, trading 

ay.ta., and peace are not straightforward. The notion of the 

balance of power meant that the security of each individual 

atate and the general peace eould best be maintained if the 

power and ambition of any state or combination of states could 

be checkllated by a rival combination. In thia reqard, the 

balance of power is "the systematic practica of anti­

b.ge.onialis1Il" (Watson, 1984: 24). Further, the principle of 

national self-detarmination is incompatibla vith the notion of 

a balance of power, sinee balance maana preci.aly that no 

5inqla interest or principla can assume sol. or overricUnq 

importance (Xedourie, 1984:349). Tharafor., wa auat 

distinquiah between two kinds of balance of pover. If th. 

balane. of power ls based on the principla of national a.lf­

d.terllination, then independence is more important than p.ac., 

aince a balance of power can easily laad to war. Thu., paac. 

i. related to the balance of power basad on the principl.a of 

intardependence which have priority to the indapendenc. of 

national aelf-determination • 
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For psychological reasons l<edourie arques that the 

oparation of the balance is not automatic. To establish and 

maintain a balance require acumen, boldness, cool heads, and 

moderation. Because the necessary wisdom and the requisite 

political skills were not always available, and because 

miscalculations could always happen, the balance vould 

sometimes overbalance and var would ensue. To and a war in a 

mannar such that the balance could be re-established required 

a. much skill and wisdom as to keep an existing balance in 

place. The outbreak of war in 1914 proved the most aeriou. 

failure in balance of power politic. in modern European 

history, and the so-called settlement which followed in 1918-

1919 was likewise the most serious failure ta re-e.tablish a 

balance - a failure whosa consequence. hava proved intinitely 

ruinoua for Europe and the vorld (~edouri., 1984:347). 

In a broader .enae, Polanyi (1944) argueeS that the 

balance of power could not by it.elf en.ure paace. a.eau.e 

trad. va. dependent on the stable international finaneial 

ayste., the balance of power was made ta •• rve it: "talce thi. 

econo.ic syste. away", Polanyi argue., "the paace intere.t 

would disappear from politics" (p.18). In .\IIl, when di.cu •• ine) 

the preconditiona of an open tradinC) ay.t .. , we .houleS 

distinquish the different type. of power balance aneS further 

regard it as one of the precondition •• 

3. .01'14 .J.t- Tb.ory 

Another prevalent the ory in the .tudy of international 
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relations is WST which derived from and boosted dependency 

theory. According to WST, the capitalist world system consists 

of three tiers of states: the core, the semi-periphery and the 

p.riphery. The standards of this interstate stratification 

are: (1) the core commands power in all its relevant forms and 

its economy is highly diversifiedi (2) the periphery exports 

food and raw materials and is, in varying degree., politically 

w.ak, dependent on and exploited by the core. The essential 

differ.nce betwe.n the two types of states is in th •• tr.ngth 

of th. stat. machine and thi., in turn, leada to tran.fers of 

surplus fro. th. periphery to the core states which furth.r 

str.nqth.n the cor. states. The core,periphery division i • 

• aintained by th. ability of the core states to •• nipulat. th. 

working of th. syst •• a. a whole to suit their pos.ible ne ••• 

In other words, the unequal exchang. betw •• n cor. and 

periphery throuC)h intervention of .tat. is a n.c •••• ry 

condition which the capitalist world sy.te. could survive 

(Chale-Dunn, 1982 and 1989; Gorin, 1985; Wall.r.tein, 1974, 

1976, 1979:71, 1992). The th •••• of WST on tr.de could be 

rouCJhly sUJlJlarized a.: 1) trad. of LDC. depend hiCJhly on th. 

dev.loped countiesi 2) the prosperity of th. cor. countrie. i. 

ba •• d on exploi ting LOCs. 

The major •• pirical debata is not on th. tr.d. d.p.nd.ney 

but on it. c.use. and effect., since every developed country, 

includinCJ th. United Stat •• and Japan, i. an •• uple of 

dep.ndent development. Japan re.ain. a hiCJhly dep.nd.nt 
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country on toreiqn markets and raw mater ials. The debate then 

i. on the interpretations of various theorists. In thia 

aspect, WST's interpretations on trade have been challenqed by 

Many other theorists. Gilpin (1987) arques that the North core 

has aerved as an enq ine of qrowth for the South throuqhout the 

last eentury without either dependinq on or axploiting 

p.riphery (p.85). The prosperity ot the north core dep.nds on 

its .tfieiency instead of exploitation. Hall (1985) also 

doubt. dep.nd.ncy th.ory's view ot trad. relation., becau •• 

th. advaneed world is its own market (pp. 223-5). WST ha. it. 

id.olOCJieal eo_itmenta with Marxism. Th.y beli.v. th. pre •• nt 

eapitali.t world sy.t.. will be tinally r.plac.d by th. 

sociali.t world .yst_, althouqh th.y d.ny that th. ui.ting 

sociali.t .tat •• are .ociali.t (Wall.r.t.in, 1974, 19'2). WST 

.tr..... that th. capitaliat world .y.t.. i. unju.t and 

enqaCJed in un.qual axchang., th... per.pecti v.. have had a 

.ignitieant influene. on th. d.v.loping countri •• , a.pecially 

th.ir for.i9n polici... WST ha. be r.gard.d a. a thaor.tieal 

weapon of th. ThircS WorlcS. How.v.r, th. do.e.tic factor. and 

internal etfieiency, whieh have b •• n n.gl.ctect by WST, ha. 

be.n iner.a.ingly taken into account on th. condition. of th. 

econo.ie airaele. of NIC. and th. collap.. or USSR • 

.t ... "roab •• Dt a." Critlai .. 

World trad. ha. long be.n a battleri.ld or theori.t. and 

policy-.ak.r.. Th. cone.pt. of liberali •• , duali •• , 

nationali •• , •• rcantilis., prot.ctioni •• , ragionali •• , and 
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Marxi •• , all fraquently emerge in the debates. The numeroua 

d.bata. around international trade have led to confusion for 

.tudent. in studyinq political economy. There are conflicting 

th.orie. and we can not answer some questions from trad. 

practice (Cohen, 1990). It seems the time is right for 

pluralism to take over the extreme standpoints. Thus, Gilpin 

(1987) announced that the reality of world trada in the 1980a 

narrowe" 'le gap betwaan nationalism and liberalis. (p. 221). 

Thi. i. true for several reasons: (1) raality is aixed. No 

nation has yet cho.en ta pur sue either on exclu.iv.ly free 

trad. or on exclusively nationalistic policy. Th. int.rplay of 

do ••• tic and international factors ha. produced .vinC)s betw •• n 

liberal and nationali.t trade regi.e. ov.r th. pa.t tvo 

hundr.d year. (Gilpin, 1987:190). (2) Int.rnational trad. i. 

a aovinq picture, naver .tatic in it. co.po.ition tro. on. 

y •• r to th. n.xt (str.nqe, 1988: 168). Th.r.tor., no .iftCJ1. 

th.ory i. cap.bl. to explain int.rn.tional trad. in all 

co_oditie. and at all ti.a. (El-Agraa, 1983). (3) Throuqh th. 

p •• t century, liberal trad. theory ha •• ov.d in th. direction 

of nationali.t cont.ntions (Gilpin, 1987: 222) - at lea.t, 

liberal. and nationali.t. accept th. rational. tor prot.ctinq 

infant indu.trie. (Cord.n, 1974: ch 9) • fta.oretical 

rapproch ••• nt, tharefor., s •••• n.c •••• ry. 

Obviously, Gilpin tak.. a st.ndpoint ot plurali_ to 

avoid th. dileDlJlla ot trad. th.orie.. Nev.rthel ••• , both 

str.nqe (1988) .nd Reich (1991) as •• rt that th •• xi.tinq tr.d • 
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theories have failed to explain the trade reality. The 

failure. of trade theories have been attacked from two 

directions: their incompleteness (stranqe) and their faIs. 

foundations (Reich). 

strange (1988) argues that all trade theories failed to 

explain the world trade reality because those theories did nct 

distinquish the primary structures (includinq •• curity, 

production, financ!al and knowledqe) from th. s.condary 

structure. (includinq transportation, trade, enerqy and 

weltare). stranqe's argument has it. advantaq. in that sb. 

tries to explain the subsystems, such as trade, throu9h a 

larqer .yst.m. "The c01lUllon weakn ••• of trade th.ori ..... b • 

• ays Mi. that they seek to explain and to tr.at trade in too 

9Teat isolation" (p.179). 

Challenqinq the toundations of trad. th.ori •• , Reicb 

(1991) as •• rts that their failur. i. du. to th.ir ·on. boat .. 

assuaption. Gilpin hold. just such an a •• uaption, in •• ying 

that, in th •• odern world, whether on. i. relatively ricb or 

poor has aco.e incr.asinqly a funetion of th. particular 

nationality into which one is born (1987:264). Accordin, to 

Reich su ch an as.umption was only suitable to describa th. 

traditional hiqh volume indu.try. Tb. mod.rn hi9b valu. 

indu.try ha. had chanqed the one boat a •• uaption, bacau •• 

th.re will ba no national product. or national corporation., 

no national industrial., and ev.n Aa.rican. ar. no longer in 

the sa •• econo.ic boat (1991:1-7). So th. one boat a •• u-.ption 
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is invalid for describing high value industry of the present • 

Reich'. work, Preparing Ourselves for 21th- Century 

capitalism, represents the strong voice of liberalism. Because 

capital, information, and knowledge have no country, people 

even within a single country are differentiated according ta 

th.ir contribution and efficiency. This seems to be th. 

logical op.ration of economic liberalism. However, 1 suspect 

that such a differentiation will be considerably interrupted 

by state intervention. 

Theoretical debat.s between liberal. and nationali.t. 

focu. on whether, despite their extremely coaplicated 

relation., nationalisa ia prior ta liberalis. or vice versa. 

FUrtheraore, the realist tradition has been divided in teras 

of different empha... on nationali... Marxifi,t. ~sk where 

ju.tice i. in .ither liberalis. or nationali.a. At lea.t in 

the present, no society .ati.fie. the three pur.uit. of hUMn 

beinCJs: wealth, power, and justice. In .. ny circWl8tance., the 

three pur.uit. do conflict each other. Hu.an beinCJ. indead 

live with their dilellUllas. Those questions are not nev in 

nature but nev in form.. Looking ta the controver.ie ••• on9 

saith, Ricardo, List and Marx (Szporluk, 1988), ve aoy find 

que.tion. similar ta tho •• which all of u. are faciftC) nov. 

Th.ori.t. have created many "pos.ible world.", vhich .hould be 

te.ted in reality - by refutation, not cantiraation (Popper, 

1959). To this end, the dialectic relations of liberali •• and 

nationali •• will be explored •• pirically and .y.te .. tically in 
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th. followinq chapters (see also Appendix 1) . 

IV. Trade Expansion and Protectionism 

1. ..,aD.ioD of th. World Trad. Mark.t 

The world trade market has been chanqed qr.atly, not only 

quantitativ.ly but also qualitatively, sine. th. postwar 

periode A discussion of these two asp.cts of market exp.naion 

is th •• ubject of this section. 

A. guaatitative "'.D8ioa 

The exp.nsion of the world trad. market i. v.ry fa.t. A. 

Table 2 show., th. total trad. valu. (.xport plu. i.port) 

'1abl. J .orl. 'ra.. a.4 .orl. outpu~ 
(Valu. in billion US dollar) 

Y.ar 1 1938 1948 1978 1983 19.7 19.0 

Trade Value 1 
1 

Export: 22.7 57.5 1204.6 1676.1 2353.5 333 •• 6 
I.port: 25.4 63.5 1248.6 1734.3 2421.0 3450.6 

Growth Rate 1 
Export 1 15.ot -2.1t 18.3' 14.7' 
Importl = 16.'t -3.1t 17.2' 14.9' 

Growth Rat. of output: __ 4.5' 2.1' 2.7' 2.21 

Source.: DIrection of Tr.a. statI.tic. y •• rbooi; and Worla 
Econoaic Outlook, IMF, 1991. Y.arbook of 
Int.rnational Trade Stati.tica, UN, 1975 

incr •••• d fro. $121 billion in 1948 to '6790.2 billion in 

1990. In principle, th. qrowth of trad. d.p.nd. on th. growth 

of production. Howev.r, trad. betw •• n countri •• in .o.t y.ar • 
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has grown faster than their total output. From 1978 to 1990, 

th. average growth rate of trade is much higher Cover lot> 

than that of world output C less than 4%). This imbalance 

between world trade and world production indicates that more 

and more part. of the domestie markets are involved in the 

world market a.ch year. 

Th. expan.ion of the world trade market did not hide 

another fact, na.ely that its distribution is gre.tly uneven. 

Tabl. 3 show. that a large proportion of the world trade 

.ark.t i •• hared by industrial eountries, and sinca 1938, 

., ... 1. J .or14 Trad. P.ro.Dt Di.tributioD b.t •••• 
I.4u.trial a.4 De.elopi.9 cou.tri •• 1 

Y.ar 1938 1948 1958 1978 1983 1987 
Indu.trial countries 

Export. 66.5 63.7 65.7 68.7 68.5 73.5 
I.port. 70.5 64.9 64.7 70.2 67.8 72.5 

Oev.loping countries 
Export. 33.5 36.3 34.3 28.2 29.2 24.' 
I.port. 29.5 35.1 35.3 28.6 31.6 27.0 

Source.: DIrectIon of Trade statlatle. Y.arbook, ID, 
1991. 

1990 

73.3 
72.5 

25.0 
27.1 

1985, 

Y.arbook of International Trade Stati.tic., UN, 1975 

this .hare ha. changed littl •• Still, it s •••• that th. gap of 

North and South has grown slightly in the past two d.cad ••• 

'The dichotomy of the develop.d and d.veloping countri •• 
by IMF ••••• outdated. For exampl., the GNP p.r capita i. US$ 
8620 in Hong Kong and US$7940 in Singapore (World Tabl •• , 
1988-89 edition), though both are .till cla •• itiad a. th. 
d.v.loping countries. Theretore, th •• har. of the percentag. 
of the world trad. batwean develop.d and developin, countri •• 
ha. only a r.lativ. m.aning. In tact, international 
co.p.tition always causes the ris. and fall of th. trading 
stat ••• Th. international organization, such a. IMP, .. y not 
b. able t~ reflect the dynamies in ti.a • 
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Betveen 1978 and 1990, the industrial countries' share of 

world export rose trom 68.7% to 73.3% (while developing 

countries' fell trom 28.2% to 25.0%) and their share of world 

import rose from 70.2% to 72.5% (while developing countries' 

fell trom 28.6% to 27.1%>. 

Of the industrial countries, the united states, Japan and 

Germany have occupied the most important positions in the 

world trade market. Table 4 shovs that the United states 

absolutely dominated the market in the immediate postvar 

periode It was a single super exporter vith over 21' ot 

Tabl.. Tra4. lalaace aad Ibare of •• rceatage of tbe World 
Trad. by tb. Uait.4 stat •• , a.raaay aad Japaa 

(Valu. in Billion us Dollar) 

Year 1938 1948 1958 
The United states 

Export 3.60 12.55 17.76 
Import 2.18 7.18 13. JO 

Balance 0.88 5.3' 4.46 
Export' 13.50 21.80 16.30 
Import' 8.60 11. 30 11.60 

Germany 
Export NA 0.78 9.41 
Import NA 2.69 7.93 

Balance NA -0.91 1.48 
Export' NA 1.40 8.70 
Import' NA 2.70 6.90 

Japan 
Export 1.11 0.26 2.88 
Import 1.07 0.68 3.03 

Balane. 0.04 -0.43 -0.16 
Export' 4.'0 0.40 2.60 
Illport' 4.20 1.00 2.60 

1978 1983 1987 1990 

143.76 200.53 252.81 393.11 
186.10 269.88 424.07 517.02 
-42.30 -69.4 -171.2 -123.90 

11.90 12.00 10.70 11.80 
14.90 15.60 17.50 15.00 

142.45 169.44 294.17 409.27 
121.76 152.94 221.34 346.46 

20.70 16.50 65.10 62.80 
11.80 10.10 12.50 12.30 

9.80 8.80 9.40 10.00 

98.34 146.97 231.33 217.61 
79.90 126.52 150.91 235.31 
18.40 20.50 10.40 52.40 
8.20 8.80 9.80 8.60 
6.40 7.30 6.20 6.80 

Note.: 1. Data after 1978 calculated fro.: DIrectIon of Trad. 
statiatics Yearbook, IMF, 1985, 1991. 

2. Data before 1978 calculated trom: Y.arbook of 
International Trade statistics, 1975. 

world's export market and $5.36 billion surplus in 1948. It. 

hegemonie status in the world trade market was unqu.stionable • 
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By contrast, both Germany and Japan were initially very weak 

due to the damage of the Second World War. The available data 

show that Japan had 4.9% of the world export in 1938, which 

fell to 0.4% in 1948, and 4.2% of the world import in 1938 

which fell to l'in 1948. Even at the end of 1950s, Japan 

still had not recovered to the level of its share of the world 

market before the Second Wor Id War (both export and import 

vere 2.6% in 1958). Since 1970s, things have changed. The 

united states runs its trade with a huge deficit almost every 

year. Conversely, Germany and Japan not only greatly increased 

their share of the market, but also have had a considerable 

trade surplus. 

The world trade market as a whole has been gr.atly 

expanded, and the share of the markat has concentrated on 

industrial countries, further on the United state., G.raany 

and Japan. Such an expansion only indicate. the quantitative, 

not qualitative changes of the world market. A. a matt.r of 

fact, the latter has had more fundamental influence on the 

vorld trade market in recent decades, which is a matter 

closely related to the development of multinational 

corporations (MMes). 

B. QUalitative D.v.lopa.nt 

The domination of the world economy by MMC •••••• d 

a.sured in the 1960s (Gilpin, 1987:232). The mark.t principl. 

is the basic mechanism of expansion of MMCs. Specifically, 

their global dominance is due to the increasad importance ot 
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economies of scale, monopoly advantage, and barriers to entry 

in particular economic sectors. The principal objective of 

MNes ia to secure the least costly production of goods for the 

world market; this goal rnay be achieved through acquiring the 

most efficient locations for production facilities or 

obtaining taxation concessions from hast countries. In this 

sense, the domination of MNCs is the triumph of economic 

liberalism. The growth of MNCs has brought some new facts, 

though, which challenge the traditional trade theories. 

1) ••• ract. iD th. World Trad. Mark.t 

With the steady growth of MNCs, what is nev in the world 

trad. market? Firat, the industrial countries have sim11ar 

trade structures. They exchange the simllar product., .uch a. 

auto.obi1es, consumer durables and computer.. Ricardo'. 

clae.ica1 example, the exchange of cloth and win., which .ay 

be etill valid in North-South trad., ha. beco.. outdated. 

Second, intra-firm trade, a. th. product of MNC., ha. 

increased rapidly. In the united states alon., intra-tira 

trade accounts for approximately 60' of American iaport. 

(Ruggie, 1983:475). Japan supplies something like 40' of 

American component parts in electric, automobil.. and oth.r 

•• ctor. (Gilpin, 1987:255). It appears that trad. of product. 

originating in the same sector, (intra-industrial trad.) i. 

growing far more rapidly than trad. involving product. of 

different sectora (Ruggie, 1982: 400). The major fOrll ot intra­

fira trad. ia exchange of components and intera.diate goo4 •• 
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This indicates that fragmentation of production contributes to 

intra-firm trade which takes advantage of ecenomic scala, 

different cost and taritr. Related to intra-firm trade, there 

is the third new fact of counter-trade. In counter-trade, 

components made in one country are sent te another country for 

final assembly into finished products and then exported back 

to the original exporting country where the products are 

ultimataly marketed. Furthermore, counter-trade takes the form 

of barter. The U. s. Commerce Department estimates that between 

1976 and 1983, counter trade increased from approximately 2-3' 

to 25-30' of world trade (Goldfield, 1984:19). Fourth, 

invisible trade (ie. trade of service), such as financial 

•• rvice., ha. beeome important. In 1986, servie •• accounted 

for approximately one quarter of the $2 trillion annual value 

of world trade (Gilpin, 1987: 199) .9 Finaneial and otber 

service. account for 70' of the American GNP (ibid. p. 200) , 

which i. the important earners of foreign currency helping in 

the national balance o~ payment (Strange, 1988: 111). AIIerican 

invisible export at least partly explains why it can run it. 

visible trade with a huga deficit. 

2' .aoDo.t •• of 8aale aD4 Develop •• Dt o~ .or14 ~ra4. "rk.t 

All tbese new facts have baen greatly changed the quality 

"rhe statistical data of GAn (1990) show. tbat the 
service trade (export) only shared 19' of th. total world 
export in 1989. The difference between Gilpin and GATT i. 
clear. Howevar, the quality of GAn's .ervice data i. low.r. 
Because thi. percentage was calculatad using on1y data for 
countrie. that reported commercial service trad. to tb. ID on 
a balance of payment basis for that year • 
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of the world trade market. Orthodox comparative advantaqe, 

which is based on the differences amonq countries, has been 

modified; the importance of economies of scale, information 

and knovledge must be emphasized. However, explorinq even one 

of these nev facts could be a massive and controversial task. 

For example, why does intra-firm trade happen? Product cycle 

theory asserts that intra-firm trade is the result of product 

cycle (Gilpin, 1987:236). During each phase of product cycle, 

ditterent types of economies have a comparative advantage in 

the production of the products or component. 

Industrial Organization Theory asserts that intra-firm 

trade ia cauaed by vertical inteqrated firms vhich produc. 

lDany products in several countrie. (H.lpman and Krupan, 

1985). The strateqy of the vertically integrated multinational 

i. to place the various stage. of production in diff.rent 

locations throughout the qlobe. They pursu. lover co.t. of 

production, local tax benefits, tariff schedul •• , and .0 on. 

aecauae it emphasize. the importance of economi •• of .cale, 

Industrial Orqanization Theory gains several advantaq •• in 

explaininq th. nev facts. Accordinq to Helpman and Kru91lan 

(1985), the traditional vay to model trade in th. pre.enc. of 

increaainq returns has been to assume that the.. .cal. 

econoai.. are external to the firme With th. v.rtical 

integration, the economies of scale now are int.rnal ta th. 

firme Moreover, the same authors arque that .conoai •• of .cal. 

in production provide an incentiv. for international 

39 



• 

• 

specialization and trade that can supplement the incentive 

created by cross-country differences in factor endowment., 

giving rise to trade even in the absence of such differences. 

Further, the the ory of comparative advantage is alive and 

well, though it has lost some of its prominene. sinee 

comparative advantage resulting from differenees between 

countries is not the only reason for trade. Economies of seale 

provide an additional incentive and will give rise to trade 

even if countries are identical in tastes, technologies, and 

factor endowaents. However, Helpman and Kruqman conclude that 

"the models support a basic view in which trade patterns 

refl.ct comparative advantage plus additional .pecialization 

ta r.alize scale economies" (ibid. pp. 261-2). Th •• mph •••• on 

.conomies of scale and imperfect competition could pov.rfully 

explain most of the new factors discussad above. For ex •• ple, 

the countries are engaged in trade with th. .i.ilar 

structure., intra-firm trade, and invisible trad., becau •• th. 

economies of scale have their advantag.. and inforaation and 

knowledge have become more important. In accounting for 

different types of trade, Helpman and Krugman .ay that th ••• 

"countrie. with very different factor proportion. ao.tly 

.ngaCJing in interindustry trade and sillilar countri •• enCJaCJinCJ 

ao.tly in intra-industry trade" (ibid. p.263). 

I have no intention ta explore her. th. detail. or 

various theoretical efforts on explaining the nev tact. in th. 

world trade market. Viewed from macro-level, th. growth ot 
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MNCs ia due to the forces of market, which is congruent with 

liberalism. Because of this, sorne say that MNCs defend 

liberalism and resist nationalism (Sen, 1984:241-5). others 

claim that MNCs increase the struggle for the global product 

(Gilpin, 1987:261). It is not easy to believe in sueh general 

claims, because, as arqued earlier, no pure nationalism and 

liberalism existe Either conflict or cooperation between 

liberalism and nationalism depends on their specifications. 

The suceess of MNCs not only depends on market principle a. 

well a. nationalist support (Maxtield and Nolt, 1990). 

2. .l'o~.CtiODi •• 

1) ai.. of .rotectioni •• 

Who is most powerful in proteeting dome.tic marke~ and 

launching the strategie trade? The state! A. Gilpin (1987) 

ob.erve., states (especially large one.) have bequn to 

.xten.iv.ly u.e political and .conomic leverag. to incr •••• 

their relative gain. trom international econoaic activiti •• 

(p.395). The ail embargo by OPEC and the sub •• quent .... iv. 

rise in the priee of petroleum demonstrated that th. nation­

state had not lost its capacity for counterattack. Th •• tat. 

still carrie. out its own logic, to capture and control th. 

proce.. of economic growth and capi tal accuaulation 

(Heilbroner, 1985:94-95). Even in the eye. of liberal., .ach 

nation'. primary political task will be to cope vith th. 

centrifugaI force. of the global economy which te.r at th. 

tie. bindinq citizen together (Reich, 1991:3). Th. function • 
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of the state may vary over time, but one thing is for sure: aa 

long as the state system exists, i t tries to prove i ta 

existence. On the scene of the world trade, the question of 

protectionism carried out by state has become a glaring one in 

recent yeara. 

Tvo clear facts seem contradictory. On the one hand, 

trade ia rapidly expanding; on the other, protectionism ia 

signi!icantly rising. What has happened in the vorld trade 

market? First, bilaterai trade has increased. The U.S. 

Co_erce Department estimates that between 1976 and 1983, 

counter tradelO increased from approximately 2-3' to 25-30' of 

world trade (Goldfield, 1984: ~9) • Second, "aectoral" or 

"liberal protectionism" has increased. For example, prot.ct1ng 

agr icui tural sector has been a lengthy debate in GAT'!" • 

auitilaterai trade n8gotiations. Over the period ot 1979-81, 

Japan ranked first in supporting her agricultural production, 

with an average aub.idy rate of 59.4 percent, tollowed by the 

EC and the United states, with average subaidie. 42.8 and 16 

percent respectively (Secchi, 1990:62-3). Moreover, one ot the 

key debat.s on the Uruguay Round of GATT'. negotiation 

(October 1986 present) is the Ee'. sub.idy on 1t. 

agriculture. li Furthermore, the nev sectorai protectioni •• i. 

10 Counter-trade includes barter arrangement, bilaterai 
clearing accounta, svitch tradinq and compensation (or buy­
back) . 

"It is not easy for EC to abandon their sub.idy on th.ir 
agricultures, becauae decision-makinq is in the hand. ot the 
EC council, which is undoubtedly much more sen.itive ta 
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focusinq on hiqh technoloqical sectors, such as 

telecommunication, space, and computer, beeause high 

technology will determine the world market share of the 

countries. Third, there is a tendency toward managed or 

strateqie trade. By one estimate, the ratio of managed to 

total trad. has inereased sharply from 40' in 1974 ta 48' in 

1980 (Gilpin, 1987: 195). Sy the end of 1980s, even in the 

larCJest "t'ree market" of the world, almost 1/3 ot the standard 

qood. manufactured in the United states by valua, were 

protacted against international competition (Reich, 1991:71). 

As a matter of fact, Most protectionism nov co.a. fro. 

indu.trial countrie. instead of LDCs, simply becau.a ot thair 

do.inant share in the var Id market as wall a. the "boo.erang 

effect" in thosa countries. On the surfaca of the .. rkat, the 

rata of tariff has been decreased through GATT'. negotiation. 

in racent decades (sa. Tabla 5 below). Howevar, tha above 

di.cu •• ion indicate. that the new protection! •• appe.r. _inly 

in the fOrD of non-tariff barriera, such a. export sub.idy, 

quota of import, and barter betwe.n two countri ••• 

It i. not difficult ta provid •• vid.nce to indic.te th. 

rise of protectionism. The subtlety of th. pr.s.nt arCJUllent i. 

that t •• wor14 tra4e .. rtet i. rapi41y ..,a841D9 OD tb. ~.l. 

of rl.iD9 of protectioai... This arCJWI.nt ..... countar­

intui ti v.. Hovever, in ordar to explain the 8up .. rflcl.l 

national interests, particularly thos •• upported by pow.rful 
intar •• t group., al thouqh the Ee Commia.ion vould probably 
like to reduce the subsidy on agriculture (S.ccbi, 1990:"' • 
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contradiction of the rise of protectionism and the expanding 

of the trade market, we have two choices: one choice is to 

assume that market forces greatly surpass the forces of 

protectionism, or that there are other conditions, instead of 

protectionis., which contributed to the rapid growth of the 

market. However, this choice fails to explain why 

protectionis. is rapidly rising even in industrial countries, 

and thereby faila to support the assumption about the negative 

effect of protectionism on the expansion of the world market. 

Our .econd choice is to accept reality: protectionism provid •• 

the condition for the rapid expansion of the world market, 

e.pecially when the hegemony declining. To elaborate thi. 

argument, we need to reconsider the relations of state and 

_arket. 

Aga in, the relations of state and trade are not 

straightforward. For example, taxation on trade i. one of th. 

iaportant source. of state' s revenue. 12 Table 5 .how. that, 

for the year. 1973 and 1988 respectively, the ratio of tariff 

in America wa. 12.8' and 3.9', Germany 12. S'and 5.7', and 

Japan 16.3' and 4.5'. Obviously, the tariff a. one of the 

I~ariff is a complicated question. For one thing, the 
rate of tariff is changad over ti.e. For axample, U.S. tariff 
wa. 11.5', EC 9.St, and Japan 11' in 1973; now aIl have 
chanqed to approximately 6.2' because of GATT' •• ev.ral round 
negotiations (GATT, 1990). For another, th. rat. of tarift 
vari •• for different products. For example in 1989, the rate 
of tariff on aIl agricultural products in Japan i. 14.7', and 
on raw materials is just 1.3'. (Trad. Policy Revi.w, Japan, 
1990) Th.refore, the revenue from tariff only ha. a relative 
•• anin9, and states are probably .ore inter.st.d in the 
indirect benefit fro. tarif! . 
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important sources of the revenue has decreased in the last 

decade. However, this decrease is not the function of market 

but the function of the compromise among states through GATT's 

negotiations. Since imports are a source of state revenue, 

'l'able 5 Ratio of Tariff in Revenue, USA, GeraaDy anel Japaa 

Country 

AIIlerica 
I.port 

Tarift Rate 
Tar iff Income 
Revenue 

(Value in 

1973 

billions of 1987 US 
271. 3 
11.5' 
31.2 

243.9 
Ratio of Tariff in Revenue 12." 

1988 

Dollar) 
599.6 

6.2' 
37.2 

962.6 
3." 

Germany (Value in billions of 1987 Deutsch. Mark) 
I.port 317.8 558.6 

Tariff Rate 9.5' 6.2' 
Taritt Income 30.2 34.6 
Revenue 242.3 609.6 
Ratio of Tariff in Revenue 12.5' 1.7' 

Japan (Value in bIllIon. of 1987 Japan ••• Yen) 
I.port 20985 37283 
Tariff Rate 11.0' 6.2' 
Tariff Income 2308.4 2311.5 
Revenue 14204 51892 
Ratio of Tariff in Revenue l'.l' 4.1' 

The Table Re-Calculated from World Table., 1991 
and Trade Policy Review, GATT, 1990 

the state has reason ta promote them and imposes a hiqh tariff 

rate. However, a hiqh tariff rate not only ha. th. function of 

decreasing imports trom foreiqn C"otJntrie. but also of r.ducinq 

the opportunity to export the domestic products (becaus. of 

the principle of equilibrium). Thi. conflict requir.. that 

states reduce the rate of tariff and pro.ote exports. Wb.n th. 

rate of tariff decreases, the non-tariff barrier. play th. 

major role of protectionism. In brief, state au.t play a 
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balancing game between its imports and exports. The 

functioning of this balancing game shows that the state 

promotes market in one way and Ilmi ts i t in anether. The 

steady expansion of the world market has been contributerl to 

partly by the market force and partly by the state's 

bahaviour. 

The interactions of states and MNCs aIse provide anether 

powerful example to explain states' attitudes toward market. 

First, the relations of MNCs and their home counties are two­

sided. On the one hand, the home states view their 

multinational. as instruments of national policy: maintaininq 

a shara of the world market, diplomatie policy, balane. of 

paya.nt. For example, Germany regarded their MMCs a. a •• an. 

of incr.asing economic ties vi th the Soviet bloc (Appandix 

III. A, Band Appendix IV. A, B). On the ether hand, because 

of the "boomerang effect", some critic. have argued that 

multinational. exported the jobs and should be forcad bath to 

inve.t in the American eeonemy and to limit •• v.r.ly the 

tran.fer of Ameriean teehnology te competitor's econo.ie. 

(Gilpin, 1987:244). Despite differences of home state attitude 

toward MMCs over time, the states function according to their 

own logie, encouraginq free trade for gains and protectinq 

domestic market to avoid lasses. Second, the relations of MMC. 

and host countries are also two-sided. Obviously, the MMC. 

inerea •• the trade dependencyof the host countrie., whieh a.y 

have n.gative political consequences, cultural and social 
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beinqs, environmental problems (such as transferrinq the heavy 

and chemical sunset industries to LDCs) . In some 

circUDIatances, MNCs even destroy the infant industries of host 

countries. In this sense, host countries need protectionism. 

oespite the risk, most states are still willinq to barqain 

vith MNCs, and both state and corporation have proven 

themselves to be remarkably resourceful and versatile in 

dealinq vith one another (Gilpin, 1987:252). Joint ventures 

show the special advantaqes in dealinq the relations betveen 

MMCs and state. The result of this internationalization of 

industrial production has been the creation of a complex web 

of interlockinq relationship amonq nation-states and th. 

vorld'. qiant corporations (ibid. p. 261). In thi. re9ard, th. 

ho st countries also encouraqe fra. trade. Th. double .ided 

attitudes both home and host countries have toward IOfC. int.nd 

to support the arC)UJllent: suceesaful develop.ent etepend. on th. 

soliet alliance of liberalism and nationali... Without 

succesaful nationalism, liberalism May be de.troyeet by .ocial 

revolutions. conversely, without liberalis., .ucee •• rul 

nationalisa viII erod. itself. From the 1911 Revolution to th. 

1978 Refora, China'l development underwent two .taq •• vhich 

could provided examples of both situations. B.fore 1949, th. 

locial1st revolution destroyed the liberal dev.lop •• nt; aft.r 

1949, luceesaful nationalism undermined it. foundation by 

rejectinq liberalisll. It is unquestionabl. that, .ine. 1980 or 

10, fev eountr ies vant to ~isenqaqe tram th. int.rnational 
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market. In this sense, the proteetionism as a part of states' 

behaviour plays a role to smooth the steady growth of the 

world trade. World trade expansion, then, seems to follow a 

circle: Trade Expansion (lower level) •• Proteetionism •• 

Negotiation •• Compromise •• Trade Expansion (higher level). 

Protectionism is, indeed, a necessary condition for the solid 

world trade expansion. 

2) •• v10.al TradiD9 Bloc. a.d GATT 

One ot the important challenges to GATT has been the 

emergenee of reqional trading blocs (Belous and Hartley, 

1990). It is estimated that sorne two-thirds of the increase in 

trad. from 1955 to 1973 is accounted for by 'intra­

continental' trade, specifically, trade within We.tern Europ. 

and vithin North America (RuC)C)ie, 1982 :400) • Th.re i. th ••••• 

tend.ncy in Asia. Intra-Asian exports have increa.ed from 

26.2' in 1984 to 33.1' in 1990, and the importa rro. 23.3' in 

1984 to 31.0' in 1990 (IMF, 1991). In terms of the total world 

trade share, the intra-regional trade has also .xpand.d very 

Tabl •• .bar.. of IDtra-reg10.al Trad. .10.. 1a 
Wor1d •• rcbaadi •• Trade, 1"0 aDd 1'" 

North America 
1980 4.0 
1989 5.3 

EC 
27.1 
31.1 

Asla 
6.5 

10.0 

Total 
37.6 
46.4 

Source: GATT, International Trad. 89-90, Vol. II (1990) 

rapidly (see Table 6). Between 1980 to 1989, and a. a 

proportion of world trad.; intra-North American trad. 

increased from 4' to 5.3t, intra-EC trad. rose fro. 27.1' to 

31.1', and intra-Asia trade grew from 6.5' to lot. Th. thr •• 
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intra-regional trades shared 37.6' of the total world trade in 

1980 and 46.4' in 1989. In other words, almost half of the 

1989 world trade was engaged in intra-regions. If inter-

regional trade is included, three regional trading zones, 

Tabl. 7 Ihar. of the worI4 Trade by Thre. Region. in 1'" 

Export 
Import 

North America 
16' 
19' 

Ee 
44.5' 
43.5' 

Asia 
23.5' 
21' 

Source: GATT, International Trade 89-90 

Total 
84.0' 
83.5' 

North America, EC, and Asia, absolutely dominate the world 

trade market. The three regions shared 84' of the world total 

export and 83.5' of the import in 1989 (Table 7). Besid •• the 

above facts, international traders also contain the perception 

of th. growth of regional trading blocs. In a survey conducted 

by th. National Planning Association, 88' of re.pondent. 

(mostly executives of Fortune 500 corporations) believ. that 

the international trading system is fraqmenting and .bifting 

in the direction of more regional trading bloc. (Belou. and 

Hartley, 1990: 5) . 

GATT's operation has been basad on two pr .. i.e.: 

liberalism and the hegemony of the United state.. Th ••• two 

foundations go hand-in-hand, with one change nece •• arily 

affecting another. In this sense, HST is right: the cleeline of 

the hegemony is tbreatening the "hegemonie liberali •• ". Their 

mistaka consists in regarding hegemonic stability a. th. be.t, 

even the only, way to maintain liberal international orcier, 

ignoring the alternative, "embedded liberalism" on th. basia 
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of power balance. The key principle behind the GATT system 19 

nondiscrimination. However, the formation of regional trading 

blocs moves trade on the basis of discrimination or 

preference. As a result, economic liberalism may increase 

within a reqional trading bloc while, conversely, economic 

nationalism May become a stronger force outside the bloc. 

Belous and Hartley (1990) believe that GATT is the best choice 

and regional trading bloc is the second best choiee (p.7). It 

seems ta me, the question raised in the previous chapter re­

amerges in this part in a broader context: the world trade 

expansion is on the condition of rising of protectionism. 

Ragional trading blocs May become a bridge between nationalism 

and GATT. The eroding of the foundations of GATT's op.ration 

(liberalism and the hegemony) urges the establishaant of tha 

bridC)e: the regional trading blocs. The formation of the 

"embedded liberalism" on the basis of power balanca, or tha 

alliance of liberalism and nationalis., is takan two steps: 

protectionism is extended from the nation-stata to reC)ional 

blocs, while, the principle of the "free trada" is extended 

from domestic market to the regional tradinC) bloc •• 

In eontrast to hegemonie liberalism, tha new .lDbedded 

liberalism eould have more solid foundations: Firstly, it is 

ba.ed on the balance of powerJ, and thu9 take. advantage of 

interdependence. Secondly, the interaction of th. world •• rket 

and state intervention is forming the allianc. of liberali •• 

and nationalisme Thirclly, the formation of the regional 
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trading blocs takes a solid step toward universal liberalism . 

(The details of this solid foundations will be further 

explored in the next chapter). 

V. Rise and Fan of Trading States 

This fifth chapter reports the empirical analyses of 

international trade relations. Network and correlation 

analyses show three basic patterns of the world trad. flowa: 

North-North, South-North, and South-South. Rankinq and trad. 

balance analyses are also reported which reveal the rise and 

fall of trading states. The last part of thi. chapter explore. 

the conditions for successful competition in the world aarket. 

1. Thr.e ••• ic •• tterD. of th. World Trade .10 •• 

A. Major Tr.de .10.: North ver.ua North 

The first pattern of trade flow ia North versus North, 

which is detected by the clique analysi •• The di.tribution of 

cliques is one of the indicators of structural characteristics 

of a network. A clique is a set of actora in a network who are 

connected to one another by strong relations (Burt, 1982:37). 

In this project, a clique means that at least thr •• actora are 

engaged in trading at the same trading level, eith.r 5' or 10' 

of th.ir own total trade values (see Appendixes III. and IV.). 

The trading cliques are found by usinq MacEvoy ancl Fre_an'. 

UCINET of 1991 version Ca network analysis software) on th. 

trade network.. The clique analy.i. (Table 8) rev •• l. four 
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important facts: Firstly, the domination of the world trade 

market by united States, Germany, and Japan suggested by other 

analysis (see above) is further supported by the trade clique 

analysis. Almost all cliques are invol ved in trade vi th the se 

three strong powers between 1978 and 1990 (Appendix III. and 

IV.). For instance, at the 5\ trading level, US shared 143 

cliques in 1978 and 112 in 1990, Germany 112 and 118, and 

Japan 63 and 68 respectively. At the 10\ trading level, US 

'&1»1 •• Tbe Ihmber of Clique. the Tbree Power. are IDvolved in 

Year 

Trading Leve 1 

Total Number of 
Cliques 

1978 

5\ 

198 

Invol vement 
US 

of the countries 
143 

Germany 
Japan 

US and Japan 
US and Germany 
Japan and Germany 

112 
63 

46 
81 

o 

10' 

77 

40 
28 
28 

21 
o 
o 

Sa. also Appendix III. and IV 

1990 

172 

112 
118 

68 

50 
70 
37 

10' 

64 

27 
31 
21 

15 
o 
o 

shared 40 cliques in 1978 and 27 in 1990, Germany 28 and 31, 

Japan 28 and 21 respecti vely. Secondly, the domination ot the 

proportion by the three strong powers has subtly changed 

bacaua. of competition. For instance, US and Japan were 

jointly involved in 46 cliques in 1978 and 50 in 1990; US and 

Germany 81 in 1978 and 70 in 1990 respectivaly. Japan and 

Germany were nct mutually involved in 1978 but wer. in 1990 

(37 cliques). As a whole, the US decreased its shara of world 

52 



• 

• 

trading cliques for both trading levels during the period, 

vhil., Germany increased its share in both trading levels, 

Japan increased i ts share at the 5% trading level and 

decreased its share at lot trading leveI. Thirdly" competition 

among the three powers took the fom of state macro­

strategies. The involvement of cliques of the three powers 

sUCJCJeats that at the st trading level, Germany decreased its 

competition vith US (from 81 clique involvement. to 70), 

hovever, Japan increased its competition vith both US (tram 46 

ta 50) and Germany (from 0 to 37). At the lOt trading level in 

bath 1978 and 1990, Germany show an apparent macro-trading 

strategy, ne ver competing with either us or Japan (1. e., zero 

involvement) • Germany'a trading partners have been 

coneentrated in Europe including Soviet Union and sastern 

Bloc. For example, at lot level in 1990, aermany sharecl 31 

cliques 15 of which involved European nation., 6 the Soviet 

Union, 7 Afr iea, and 3 the Middle East. 8y contra.t, Japan tor 

the same year shared just 21 cliques, in which 15 co.pltecl 

vith the United States, the remainders were concentrated in 

Asia (4 cliques). In thi. sen.e, JarJan ha. more co.petition 

vith America than does Germany. The US was heavily involved in 

competition in Western Europe and Asia, and carried out it. 

Cold War policy, littl. involved vith the Eastern Bloc. Por 

example, at the lOt trading leve! in 1990, the United stat •• 

had 27 cliques, 10 of which vere in Asia, and 4 in South 

America. The remainders vere divided allong difterent 
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continents • 

In brief, althouqh the basic world trade structure has 

not changed substantiaIIy sinee 1978, the significant change 

in the .bare of tbe tradinq clique. among the three strong 

powera and their different trading strategies in the bst 

decade have subtly aitered the international trading 

relations. Furthermore, this change indicates that the 

hegemony of the United states in the worlà trade market has 

b.en mainly challenged by Germany and Japan not by the Third 

World as Krasner (1985) suggests. Tbe tra •• f10. of .ortla 

.er.ua .ortla i. a qu •• tion of wbo vill be able to aoapete for 

tlae doainatioD of tlae vorld trad. urket tbrouC)1a "Dipulat1D9 

.. rt.t forc. and atate po.er. Aithough the evidenc. of th. 

clique analysis in this project ls not strong enough, it tend. 

to support the conclusion that the winners have adopted the 

macro-trading strategies to reinforce their capabl1ity to 

co.pete in the world trade market. As 1 will show below, the 

same mechanis. also can be used to expIa in the rise and fall 

of other nation-states in the world trade market. 

B. D.peD4eDt 'Ira.. r10w: 80utla ver.u. Morth 

The second pattern of trade flow is South versua North, 

which is detected by the centrality analysia (see Appandix, 

III. C, D and IV. C, 0). Centrality describe. inequallty in 

the extent to which actors are involved in relation. (Burt, 

1982). Freeman (1979) provides a formula to calculata tha 

centrality of a network: 
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Centrality = :EJ (C ... - CJ)/(N-2) 

where C.u 1s the highest centrality observed in the network, 

C
J 

is the total degree of centrality for each actor 1 and N is 

the number of total cases. In our case, because the network i5 

asymmetrical, the column sums do not equal row sums. 

Tharetore, we have row sum (out-deqree) and column sum (in­

degree). In the case of the row sum, th. formula of 

calculation ia the same to the column one but change th. 

column to row. It this equatian equals 1, then a syste. i. 

completely centralized; if it equals 0, then actors are 

equally involved in relations. 

The centrality analysis suggests several things: Firstly, 

network centralization ia hiqh in terms of in-degree (th. 

total aUlll of each column). At th. 5' trading level, th. 

centrality is 77.4' for 1978 and 71.8' for 1990; at 10' 

tradinq level, it is 55.1' for 1978 and 50.5' for 1990. 

contrarily, the centrality is low in terme of out-deqree (th. 

total aum of each row). At the 5' trading level, th. 

centrality is 4.1' in 1978 and 5.2' in 1990; at the 10' 

tradinq level, the centrality is 1.8' in 1978 and 2.9' in 

1990. 

The higher percentage for in-degree indicates that th. 

network i. highly centralized, especially at the 5' trading 

level (77.4' in 1978 and 71.8' in 1990). Thi. i. a siqniticant 

indicator of the trade dependency becauaa it show. that trad. 

relations have not been equally distributed. In other word., 
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the trade of LDCs depends on developed countr ies , or South 

dependa on North. For example, the United States was engaged 

in trade with 86 countries in 1978 at 5% trading level of LDes 

and other developed countries; however, only three countries 

reached 5' trading level with the United states because of its 

huge trade values. The same trend occurs in the cases of 

Germany, Japan and other large developed countries (Appendix 

III. and IV.). Seeondly, although there is no ditference 

between in-degree and out degree aeeording ta the mean 

(beeause the number of 15 and Os in one matrix are fixed), the 

standard deviation and variance show that the differeneell 

between in-degree and out-degree are great. For exa.ple, at 

the 5' trading level, the standard deviation is 1.65 of out­

d.qrae and 13.5 of in-degree, and tha standard deviation i. 

2.71 of out-degree and 182.21 of in-dagrea in 1990. The •• 

nuaber. al.o refleet the huge trading distance betveen LOC. 

and the developad eountries, as well as the dependeney of th. 

former on the latter. ~he trade flo. of 80utb ver •••• ortb i. 

a _tter of bo •• ucce •• fully LOC. co.pete iD the tepeade.t 

.orld trad. _rltet. Beeause of trade dependency, LOCs are .or. 

vulnerable than countries of the North; tharefore, fore.d 

development is essential for their sueeass.s. Unfortunately, 

not all LDCs have an equal chance ta sueeessfully coabin. 

liberalia. and nationalism, this leading to the ri •• and fall 

of trading states. 

c. .ealt Trade Plo.: 80utb ver.u. Soutb 
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The third pattern of trade flow is South versus South • 

Earlier, the clique analysis indicated that the trade flow of 

South versus South is indeed weak because few trade cliques 

are formed exclusively by LDCs (Appendix III and IV). 

Conventional wisdom explains such a weak trade flow in terms 

of their similar trade structures. In order to examine their 

trade structure, a corre: ltion analysis is introduced. Twenty 

LOCs are selected as variables and their export values (for 

1987) of the two-digit Standard International Trad. 

Classification (SITe) includinq 99 products Cauch a. lIeat, 

petroleum, chemicals, iron, road vehicle., telecoJUlunication 

and sound equipaent) are used as observations. In our sallple: 

Total Number of Correlations-N (N-1) /2-20*19/2-190. 

If we set a correlation coeff icient of 0.7 aa the standard or 

the similarity of trade structure, Il there are 13 correlation. 

above 0.7 and 177 correlations below it (Table 9). Thu., the 

re.ults of the correlation analysia do not confira the 

conventional wi.doll. Most of the export structure or South 

countries are dissimilar. The comparative advantaq. ba.ed on 

different export structures does existe Why, then, is the 

trade flow so weak in South countrias? The po •• ible 

l:Jtrhe rationale of this standard is that the US, Japan, 
and Germany, all show their correlations of export structure 
above 0.7. 

Correlations 
US-JAPAN 0.7419 
US-GERMANY 0.7454 
GERMANY-JAPAN 0.8940 
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• explanations are: ( 1) the difference in North-South trade 

structure is greater than that of South-South, making South-

Tôle , correlation. of Export structur. of South couDtri •• 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
Correlations YUGOSL CHINA BRAZIL INDIA KOREA HK 
1 YUGOSLAV 1.0000 0.2680 0.6616 0.2440 0.2468 0.2547 
2 CHINA 0.2680 1. 0000 0.2203 0.6543 0.5720 0.6349 
3 BRAZIL 0.6616 0.2203 1.0000 0.3103 O. 'l720 0.0376 
4 INOIA 0.2440 0.6543 0.3103 1. 0000 0.4977 0.5507 
5 KOREA 0.2468 0.5720 0.0720 0.4977 1.0000 0.8719 
6 HONG KON 0.2547 0.6349 0.0376 0.5507 0.8719 1. 0000 
7 EGYPT 0.1757 0.8085 0.2274 0.4121 0.2240 0.2257 
8 SINGAPOR 0.0790 0.4026 0.1149 0.1902 0.5241 0.4025 
9 MEXICO 0.2752 0.4686 0.3711 0.1829 0.0456 -0.0076 
10 VENEZUEL 0.0525 0.4506 0.1615 0.1246 0.0340 -0.0217 
11 SAUDI AR 0.0331 0.4482 0.1422 0.1202 0.0286 -0.0214 
12 MALAYSIA 0.0456 0.0858 0.0227 0.1054 0.3086 0.2588 
13 CZECHOSL 0.4744 0.1583 0.2555 0.1875 0.3739 0.2313 
14 INDONESI 0.0795 0.5005 0.2426 0.2267 0.0886 0.0556 
15 THAlLAND 0.0163 0.1384 -0.0093 0.1898 0.4464 0.3845 
16 TURJ(EY 0.3390 0.7000 0.1787 0.6305 0.6277 0.7171 
17 POLAND 0.4488 0.2698 0.2529 0.1906 0.4019 0.2684 
18 ARGETINA 0.1653 0.2113 0.2291 0.1997 0.0840 0.0154 
19 CHILE 0.2604 0.0750 0.2956 0.0565 -0.0170 -0.0106 
20 PHILIPPI 0.1623 0.3507 0.2123 0.3239 0.5030 0.4957 

(continuation of Tabla 9) 
7 8 9 10 11 12 

Correlations EGYPT SINGAPO MEXICO VENEZUE SAUDI A MLYSIA 
1 YUGOSLAV 0.1757 0.0790 0.2752 0.0525 0.033ï 0.0456 
2 CHINA 0.8085 0.4026 0.4686 0.4506 0.4482 0.0858 
3 BRAZIL 0.2274 0.1149 0.3711 0.1615 0.1422 0.0227 
4 INOIA 0.4121 0.1902 0.1829 0.1246 0.1202 0.1054 
5 KOREA 0.2240 0.5241 0.0456 0.0340 0.0286 0.3086 
5 HONG KON 0.2257 0.4025 -0.0076 -0.0217 -0.0214 0.2588 
7 EGYPT 1. 0000 O. 4772 0.7528 0.7597 0.7502 -0.0020 
8 SINGAPOR 0.4772 1.0000 0.5702 0.5909 0.5934 0.3837 
9 MEXICO 0.7528 0.5702 1.0000 0.9523 0.9491 -0.0380 
10 VENEZUEL 0.7597 0.5909 0.9523 1.0000 0.9967 -0.0297 
11 SAUDI AR 0.7502 0.5934 0.9491 0.9967 1.0000 -0.0340 
12 MALAYSIA -0.0020 0.3837 -0.0380 -0.0297 -0.0340 1.0000 
13 CZECHOSL 0.0678 0.2406 0.0902 0.0297 0.0258 0.0658 
14 INDONESI 0.7411 0.5808 0.8932 0.9257 0.9215 0.0885 
15 THAlLAND 0.0318 0.5015 -0.0133 -0.0213 -0.0213 0.5801 
16 TtJR1(EY 0.3918 0.1829 0.1093 0.0531 0.0536 0.1103 
17 POLAND 0.1310 0.2482 0.0870 0.0196 -0.0006 0.1753 
18 ARGETINA 0.1512 0.0342 0.0709 0.0443 0.0407 0.0487 
19 CHILE 0.1665 0.0041 0.0778 0.0342 0.0175 0.0766 

• 20 PHILIPPI 0.1738 0.3666 0.1046 0.0588 0.0485 0.5378 
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(continuation of Table 9) 
13 14 15 16 17 

correlations CZECHOS INDONES THAILND TURl<EY POLAND 

1 YUGOSLAV 0.4744 0.0795 0.0163 0.3390 0.4488 

2 CHINA 0.1583 0.5005 0.1384 0.7000 0.2698 

3 BRAZIL 0.2555 0.2426 -0.0093 0.1787 0.2529 

4 INDIA 0.1875 0.2267 0.1898 0.6305 0.1906 
5 I<OREA 0.3739 0.0886 0.4464 0.6277 0.4019 
6 HONG KON 0.2313 0.0556 0.3845 0.7171 0.2684 
7 EGYPT 0.0678 0.7411 0.0:318 0.3918 0.1310 
8 SINGAPOR 0.21.06 0.5808 0.5015 0.1829 0.2482 
9 MEXICO 0.0902 0.8932 -0.0133 0.1093 0.0870 
10 VENEZUEL 0.0297 0.9257 -0.0213 0.0531 0.0196 
11 SAUDI AR 0.0258 0.9215 -0.0213 0.0536 0.0006 
12 MALAYSIA 0.0658 0.0885 0.5801 0.1103 0.1753 
13 CZECHOSL 1. 0000 0.0228 0.1256 0.2366 0.5785 
14 ItIDONESI 0.0228 1.0000 0.0091 0.1395 0.0249 
15 THAlLAND 0.1256 0.0091 1.0000 0.2452 0.2448 
16 TURXEY 0.2366 0.1395 0.2452 1.0000 0.3119 
17 POLAND 0.5785 0.0249 0.2448 0.3119 1.0000 
18 ARGETINA 0.0947 0.0496 0.1100 0.1901 0.1'123 
19 CHILE -0.0571 0.0619 0.0242 0.1411 0.2468 
20 PHILIPPI 0.0845 0.1810 0.6346 0.5476 0.2716 

(continuation of Table 9) 

Correlations 
1 YUGOSLAV 
2 CHINA 
3 BRAZIL 
4 INOIA 
5 I<OREA 
6 HONG KON 
7 EGYPT 
8 SINGAPOR 
9 MEXICO 
10 VENEZUEL 
11 SAUDI AR 
12 MALAYSIA 
13 CZECHOSL 
14 INDONESI 
15 THAILANO 
16 TURXEY 
17 POLANO 
18 ARGETINA 
19 CHILE 
20 PHILIPPI 

19 
CHILE 

0.2604 
0.0750 
0.2956 
0.0565 

-0.0170 
-0.0106 

0.1665 
-0.0041 

0.0778 
0.0342 

-0.0175 
0.0766 

-0.0571 
0.0619 
0.0242 
0.1411 
0.2468 
0.1285 
1.0000 
0.3793 

20 
PHLPIN 

0.1623 
0.3507 
0.2123 
0.3239 
0.5030 
0.4957 
0.1738 
0.3666 
0.1046 
0.0588 
0.0485 
0.5378 
0.0845 
0.1810 
0.6346 
0.5476 
0.2716 
0.3285 
0.3793 
1.0000 
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18 
ARGTINA 

0.1653 
0.2113 
0.2291 
0.1997 
0.0840 
0.0154 
0.1512 
0.0342 
0.0709 
0.0443 
0.0407 
0.0487 
0.0947 
0.0496 
0.1100 
0.1901 
0.1723 
1.0000 
0.1285 
0.3285 
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North trade more attractive than South-South trade; (2) the 

weale eeonomies of South are urging to prote ct their infant 

industries and competition in the South for the North market 

likely malees LOCs ignore the South market; and (3) North 

countries even help LOCs to carry out the protectionist trade 

policy in order to gain their monopoly advantage (Maxf ield and 

Nolt, 1990). Th ••• ak tracS. flov ·~f Soutb v.r.u. soutb and 

th.ir pot.ntial eoaparativ. advalltaq •• ay provid. allotb.r patb 

of d • .,.lop •• Dt. for LDC. b •• id.. tb. Borth .arket, vhieh 

requir •• adju.t.iDq t.h. trad •• trat.qy of LOC. throuqb th • 

• t.at.' ... ero t.rad. policy. However, though the three basic 

patt.rns of the world trade flows raise different question. 

and have different impacts on the world trad. lIlark.t, th • 

• uce..... of th. tradinq states are really det.r.ined by an 

organie cOlllbination of liberalism and nationali.lIl. 

J. Tb. al •• aDd .all of .at.ion-stat •• 
iD tbe .orld Trad. Market 

The dynamies of the world trade market allow nation-

states to rise and fall in rank over time. On thi. basl., and 

for any given time period, we May ~istinguish three typa. of 

eountri.s: tho •• whose ranks do not change; tho •• who •• rank. 

ri •• ; and those whose ranks fall. For the period 1978-1990, 

tvelve countries did not experienee a rank change in their 

tradinq position (Table 10 A.). However, only nin. countrie. 

can leqitillately be sa id ta have had stable position. because 

of their strong 
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Rank 
Change 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Table 10 
.aDking of World Trading Partnera 

A. countrie. vith stable Rank 

Rank 
1978 1990 COUNTRY 

1 1 UNITED STATES 
2 2 W. GERMAN 
3 3 JAPAN 
4 4 FRANCE 
5 5 UK 
6 6 ITALY 
7 7 NETHERLANOS 
8 8 CANADA 
9 9 BELGIUM 

36 36 UNITED ARA8 
33 33 YUGOSLAVIA 
55 55 COLOMBIA 

1978 
Total Trade 
332812 
258585 
176007 
154384 
142900 
112541 
103874 

92892 
91316 
15164 
16220 

5971 

1990 
Values 
912830 
742462 
541501 
437838 
393686 
348121 
261179 
243829 
235418 

30904 
37389 
12461 

status in the world trade market during last decade. The 

unchanged positions of Colombia, Yugoslavia, and th. united 

Arab may be due to chance. 

Fifty countries have raised their ranka during 1978-1990 

(Table 10, 8.). Positive rank changes range from a high of 28 

(Liberia) to a low of 1 (Cameroon, Finland, Bahrain, and 

switzerland). They show several features: Fir.tly, .oat of 

these countries (42 out of 50) are LOCs. Thi. figure al.o 

suggests that LOCs are competing with each other for a share 

of the trade dependency (the market in advanced countri •• ). 

Secondly, signif icant progress was made by th. larq. LOC., 

such as China (13 points), Mexico (12 points), and India (7 

points). Thirdly, the distribution of these countrie. ia not 

equal with respect to regions. Of the countrie. which rai •• d 

their ranks, sixteen are Asian, eiqht are African, thirteen 

are European, eight are South American, 
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• Table 10 ( continued) 

Rankinq of Wor14 Tradinq Partnera 

B. countri •• vith Positive Rank Chang •• 

Rank Rank 1978 1990 
Change 1978 1990 COUNTRY Total Trade Values 

28 89 61 LIBERIA 1425 6498 
24 87 63 ANGOLA 1572 5793 
24 106 82 MACAO 563 3580 
20 54 34 TURKEY 6967 34869 
19 46 27 THAILAND 9400 56628 
19 51 32 PORTUGAL 7666 41978 
16 83 67 SRI LANKA 1773 4877 
15 95 80 CYPRUS 1230 3591 
15 39 24 MALAYSIA 14859 62610 
15 81 66 BANGLADESH 1797 4982 
14 100 86 MALTA 902 3206 
13 43 30 IRELAND 12887 43769 
13 25 12 CHINA 20242 138802 
12 34 22 MEXICO 15921 73033 
11 108 97 ZIMBABWE 56 2189 
11 69 58 TUNISIA 2849 8922 
11 71 60 OMAN 2726 7915 
10 86 76 DOMINICAN R. 1575 4044 

9 24 15 TAIWAN 21608 118942 
9 49 40 ISRAEL 8518 25217 
9 93 84 ICELAND 1309 3373 
9 27 18 SINGAPORE 19761 104012 
8 101 93 MAURITIUS 789 2809 
8 21 13 HONGKONG 24057 137004 
8 91 83 URUGUAY 1382 3435 
7 50 43 CZECHOSLOVAKIA 8214 22992 
7 38 31 INDIA 14962 43196 
6 96 90 YEMEN ARAS R 1227 2947 
6 60 54 PAKISTAN 4667 12529 
6 20 14 KOREA 26380 123205 
6 53 47 NEW ZEALAND 7317 19150 
6 44 38 GREECE 11886 29015 
5 84 79 JORDAN 1665 3632 
5 104 99 REUNION 686 2111 
5 42 37 POLAND 13757 29442 
5 67 62 PERU 3184 6342 
4 77 73 BRUNEI 2012 4133 
4 56 52 CHILE 5534 16129 
4 78 74 COSTA RICA 1914 4116 
4 68 64 BULGARIA 2951 5718 
4 48 44 PHILIPPINES 9037 22600 
4 15 11 SPAIN 32618 140124 
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Table 10, B . ( continued) 
4 76 72 CUBA 2070 4434 
3 59 56 MOROCCO 4687 12036 
2 98 96 VIET NAM 1131 2351 
1 79 78 CAMEROON 1898 3636 
1 29 28 FINLAND 17102 54908 
1 66 65 BAHRAIN 3194 5299 
1 11 10 SWITZERLAND 49531 141837 
1 105 104 MARTINIQUE 609 1789 

five are Middle Eastern.!4 During this period, Asia has indeed 

shown its striking growth of trade. Fourthly, some of 

countries show excellent performance in the world trade 

market. For example, China moved its position from 25th in 

1971 ~o 12th in 1990, Taiwan trom 24th to 15th, Hong Kong trom 

2lst to l3th, I<orea from 20th to l4th, and Singapore trom 27th 

to 1lth. Obviously, a strong state plus market economy and 

export-led growth strategy are the most important rea.on. to 

contribute to the growth of those countries (Hong Kong ia an 

exceptional case). Although some small countri •• gainad more 

than these countries in terms of their rank (such as Liberia'. 

28 points, and Angola 24 points) ~ countries within the top 20 

have a significant impact on the world trade market because 

they have huge trading values. 

Finally, tort y-six countries experienced downward 

movement in the world trade market between 1978 and 1990 

(Table 10, C.). The MoSt striking cases are Iran (trom 13th to 

35th), Saudi Arab (from lOth to 21st) , Brazil (tro. l8th to 

14For the purpose of this regional comparison, New Zealand 
is considered as an Asian country and Mexico is categorized a. 
a South American country • 
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26th), and Soviet Union (from 12th to 17th). Roughly .... t-·>aking, 

there are three types of deeline: (1) eountr ies whieh 'w~' ~ 

involved in war during this period tend to decline - for 

example, Iraq, Iran, Lebanon, Kuwait, aIl involved in war in 

the Middle East. 15 (2) eountries undergoing rapid social 

Table 10 (continued) 

.ankinq of Wor14 Tra4inq Partnera 

c. Countri •• vith •• qative Rank chanq •• 

Rank Rank 1978 1990 
Change 1978 1990 COUNTRY Total Trade Values 

-1 102 103 PARAGUAY 772 2004 
-1 80 81 PANAMA 1887 3586 
-1 107 108 BURUNDI 171 262 
-1 28 29 INDONESIA 18815 48692 
-2 17 19 AUSTRIA 28136 91148 
-2 23 25 NORWAY 22300 59948 
-2 47 49 EGYPT 9073 17854 
-2 14 16 SWEDEN 42086 111454 
-3 65 68 ECUADOR 3239 4828 
-3 103 106 MOZAMBIQUE 706 1212 
-3 99 102 AFGHANISTAN 1004 2021 
-3 92 95 PAPUA N. GUINEA 1348 2429 
-4 16 20 AUSTRALIA 29986 80770 
-4 19 23 DENMARK 26421 65011 
-5 41 46 HUNGARY 14117 19350 
-5 12 17 SOVIET UNION 44873 106862 
-5 82 87 JAMAICA 1777 3199 
-5 45 50 ARGENT l NA 10844 17628 
-5 64 69 QATAR 3573 4823 
-7 63 70 SYRIAN 3575 4812 
-7 52 59 E.GERMAN 7327 7964 
-7 35 42 ALGERIA 15194 23408 
-8 31 39 SOUTH AFRICA 16901 27427 

UThe cited eountries also have no solid foundation of 
development, sinee oil resources and the rise of ail prie •• 
helped them rise in the world trade market. In thi ••• n •• , 
their declines also were contributed to by the vulnerability 
of their nation-states and eeonomies . 
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-8 
-8 
-8 

-11 
-12 
-13 
-13 
-13 
-14 
-14 
-14 
-15 
-15 
-17 
-17 
-18 
-19 
-20 
-21 
-21 
-22 
-23 
-30 

18 
90 
97 
10 
73 
88 
94 
58 
74 
37 
61 
85 
26 
72 
40 
30 
75 
57 
32 
70 
13 
22 
62 

Table 10, C. (continued) 
26 BRAZIL 
98 HONDURAS 

105 BOLIVIA 
21 SAUDI ARABIA 
85 KENYA 

101 ZAMBIA 
107 NICARAGUA 
71 COTE D'LVOIRE 
88 GUATEMALA 
51 LIBYA 
75 BAHAMAS, THE 

100 NORTH KOREA 
41 VENEZUELA 
89 ZAIRE 
57 KUWAIT 
48 IRAQ 
94 GHANA 
77 NETHERLANDS ANTILLES 
53 ROMANIA 
91 LEBANON 
35 IRAN, I.R. OF 
45 NIGERIA 
92 TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO 

27701 
1389 
1213 

60886 
2515 
1461 
1260 
4898 
2266 

15119 
4656 
1602 

20125 
2697 

14475 
16995 
2121 
5318 

16548 
2820 

43537 
23186 
3669 

58532 
2175 
1537 

76982 
3370 
2077 
751 

4760 
3148 

17253 
4073 
2092 

23932 
3075 

11486 
17987 

2676 
3688 

15064 
2883 

30935 
19884 
2819 

change tend to deeline. The transformation of .ociali.. in 

Soviet Union (falling 12th to 17th) and Eastern Europe 

(Hungary talling from 41st to 46th, East Germany fro. 52nd to 

59th, and Romania from 32nd to 53th) are exa.ple. of this 

pattern ot decline. Such rapid social revolution. de.troyed 

the old social and economie orders, but were unable to set up 

new one immediateIy. (3) the hiqhly indebted countri •• also 

tend to decline - su ch as Arqentina (trom 45th to 50th), 

Brazil (irom 18th to 26th), Venezuela (trom 26th to 41st), 

Nigeria (trom 22nd to 45th), Bolivia (from 97th to 105th), and 

Cote D'Lvoire (from 58th to 71st). In sum, eountrie. involved 

in war may be not able to deve10p the effective market, 

because economic aeti vi ties must be subordinated to the 
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nation-state's goals of the war. Socia1ist states carry out 

planned economies against market forces, i. e., against the 

economic liberalism. High1y indebted countries borrowed money 

from foreign countries, but did not effective1y invest it in 

production, in consequence, led those countr ies unab1e to pay 

the money back. AlI types of decline, at root, are the 

confrontation of 1ibera1ism and nationalism in one way or 

another. 

3. ..1aDc. of bporta aDd I.porta 

A rough balance of export and import in a long run is a 

basic requirement for trading countries, as weIl as for the 

world trade order in general. In terms of finance, this is a 

question of balance of payment. Plotting world export and 

,igur. 1. 

150000 

E 
X 100000 
p 
0 
R 
T 

50000-

0 

1 

1 

Plot or Wor14 Trad. in 197. 
(in million US dollars) 

1 1 1 1 1 1 
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1 Japan 

11 
1 

1 1 
1 

1 
121 

AC61 
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1 
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o 50000 100000 150000 
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Figure 1. (continued) 
Rank Country Total Export Import 

183299.38 
120771.47 
79082.25 
79947.91 
74761.60 
55713.60 
53473.93 
43562.76 
48570.22 
19719.57 
23738.93 
23326.00 
19448.00 
20127.07 
18397.27 
13922.90 
15921. 00 
14901. 58 
14639.00 
14888.53 
13292.70 
12389.00 
11355.00 
10088.50 
10022.30 

1 UNITED STATE 332812.19 149512.81 
2 W • GERMAN 2 58585 • 13 13 78 13 • 6 6 
3 JAPAN 176007.31 96925.06 
4 FRANCE 154384 • 11 74436 . 2 0 
SUI( 142899.75 68138.15 
6 ITALY 112541. 25 56827.65 
7 NETHERLANDS 103873.73 50399.80 
8 CANADA 92891. 67 49328 • 91 
9 BELGIUM 91315.75 42745.53 

10 SAUDI ARABIA 60885.56 41165.99 
11 SWITZERLAND 49530.50 25791. 57 
12 SOVIET UNION 44873.15 21547.15 
13 IRAN, I.R. 0 43537.22 24089.22 
14 SWEDEN 42085.72 21958.65 
15 SPAIN 32618.33 14221. 06 
16 AUSTRALIA 29985.73 16062.83 
17 AUSTRIA 28135.54 12214.54 
18 BRAZIL 27700.88 12799.30 
19DENMARK 26421.31 11782.31 
20 KOREA 26379.69 11491.16 
21 HONGKONG 24056.50 10763.80 
22 NIGERIA 23185.78 10796.78 
23 NORWAY 22300.49 10945.49 
24 TAIWAN 21608.23 11519.73 
25 CHINA 20241.53 10219.23 

l'iqure 2. Plot of Wor14 Trad. in 1"0 

450000 
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X 300000 
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Balance 
-33786.57 
17042.19 
17842.81 
-5511. 71 
-6623.45 
1114.05 

-3074.13 
5766.15 

-5824.69 
21446.42 
2052.64 

-1778.85 
4641.22 
1831. 58 

-4176.21 
2139.93 

-3706.46 
-2102.28 
-2856.69 
-3397.37 
-2528.90 
-1592.22 
-409.51 
1431.23 

196.93 
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Figure 2. (continued) 
Rank Country Total Export 

1 UNITED STATE 912830.20 399020.20 
2 W. GERMAN 742461.54 397311.54 
3 JAPAN 541501.08 307414.08 
4 FRANCE 437837.97 212214.97 
5 OK 393686.48 173260.48 
6 ITALY 348120.65 167895.65 
7 NETHERLANDS 261178 . 65 135840 . 65 
8 CANADA 243828.96 129054.96 
9 BELGIUM 235417.74 116811. 74 

10 SWITZERLAND 141837.19 73152.19 
11 SPAIN 140123.50 53843.50 
12 CHINA 138801.68 87044.68 
13 HONGKONG 137004.17 54634.17 
14 KOREA 123205.09 59051.09 
15 TAIWAN 118942.06 69656.30 
16 SWEDEN 111454.21 58146.21 
17 SOVIET UNION 106861.90 46970.90 
18 SINGAPORE 104011. 63 43729.63 
19 AUSTRIA 91147.86 41925.86 
20 AUSTRALIA 80770.46 41869.46 
21 SAUDI ARABIA 76981.74 50048.74 
22 MEXICO 73032.81 40551.81 
23 DENMARK 65010.61 34011. 61 
24 MALAYSIA 62610.06 33896.06 
25 NORWAY 59947 • 85 33575 • 85 

Import 
513810.00 
345150.00 
234087.00 
225623.00 
220426.00 
180225.00 
125338.00 
114774.00 
118606.00 

68685.00 
86280.00 
51757.00 
82370.00 
64154.00 
49285.76 
53308.00 
59891.00 
60282.00 
49222.00 
38901.00 
26933.00 
32481.00 
30999.00 
28714.00 
26372.00 

Balance 
-114789.80 

52161. 54 
73327.08 

-13408.03 
-47165.52 
-12329.35 

10502.65 
14280.96 
-1794.26 
4467.19 

-32436.50 
35287.68 

-27735.83 
-5102.91 
20370.54 
4838.21 

-12920.10 
-16552.37 

-7296.14 
2968.46 

23115.74 
8070.81 
3012.61 
5182.06 
7203.85 

import in 1978 and 1990 (Figures 1 and 2) shows that aIl 

countries closely follow the balance line of export and 

import, except the United states, Germany and Japan, which run 

Tab1. 11 
Trad. Balanc. ADaly.ia 
(In Million US Dollars) 

A. countrie. RUDDinq Trad. Deficit. (1"0) 

Rank Country 
1978 1990 

1 ~ UNITED STATES 
2 2 UK 
6 3 SPAIN 

15 4 HONGKONG 
3 5 SINGAPORE 
5 6 FRANCE 

Value 
1978 

-33787 
-6623 
-4176 
-2529 
-6047 
-5512 

68 

, Value 
1990 

26.3'-114790 
5.2' -47166 
3.3' -32437 
2.0' -27736 
4.7' -16552 
4.3' -13408 

30.3~ 
12.5' 
8.6' 
7.3' 
4.4' 
3.5' 



• Table Il, A. ( continued) 
19 7 SOVIET UNION -1779 1.4% -12920 3.4% 
22 8 ITALY 1114 0.9% -12329 3.3' 

9 9 GREEeE -3630 2.8% -10221 2.7% 
26 10 THAILAND -1202 0.9% -9592 2.5% 
14 Il PORTUGAL -2666 2. a -7911 2.1% 

8 12 AUSTRIA -3706 2.9% -7296 1.9% 
7 13 EGYPT -3832 3.0% -6995 1.8' 

16 14 TtJRl(EY -2150 1.7% -6232 1.6% 
11 15 KOREA -3397 2.6% -5103 1.3% 
36 16 ROMANIA -952 0.7% -3496 0.9' 
32 17 PHILIPPINES -1113 0.9% -3323 0.9' 
44 18 INDIA -432 0.3% -3024 0.8' 
22 19 ISRAEL -1534 1.2% -2527 0.7' 
28 20 LIBERIA 506 0.4% -2463 0.7' 
20 21 BAHAMAS, THE -1642 1.3% -1902 0.5' 
18 22 PAJ(ISTAN -1857 1.4% -1880 0.5' 
2:1 23 NETHERLAND ANT -1402 1.1% -1860 0.5' 
31 24 LEBANON -1123 0.9% -1846 0.5' 
43 25 REUNION -451 0.4% -1822 0.5' 
37 26 BAHRAIN -862 0.7% -1806 0.5' 

4 27 BELGIUM -5825 4.5% -1794 0.5' 
42 28 CUBA -576 0.4% -1774 0.5' 
53 29 E.GERMAN -142 0.1% -1720 0.5' 
33 30 TUNISIA -1107 0.9% -1685 0.4' 
35 31 JORDAN -1075 0.8% -1558 0.4' 
48 32 CYPRUS -254 0.2% -1532 0.4' 
49 33 BULGARIA -242 0.2% -1523 0.4' 
28 34 MOROCCO -1167 0.9% -1451 0.4' 
40 35 BANGIADESH -713 0.6% -1322 0.3' 
46 36 MARTINIQUE -337 0.3% -1291 0.3' 
41 37 KENYA -634 0.5% -1252 0.3' 
50 38 MALTA -235 0.2% -943 0.2' 
10 39 YUGOSLAVIA -3420 2.7% -809 0.2' 
47 40 AFGHANISTAN -284 0.2% -458 0.1' 
61 41 MOZAMBIQUE -31 0.0% -421 0.1' 
36 42 NORTH KOREA 166 0.1% -402 0.1' 
52 43 MAURITIUS -161 0.1% -391 0.1' 
63 44 SRI IANKA -28 0.0% -350 0.1' 
55 45 JAMAICA -115 0.1% -338 0.1' 
38 46 NICARAGUA 142 0.1% -239 0.1' 
44 47 HONDURAS 12 0.0% -142 0.0' 
60 48 GUATEMALA -43 0.0% -133 0.0' 
64 49 BURUNDI -10 0.0% -125 0.0' 
51 50 BOLIVIA -183 0.1% -67 0.0' 
39 51 PAPUA N. GUINEA 122 0.1% -1 0.0' 

their trade either with a deficit or a surplus. Who ha. 

deficit and who has surplus? A trade balance analysis (Table 

• 11) indicates that four of the so-called G7 (Group of Seven 
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Partners) countries accounted for 35.8% in 1978 and 49.7' of 

the world trade dericit in 1990: the United states (from 26.3' 

up to 30.3%), OK (from 5.2% up to 12.5%), France (from 4.3' 

down to 3.5%), and Italy (from 0.9% of the world trade surplus 

down to 3.3% of the world trade deficit). The remainders of 

the G7, by contra st , accounted for 31.7% of the total world 

trade .urplu. in 1978 and 37.0% in 1990: Japan (from 13.9' up 

to 19.4'), Germany (from 13.3% up to 13.8%), and canada (from 

4.5' down to 3.8%). Among the three countries, Canada is an 

exception, beeause much its trade (about 70') has been with 

the United States. To explain why the G7 are divided into the 

two sub-qroups, we need to consider their different macro­

strategies on trade and their industrial polieies de.cribed 

earlier (cf. Gilpin, 1987; Hall, 1990). 

The balance analysis also suggests that tha export-lad 

growth strategy has been adopted by more and more countr i ••• 

Table 11 (continued) 
Trade lalance ADaly.i. 
(In Million US Dollars) 

1. countri •• vitb Trad. 8urp lu. e 1"0' 

Rank country Value , Value , 
1975 1990 1978 1990 

2 1JAPAN 17843 13.9% 73327 1'.4' 
3 2 W. GERMAN 17042 13.3' 52162 13." 

35 3 CHINA 197 0.2' 35288 9.3' 
1 4 SAUDI ARABIA 21446 16.7' 23116 6.1' 

19 5 TAIWAN 1431 1.1' 20311 5.4' 
6 6 CANADA 5766 4.5' 14281 3.8' 

11 7 BRAZIL -2102 1.6' 13804 3.6' 
39 8 VENEZUELA -771 0.6' 10104 2.8' 
12 9 NETHERLANDS -3074 2.4' 10503 2.8' 
11 10 ARGENTINA 3449 2.1' 9474 2.5' 
24 11 MEXICO 811 0.6' 8011 2.1' 
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21 12 NIGERIA -1592 1. 2' 7846 2.1' 
29 13 POLAND -1136 0.9' 7746 2.0' 
45 14 NORWAY -410 0.3' 7204 1.9' 

9 15 UNITED ARAB 4845 3.8' 6856 1.8' 
5 16 LIBYA 6057 4.7' 5803 1.5' 

13 17 MALAYSIA 3225 2.5' 5182 1.4' 
7 18 INDONESIA 5696 4.4' 5082 1.3' 

16 19 SWEDEN 1832 1.4' 4838 1.3' 
4 20 IRAQ 8571 6.7' 4777 1.3' 

15 21 SWITZERLAND 2053 1.6' 4467 1.2' 
8 22 KUWAIT 5474 4.3' 3714 1.0' 

25 23 ALGERIA -1204 0.9' 3116 0.8' 
13 24 DENMARl< -2857 2.2' 3013 0.8' 
14 25 AUSTRALIA 2140 1.7' 2968 0.8' 
56 26 CHILE -106 0.1' 2832 0.7' 
23 27 OMAN 845 0.7' 2611 0.7' 
24 28 HUNGARY -1395 1.1' 2522 0.7' 
33 29 ANGOLA 276 0.2' 2373 0.6' 
34 30 IRELAND -1089 0.8' 2237 0.6' 
10 31 IRAN, I.R. OF 4641 3.6' 2235 0.6' 
20 32 QATAR 1214 0.9' 2004 0.5' 
12 33 SOUTH AFRICA 3382 2.6' 1967 0.5' 
29 34 CZECHOSLOVAKIA 372 0.3' 1856 0.5' 
31 35 COLUMBIA 320 0.2' 1517 0.4' 
59 36 PANAMA -76 0.1' 1143 0.3' 
25 37 PERU 753 0.6' 1094 0.3' 
26 38 COTE D'LVOIRE 657 0.5' 108' 0.3' 
32 39 ECUADOR 302 0.2' 960 0.3' 
42 40 CAMEROON 27 0.0' 900 0.2' 
18 41 FINLAND 1454 1.1' 884 0.2' 
43 42 URUGUAY 26 0.0' 861 0.2' 
44 43 ZAIRE 12 0.0' 788 0.2' 
34 44 ZAMBIA 264 0.2' 730 0.2' 
17 45 BRUNEI 1481 1.2' 688 0.2' 
40 46 MACAO 66 0.1' 494 0.1' 
41 47 ZIMBABWE 42 0.0' 475 0.1' 
38 48 VIET NAM -785 0.6' 474 0.1' 
58 49 TRINIDAD AND T -80 0.1' 467 0.1' 
27 50 NEW ZEALAND 535 0.4' 354 0.1' 
57 51 DOMINICAN R. -102 0.1' 264 0.1' 
54 52 COSTA RICA -131 0.1' 193 0.1' 
30 53 SYRIAN -1130 0.9' 189 0.0' 
30 54 GHANA 321 0.3' 148 0.0' 
62 55 ICELAND -30 0.0' 143 0.0' 
37 56 PARAGUAY 144 0.1' 112 0.0' 
27 57 YENEN ARAB R. -1169 0.9' 39 0.0' 

For example, there vere 64 countries with trad. daficit in 

• 1978, which reduced to 51 in 1990 • Mong trad. dabtor8, 23 
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countries reduced their deficits between 1978 and 1990 and 13 

countries even went from trading with deficits to trading with 

surplus; only 15 countries increased their trade deficits. 

However, takinq the export-led growth strategy does not 

quarantee solid development. An exploration of the key 

conditions of suceessful competition in the world market is 

the topic, now l turn to. 

4. DeterainaDt. for Suee ••• ful competition 

Liberalism and nationalism have complex relations with 

state and market. The log ic of the market is to make money 

whera it is most profitable, whereas the 109ic of the state is 

to seize power which makes thinqs under control. The market is 

a place for exchanqe, while the state is both place and actor 

(Mann, forthcoming). In eontrast to the market, the .tate i. 

more active and flexible, because the state in most ca.e. has 

power to control the market, ei ther by promotinq or repre •• inCJ 

it, in accordance with national qoals. Under thes. 

considerations, there are three ideal types of competition: 

(1) state vith state (geo-politics); (2) market with market 

(free market), and (3) state with market (either atate 

intervention in the market or the market surroundinq the 

state, which fluctuate around the balance line between gains 

and 10 •••• ). 

Competition via qeo-politics may be rouqhly equated a. 

Rosecrance' s terr i tory system. The Wor Id Wars, coloni zation 

and th. Cold War, are all confrontations of qeopolitic •• 
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However, "the changed competi tian between states makes the 

acquisition of land less important and of market shares more 

important. Armaments are useful for the conquest of terri tory, 

less 50 for the sale of goods and services" (Strange, 

1988:60). It is not easy to conclude that the ending of the 

Cold War meant the ending of the territory system. But it 

indeed favours the rise of the trading system. 

Competition through the free market is a natural channel 

as well as the ideal of liberals. Unfartunately, it may not 

exist in its pure form, the reality is mixed competition. The 

state may uti 1 ize market forces to reaeh state ends. The 

market also can take advantage of state to mak€. profits. Thua, 

the state needs the market and vice versa. The key point ia 

that su ch a choice is taken by the process of eryatallization 

of various elements, which is beyond personal will. For 

simplicity, as well as ::'or tne goa19 of this paper, the thre. 

elements of liberalism, nationalism and Marxism are taken into 

account in the process of crystallization. 

Table 12 provides the basic results of th. 

crystallization of liberalism, nationalism and Marxism. Under 

free capitalism, we see liberalism against nationalisll and 

Marxism. As described earlier, this form won gr.at .uee ••• in 

Britain and the united states during their heyday •• However, 

"both Britain and the United States adhere to a tull-blooded 

llnrketist ideology - seen most elearly in the finaneial 

sectors and in the absence of industrial polieies of varied 
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types - that make it hard to adapt within capitalist society" 

Table 12 crystallization ot Liberalism and Nationalis • 

Ideologies 
state type 

Free 
capitalism 

Nationalist 
Capi talism16 

state 
Socialism: 

communism 

• : Liberalism : 
.: 

+ 

+ -

+ ? 

Nationalism : Marxism : Rank of 
: Success 

2 

- + 1 

+ + 3 

+ ? 

Note: "+", "_II and n+_tI indicates accept, rejeetion, and 
eonditionality, respectively. 

(Hall, 1990:143). Britain has already declined and the united 

states has relatively deelined. The dilemma of liberalis. has 

shown some significant signs of this pattern. In the second 

pattern, nationalist eapitalism, we find nationali •• plu. 

liberalism against Marxism internally, and against liberalis. 

externally. The variety of signs show that this fora has been 

taking over the domination of the first form, especially in 

eeonomie areas. Macro-industrial polieies play an important 

role in their economic competition. The Japanese strategy ot 

competitive development and the German poliey competition also 

maka. th am more capable to compete. "Japan's sueeess ls the 

result of a remarkable capacity to design ~ cohesive national 

16 l did not f ind the proper words to express thi. 
pattern. Germany and Japan in the postw~r era represent this 
pattern of states . 
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strategy so as to prosper inside the world market" (Hall, 

1988:228). Indeed, the success of the Asian NIes, as compared 

to other LDCs, is due primarily to their greater flexibility 

and the strong intervention of states (Deyo, 1987). In the 

near future, the new international relations are likely to be 

shaped by the forces coming from this pattern of states. In 

the third pattern, we see nationalism plus Marxism aqainst 

liberalism. Socialist states belong to this pattern. within 

the framework of planned economies, the free market was 

abandoned. In consequence, the inefficient economy cause::! 

serious problems for these states. The reform in China has 

moved its eeonomy toward a market type. If w. ignore their 

oral commitment to socialism, this reqime seem. to be 

approachinq the second state pattern. The collap.e of th. USSR 

also made it possible for their separated republics po.aible 

to move tovard this pattern. 17 In the fourth pattern, ideal 

communism, ve see Marxism plus liberalism aqain.t nationalism, 

and f inally destroy liberalism. II This pattern reflect Marx' S 

early thought, especially in his List Critiqu. (1845). It 

seemll to me that this pattern is still an utopia, at l.ast in 

171 May greatly exaqgerate the probability of suce ••• of 
the existinq socialist states. The present or potential chao. 
is still faeing those states in both political and ecano.ic 
areas. 

l'when Marx criticized List, he aaid that nationali •• i. 
the viewpoint of the bourgeoisie in a baekward country that 
vants to be protected from the more advanced and more powerful 
bourqeoisie abroad (Szporluk, 1988:35-6). Marx lIupport.d fr •• 
trade, because he thouqht that the fr •• trad. would ha.ten 
social revolution (ibid. p.41) • 
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the foreseeable future • 

The validity of the different state patterns should be 

tested by its real and potential capability for development. 

What are the most important conditions for development? First, 

it requires strong states, because strong national socleties 

can compete in the world economy (Hall, 1988:204-213). Second, 

investment in human resources and an efficient market are the 

hallmarks of the successful developing economy (Hofheinz and 

Calder, 1982). Nevertheless, the stronq state dependent on 

state building goes hand-in-hand with suceessful nationalism 

as weIl as with an efficient economy. And the valid investment 

and efficient market require the guide-line ot the atate'a 

macro-policies. The whole arguments in thia th.... are 

supported by a more concise argument made by Hall: "A vital 

foundation of liberalism in the modern world i. that ot 

succesaful nationalism" (1988: 204) • The int.rcourse 

(crystallization) of liberalism and nationalisa i. gradually 

erodinq (or destroying) international relations support.d by 

the hegemony and evolving (or ereating) new relation. on the 

basis of power balance. The process of the cryatallization 

displaya the dynamica of international relation., which has 

play.d, and will continually play its role. The aolid alliance 

of liberalism and nationalism may be capable ot narrowing the 

gap of human development in the new torm ot international 

relations • 
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VI. Summary and Conclusion 

The unifying thread of this thesis has been an analysis 

of the dialeetical relations of liberalism and nationalism, 

eonnected with the market and the state, on the scene of world 

trad •• My arguments have developed alon9 a logical chain, from 

abstract te specifie, although they ean not be separated in 

reality. In this sense, the analysis is deductive. However, 

the empirical data analysis also has been conducted to support 

my arguments. On the level of ideology, the philosophical 

foundations of liberalism and nationalism have been given 

attention. Both forces are regarded as the foundations of 

modern international relations, the success of one side 

depending on the other. In this connection, Rugqie'. eabedded 

liberalism has been extended ta the whole range of modern 

history. Several theor ies - WST, HST etc. - have been 

discussed in terms of their ideological cOJUlit.ent.. The 

rapprochement of nationalism and liberalism implie. that their 

original one-sided standpoints need modifying. Hi.torical 

evidenee and the recent development of international relations 

have challenged HST, because a liberal international order did 

not necessarily require the presence of hegemony. BIIpirically, 

different state patterns are reqarded a. t.h. r •• ult. of 

crystallization. The rise of protectioni •• and regionali •• 

refl.ct the erosion of existinq international relation •• The 

second pattern of states, in the context of a power balance, 

is likely to be a strong force te al ter the international 
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trade relations in the near future, because in this pattern 

successful nationalism sets up the foundation for the solid 

development of liberalism under the political framework of 

democracy. 

AIl in a11, the questions of contemporary international 

relations have reflected a basic debate: is the United states 

declining? There are different opinions about whether the 

hegemony of America has declined. oespite their different 

conclusions, HST, TPB and W5T, aIl believe in the relative 

decline of the United states (Gilpin, 1987; Krasner, 1985; 

Rosecrance, 1986; Wallcrstein, 1992). However, strange (1987) 

argues that the heq·.;4\ony of America did not decline in terms 

of four major structural powers - securi ty, production, 

finance and credit, and knowledge - which are still doainated 

by the United states. She thinks that the structural power 

decides outcomes much more than relational power do... In 

other words, American hegemony has been functioning in th. 

different ways, and its structural power has increased. SA the 

myth of lost hegemony is a forged story. My paper follows 

Hall's (1992) claim that America has indeed declined, but that 

the decline has heen exaggerated. 

Once we accept the fact of the relative decl!n. ot the 

United states, the flrst question is: Is the lost heg.mony a 

necessary process or not? Most structuralists cla!a that it 

ls, thouqh its policies May accelerate or lessen th!. process. 

The second question la: Is the decl!ne due to interna1 or 
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external factors? Realists assert that the main reason for 

American decline is the struggle of the Third World for 

establishing a new international order. Such a struggle 

undermines liberal principles, norms and the policy-making 

process which is against global liberalism (Krasner, 1985). As 

if playing a game, the Third World wants to change the rules. 

HST contends that the cause of the decline of the American 

system is the hegemon's dilemma: to be a hegemony, you must 

pay the price for the decline. Hall claims that the diffusions 

through efficiency and geopolitics are the external causes of 

decline. The institutionalization of hegemonic success made it 

difficult for America to adapt to the nèW demand of capitalist 

society, which, in turn, became the internaI cause of its 

decline. 

Predicting the resul ts of the relati ve decline of 

American power distinguishes scholars as either pes.imists or 

optimists. HST theorists are pessimistic because they are 

losing a defender of liberal international order - the 

hegemony of the United states. TPB theorists, in opposite to 

that of HST, are optimistic because nationalism can DI the 

forcit! for cooperation under power balance circumstanc ••• Their 

happiness and sadness depend on whether the capitalist system 

prospers or declines. Like HST theorists, proponent. of WST 

theorists see an American decline, but because they favour th. 

establishment of the socialist world system, they are not 

pessimistic. They share the optimism of TPB, but their 
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optimism is contingent on the demise of the capitalist system . 

"God has distributed his blessing to the United states... in 

the present, prosperity; in the past, liberty; in the future, 

equality" (Wallerstein, 1992: 1). The liberals' standpoint is 

asserted by Reich, who says that "the economic pessimists are 

as misled as the opt imists . Both beg i n from the wrong 

premises" (1991: 6). He is optimistic on syrnbolic analysts and 

pessimist on others (Blue Collars). The three standpoints 

indicate that the question has been developed. However, in the 

present, no one can claim victory. Following the logic of this 

paper, a cautious optimism is held by author. The new round of 

the uneven growth of national economy has caused the centre of 

the world economy to shift from the Atlantic toward the 

Pacific Basin (Gilpin, 1987: 383 and Hall, 1990: 116). Perhaps, 

this shift indicates the sunrise of the new international 

economic order. 

The intercourse of liberalism and nationalism has been 

shaping modern international relations. It seems that the 

extensi ve research in this paper explain some of the causes 

and effects aiong the axes of liberaiism and nationalisme 

Unfortunately, we never can prove thelr necessary relations in 

an empirical world, because a universai proposition cannot be 

confirmed (Popper, 1959). However, liberalism and nationalism 

are so fundamental in our modern life, 1 have no doubt that 

the debates on them are durable tasks in which theorists and 

pollcy makers are likely to join from different angles . 
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Appendix 1 Data Collection and processinq 

1. Data Collection 

The collection af data in this thesis includes twa 

parts: a network analysis and a non-network analysis. In the 

process of collecting data, the follawing operations have been 

conducted. 

1) S .. plinq Tradinq Partnera 

The empirical analysis cavers two time periods: 1978 and 

1990. The network samples are drawn from the trade direction 

of yearboak of IMF according to the criteria that the state 

has $ 2 billion (US) of total trade value (export plus import) 

in 1990, except Burundi, Mozambique, Reunion, BOlivia, 

Martinique, and Nicaragua. As the result of thi. samplinq, the 

analysis of network is based on 108 trading partnera over the 

world (there are 182 countries and areas on the liat of IMF 

Trade oir"ction 1990). In the non-network analy.ia part, data 

covers a longer period time from 1938 to 1990, and include aIl 

trading countries as weIl. 

2) COllectiDq Data 

For the network analysis, tht? 108 trading partners' data 

are collected trom IMF trade directory. From IMl trade 

directory, two 108 by 108 matrices set Up.19 Impart data for 

19IMF did not list Taiwan's trade data before 1982, the 
Taiwan' s Statistical Yearbook is used as a complementary 
source in the data sets . 
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each country and area were collected in column vectors. w In 

50 doinq, eaeh row veetor contains the trade data of export 

for each country because of the corresponding relations of 

trade data. For the non-network analysis, the data and tables 

are drawn from: statistical 'iearbook Qf the Republic of China, 

Taiwan 1978 - 1991; IMF: World Economie Outlook and 'iearbook 

of Trade Direction; 'iearbook of International Trade 

statistics, united Nations, 1975; World Tables, 1988-89 and 

1991 Editions; GATT; International Trade 89-90, Volume II; 

Trade Policy Review, USA. 1989, Germany, 1990, Japan, 1990. 

2. Data proce •• inq 

The raw data were arranged in two 108 by 108 asymmetric 

matrices. By transposing each matrix and then addinCJ it to the 

oriqinal matrix, we obtain two symmetric matrice. vhich 

include the total trade volumes for pairs ot countries. 

Choosinq each country's total trade volume as a deno.inator, 

we obtain the percent age of each country's trade vith another. 

Because country's total trade volumes differ fro. aach other, 

the denominators are different as weIl. Tharetore, the 

percentage matrices are again asymmetric. 2\ We nert decid. on 

20It ls qenerally believed that import data are aore 
accurate than export data (see Nemeth and Smith, 1985). 

21For example, the trade in 1990 between China and Japan 
account for 14% of China' s foreign trada while China only 
accounts for 4% of Japan' s trade. A high percantage on either 
side may suggest an important relationship. Although China 
accounts for a relatively small shara ot Japan' a tor.ign 
trade, the hiqh percent age on the Chinese side not only 
suqgests China' s dependency on Japan but also indicat •• 
Japan 1 s market share in China. In this sense, tha trade i • 
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two eut-off points 5% and 10%, whieh indicate two level of 

trade engagement. Whi le random trade engagement should be 

0.9\, 5\ indicates a moderate trade engagement and 10% a high 

engagement. Hence the percentage matrices are transformed into 

two adjacency matrices (a matrix of 1s and Os) with the 

percentage above or equal to the eut-off point (5' or 10\) 

being ehanged into ls and those below into Os. We then used 

network methods implemented in MacEvoy and Freedman's (1991) 

UClNET software in analyzing the network data embodied in the 

adjacency matrices. For the non-network analysis, the 

necessary calculation and re-arrangements are carried out in 

the data processing. 

3. Data Liaitation. 

since trade data are a secondary data, in a s.n •• , 

limitations are unavoidable. First, trad. data are ba •• d on 

the US dollar, however, each country has ita own aon.tary 

unit, and the exchange rate of the US dollar against oth.r 

monetary unit is not fixed (since 1973). The probl.. of 

exchange rate likely makes trade data imprecise, •• p.cially in 

developing eountriesn and the USSR bloc. Second, the content 

of trade transaction varies over time. For example, th. intra­

firm trade already has been important in advanc.d econoai ••• 

important for two sides. 

DFor example, Chinais Renminbi exchange rate aqainat US 
dollar was $1.5 in 1980 and $5.2 in 1990, which devalued for 
346\. (ElU, China and North Korea 1991-1992) The devaluation 
of China's eurrency is likely to make Chinais trade analys!a 
biased • 
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unfortunately, the data sets used by our network method did 

not reflect this. Furthermore, the trade data do not properly 

reflect "invisible trade" , such as services, which is 

increasingly important. So the complementary data sources are 

necessary. Third, the structure of commodi ties is also an 

important index of trade relationship, but the data sets a1so 

did not contain su ch information. Fourth, IMF's trade data ia 

based on each country's report. Basical1y, a pair ot 

countries' report on import and export should be roughly 

equal, because i t ls the same thing counted by two sides. 

Unfortunately, this i8 not the case for moat trade data 

reports because of differences of statistical standards and 

the other errors. D 

For this proj ect, network methods require ua to tranatorll 

the quantitative data into qualitative ones (la and os). The 

two eut-off points of 5' and 10' trada volu.e of pair ot 

countries made th. data limitations toierable in certain 

sense. Because the random trade engagement of pair of 

countries is only 0.9', the 5' and 10' trad. volume could 

exclude the effect of chance in detecting the world trade 

structure. 

DFor example, China reported axporting $7372 million ta 
the united states in 1990, however, the United stat •• clai •• d 
importing $16296 millions from China. Th. differenc. i. $8924 
millions. The main reason for this huge differenc. i. becau •• 
the united states counts entrepot trade, but China do •• not. 
It is very clear that the exporting sources of Hong Kong are 
mainly from China . 

84 



• 

• 

Appendix D. lfuaber Label. of couDtrii • 
(for network analysis) 

Label Country Labe l Country Labe l Country 
1 UNITED STATES 37 TUNISIA 73 LE BANON 
2 CANADA 38 ZAIRE 74 LIBYA 
3 AUSTRALIA 39 ZAMBIA 75 OMAN 
4 JAPAN 40 ZIMBABWE 76 QATQR 
5 NEW ZEALAND 41 AFGHANISTAN 77 SAUDI ARABIA 
6 AUSTRIA 42 BANGLADESH 78 SYRIAN 
7 BELGIUM 43 BRUNEI 79 UNITED ARAB 
8 DENMARJ( 44 CHINA 80 YEMEN ARAB R. 
9 FINLAND 45 HONGKONG 81 ARGENTINA 

10 FRANCE 46 INDIA 82 BAHAMAS THE 
11 W. GERMAN 47 INDONESIA 83 BOLIVIA 
12 GREECE 48 KOREA 84 BRAZIL 
13 ICELAND 49 MACAO 85 CHILE 
14 IRELAND 50 MALAYSIA 86 COLUMBIA 
15 ITALY 51 PAKISTAN 87 COSTA RICA 
16 NETHERLANDS 52 PAPUA N.GUINEA 88 DOMINICAN R. 
17 NORWAY 53 PHILIPPINES 89 ECUADOR 
18 PORTUGAL 54 SINGAPORE 90 GUATEMALA 
19 SPAIN 55 SRI LANKA 91 HONDURAS 
20 SWEDEN 56 TAIWAN 92 JAMAlCA 
21 SWITZERLAND 57 THAILAND 93 MARTINIQUE 
22 UK 58 VIET NAM 94 MEXICO 
23 ALGERIA 59 CYPRUS 95 NETHERLANDS ANTILLES 
24 ANGOLA 60 HUNGARY 96 NICARAGUA 
25 BURUNDI 61 MALTA 97 PANAMA 
26 CAMEROON 62 POLAND 98 PARAGUAY 
27 COTE D'IVOIRE 63 ROMANIA 99 PERU 
28 GHANA 64 TURJ(EY 100 TRINIDAD AND TOBAGO 
29 KENYA 65 YUGOSLAVIA 101 URUGUAY 
30 LIBERIA 66 BABRAIN 102 VENEZUELA 
31 MAURITIUS 67 EGYPT 103 BULGARIA 
32 MOROCCO 68 IRAN, X.R. OF 104 CUBA 
33 MOZAMBIQUE 69 IRAQ 105 CZECHOSLOVAKIA 
34 NIGERIA 70 ISRAEL 106 E.GERMAN 
35 REUNION 71 JORDAN 107 NORTH KORIA 
36 SOUTH AFRICA 72 KUWAIT 108 SOVIET UNION 
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• Appendix m. Tbe ••• ults of Network Analysis for 1978 

A. Clique. of 'l'rade in 1978 at the 5% Level 
(Minimum Set si ze=3 , N=198 ) 

1: 1 10 11 15 22 39 77 2 : 1 10 11 15 21 22 
3 : 1 10 11 15 22 36 4 : 1 10 11 15 22 38 
5: 1 10 11 15 18 22 6: 1 10 11 15 22 62 
7 : 1 10 11 15 22 67 8 : 1 10 11 14 22 
9: 1 7 10 11 16 22 70 10: 1 7 10 11 22 38 

11: 1 10 11 16 22 34 12 : 1 10 11 19 22 77 
13: 1 10 11 20 22 14 : 1 10 11 18 22 33 
15: 1 10 11 21 22 70 16: 1 10 11 22 76 
17: 1 10 11 22 79 18: 1 8 11 13 17 20 22 
19: 1 3 11 22 20: 1 11 16 22 24 
21: 1 11 18 22 24 22: 1 11 16 22 28 
23: 1 11 15 22 29 24: 1 11 22 45 
25: 1 11 22 46 55 26: 1 11 22 50 
27: 1 11 22 51 77 28: 1 11 22 55 68 
29: 1 11 22 55 77 30: 1 11 15 22 68 
31: 1 11 15 22 71 77 32: 1 11 22 83 
33: 1 11 15 22 98 34 : 1 11 22 101 
35: 1 10 11 15 23 36: 1 7 10 11 25 
37: 1 10 11 16 26 38: 1 10 11 15 26 
39: 1 10 11 16 27 40: 1 10 11 15 27 
41: 1 10 11 16 30 42: 1 10 11 15 30 
43: 1 10 11 19 32 44 : 1 10 11 15 32 
45: 1 11 44 45 49 46: 1 11 44 55 
47: 1 11 44 96 48: 1 10 11 49 
49: l 3 11 52 50: 1 11 53 
51: l 11 57 76 52: 1 11 62 63 
53: 1 11 63 108 54 : 1 10 11 15 64 
55: 1 11 15 64 68 56: 1 11 15 65 108 
57: 1 10 11 15 73 77 58 : 1 10 11 15 74 
59: 1 10 11 19 74 60: 1 11 74 82 
61: 1 11 81 83 84 62: l 11 81 84 85 
63: 1 11 81 84 98 64: 1 11 81 84 101 
65: 1 11 19 81 66: 1 11 15 81 98 
67: 1 11 34 82 68 : 1 11 68 82 
69: 1 11 24 82 70: 1 11 77 82 
71: 1 11 77 84 72: 1 11 86 
73: 1 11 87 90 96 74: 1 11 89 
75: 1 11 91 76: 1 11 96 102 
77: 1 11 99 78: 1 11 33 102 
79: 1 10 11 15 67 108 80: 1 11 46 108 
81: 1 11 13 108 82 : 1 4 39 77 
83: 1 4 48 77 84 : 1 4 51 77 
85: 1 4 54 77 86: 1 4 55 77 
87: 1 4 66 77 88: 1 4 71 77 
89: 1 4 77 84 90: 1 3 4 5 
91: 1 2 4 42 92 : 1 2 4 102 
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• (continuation of Appendix III, A) 
93: 1 4 23 94 : 1 4 28 
95: 1 4 29 96 : 1 4 30 
97 : 1 4 33 102 98 : 1 4 34 
99 : 1 4 36 100: l 4 43 54 

101 : 1 4 44 45 102: 1 4 44 55 
103 : 1 4 44 96 104: 1 4 45 54 
105 : 1 4 46 55 106: 1 4 46 108 
107 : 1 4 47 108: 1 4 50 54 
109 : 1 4 52 54 110 : 1 3 4 52 
111 : 1 4 53 112 : 1 4 56 
113 : 1 4 54 57 114 : 1 4 57 76 
115 : 1 4 55 68 116: 1 4 75 79 
117 : 1 3 4 66 118: 1 4 81 83 84 
119 : l 4 81 84 85 120: 1 4 81 84 98 
121 : 1 4 86 122 : 1 4 87 90 96 
123 : 1 4 89 124: 1 4 91 
125 : 1 4 94 126: 1 4 96 102 
127 : 1 4 99 128: 1 3 5 22 
129 : 1 2 92 102 130: 1 10 22 31 36 
131 : 1 22 42 132: 1 47 100 
133 : 1 56 97 134: 1 3 22 66 
135 : 1 22 66 77 136: 1 22 75 79 
137 : 1 88 102 138: 1 22 92 
139: 1 95 102 140: 1 89 97 
141 : 1 21 97 142: 1 97 102 
143 : 1 22 77 100 144: 6 11 15 21 
145 : 6 11. 105 146: 9 11 20 22 
147 : 9 11 108 148: 10 11 12 15 77 
149 : 4 12 77 150: 10 11 15 37 
151: 11 22 41 46 152: 11 22 41 51 
153 : 11 22 41 68 154: 1l 41 46 108 
155: 4 41 46 108 156: 4 41 51 
157 : 4 41 68 158: 10 11 15 58 
159: 10 11 20 58 160: 11 44 58 
161: 11 46 58 162: 11 58 63 
163 : 4 44 58 164: 4 46 58 
165: 4 54 58 166: 11 15 22 59 
167: 11 60 103 168: 11 60 105 
169 : 11 60 108 170: 7 11 22 61 
171: 11 15 22 61 172: 10 15 22 69 
173 : 22 69 101 174: 4 69 84 
175: 69 84 101 176: 16 22 72 
177 : 15 22 72 178: 22 51 72 
179 : 4 48 72 180: 4 56 72 
181 : 4 51 72 182: 10 11 15 78 
183 : 11 63 78 184: 10 15 22 77 80 
185: .. 77 80 186: 10 11 15 103 
187 : Il 63 103 188: 11 19 81 104 
189: 11 44 104 190: 2 4 104 
191: 4 44 104 192: 4 81 104 

• 193 : 11 63 105 194: 11 65 105 
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• (continuation of Appendix III, A) 
195: 11 44 107 196: 4 44 107 
197: 4 77 107 198: 11 77 107 

B. Clique. or Trad. in 1978 at the 10% Lev.l 
(Minimum Set Size=3 , N=77) 

1: 1 3 4 5 2 : 1 4 30 
3: 1 4 36 4 : 1 1 39 
5: 1 4 42 6: l 4 43 
7: 1 4 45 8 : 1 4 47 
9: 1 4 48 10: 1 4 50 54 

11: 1 4 51 12: 1 4 53 
13: 1 4 56 14: 1 4 57 
15: 1 4 6& 16: 1 4 75 
17: 1 4 76 18: 1 4 77 
19: 1 4 79 20: 1 4 85 
21: 1 4 99 22: 1 13 22 
23: 1 18 22 24: 1 5 22 
25: 1 22 28 26 : 1 22 34 
27: 1 22 36 28: 1 22 39 
29: 1 22 70 30: 1 22 75 
31: 1 22 92 32: 1 24 82 
33: 1 45 49 34: 1 81 83 
35: 1 81 98 36: 1 77 82 
37: 1 84 98 38: 1 84 101 
39: 1 95 102 40: 1 77 100 
41: 7 10 11 42: 7 11 16 
43 : 7 11 25 44: 8 11 20 22 
45: 9 11 20 22 46: 9 11 108 
47: 10 11 15 78 48: 10 11 19 
49: 10 11 23 50: 10 11 26 
51: 10 11 27 52: 10 11 37 
53: 10 15 69 54: 11 17 20 22 
55: 11 13 22 56: 11 18 22 
57: 11 22 28 58: 11 22 29 
59: 11 22 34 60: 11 22 36 
61: 11 22 61 62: 11 22 70 
63: 11 15 74 64: 11 15 61 
65: 11 16 26 66: 11 60 105 
67: 11 60 108 68: 11 65 108 
69: 11 81 98 70: 4 41 68 
71: 4 44 45 72: 4 44 107 
73: 44 45 49 74: 3 4 52 
75: 4 66 77 76: 4 77 80 
77: 4 77 107 
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• c. l're_an'. Deqree centrality Measur •• 
for 197. at 5% level 

Model: Asymmetric 

1 2 3 4 
outOegree InOegree NrrnOutDeg NrrnlnDeg ------------ ------------ ------------ ------------

1 3.00 86.00 2.80 80.37 
2 2.00 5.00 1.87 4.67 
3 4.00 3. 00 3.74 2.80 
4 2.00 57.00 1.87 53.27 
5 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
6 3.00 1. 00 2.80 0.93 
7 5.00 8.00 4.67 7.48 
8 5.00 3.00 4.67 2.80 
9 4.00 2.00 3.74 1.87 

10 6.00 43.00 5.61 40.19 
11 6.00 82.00 5.61 76.64 
12 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
13 7.00 0.00 6.54 0.00 
14 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
15 4.00 36.00 3.74 33.64 
16 5.00 12.00 4.67 11.21 
17 5.00 3.00 4.67 2.80 
18 5.00 2.00 4.67 1.87 
19 5.00 4.00 4.67 3.74 
20 7.00 5.00 6.54 4.67 
21 5.00 4.00 4.67 3.74 
22 5.00 52.00 4.67 48.60 
23 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
24 6.00 1.00 5.61 0.93 
25 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
26 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
27 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
28 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
29 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
30 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 
31 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
32 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
33 7.00 0.00 6.54 0.00 
34 6.00 1.00 5.61 0.93 
35 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
36 6.00 1.00 5.61 0.93 
37 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
38 6.00 1.00 5.61 0.93 
39 7.00 0.00 6.54 0.00 
40 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
41 7.00 0.00 6.54 0.00 
42 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
43 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
44 4.00 7.00 3.74 6.54 
45 5.00 3.00 4.67 2.80 • 89 



46 5.00 3.00 4.67 2.80 • 47 2.00 1. 00 1. 87 0.93 

48 3.00 1. 00 2.80 0.93 

49 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 

50 5.00 1. 00 4.67 0.93 

51 6.00 1. 00 5.61 0.93 

52 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
53 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
54 5.00 5.00 4.67 4.67 
55 8.00 0.00 7.48 0.00 
56 2.00 2.00 1. 87 1. 87 
57 4.00 1. 00 3.74 0.93 
58 9.00 0.00 8.41 0.00 
59 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
60 4.00 4.00 3.74 3.74 
61 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
62 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 

63 5.00 7.00 4.67 6.54 
64 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
65 4.00 3.00 3.74 2.80 
66 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
67 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 
68 5.00 4.00 4.67 3.74 
69 5.00 1. 00 4.67 0.93 
70 7.00 0.00 6.54 0.00 
71 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 
72 6.00 1.00 5.61 0.93 
73 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
74 5.00 1. 00 4.67 0.93 
75 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
76 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 
77 6.00 16.00 5.61 14.95 
78 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
79 5.00 1.00 4.67 0.93 
80 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
81 6.00 5.00 5.61 4.67 
82 7.00 1.00 6.54 0.93 
83 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 
84 4.00 6.00 3.74 5.61 
85 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
86 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
87 5.00 1.00 4.67 0.93 
88 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
89 3.00 1.00 2.80 0.93 
90 3.00 2.00 2.80 1.87 
91 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
92 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
93 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
94 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
95 2.00 1.00 1.87 0.93 
96 7.00 1.00 6.54 0.93 

• 97 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
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98 7.00 0.00 6.54 0.00 • 99 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
100 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
101 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 
102 5.00 7.00 4.67 6.54 
103 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
104 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 
105 5.00 2.00 4.67 1. 87 
106 4.00 2.00 3.74 1. 87 
107 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
108 9.00 8.00 8.41 7.48 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
1 2 3 4 

OutDegree InDegree NrmOutDeg NrmlnDeg ------------ ------------ ------------ ------- -----
1 Mean 4.74 4.74 4.43 4.43 
2 std Dev 1. 53 14.20 1.43 13.27 
3 Variance 2.34 201. 51 2.04 176.00 
4 Minimum 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
5 Maximum 9.00 86. 00 8.41 80.37 

Network Centralization (Outdegree) = 0.041% 
Network Centralization (Indegree) = 0.774% 

D. pree.an'. Deqr •• centrality M ••• ure. 
for 1978 at 10' level 

Madel: Asymmetric 

1 2 3 4 
outDegree InDegree NrmOutDeg NrmInDeg 

------------ ------------ ------------ ------------
1 2.00 60.00 1.87 56.07 
2 1.00 2.00 0.93 1.87 
3 2.00 2.00 1.87 1.87 
4 1.00 35.00 0.93 32.71 
5 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
6 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
7 3.00 4.00 2.80 3.74 
8 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
9 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 

10 3.00 16.00 2.80 14.95 
11 2.00 45.00 1.87 42.06 
12 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
13 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 

14 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 

15 2.00 6.00 1.87 5.61 

16 2.00 3.00 1.87 2.80 

17 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
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• 18 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
19 3.00 1. 00 2.80 0.93 
20 2.00 3.00 1. 87 2.80 
21 1. 00 1. 00 0.93 0.93 
22 2.00 21. 00 1. 87 19.63 
23 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
24 2.00 0.00 1. 87 0.00 
25 3.00 0.00 2.80 O. 00 
26 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
27 3.00 0.00 2.80 O. 00 
28 3.00 0.00 2.80 O. 00 
29 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
30 3.00 0.00 2.80 O. 00 
31 2.00 0.00 1. 87 O. 00 
32 1.00 0.00 0.93 O. 00 
33 2.00 0.00 1.87 O. 00 
34 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
35 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
36 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
37 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
38 2.00 1.00 1.87 0.93 
39 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
40 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
41 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
42 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
43 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
44 2.00 2.00 1.87 1.87 
45 2.00 2.00 1.87 1.87 
46 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
47 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
48 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
49 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
50 3.00 1.00 2.80 0.93 
51 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
32 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
53 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
54 3.00 1.00 2.80 0.93 
55 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
56 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
57 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
58 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
59 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
60 2.00 2.00 1.87 1.87 
61 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
62 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
63 1.00 3.00 0.93 2.80 
64 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
65 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
66 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
67 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
68 3.00 1.00 2.80 0.93 

• 69 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 

92 



• 70 3.00 O. 00 2.80 0.00 
71 2.00 0.00 1. 87 0.00 
72 2.00 0.00 1. 87 0.00 
73 1. 00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
74 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
75 3. 00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
76 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
77 2. 00 7.00 1. 87 6.54 
78 3. 00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
79 2.00 0.00 1. 87 0.00 
80 2.00 0.00 1. 87 0.00 
81 2.00 2.00 1.87 1.87 
82 2.00 1. 00 1. 87 0.93 
83 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
84 1. 00 2.00 0.93 1.87 
85 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
86 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
87 1. 00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
88 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
89 1. 00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
90 2. 00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
91 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
92 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
93 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
94 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
95 2.00 1.00 1.87 0.93 
96 1. 00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
97 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
98 4. 00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
99 2. 00 0.00 1.87 0.00 

100 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
101 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
102 2.00 1.00 1.87 0.93 
103 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
104 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
105 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
106 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
107 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
108 1.00 5.00 0.93 4.67 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
l 2 3 4 

OutOegree InOegree NrmOutDeg NrmInDeg 
------------ ------------ ------------ ------------

1 Mean 2.14 2.14 2.00 2.00 
2 Std Dev 0.82 8.19 0.77 7.65 
3 Variance 0.68 67.06 0.59 58.58 
4 Minimum 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
5 Maximum 4. 00 60.00 3.74 56. 07 

Network Centralization (Outdegree) :II 0.018% 

• Network Centralization (Indegree) = O.SSU. 
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• Appendix IV Th. R.sulta ot Network Analysis for 1990 

A. Cliqu •• ot Trad. in 1990 at the 5% Lavel 
(Minimum Set Size=3, N=172) 

1: 1 4 11 69 84 2 : 1 4 Il 84 85 
3 : 1 4 11 84 98 4 : 1 4 Il 84 99 
5: 1 4 Il 21 70 6: 1 4 Il 28 
7: 1 4 l1 29 8: 1 4 Il 33 44 
9: 1 4 l1 33 57 10: 1 4 Il 36 

11 : 1 4 11 39 46 12: 1 4 Il 40 
13: 1 4 Il 42 14: 1 4 Il 44 49 
15: 1 4 Il 47 16: 1 4 Il 51 
17: 1 4 Il 53 18: 1 4 Il 55 
19: 1 4 Il 56 20: 1 4 Il 59 
21 : 1 4 Il 80 22: 1 4 Il 82 
23: 1 4 l1 13 24: 1 4 Il 86 
25: 1 4 Il 89 26 : 1 4 Il 91 
27: 1 4 Il 96 28: 1 4 Il 97 
29: 1 9 10 Il 20 22 30: 1 10 Il 15 21 22 70 
31 : 1 la Il 15 19 22 32: 1 10 Il 15 16 22 
33: 1 10 Il 15 22 36 34: 1 10 Il 15 22 39 
35: 1 10 Il 15 22 59 36: 1 10 Il 15 22 64 
37: 1 10 Il 15 22 80 38: 1 10 Il 14 22 
39: 1 8 10 Il 13 16 22 40: 1 8 10 Il 17 20 22 
41: 1 10 Il 22 31 36 42: 1 10 Il 19 22 34 
43: 1 la Il 24 44: 1 10 Il 15 16 26 
45: 1 la Il 15 19 26 46 : 1 10 Il 15 19 27 
47: 1 10 Il 15 16 27 48: 1 10 Il 15 19 32 
49: 1 10 Il 15 38 50: 1 10 Il 49 
51: 1 la Il 15 67 52: 1 10 Il 16 69 
53: 1 la Il 64 69 54: 1 la Il 15 78 
55: 1 la Il 85 56: 1 Il 15 22 40 
57: 1 Il 15 22 33 58: 1 Il 16 98 
59: 1 Il 16 22 28 60: 1 Il 17 97 
61: 1 Il 17 82 62: 1 Il 22 55 
63: 1 Il 22 29 64: 1 Il 22 39 46 
65: 1 Il 22 51 66: 1 Il 34 82 
67: 1 "..1 81 84 98 68: 1 Il 81 84 101 
69: 1 Il 87 96 70: 1 Il 102 
71: 6 Il 15 21 72: 6 Il 15 60 
73: 6 Il 105 74: 7 la 11 15 16 22 
75: 7 la Il 15 22 70 76 : 7 10 Il 15 37 
77: 7 10 Il 15 38 78: 7 la Il 24 
79: 7 la Il 25 80: 7 la Il 30 
81: 7 Il 22 46 82: la Il 12 15 16 22 
83: 10 Il 12 15 22 59 84: la Il 15 18 19 22 
85: 10 Il 15 16 18 22 86: la Il 18 24 
87: Il 15 18 22 33 88: la Il 25 68 
89: 4 Il 25 68 90: 8 la Il 17 30 
91: 4 Il 30 92: 4 Il 52 
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93 : 4 11 53 58 94: 10 11 58 • Appendix IV, A. ( continued) 
95: 11 15 60 108 96 : 10 11 15 22 61 
97 : 11 15 62 103 98: 11 15 62 108 
99: 11 62 105 108 100: 11 63 103 

101 : 11 63 108 102: 10 11 15 65 
103 : 11 15 65 108 104: 10 11 15 16 68 
105 : 4 11 55 68 106: 10 11 15 21 73 
107 : 10 11 15 73 78 108: 10 11 15 19 74 
109 : 11 44 104 110 : 11 19 104 
111 ~ 11 96 104 112: 11 102 104 
113 : 4 11 44 107 114: 4 11 46 108 
115 : 4 11 96 108 116: 4 11 28 108 
117 : 11 15 27 108 118 : 9 11 108 
119 : 1 2 4 96 120 : 1 2 92 
121 : 2 96 104 122: 1 345 
123 : 3 4 52 124: 1 3 5 22 
125 : 4 41 108 126: 1 4 43 54 57 
127 : 1 4 43 48 128: 1 22 43 
129 : 1 4 33 44 45 130: 1 4 33 45 54 
131 : 1 4 44 45 49 132: 1 4 45 56 
133 : 4 45 58 134: 4 44 45 107 
135 : 1 4 47 48 136 : 1 4 48 75 
137 : 4 30 48 138: 4 48 52 
139 : 1 4 50 54 140: 1 4 33 54 57 
141 : 1 4 42 54 142: 1 4 54 66 
143 : 1 4 54 75 79 J.44: 4 30 54 
145 : 4 52 54 146: 1 22 66 77 
147 : 1 4 66 77 148: 1 46 71 
149 : 1 69 71 150: 1 71 77 
151 : l 4 72 152 : 1 16 72 
153 : 1 22 75 154: 4 76 84 
155 : 1 4 51 77 156 : 1 4 77 82 
157 : 1 10 22 77 158: 1 10 77 78 
159 : 1 22 51 77 160: 1 4 29 79 
161 : 1 81 83 84 162: 1 4 83 84 
1.63 : 1 16 83 164: 1 4 88 
165 : 1 88 102 166: 1 90 94 
167 : 1 22 92 168: 1 16 95 
169 : 1 95 102 170: 1 22 100 
171 : 10 16 106 172: 62 105 106 
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B • Clique. of Trad. in 1990 at the 10% Level • (Minimum Set Size=3, N=64) 

1 : 1 4 66 77 2 : 1 4 77 82 
3 : l 3 4 5 4 : 1 4 36 
5: l 4 42 6 : 1 4 44 45 
7: l 4 47 8 : 1 4 48 
9: 1 4 50 54 10: 1 4 51 

11 : l 4 53 12 : 1 4 56 
13 : 1 4 57 14 : 1 4 85 
15: 1 4 99 16: 1 13 22 
17 : 1 14 22 18: 1 22 28 
19 : 1 22 36 20: 1 22 40 
21: 1 22 92 22: 1 44 45 49 
23: 1 69 71 24: 1 81 83 84 
25: 1 84 98 26: 1 84 101 
27: 1 95 102 28: 7 10 11 25 
29: 7 11 16 30: 7 11 18 
31: 7 11 70 32: 8 11 20 
33 : 9 11 20 34: 9 11 108 
35: 10 11 15 19 36: 10 11 15 37 
37 : 10 11 18 19 38: 10 11 78 
39 : 11 15 74 40: 11 15 21 
41: 11 15 36 42: 11 15 61 
43: 11 15 65 44: 11 12 15 
45: 11 13 22 46: 11 14 22 
47: 11 16 22 48: 11 17 20 
49: 11 17 22 50: 11 22 28 
51: 11 22 36 52: 11 22 40 
53: 11 22 61 54 : 11 60 108 
55: 11 62 108 56: 11 63 108 
57 : 11 105 108 58: 11 65 108 
59: 4 30 48 60: 4 43 54 
61: 3 4 52 62: 4 45 58 
63: 4 48 75 64 : 4 44 107 
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• c. pr.eman's Degree centrality Measures 
for 1990 at 5% level 

Model: Asymmetric 

1 2 3 4 
outOeqree InDegree NrrnOutDeg NrrnlnDeg 

------------ ------------ ------------ ------------
1 5.00 79.00 4.67 73.83 
2 2.00 4.00 1. 87 3.74 
3 3.00 2. 00 2.80 1. 87 
4 3.00 57.00 2.80 53.27 
5 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
6 3.00 2.00 2.80 1. 87 
7 5.00 11. 00 4.67 10.28 
8 7.00 4.00 6.54 3.74 
9 6.00 2.00 5.61 1.87 

10 6.00 46.00 5.61 42.99 
11 7.00 80.00 6.54 74.77 
12 5.00 1. 00 4.67 0.93 
13 7.00 0.00 6.54 0.00 
14 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
15 4.00 34.00 3.74 31. 78 
16 6.00 17.00 5.61 15.89 
17 6.00 5.00 5.61 4.67 
18 6.00 2.00 5.61 1.87 
19 5.00 8.00 4.67 7.48 
20 7.00 3.00 6.54 2.80 
21 6.00 4.00 5.61 3.74 
22 6.00 41.00 5.61 38.32 
23 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
24 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
25 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
26 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 
27 7.00 0.00 6.54 0.00 
28 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 
29 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
30 8.00 0.00 7.48 0.00 
31 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
32 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
33 10.00 0.00 9.35 0.00 
34 5.00 1.00 4.67 0.93 
35 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
36 6.00 1. 00 5.61 0.93 
37 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
38 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
39 7.00 0.00 6.54 0.00 
40 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
41 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
42 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
43 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 
44 4.00 5.00 3.74 4.67 

• 45 4.00 7.00 3.74 6.54 
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• 46 6.00 2.00 5.61 1. 87 
47 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
48 2.00 6.00 1.87 5.61 
49 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 
50 3.00 1.00 2.80 0.93 
51 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
52 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
53 3.00 1.00 2.80 0.93 
54 4.00 10.00 3.74 9.35 
55 5.00 0.00 4.67 O. 00 
56 4.00 1.00 3.74 0.93 
57 4.00 2.00 3.74 1.87 
58 5.00 O. 00 4.67 0.00 
59 7.00 O. 00 6.54 0.00 
60 5.00 1.00 4.67 0.93 
61 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
62 4.00 4.00 3.74 3.74 
63 3.00 1.00 2.80 0.93 
64 5.00 1.00 4.67 0.93 
65 4.00 1.00 3.74 0.93 
66 5.00 1.00 4.67 0.93 
67 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
68 5.00 2.00 4. c-7 1.87 
69 7.00 1.00 6.54 0.93 
70 8.00 0.00 7.48 0.00 
71 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
72 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
73 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
74 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
75 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 
76 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
77 4.00 6.00 3.74 5.61 
78 5.00 1.00 4.67 0.93 
79 3.00 2.00 2.80 1.87 
80 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 
81 3.00 3.00 2.80 2.80 
82 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 
83 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
84 3.00 8.00 2.80 7.48 
85 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
86 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
87 2.00 1.00 1.87 0.93 
88 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
89 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
90 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
91 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
92 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
93 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
94 1.00 2.00 0.93 1.87 
95 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
96 7.00 0.00 6.54 0.00 

• 97 4.00 0.00 3.74 0.00 
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98 6.00 0.00 5.61 0.00 • 99 4. 00 0.00 3.74 O. 00 
100 2. 00 0.00 1.87 O. 00 
101 4.00 0.00 3.74 O. 00 
102 2.00 3.00 1. 87 2.80 
103 4. 00 0.00 3.74 O. 00 
104 5. 00 1. 00 4.67 0.93 
105 4.00 2.00 3.74 1. 87 
106 5.00 1.00 4.67 0.93 
107 4.00 O. 00 3.74 O. 00 
108 6. 00 11.00 5.61 10.28 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
1 2 3 4 

OutDegree InDegree NrmOutOeg NrmlnDeg 
------------ ------------ ------------ ------------

1 l.'1ean 4.56 4.56 4.26 4.26 
~ Std Dev 1.65 13.50 1.54 12.62 
3 Variance 2.71 182.21 2.37 159.15 
4 Minimum 1. 00 O. 00 0.93 0.00 
5 Maximum 10. 00 80. 00 9.35 74.77 

Network Centralization (Outdegree) = 0.052\ 
Network Centralization (Indegree) = 0.718\ 
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• D . pr ••• an'. Degre. C.ntrality M •• sur •• 
tor 1990 at 10% l.vel 

Model: Asymmetric 

1 2 3 4 
Out Degree InDegree NrmOutDeg NrmlnDeq 

------------ ------------ ------------ ------------
1 2.00 55.00 1. 87 51.40 
2 1.00 1.00 0.93 0.93 
3 2.00 2.00 1.87 1.87 
4 1.00 31.00 0.93 28.97 
5 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
6 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
7 3.00 4.00 2.80 3.74 
8 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
9 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 

10 2.00 15.00 1. 87 14.02 
11 1.00 37.00 0.93 34.58 
12 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
13 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
14 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
15 2.00 11.00 1.87 10.28 
16 3.00 2.00 2.80 1.87 
17 3.00 2.00 2.80 1.87 
18 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
19 3.00 1.00 2.80 0.93 
20 1.00 3.00 0.93 2.80 
21 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
22 2.00 14.00 1.87 13.08 
23 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
24 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
25 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
26 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
27 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
28 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
29 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
30 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
31 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
32 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
33 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
34 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
35 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
36 5.00 0.00 4.67 0.00 
37 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
38 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
39 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
40 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
41 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
42 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
43 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
44 3.00 4.00 2.80 3.74 

• 45 3.00 3.00 2.80 2.80 

100 



• 46 1. 00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
47 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
48 2.00 2.00 1.87 1.87 
49 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
50 3.00 1. 00 2.80 0.93 
51 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
52 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
53 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
54 3.00 2.00 2.80 1.87 
55 1. 00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
56 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
57 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
58 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
59 1. 00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
60 2.00 1. 00 1.87 0.93 
61 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
62 2.00 1.00 1.87 0.93 
63 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
64 1. 00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
65 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
66 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
67 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
68 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
69 1. 00 1.00 0.93 0.93 
70 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
71 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
72 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
73 1. 00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
74 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
75 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
76 1. 00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
77 2.00 2.00 1.87 1.87 
78 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
79 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
80 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
81 2.00 1.00 1.87 0.93 
82 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
83 3.00 0.00 2.80 0.00 
84 1. 00 4.00 0.93 3.74 
85 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
86 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
87 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
88 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
89 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
90 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
91 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
92 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
93 1. 00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
94 1. 00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
95 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
96 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 

• 97 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
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98 2.00 0.00 1. 87 0.00 • 99 2.00 0.00 1. 87 0.00 
100 1.00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
101 2.00 0.00 1. 87 0.00 
102 1. 00 2.00 0.93 1.87 
103 1. 00 0.00 0.93 0.00 
104 2.00 0.00 1. 87 0.00 
105 2.00 0.00 1. 87 0.00 
106 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
107 2.00 0.00 1.87 0.00 
108 1.00 8.00 0.93 7.48 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 
1 2 3 4 

OutDegree InDegree NrmOutOeg NrmInOeg 
------------ ------------ ------------ ------------

1 Mean 1.94 1. 94 1.82 1.82 
2 std Dev 0.83 7.24 0.77 6.76 
3 Variance 0.68 52.35 0.60 45.72 
4 Minimum 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
5 Maximum 5.00 55.00 4.67 51.40 

Network Centralization (Outdegree) = 0.029' 
Network Centralization ( Indegree) = 0.505' 
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