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Review Essay

Modernization and Dependency

Alternative Perspectives in the
Study of Latin American Underdevelopment

J. Samuel Valenzuela and Arturo Valenzuela*

The end of World War Il marked the beginning of fundamental transformations
in world affairs. The defeat of the Axis powers and the devastating toll which
the war had exacted on Britain and the European allies propelled the United
States into a position of economic and military preeminence. However, the
United States’ power did not go unchallenged. The Soviet Union was able to
influence the accession of power of socialist regimes throughout Eastern
Europe and Chinese Communists defeated their Western-backed adversaries to
gain control of the most populous nation on earth. These events called for an
urgent strategy to revitalize the economies of the Western nations. With
massive U.S. public and private economic investment, Western Europe and
Japan soon recovered from the ravages of war.

But World War IT ushered in another important change whose global implica-
tions would not be felt for some years to come. The weakening of the European
powers and the logic of a war effort aimed at preserving self-determination,
marked the final collapse of the vast colonial empires of the nineteenth century
and the establishment of a multiplicity of states each claiming sovereign and
independent status. The ‘‘new nations’’ soon drew the attention of U.S.
policymakers concerned with the claim that Marxism presented the best and
most logical road to full incorporation into the modern world. They also
captured the attention and imagination of U.S. scholars who in the pursuit of
knowledge, as well as the desire to influence government policy, began to
produce a vast literature on the ‘‘developing’’ nations. For many economists
the solution was another Marshall plan designed for the Third World. But other
social scientists argued that fundamental differences between the devel-
opmental experience of Europe and the less-developed countries mitigated
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against the success of such a strategy. It was not simply a matter of reconstruc-
tion but one of development and, as such, a fundamental question needed
answering before policy recommendations could be advanced: Why was there
such a stark contrast in the developmental experience of a few Western coun-
tries and most of the rest of the world?

The answer to this question led to the development of the ‘‘modernization
perspective.”’ Elaborated by a few economists and by anthropologists,
sociologists, and political scientists, this perspective argued that it was essential
to consider the cultural characteristics of ‘‘new’’ nations in determining their
potential for development. These ‘‘noneconomic’ factors became the cor-
nerstone of a conceptual framework which would influence the U.S. response
to the Third World.! Though ‘‘Latin Americanists’’ did not write the major
theoretical or conceptual works of the modernization literature, that perspective
soon became the dominant approach influencing the methodology and conclu-
sions of the most important and trend-setting studies.

U.S. scholars, however, were not the only ones preoccupied with the
difficulties of applying neoclassical economic assumptions to the devel-
opmental problems of Latin America. In international agencies, notably the
United Nations Economic Commission for Latin America, and university
research centers, Latin American social scientists tried to come to grips with the
widespread economic stagnation which affected the region in the postwar
period. Working separately, often with little communication, scholars in vari-
ous disciplines soon turned to the broader and more basic question of the roots
of Latin American underdevelopment. Many intellectual strands came together
in the 1960s with the elaboration of a more general and comprehensive concep-
tual framework. The ‘‘dependency perspective’’ became the dominant ap-
proach in most Latin American intellectual circles by the mid to late 1960s.

It is revealing that the most important writings of the ‘‘dependency perspec-
tive’’ still have not been translated into English, over a decade after the first
mimeographed drafts began to circulate in Santiago. Dependency analysis
became known in the United States and Europe not through the writings of Latin
Americans but through interpreters such as André Gunder Frank whose work
differs substantially from that of important authors in the field such as F.H.
Cardoso, O. Sunkel, and T. dos Santos.?

Modernization and dependency are two sharply different perspectives seek-
ing to explain the same reality. They originated in different areas, with different
evaluative judgments, different assumptions, different methodologies, and
different explanations.® The purpose of this review essay is not to describe the
origins of the two perspectives, their ‘‘extra scientific’’ elements, but to
compare their conceptual approaches to the study of Latin America. As such, it
will be necessary to consider the two perspectives as ‘‘ideal types,’” accentuat-
ing important characteristics of each framework in a manner not found in any
particular author. There is a good deal of variety and several polemics (particu-
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larly in the dependency literature) stemming from disagreements over the
emphasis given to key elements of the conceptual framework, the operationali-
zation of concepts, and the way in which certain processes occur empirically.
Though the essay will mention some of the controversies within each perspec-
tive, its purpose is to draw broad comparisons and to provide some judgment as
to the relative utility of these competing frameworks in explaining Latin
American underdevelopment.

The Modernization Perspective

This review will examine the modernization perspective’s conceptual
framework by drawing on the work of some of its most important authors, and
then illustrate the use of that framework in the study of Latin America. This
format is dictated by the fact, noted earlier, that specialists on Latin America
failed to contribute important theoretical efforts to the field.* Though there are
several explanations for this failure, one of the most compelling is that Latin
America’s close (particularly cultural) ties to the West made it more difficult by
contrast with Asia and Africa, to point to obvious differences with the European
experience. Indeed, the early theorizing made a distinction between Western
and non-Western experiences, and, as J. Martz noted, ‘‘the Latin Americanist
inevitably wondered if his own region was included.’’? That fact, however, did
not prevent students of Latin America from drawing extensively on the modern-
ization literature to interpret Latin American development.

Assumptions The basic building blocks of the modernization perspective are
parallel tradition-modernity ideal types of social organization and value sys-
tems, distinctions borrowed from nineteenth-century sociology.® Since
societies are understood to move from tradition to modernity, the ideal typical
dichotomy constitutes the polar ends of an evolutionary continuum, though at
some point incremental changes give way to the qualitative jump into moder-
nity. The location of this point is unclear; and yet, Third World countries,
including those of Latin America, are perceived to be below the threshold of
modernity, with a preponderance of traditional features.

The specific elements included in the two polarities vary substantially in the
literature. The traditional society is variously understood as having a predomi-
nance of ascriptive, particularistic, diffuse, and affective patterns of action, an
extended kinship structure with a multiplicity of functions, little spatial and
social mobility, a deferential stratification system, mostly primary economic
activities, a tendency toward autarchy of social units, an undifferentiated
political structure, with traditional elitist and hierarchical sources of authority,
etc. By contrast, the modern society is characterized by a predominance of
achievement; universalistic, specific, and neutral orientations and patterns of
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action; a nuclear family structure serving limited functions; a complex and
highly differentiated occupational system; high rates of spatial and social
mobility; a predominance of secondary economic activities and production for
exchange; the institutionalization of change and self-sustained growth; highly
differentiated political structures with rational legal sources of authority; and so
on.”

The literature assumes that the values, institutions, and patterns of action of
traditional society are both an expression and a cause of underdevelopment and
constitute the main obstacles in the way of modernization. To enter the modern
world, underdeveloped societies have to overcome traditional norms and struc-
tures opening the way for social, economic, and political transformations. For
some authors modernization derives from a greater differentiation of societal
functions, institutions, and roles and the development of new sources of
integration. For others, modernization is based more on the actual transforma-
tion of individuals through their assimilation of modern values.® But in general,
the primary source of change is discussed in terms of innovations, that is, the
rejection of procedures related to traditional institutions, together with the
adoption of new ideas, techniques, values, and organizations. Innovations are
pursued by innovators and the group that assumes this role inevitably clashes
with defenders of the old order. The struggle is over two different ways of life.®

In describing the assumptions of the modernization literature, it is important
to note that the modern pole of the parallel ideal types is the pivotal conceptual
and analytical point because it best approximates the characteristics that
societies must attain in order to develop. The traditional end of the dichotomy is
largely aresidual category, established by logical opposition to the modern end.
In turn, the basic features of the modern pole are derived from characteristics
attributed to those countries already considered modern. Moreover, since in the
process of modernization all societies will undergo by and large similar
changes, the history of the presently modern nations is taken as the source of
universally useful conceptualization. Thus, as historian C. Black notes, ‘‘Al-
though the problems raised by generalizations from a rather narrow base (the
now modern countries) must be acknowledged, the definition of modernity
takes the form of a set of characteristics believed to be applicable to all
societies. This conception of modernity, when thought of as a model or ideal
type, may be used as a yardstick with which to measure any society.”’'® G.
Almond adds that to study modernization in the non-Western areas the political
scientist needs to ‘‘master the model of the modern, which in turn can only be
derived from the most careful empirical and formal analysis of the functions of
the modern Western polities.’’ !

These assumptions are logically consistent with the view that the impetus to
modernize in the now developed countries was the result of endogenous cultural
and institutional transformations, while change in the late developers results
primarily from exogenous stimuli, that is, the diffusion of modern values and
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institutions from the early modernizers. Modernizing Third World elites are
understood to be guided by the Western model adopting and adapting its
technology; assimilating its values and patterns of action; importing its finan-
cial, industrial, and educational institutions; and so on. Western colonialism,
foreign aid, foreign educational opportunities, overseas business investments,
the mass media, etc., are all important channels for the transmission of moder-
nity. For some writers this means that the world is converging toward a uniform
and standardized culture resembling that of the United States and Western
Europe.!?

Though, as will be noted below, there is disagreement on the extent to which
traditional features will disappear, there is broad agreement on the notion that
individual developing countries must in some way replicate the path followed
by the early modernizers. The principal difference between already developed
countries and developing ones is not in the nature of the process, but in the
speed and intensity making it possible for the late modernizers to ““skip stages’’
or ‘‘telescope time.’’!® Despite the fact that the modemnization perspective
stresses the importance of the worldwide context in its analysis of social
change, the basic historical setting for modernization is the nation state. As
Black notes, ‘‘Societies in the process of modernization must . . . be considered
both as independent entities, the traditional institutions of which are being
adapted to modern functions, and also as societies under the influence of many
outside forces.”’'* The world is fragmented, and yet bound by intersocietal
communication. It is, in the words of Dankwart Rustow, a ‘‘world of na-
tions.”’ !5

Finally, it is clear that the stress on the differences in values from one context
to another has some important implications for the modernization perspective’s
concept of human nature. The characteristic of developed societies which has
received the most attention in the literature is the presumed *‘rationality’’ of
both leaders and followers. Indeed, W. Moore has recently argued that modern-
ization is best understood as ‘‘the process of rationalization of social behavior
and social organization.’” Rationalization, or the ‘‘institutionalization of ra-
tionality,’’ is defined as the ‘‘normative expectation that objective information
and rational calculus of procedures will be applied in pursuit or achievement of
any utilitarian goal.... It is exemplified but not exhausted in the use of
sophisticated technology in construction and production.’” 1 As such, modern-
ization theorists agree with the assumption of economic rationality implicit in
the economic growth models of traditional economic theory. But as Moore
noted in a 1950s article, where they differ with traditional economics is in the
assumption that rational behavior is a universal human characteristic. By
contrast with the developed countries, attitudes and values in developing
nations are such that individuals ‘‘behave in ways that are ‘irrational’ or
‘non-rational’ as judged on economic grounds.”’ *7 This explains why Bolivian
businessmen will not take risks with their capital, preferring to put money in
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Swiss banks. Or why Ecuadorians will study law rather than enter a more
lucrative career in business or technology.

In concluding this section, it is necessary to note that from the very outset
certain elements of the modernization perspective came into criticism from
scholars who shared its basic assumptions. It is revealing that much of the
criticism came from researchers who were experts in many of the features of
individual *‘traditional’’ societies. They were uncomfortable with the arbitrary
designation of a wide variety of phenomena as ‘‘traditional,”” with little
concern for the rich, complex, and often strikingly different characteristics
subsumed under that vague concept. They argued that many belief systems and
institutional arrangements with no common referent in the United States or
Western Europe could indeed have modernizing functions. J. Gusfield has
summarized many of the relevant arguments adding that even in modern
societies certain traditional characteristics may survive or gain renewed impor-
tance.'8 These arguments do not, however, constitute a rejection of the assump-
tions of the modernization perspective but an illustration of their use. Despite
the title of his article, Gusfield does not argue that tradition and modermity are
‘‘misplaced polarities.”’ Gusfield simply points to a confusion in the use of
terms and their misapplication in concrete situations. He continues to accept the
assumptions that tradition and modernity are valid theoretical polarities and that
tradition in its many ramifications is the basic obstacle to modernization. If a
particular society or region experiences significant economic growth, what was
thought to be an other-worldly religion undermining rational economic be-
havior may in fact be a creed capable of promoting instrumental values condu-
cive to modernization. There can be a ‘‘modernity of tradition.”’ !°

Recent amendments to the modernization perspective are extensions of the
same internal critique. Reflecting the sobering reality of the 1970s with many
studies pointing to an ever increasing gap between rich and poor nations,?°
several modernization writers have questioned the earlier belief in an inevitable
and uniform process leading to the convergence of societies on economic as
well as social and political grounds.?' Others, while not questioning the
inevitability of the process, point more forcefully than before to its disruptive
and negative effects which affect the ‘‘latecomers’” much more seriously than
the “‘survivors.’” 22 It still remains the case that to modernize, however good or
inevitable that process may be, it is by definition necessary to overcome
traditional values and institutions and substitute them for more modern ones.

Latin America and the modernization perspective Mainstream U.S. schol-
arship on Latin America has implicitly or explicitly drawn on the modernization
perspective to explain Latin American underdevelopment. Often contrasting
the Latin American experience to that of the United States or Western Europe, it
has argued that traditional attitudes and institutions stemming from the colonial
past have proven to be serious, if not fatal, stumbling blocks to any indigenous
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effort to develop economically, socially, or politically. The values of Catholi-
cism, of large Indian populations, or of aristocratic rural elites have contributed
to ‘‘irrational’’ patterns of behavior highly detrimental to modernization.

One of the most influential statements is S.M. Lipset’s ‘‘ Values, Education
and Entrepreneurship,’’ the introductory essay to the best-selling text Elites in
Latin America. Lipset draws directly from T. Parsons and D. McClelland in
arguing that:

The relative failure of Latin American countries to develop on a scale comparable
to those of North America or Australasia has been seen as, in some part, a
consequence of variations in value systems dominating these two areas. The
overseas offspring of Great Britain seemingly had the advantage of values
derivative in part from the Protestant Ethic and from the formation of ‘‘New
Societies’” in which feudal ascriptive elements were missing. Since Latin
America, on the other hand is Catholic, it has been dominated for centuries by
ruling elites who created a social structure congruent with feudal social values.??

In his article Lipset concentrates primarily on explaining economic underde-
velopment as a function of the lack of adequate entrepreneurial activity. The
lack of instrumental behavior, weak achievement orientations, and the disdain
for the pragmatic and material have prevented the rise of a risk-taking business
sector oriented toward rational competitive and bureaucratic enterprise. The
educational system has only served to perpetuate the problem by continuing to
socialize the population with inappropriate attitudes. ‘‘Even [in Argentina] the
second most developed Latin American country . .. the traditional landed,
aristocratic disdain for manual work, industry, and trading, continues to affect
the educational orientations of many students.”” 24 Lipset cites a whole host of
studies, many of which were based on survey research in Latin America, to
conclude that ‘‘the comparative evidence from the various nations of the
Americas sustains the generalization that cultural values are among the major
factors which affect the potentiality for economic development.’’%® Recent
textbooks on Latin America have clearly been influenced by such observations.
Thus, R. Adie and G.E. Poitras note that ‘‘there is in Latin America a social
climate in which the very rewards which have spurred on the entrepreneurs in,
for example, North America, are consistently deemphasised. .. socioeco-
nomic change dependent on business activities . . . cannot necessarily be ex-
pected to follow the same path as it has elsewhere.”’ 28

The late K.H. Silvert, one of the leading authorities on Latin America, wrote
extensively on the impact of traditional values not only on Latin America’s
economic but also its political performance. He made it very clear that Latin
America’s experience had to be judged by the more advanced countries. In a
recently reprinted article he asked, ‘‘What else is one to do other than define
development by the selection of certain characteristics of the already developed
states?’’ On the basis of implicit comparisons with his own society, Silvert goes
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on to say that ‘‘there is something in the quality of the Latin American man and
his culture which has made it difficult for him to be truly modern . . . which has
made this part of the Western world so prone to excesses of scoundrels, so
politically irrational in seeking economic growth, and so ready to reach for
gimmicks.”’ 27 Judgments such as those led him to argue, during the heyday of
the Alliance for Progress, that the United States should ‘‘tip the domestic
political scales’’ in the direction of ‘‘modernizing groups.’” ‘“Moneys spent on
the kind of education, for instance, which will attract persons of a modemn
mentality can be confidently expected to assist the general move toward
development. Moneys spent in bettering or certifying the positions of students
of a traditional cast will only make more robust the anti-development sec-
tors. . .. If help can be extended to the attitudinally developed in such coun-
tries, then it should be done. Otherwise assistance merely certifies non-
development or invites unpredictable revolution.’” 28

Similar sentiments are expressed by R. Scott, another prominent Latin
Americanist. Scott notes that the ‘*inability of Latin America’s political struc-
tures to act as efficient integrating mechanisms . . . suggests that the only real
solution in the long run is to alter the value system of the people.”” 2° A recent
text echoes that theme: *‘A traditional psychocultural world does indeed pre-
dominate in Latin America . . . . To depict collective attitudes and value traits as
basically traditional does help to explain much of political life south of the Rio
Grande ... .”" 30

The assumption that the key to Latin American society can be found in its
cultural values is not only characteristic of the literature of the 1960s and of a
rash of new textbooks aimed at the college market,®! it has also found renewed
currency in the writings of a number of U.S. historians and political scientists.
In what has become known as the ‘‘new corporatism,’” an effort is being made
to explain economic, social, and especially political features of Latin American
countries by stressing the durability of Catholic and ‘‘Thomistic’” values.
Authoritarian political patterns, corporativist economic organizations, and the
disdain for democratic and liberal values are the results of a ‘‘distinct tradi-
tion.”” H. Wiarda, a prominent representative of this ‘‘new’’ trend in the
literature, has argued ‘‘largely untouched by the great revolutionary
movements—social, economic, religious, political, intellectual—that we as-
sociate with the emergence of the modern order, the Iberic and Latin American
nations remained locked in this traditional pattern of values and institutions that
postponed and retarded development.’” 32

Wiarda maintains that the focus on Latin American corporatism represents a
significant departure from the modernization school. He bases his claim on the
fact that he stresses the importance of studying Latin America on its “‘own
terms,”’ without advocating the desirability or inevitability of change along
United States or Western European lines. He thus questions the convergence
thesis noting that ‘‘many traditional societies, and particularly those of the
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Iberic Latin nations, have proved remarkably permeable and flexible, assimilat-
ing at various points more ‘modern’ and ‘rational’ elements, but without losing
their characteristics.”’ *2 But this position differs little from the well-established
‘‘modernity of tradition’’ argument referred to earlier. Wiarda merely provides
an example of the concrete application of the tradition-modernity dichotomy to
the Latin American case; he does not question the basic assumptions of the
perspective. The impressive examples of economic development, which have
occurred from time to time in Latin America are simply due to the adaptability
of some traditional values and institutions to outside influences. And yet,
however remarkable the ‘‘permeability’’ of tradition in Latin America, it is
implicit in Wiarda’s argument that it has been the exception rather than the rule.
Otherwise, Latin America would not have fallen behind in the road of develop-
ment.

The Dependency Perspective

Like the modernization perspective, the dependency perspective resulted from
the work of many different scholars in different branches of the social sciences.
Much of the work proceeded in an inductive fashion. This was the case with
economists working in ECLA who first sought to explain the underdevelop-
ment of Latin America by focusing on the unequal terms of trade between
exporters of raw materials and exporters of manufactured goods. ECLA *‘doc-
trine’’ called for a concerted effort to diversify the export base of Latin
American countries and accelerate industrialization efforts through import
substitution. However, the continued difficulties with that model of develop-
ment soon led to a focus on the internal contraints to industrialization, with an
empbhasis on factors such as the distorting effects of unequal land tenure patterns
and the corrosive results of an inflation best explained by structural rather than
monetary variables. Soon these two trends came together when scholars, such
as Osvaldo Sunkel, combined the early emphasis on external variables with the
internal constraints to development.®*

But this dependency perspective was anticipated by Latin American histo-
rians who had been working for years on various aspects of economic history.
Studies such as those of Sergio Bagu stressed the close interrelation of domestic
developments in Latin America and developments in metropolitan countries.
And in Brazil, sociologists such as Florestan Fernandes, Octavio lanni, Fer-
nando Henrique Cardoso, and Theotonio dos Santos also turned to broad
structural analyses of the factors of underdevelopment. The fact that many of
these scholars found themselves in Santiago in the 1960s only contributed to
further development of the perspective.

In its emphasis on the expansive nature of capitalism and in its structural
analysis of society, the dependency literature draws on Marxist insights and is
related to the Marxist theory of imperialism. However, its examination of
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processes in Latin America imply important revisions in classical Leninist
formulations, both historically and in light of recent trends. The focus is on
explaining Latin American underdevelopment, and not on the functioning of
capitalism, though some authors argue that their efforts will contribute to an
understanding of capitalism and its contradictions.

Assumptions The dependency perspective rejects the assumption made by
modernization writers that the unit of analysis in studying underdevelopment is
the national society. The domestic cultural and institutional features of Latin
America are in themselves simply not the key variables accounting for the
relative backwardness of the area, though, as will be seen below, domestic
structures are certainly critical intervening factors. The relative presence of
traditional and modern features may, or may not, help to differentiate societies;
but it does not in itself explain the origins of modemity in some contexts and the
lack of modemity in others. As such, the tradition-modernity polarity is of little
value as a fundamental working concept. The dependency perspective assumes
that the development of a national or regional unit can only be understood in
connection with its historical insertion into the worldwide political-economic
system which emerged with the wave of European colonizations of the world.
This global system is thought to be characterized by the unequal but combined
development of its different components. As Sunkel and Paz put it:

Both underdevelopment and development are aspects of the same phenomenon,
both are historically simultaneous, both are linked functionally and, therefore,
interact and condition each other mutually. This results . . . in the division of the
world between industrial, advanced or *‘central’’ countries, and underdeveloped,
backward or ‘‘peripheral’’ countries . . ..%"

The center is viewed as capable of dynamic development responsive to internal
needs, and as the main beneficiary of the global links. On the other hand, the
periphery is seen as having a reflex type of development; one which is both
constrained by its incorporation into the global system and which results from
its adaptation to the requirements of the expansion of the center. As Theotonio
dos Santos indicates:

Dependency is a situation in which a certain number of countries have their
economy conditioned by the development and expansion of another . . . placing
the dependent countries in a backward position exploited by the dominant coun-
tries. 3¢

It is important to stress that the process can be understood only by reference to
its historical dimension and by focusing on the total network of social relations
as they evolve in different contexts over time. For this reason dependence is
characterized as ‘‘structural, historical and totalizing’’ or an ‘‘integral analysis
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of development.”” 37 It is meaningless to develop, as some social scientists
have, a series of synchronic statistical indicators to establish relative levels of
dependence or independence among different national units to test the *‘valid-
ity’” of the model.?® The unequal development of the world goes back to the
sixteenth century with the formation of a capitalist world economy in which
some countries in the center were able to specialize in industrial production of
manufactured goods because the peripheral areas of the world which they
colonized provided the necessary primary goods, agricultural and mineral, for
consumption in the center. Contrary to some assumptions in economic theory
the international division of labor did not lead to parallel development through
comparative advantage. The center states gained at the expense of the
periphery. But, just as significantly, the different functions of center and
peripheral societies had a profound effect on the evolution of internal social and
political structures. Those which evolved in the periphery reinforced
economies with a narrow range of primary exports. The interdependent nature
of the world capitalist system and the qualitative transformations in that system
over time make it inconceivable to think that individual nations on the periphery
could somehow replicate the evolutionary experience of the now developed
nations. 3®

It follows from an emphasis on global structural processes and variations in
internal structural arrangements that contextual variables, at least in the long
run, shape and guide the behavior of groups and individuals. It is not inappro-
priate attitudes which contribute to the absence of entrepreneurial behavior or to
institutional arrangements reinforcing underdevelopment. Dependent, peri-
pheral development produces an opportunity structure such that personal gain
for dominant groups and entrepreneurial elements is not conducive to the
collective gain of balanced development. This is a fundamental difference with
much of the modernization literature. It implies that dependence analysts,
though they do not articulate the point explicitly, share the classical economic
theorists’ view of human nature. They assume that individuals in widely
different societies are capable of pursuing rational patterns of behavior; able to
assess information objectively in the pursuit of utilitarian goals. What varies is
not the degree of rationality, but the structural foundations of the incentive
systems which, in turn, produce different forms of behavior given the same
process of rational calculus. It was not attitudinal transformations which gener-
ated the rapid industrialization which developed after the Great Depression, but
the need to replace imports with domestic products. Or, as Cardoso points out in
his studies of entrepreneurs, it is not values which condition their behavior as
much as technological dependence, state intervention in the economy, and their
political weakness vis-a-vis domestic and foreign actors.*® What appear as
anomalies in the modernization literature can be accounted for by a focus on
contextual processes in the dependence literature.
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It is necessary to underscore the fact that dependency writers stress the
importance of the ‘‘way internal and external structural components are con-
nected’’ in elaborating the structural context of underdevelopment. As such,
underdevelopment is not simply the result of ‘‘external constraints’’ on peri-
pheral societies, nor can dependency be operationalized solely with reference to
clusters of external variables.*! Dependency in any given society is a complex
set of associations in which the external dimensions are determinative in
varying degrees and, indeed, internal variables may very well reinforce the
pattern of external linkages. Historically it has been rare for local interests to
develop on the periphery which are capable of charting a successful policy of
self-sustained development. Dominant local interests, given the nature of class
arrangements emerging from the characteristics of peripheral economies, have
tended to favor the preservation of rearticulation of patterns of dependency in
their interests.

It is also important to note that while relations of dependency viewed
historically help to explain underdevelopment, it does not follow that depen-
dent relations today necessarily perpetuate across the board underdevelopment.
With the evolution of the world system, the impact of dependent relations can
change in particular contexts. This is why Cardoso, in studying contemporary
Brazil, stresses the possibility of *‘associated-dependent development,’’ and
Sunkel and Fuenzalida are able to envision sharp economic growth among
countries most tied into the contemporary transnational system.*? Because
external-internal relations are complex, and because changes in the world
system over time introduce new realities, it is indispensable to study compara-
tively concrete national and historical situations. As Anibal Quijano says, ‘‘The
relationships of dependency . . . take on many forms. The national societies in
Latin America are dependent, as is the case with the majority of the Asian,
African and some European countries. However, each case does not present
identical dependency relations.”’ 42 The dependency perspective has thus con-
centrated on a careful historical evaluation of the similarities and differences in
the ‘‘situations of dependency” of the various Latin American countries over
time implying careful attention to ‘‘preexisting conditions’’ in different con-
texts.**

The description of various phases in the world system and differing config-
urations of external-internal linkages, follow from this insistence on diachronic
analysis and its application to concrete cases. The dependency perspective is
primarily a historical model with no claim to ‘‘universal validity.’” This is why
it has paid less attention to the formulation of precise theoretical constructs,
such as those found in the modernization literature, and more attention to the
specification of historical phases which are an integral part of the framework.

The dependency literature distinguishes between the ‘‘mercantilistic’” colo-
nial period (1500-1750), the period of ‘“‘outward growth’’ dependent on pri-
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mary exports (1750-1914), the period of the crisis of the ‘‘liberal model™
(1914-1950), and the current period of ‘‘transnational capitalism.”’

As already noted, because of the need for raw materials and foodstuffs for the
growing industrialization of England, Germany, the United States, and France,
Latin American productive structures were aimed from the outset at the export
market. During the colonial period, the economic specialization was imposed
by the Iberian monarchies. As Bagi notes in his classic study, *‘Colonial
production was not directed by the needs of national consumers, and not even
by the interests of local producers. The lines of production were structured and
transformed to conform to an order determined by the imperial metropolis. The
colonial economy was consequently shaped by its complementary character.
The products that did not compete with those of Spain or Portugal in the
metropolitan, international or colonial markets, found tolerance or
stimulus . . . .”"*% During the nineteenth century, exports were actively pursued
by the politically dominant groups. The independence movement did not
attempt to transform internal productive structures; it was aimed at eliminating
Iberian interference in the commercialization of products to and from England
and northern Europe. The logic of the productive system in this period of
“‘outwardly directed development,”’ in ECLLA’s terms, was not conducive to
the creation of a large industrial sector. Economic rationality, not only of
individual entrepreneurs but also of the system, dictated payments in kind
and/or extremely low wages and/or the use of slavery, thus markedly limiting
the internal market. At the same time, the accumulation of foreign exchange
made relatively easy the acquisition of imported industrial products. Any
expansion of exports was due more to political than economic factors and
depended on a saleable export commodity, and plenty of land and labor, for its
success.

There were, however, important differences between regions and countries.
During the colonial period these are attributable to differences in colonial
administrations, natural resources, and types of production. During the
nineteenth century a key difference was the degree of local elite control over
productive activities for export. Though in all countries elites controlled export
production initially (external commercialization was mainly under foreign
control), towards the end of the century in some countries control was largely
relinquished to foreign exploitation. Where this occurred, the economic role of
local elites was reduced considerably, though the importance of this reduction
varied depending both on the degree to which the foreign enclave displaced the
local elite from the export sector and the extent to which its economic activities
were diversified. Concurrently, the state bureaucracy expanded and acquired
increasing importance through regulations and taxation of the enclave sector.
The state thus became the principal intermediary between the local economy
and the enclave, which generally had little direcr internal secondary impact.
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Other differences, especially at the turn of the century, are the varying impor-
tance of incipient industrialization, the size and importance of middle- and
working-class groups, variations in export products, natural resources, and so
on.*¢

The world wars and the depression produced a crisis in the export-oriented
economies through the collapse of external demand, and therefore of the
capacity to import. The adoption of fiscal and monetary policies aimed at
supporting the internal market and avoiding the negative effects of the external
disequilibrium produced a favorable climate for the growth of an industrial
sector under national auspices. The available foreign exchange was employed
to acquire capital goods to substitute imports of consumer articles.*” The early
successes of the transition to what ECLA calls ‘‘inwardly directed develop-
ment”’ depended to a large extent on the different political alliances which
emerged in the various national settings, and on the characteristics of the social
and political structures inherited from the precrisis period.

Thus, in the enclave situations the earliest developments were attained in
Mexico and Chile, where middle- and lower-class groups allied in supporting
state development policies, ultimately strengthening the urban bourgeoisie.
The alliance was successful in Chile because of the importance of middle-class
parties which emerged during the final period of export-oriented development,
and the early consolidation of a trade union movement. The antecedents of the
Mexican situation are to be found in the destruction of agricultural elites during
the revolution. Such structural conditions were absent in other enclave situa-
tions (Bolivia, Peru, Venezuela, and Central America) where the internal
development phase began later under new conditions of dependence, though in
some cases with similar political alliances (Bolivia, Venezuela, Guatemala,
Costa Rica). Throughout the crisis period agrarian-based and largely nonex-
porting groups were able to remain in power, appealing in some cases to
military governments, and preserving the political scheme that characterized
the export-oriented period.

In the nonenclave situations, considerable industrial growth was attained in
Argentina and Brazil. In the former, export-oriented agrarian entrepreneurs had
invested considerably in production for the internal market and the contraction
of the export sector only accentuated this trend. In Brazil the export-oriented
agrarian groups collapsed with the crisis and the state, as in Chile and Mexico,
assumed a major developmental role with the support of a complex alliance of
urban entrepreneurs, nonexport agrarian elites, popular sectors, and middle-
class groups. In Colombia the export-oriented agrarian elites remained in power
and did not foster significant internal industrialization until the fifties.*®

The import substituting industrialization attained greatest growth in Argen-
tina, Brazil, and Mexico. It soon, however, reached its limits, given the
parameters under which it was realized. Since capital goods for the establish-
ment of industrial parks were acquired in the central nations, the success of the
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policy ultimately depended on adequate foreign exchange supplies. After
reaching maximum growth through the accumulation of foreign exchange
during the Second World War, the industrialization programs could only
continue—given the available political options-—on the basis of an increased
external debt and further reliance on foreign investments. This accumulation of
foreign reserves permitted the success of the national-populist alliances in
Argentina and Brazil which gave the workers greater welfare while maintaining
investments. The downfall of Peron and the suicide of Vargas symbolized the
end of this easy period of import substitution.

But the final blow to ‘‘import substitution’’ industrialization came not from
difficulties in the periphery but further transformations in the center which have
led, in Sunkel’s term, to the creation of a new ‘‘transnational’’ system. With
rapid economic recovery the growing multinational corporations sought new
markets and cheaper production sites for their increasingly technological man-
ufacturing process. Dependency consequently acquired a ‘‘new character’” as
Dos Santos noted, which would have a profound effect on Latin America.
Several processes were involved resulting in (1) the investment of centrally
based corporations in manufactures within the periphery for sales in its internal
market or, as Cardoso and Faletto note, the  ‘internationalisation of the internal
market’’; (2) a new international division of labor in which the periphery
acquires capital goods, technology, and raw materials from the central nations,
and export profits, along with its traditional raw materials and a few manufac-
tured items produced by multinational subsidiaries; and (3) a denationalization
of the older import substituting industries established originally.*® Although
the ‘‘new dependence’’ is in evidence throughout the continent, the process has
asserted itself more clearly in the largest internal markets such as Brazil, where
the weakness of the trade-union movement (the comparison with Argentina in
this respect is instructive) coupled with authoritarian political structures has
created a singularly favorable investment climate.

In subsequent and more recent works writers in the dependency framework
have pursued different strategies of research. Generally speaking, the early
phases of the historical process have received less attention, though the con-
tribution of I. Wallerstein to an understanding of the origins of the world system
is a major addition to the literature.®® Most writers have preferred to focus on
the current * ‘new situation’” of dependence. Some have devoted more attention
to an effort at elaborating the place of dependent capitalism as a contribution to
the Marxist analysis of capitalist society. Scholars in this vein tend to argue
more forcefully than others that dependent capitalism is impossible and that
socialism provides the only historically viable alternative.?! Others have fo-
cused more on the analysis of concrete cases of dependence, elaborating in
some detail the various interconnections between domestic and foreign forces,
and noting the possibility of different kinds of dependent development.®? Still
others have turned their attention to characterizing the nature of the new
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capitalist system, with particular emphasis on the emergence of a ‘‘transna-
tional system’’ which is rendering more complex and problematic the old
distinctions of center and periphery.®? Particularly for the last two tendencies,
the emphasis is on the design of new empirical studies while attempting to
systematize further some of the propositions implicit in the conceptual
framework.

Summary and Conclusions

Modermization and dependency are two different perspectives each claiming to
provide conceptual and analytical tools capable of explaining the relative
underdevelopment of Latin America. The object of inquiry is practically the
only thing that these two competing ‘‘visions’’ have in common, as they differ
substantially not only on fundamental assumptions, but also on methodological
implications and strategies for research.

Though there are variations in the literature, the level of analysis of a
substantial tradition in the modernization perspective, and the one which
informs most reflections on Latin America, is behavioral or microsociological.
The primary focus is on individuals or aggregates of individuals, their values,
attitudes, and beliefs. The dependency perspective, by contrast, is structural or
macrosociological. Its focus is on the mode of production, patterns of interna-
tional trade, political and economic linkages between elites in peripheral and
central countries, group and class alliances and conflicts, and so on. Both
perspectives are concerned with the process of development in national
societies. However, for the modernization writer the national society is the
basic unit of analysis, while the writer in a dependence framework considers the
global system and its various forms of interaction with national societies as the
primary object of inquiry.

For the dependency perspective, the time dimension is a crucial aspect of
what is fundamentally a historical model. Individual societies cannot be pre-
sumed to be able to replicate the evolution of other societies because the very
transformation of an interrelated world system may preclude such an option.
The modernization potential of individual societies must be seen in light of
changes over time in the interactions between external and internal variables.
The modernization perspective is obviously concerned about the origins of
traditional and modern values; but, the time dimension is not fundamental to the
explanatory pretensions of a model which claims ‘‘universal validity.”” With-
out knowing the source of modernity inhibiting characteristics, it is still possi-
ble to identify them by reference to their counterparts in developing contexts.

At the root of the differences between the two perspectives is a fundamentally
different perception of human nature. Dependency assumes that human be-
havior in economic matters is a ‘‘constant.”’ Individuals will behave differently
in different contexts not because they are different but because the contexts are
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different. The insistence on structures and, in the final analysis, on the broadest
structural category of all, the world system, follows logically from the view that
opportunity structures condition human behavior. Moderizationists, on the
other hand, attribute the lack of certain behavioral patterns to the ‘‘relativity’’
of human behavior; to the fact that cultural values and beliefs, regardless of
opportunity structures, underlie the patterns of economic action. Thus, the
conception of change in the modernization perspective is a product of innova-
tions which result from the adoption of modern attitudes among elites, and
eventually followers. Though some modernization theorists are now more
pessimistic about the development potential of such changes, modernizing
beliefs are a prerequisite for development. For dependency analysts the concep-
tion of change is different. Change results from the realignment of dependency
relations over time. Whether or not development occurs and how it occurs is
subject to controversy. Given the rapid evolution of the world system, depen-
dent development is possible in certain contexts, not in others. Autonomy,
through a break in relations of dependency, may not lead to development of the
kind already arrived at in the developed countries because of the inability to
recreate the same historical conditions, but it might lead to a different kind of
development stressing different values. Thus, the prescription for change
varies substantially in the dependency perspective depending on the ideological
outlook of particular authors. It is not a logical consequence of the historical
model. In the modernization perspective the prescription for change follows
more automatically from the assumptions of the model, implying greater
consensus.

From a methodological point of view the modernization perspective is much
more parsimonious than its counterpart. And the focus of much of the literature
on the microsociological level makes it amenable to the elaboration of precise
explanatory propositions such as those of D. McClelland or E. Hagen. Depen-
dency, by contrast, is more descriptive and its macrosociological formulations
are much less subject to translation into a simple set of explanatory proposi-
tions. Many aspects of dependency, and particularly the linkages between
external phenomena and internal class and power relations are unclear and need
to be studied with more precision and care. For this reason the dependency
perspective is an ‘‘approach’ to the study of underdevelopment rather than a
‘‘theory.’” And yet, precisely because modernization theory relies on a simple
conceptual framework and a reductionist approach, it is far less useful for the
study of a complex phenomenon such as development or underdevelopment.

But the strengths of the dependency perspective lie not only in its considera-
tion of a richer body of evidence and a broader range of phenomena, it is also
more promising from a methodological point of view. The modernization
perspective has fundamental flaws which make it difficult to provide for a fair
test of its own assumptions. It will be recalled that the modernization perspec-
tive draws on a model with *‘universal validity’’ which assumes that traditional
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values are not conducive to modern behavioral patterns of action. Given that
underdevelopment, on the basis of various economic and social indicators, is an
objective datum, the research task becomes one of identifying modernizing
values and searching for their opposites in underdeveloped contexts.

In actual research efforts, the modernity inhibiting characteristics are often
“‘deduced’’ from impressionistic observation. This is the case with much of the
political science literature on Latin America. However, more ‘‘rigorous’’
methods, such as survey research, have also been employed, particularly in
studies of entrepreneurial activity. Invariably, whether through deduction or
survey research, less appropriate values for modernization such as *“arielismo’’
(a concern for transcendental as opposed to material values) or ‘‘low-
achievement’ (lack of risk-taking attitudes) have been identified thus ‘‘con-
firming’’ the hypothesis that traditional values contribute to underdevelop-
ment. If by chance the use of control groups should establish little or no
difference in attitudes in a developed and underdeveloped context, the research
instrument can be considered to be either faulty or the characteristics tapped not
the appropriate ones for identifying traditional attitudes. The latter alternative
might lead to the ‘‘discovery’’ of a new ‘‘modernity of tradition’”’ literature or
of greater flexibility than anticipated in traditional norms or of traditional
residuals in the developed country.

The problem with the model and its behavioral level of analysis is that the
explanation for underdevelopment is part of the preestablished conceptual
framework. It is already ‘‘known’’ that in backward areas the modernity
inhibiting characteristics play the dominant role, otherwise the areas would not
be backward. As such, the test of the hypothesis involves a priori acceptance of
the very hypothesis up for verification, with empirical evidence gathered solely
in an illustrative manner. The focus on individuals simply does not permit
consideration of a broader range of contextual variables which might lead to
invalidating the assumptions. Indeed, the modernity of tradition literature,
which has pointed to anomalies in the use of the tradition modernity
‘‘polarities,’” is evidence of how such a perspective can fall victim to the ‘‘and
so’’ fallacy. Discrepancies are accounted for not by a reformulation, but by
adding a new definition or a new corollary to the preexisting conceptual
framework.

Much work needs to be done within a dependency perspective to clarify its
concepts and causal interrelationships, as well as to assess its capacity to
explain social processes in various parts of peripheral societies. And yet the
dependency approach appears to have a fundamental advantage over the mod-
ernization perspective: It is open to historically grounded conceptualization in
underdeveloped contexts, while modernization is locked into an illustrative
methodological style by virtue of its very assumptions.
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