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Globalization, the world system, and "democracy 
promotion" in U.S. foreign policy 

WILLIAM I. ROBINSON 
The University of New Mexico 

In any society the dominant groups are the ones 
with the most to hide about the way society works. 

Very often therefore truthful analyses are bound to 
have a critical ring, to seem like exposures rather 
that objective statements.... For all students of 
human society sympathy with the victims of his- 
torical processes and skepticism about the victors' 
claims provide essential safeguards against being 
taken in by the dominant mythology. A scholar 
who tries to be objective needs these feelings as 

part of his working equipment. 
Barrington Moore 

It has become commonplace among scholars to recognize that a 

rethinking of paradigmatic scope is required in light of the macrosocial 

dynamic of our epoch: globalization. Research and debate on globa- 
lization can be expected to intensify for some time to come before we 
reach any paradigmatic breakthrough in our understanding of emer- 

gent global society or consensus on the contours of a twenty-first cen- 

tury world order. The purpose of this article, certainly more modest 
than advancing any new globalization paradigm, is to analyze and theo- 
rize - from a globalization perspective - on an essential yet little under- 
stood change in U.S. foreign policy toward the Third World in recent 
years. This change has been described by both scholars and policy- 
makers as a shift towards "democracy promotion." 

The reorientation of U.S. foreign policy, from support for authoritarian 
regimes to the promotion of "democratic" political systems in the Third 
World, has major implications for international relations and restruc- 
turing of the global order, and particularly, for North-South relations in 
the "new world order." As such, it merits serious analytical and theoret- 
ical attention by scholars. There is a huge (and still growing) body of 
literature on democratization in the Third World, but the focus here is 
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on endogenous political processes, not U.S. interaction with those 

processes. Most of the literature that does exist on the U.S. policy of 

"democracy promotion" has come from the policymaking community, 
and is eminently policy-oriented.' A handful of academic volumes has 
reviewed dimensions of "democracy promotion" with little theorization 
on the nature of the shift in policy or the actual policy practice.2 Most 

explanations attribute this new policy to the evolution of normative or 
of practical-conjunctural considerations among state managers: policy- 
makers have gone through a "learning process" in selecting the most 

appropriate policies; with the collapse of the old Soviet-bloc, the 
United States can now afford to implement its policies with "softer 
tools"; the "ideal" of liberal capitalism has triumphed, and so on. 

While these behaviorist arguments merit attention, the context in 
which they are advanced needs to be deepened by linking, through 
theoretical discourse, practical-conjunctural considerations on the part 
of state managers to broader historical processes, social structure, and 

political economy that inform foreign policy. I attempt in this article to 

explain "democracy promotion" on the basis of just such a linkage. My 
argument may be summarized as follows: at the level of theoretical 

generalization, this shift may be conceived, in the Gramscian sense, as 

indicating new forms of transnational control accompanying the rise of 

global capitalism. Specifically, behind this shift is an effort to replace 
coercive means of social control with consensual ones in the South 
within a highly stratified international system, in which the United 
States plays a leadership role on behalf of an emergent transnational 

hegemonic configuration. At the practical level, this shift involves the 

development of new organs of the U.S. state and new modalities of 

engagement abroad that may be perceived as what sociologist Leslie 
Sklair terms a "transnational political practice."3 

It is my view that international relations, and foreign policy as a subset 

therein, should be a multidisciplinary concern in which sociology has 
much to offer in the way of correctives and theoretical development, 
especially in light of globalization processes. Political sociology, with its 

insights into the nature of the state and social structure, elites and 

masses, relations between structure and agency, and the intercon- 
nections it draws between the different dimensions of the social totality, 
provides great analytical and explanatory potential, as international 
relations scholar Fred Halliday pointed out in a recent article.4 Com- 

parative and historical sociology, with its stress on the world-historic 
context of international developments, and the sociology of develop- 
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ment, with its clues to patterns of change over time and place, help us 
understand transitions between distinct historic epochs. And sociol- 

ogy's world-system theory, in particular its theoretical presupposition 
that the development of international society is constituted by the 
spread of a social system at the international level, constitutes a power- 
ful macro-structural framework for analyzing world events, including 
"democracy promotion." On the other hand, political science has made 
a crucial contribution to our understanding of social forces and glo- 
balizing dynamics with the recent development of a Gramscian model 
of international relations. 

I intend, therefore, to draw on an unorthodox version of world-system 
theory and a Gramscian model of international relations, as well as on 
certain established insights of political, comparative-historical, and 

development sociology, in my attempt to theorize on "democracy pro- 
motion" in U.S. foreign policy. This article is divided into three parts. In 
the first, I analyze the shift in U.S. foreign policy to "democracy promo- 
tion" and discuss democracy as an essentially contested concept. I also 
situate the U.S. policy shift within a world-system perspective and a 
Gramscian model of international relations and of transnational pro- 
cesses in the age of the global economy. I summarize the concrete 
mechanisms, in particular, "political aid" programs, through which this 
shift has taken place. In the second, I summarize "democracy promo- 
tion" undertakings in several countries (the Philippines, Chile, Nica- 
ragua, and Haiti) on the basis of a mounting body of empirical works 
on U.S. involvement in Third World transitions. The purpose here is to 
provide theoretical propositions with some empirical points of refer- 
ence. In the third, I draw some tentative conclusions and suggest direc- 
tions for future study. 

I should note, as a caveat, that space constraints preclude a full explo- 
ration here of the theoretical and analytical issues at hand. But the risk 
of oversimplification, especially when novel theoretical and macro- 
sociological propositions are involved, should not mean, as Max Hork- 
heimer once cautioned, that we impose a "taboo against all thinking" by 
limiting ourselves to what has been "properly qualified" and "complete- 
ly corroborated."5 
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From promoting dictatorship to promoting "democracy" 

There are three general assumptions on which I proceed. First, political 
systems in the periphery have, seen from the long-historic lens of the 
modern era, been penetrated and influenced, if not entirely imposed, 
by the core. Changes in general core-periphery relations have con- 

sequences for peripheral political systems. Modern colonialism created 

political systems outright or transformed existing ones, which then 

gained newfound autonomy following decolonization. The relationship 
between changes in general core-periphery relations and changes in 

peripheral political systems should be viewed as a legitimate unit of 
social-scientific inquiry. The global economy is fundamentally redefin- 

ing Norh-South general relations, economic as well as political. 

Second, globalization is a new phase of capitalism that involves a tran- 
sition to a qualitatively new stage in the world system. My application 
of the world-system framework differs from the more orthodox ap- 
proach advanced by Wallerstein and others,6 in historic periodization, 
in the Weberian definition of capitalism as a market rather than a pro- 
duction relation, and in the view of the state and its relation to nations 
and social groups. The assumption here, regarding periodization and 

production relations, is that the modern world system was character- 
ized in an earlier period by a dominant capitalist mode, headquartered 
in the core, which articulated itself with distinct semi- or pre-capitalist 
modes in peripheral regions. Under globalization, capitalist production 
relations are displacing rather than merely becoming articulated with, 
all residual pre-capitalist relations. Regarding the state, the assumption 
is that globalization is separating the state, conceived as a theoretical 

abstraction, from the nation-state as a concrete sovereign territorial 
unit. 

Third, the United States is the last dominant core nation state and the 
one under whose aegis globalization is unfolding. A key disjuncture in 
the globalization process is the internationalization of productive 
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direct power of states.7 This process involves a dispersal of global deci- 

sion-making away from specific core states, even though transnational 

groups continue to filter policies through existing state apparatuses. In 

elaborating a policy of "democracy promotion," the United States is 
not acting on behalf of a "U.S." elite, but playing a leadership role on 
behalf of an emergent transnational elite. 

Prior to globalization, leadership in the world system shifted from one 
core power to another over time, a process involving periodic swings 
between conflict and consensus among core powers and a fairly con- 
stant relation of domination by the center over the periphery. Upon 
assuming leadership among core powers following WWII, the United 
States filled the vacuum left by the collapse of the old colonial empires 
through numerous forms of military and political intervention in Latin 
America, Africa, the Middle East, and Europe.8 In this way, the United 
States came to play a pivotal role in the development of political sys- 
tems in the periphery in the post-WWII years. As the historical record 
shows, the principal political form that the United States promoted was 
authoritarian regimes. U.S. interventionism resulted, whether inten- 
tional or as an incidental byproduct, in authoritarian political and so- 
cial arrangements in the Third World as a strategic girder to the main- 
tenance of international order and stability. The United States promot- 
ed and supported a global political network of civilian-military regimes 
and outright dictatorships in Latin America, white minority and one- 

party dictatorships of post-colonial elites in Africa, and repressive 
states in Asia. The United States thus exercised its domination in the 
periphery in this period chiefly through coercive domination. Chal- 
lenges to the post-WWII global order and its pattern of international - 

particularly, North/South - asymmetry, took various forms, such as 
organized national liberation movements, (e.g.. Vietnam, Cuba, Chile), 
multi-class coalitions for democratization and social justice (e.g., 
Guatemala, Dominican Republic, Greece), and efforts by nationalist- 
oriented elites to secure greater autonomy and local control (e.g., Iran, 
Brazil, Indonesia, Egypt). These challenges were met by U.S. interven- 
tion to suppress popular social change and to bolster authoritarian 
political systems. These systems were judged to be the most expedient 
means of achieving stability and social control in the periphery re- 
quired for the free operation of international capital. In this way, the 
U.S. state functioned as what sociologists James Petras and Morris 
Morley refer to as the "imperial state," promoting and protecting the 
expansion of capital across state boundaries by the multinational cor- 
porate community.9 
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Much post-WWII literature on U.S. foreign policy has erroneously 
interpreted this interventionism, and behind it, the "elective affinity" 
between authoritarianism in the periphery and U.S.-core domination, 
as driven by Cold War considerations. Although perceived competition 
from the former Soviet Union was important, it was not the driving 
force behind intervention, and often amounted to little more than a 
rationalization for U.S. policy. As political scientist Samuel Huntington 
has noted, "You may have to sell [intervention in the Third World] in 
such a way as to create the misimpression that it is the Soviet Union 

you are fighting. That is what the United States has done ever since the 
Truman Doctrine." 1( The lack of democracy in the former Soviet bloc 
(and its own support for authoritarian arrangements in the periphery) 
was one major factor, apart from structural limitations, contributing to 
the historic failure of anti-systemic projects in the twentieth century, 
but this tells us little about what drove U.S. policy and what accounts 
for the dramatic change to "democracy promotion" in the early 
1980s."1 A related Cold War explanation of U.S. support for authori- 
tarianism, as a response on the part of policymakers to Soviet influence 
in the Third World, not only conflates East-West geopolitical dynamics 
with more fundamental center-periphery dynamics, but also fails to 
hold up to longitudinal or logical scrutiny. Coercive domination over 
the periphery by the United States and other core powers dates back to 
the formative years of the world system, and was also the norm in U.S. 

foreign policy during eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth century 
periods of territorial and extra-territorial U.S. expansion, and therefore 

predates the creation of the Soviet Union. If support for authoritari- 
anism was a response to a perceived Soviet threat, rather than a 

dynamic internal to center-peripheral relations, whereas "promoting 
democracy" may be explained by the absence of a "communist threat," 
then consensual modes of social control could have been expected to 
mediate core-periphery, and U.S.-Third World, relations in the absence 

(prior to the existence) of the Soviet Union. The Cold War, therefore, 
does not provide causal explanation for U.S. support for a given politi- 
cal (sub)system or mode of social control in the periphery. 

The driving force behind post-WWII intervention throughout the Third 
World was expansion and defense of a budding post-colonial inter- 
national capitalism under U.S. leadership. U.S. policymakers were quite 
clear on the matter. Much U.S. strategic planning for this period 
emphasized securing U.S. and core access to the raw materials, mar- 

kets, and labor power of the Third World, and on assuring a political 
environment propitious to the operation of U.S., and increasingly inter- 
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national, capital.12 National Security Council (NSC) Memorandum 
NSC-68, one of the key foreign-policy documents of the post-World 
War II era, stated, for instance, that post-WWII policy embraced "two 

subsidiary policies." One was to foster "a world environment in which 
the American system can survive and flourish," and the other was "con- 
tainment of the Soviet Union" which "seeks to foster the seeds of 
destruction within the Soviet system." The Memorandum went on: 
"Even if there was no Soviet Union we would face the great problem" 
of achieving "order and security" for U.S. global interests. It concluded 

by calling for "a rapid buildup of [U.S.] political, economic, and military 
strength" around the world.13 And the whole focus of President Roose- 
velt's Advisory Committee on Postwar Foreign Policy was not a "com- 
munist threat" but control over the world's resources, and in particular, 
securing unrestricted U.S. access to the Third World. Behind East-West 
relations, therefore, North-South relations were always intrinsic and cen- 
tral to the whole Cold War era. 

Foreign-policy analyses that focus on behavioral explanations often 
track and analyze policies as sets of pronouncements at the level of 

public discourse of successive administrations, thereby confusing what 
foreign policymakers say they do with what they actually do, and con- 
flating policy discourse with the actual content of policy. "Democracy," 
and not authoritarianism, has always been a central focus of U.S. 
foreign policy as articulated by state managers. As the first bourgeois 
republic, the legitimizing discourse of democracy was central to the 
founding of the United States and the theme has therefore always been 
an integral component of foreign policy. The democratic discourse that 
legitimized the republic since its inception also required a "democratic" 
legitimation of foreign policy, which explains, in part, the disjuncture 
between policy discourse and the actual U.S. practice of promoting 
authoritarianism.'4 The historic record underscores the antinomy. In 
the eighteenth, nineteenth, and early twentieth centuries, the U.S. state 
imposed authoritarian, and even totalitarian, arrangements on the 
peoples it conquered and colonized in peripheral zones under its influ- 
ence, including many of the Native American and Mexican peoples it 
colonized in what is now the mainland United States, and in the 
Greater Caribbean Basin and in the Pacific areas of direct U.S. colonial 
and semi-colonial influence, where coercive means of social control 
remained firmly entrenched (the U.S. state, moreover, backed Euro- 
pean colonial coercive control even as it competed with European 
rivals over spheres of influence). The ideological imperative of empha- 
sizing "democracy" in foreign policy heightened after WWII, as a result 
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of the worldwide upsurge of democratic aspirations in the wake of the 
defeat of fascism, the breakup of the old colonial system, and the posi- 
tion of world leadership assumed by the United States. The theme of 

"democracy" was thus emphasized again in the 1950s as a central tenet 
of the Truman and Eisenhower administrations, as well as in the 1960s 

by the Kennedy and Johnson administrations. But a general reading of 
U.S. policies in the 1950s and 1960s reveals the underlying reliance on 

(or accommodation with) authoritarian arrangements remained by and 

large entrenched.'3 Eisenhower's Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, 
expressed the U.S. reasoning during this period: "These [authoritarian 
regimes] are not the people we want to support... [but] we know that 
we cannot make a transition [to democracy] without losing control of 
the whole situation." 6 After an even more brazen embrace of authori- 
tarianism during the Nixon-Ford years, the theme of "democracy" was 
reintroduced as part of the Carter "human rights policy." But the Carter 
administration's actual policy continued to support largely existing 
authoritarian arrangements, even though it did pave the way for the 
decisive moment of change in U.S. policy in the 1980s. 

Three interwoven factors converged in the 1970s and 1980s to bring 
about a decisive change in the "elective affinity" between authoritari- 
anism and U.S. domination in the periphery. First, popular movements 
in the Third World were spreading against repressive political systems 
and exploitative socioeconomic orders established during the Cold 
War years. As the "elective affinity" between authoritarianism and U.S. 
domination began to unravel, support for authoritarianism became an 

increasingly ineffective means of assuring stability and confronting 
mass demands for popular social change. A crisis of elite rule thus 

began to coalesce at the world systemic level.l7 Second, and closely- 
related, a long-running debate within the extended policymaking com- 

munity was resolved decisively in the early 1980s in favor of substitut- 

ing support for authoritarianism with "democracy promotion." Third, 
the emergence of the global economy began to redefine the basis for 
international relations and class formation, to create new sets of actors 
that became transnational in character, and to generate new pressures 
for political change within the South. In short, by redefining the eco- 
nomic terms of North-South relations, globalization also redefined the 

political terms of these relations. These three factors are tightly inter- 
woven and do not lend themselves to analytical separation as autono- 
mous variables. Taken together, they culminated in the mid-1980s 

(importantly), before the Cold War thaw and subsequent collapse of the 
Soviet bloc) in an explicit shift in U.S. policy from the promotion of 
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authoritarianism to the active promotion of "democracy." A "democ- 

racy promotion" apparatus was created in the 1980s and early 1990s 
in the U.S. state, including new governmental and quasi-governmental 
agencies and bureaus, policy studies, and government and private con- 
ferences, to draft and implement "democracy promotion" policies and 

programs.18 

I present a more detailed chronology of this shift in U.S. policy below. 
Suffice it here to observe that the emergence of "democracy promo- 
tion" in the 1980s contrasts with prior periods in U.S. foreign policy 
history, and with the general norm in the mediation of core-periphery 
relations, in which military dictatorships or authoritarian client regimes 
(and before them, colonial states) were sustained as the best guarantor 
of social control and stability. It represents the beginnings of a shift - 
still underway - in the method through which the core regions of the 

capitalist world system exercise their domination over peripheral and 

semi-peripheral regions, from coercive to consensual mechanisms, in 
the context of emergent transnational configurations. What is emerging 
is a new political model of North-South relations for the twenty-first 
century. Before elaborating on this theoretical proposition, a discussion 
is necessary on "democracy." 

Democracy as an essentially contested concept 

Democracy is what philosopher W. B. Gallie has termed an "essentially 
contested concept."19 This refers to a concept in which different and 

competing definitions exist, such that terms themselves are problematic 
since they are not reducible to "primitives." Each definition yields dif- 
ferent interpretations of social reality. In and of themselves, these terms 
are hollow and their meaning is only discernible from the vantage point 
of the social and theoretical context of their usage. By their nature, 
these terms involve implicit assumptions, are enveloped in ideology, 
and are therefore subsets of broader discourse that sets the framework 
of the political or theoretical agenda in question. Essentially contested 
concepts are thus sites of "discursive struggle" for control of the terms 
and rules of prevailing discourse. 

Since democracy is a universal aspiration and the claim to promote it 
has mass appeal, "democracy promotion" has a crucial ideological 
dimension. What U.S. policymakers mean by "democracy promotion" 
is the promotion of polyarchy. Polyarchy refers to a system in which a 
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small group actually rules and mass participation in decision-making is 
confined to leadership choice in elections carefully managed by compet- 
ing elites. The pluralist assumption is that elites will respond to the gen- 
eral interests of majorities, through polyarchy's "twin dimensions" of 
"political contestation" and "political inclusiveness," as a result of the 
need of those who govern to win a majority of votes. The polyarchic defi- 
nition of democracy was developed in U.S. academic circles closely tied 
to the policymaking community in the United States in the post-World 
War II years. According to Samuel Huntington, this "redefinition" of the 
classical definition of democracy as rule, or power (cratos) of the people 
(demos) to make it more "realistic" and "compatible" with "modern 

society," culminated in Robert Dahl's 1971 study, titled Polyarchy.21 By 
the time the United States assumed global leadership after World War II, 
the polyarchic definition of democracy, which is only one variant of an 

essentially contested concept, had achieved hegemony, in the Gramscian 
sense, in social-scientific, political, and mass public discourse. 

As an essentially contested concept, the polyarchic definition competes 
with concepts of popular democracy. Although, in distinction to poly- 
archy, there is no fully elaborated theory of popular democracy (a situa- 
tion that strengthens the hegemonic status of the polyarchic definition), 
an abundance of literature is available on the subject and on the debate 
over democracy.21 The various views on popular democracy, traceable 
to the classical Greek definition of democracy and rooted in Rous- 
seauian-Marxist traditions, posit a dispersal throughout society of 

political power through the participation of broad majorities in deci- 

sion-making. This model conjoins representative government and 
elections to forms of participatory democracy that hold states account- 
able beyond the indirect mechanisms of periodic elections. Popular 
democracy is seen as an emancipatory project of both form and con- 
tent that links the distinct spheres of the social totality, in which the 
construction of a democratic political order enjoys a theoretically 
internal relation to the construction of a democratic socioeconomic 

order, and democratic participation is a tool for changing unjust social 
and economic structures. 

This is not the place to take up the debate over competing definitions 
of democracy. What concerns us here are the following three inter- 
woven propositions. First, the polyarchic definition, resting on the 
theoretical model of pluralism and of structural-functionalist sociology, 
isolates explicitly the political from the social and economic spheres 
and situates democracy within the bounds of the former (and even at 

small group actually rules and mass participation in decision-making is 
confined to leadership choice in elections carefully managed by compet- 
ing elites. The pluralist assumption is that elites will respond to the gen- 
eral interests of majorities, through polyarchy's "twin dimensions" of 
"political contestation" and "political inclusiveness," as a result of the 
need of those who govern to win a majority of votes. The polyarchic defi- 
nition of democracy was developed in U.S. academic circles closely tied 
to the policymaking community in the United States in the post-World 
War II years. According to Samuel Huntington, this "redefinition" of the 
classical definition of democracy as rule, or power (cratos) of the people 
(demos) to make it more "realistic" and "compatible" with "modern 

society," culminated in Robert Dahl's 1971 study, titled Polyarchy.21 By 
the time the United States assumed global leadership after World War II, 
the polyarchic definition of democracy, which is only one variant of an 

essentially contested concept, had achieved hegemony, in the Gramscian 
sense, in social-scientific, political, and mass public discourse. 

As an essentially contested concept, the polyarchic definition competes 
with concepts of popular democracy. Although, in distinction to poly- 
archy, there is no fully elaborated theory of popular democracy (a situa- 
tion that strengthens the hegemonic status of the polyarchic definition), 
an abundance of literature is available on the subject and on the debate 
over democracy.21 The various views on popular democracy, traceable 
to the classical Greek definition of democracy and rooted in Rous- 
seauian-Marxist traditions, posit a dispersal throughout society of 

political power through the participation of broad majorities in deci- 

sion-making. This model conjoins representative government and 
elections to forms of participatory democracy that hold states account- 
able beyond the indirect mechanisms of periodic elections. Popular 
democracy is seen as an emancipatory project of both form and con- 
tent that links the distinct spheres of the social totality, in which the 
construction of a democratic political order enjoys a theoretically 
internal relation to the construction of a democratic socioeconomic 

order, and democratic participation is a tool for changing unjust social 
and economic structures. 

This is not the place to take up the debate over competing definitions 
of democracy. What concerns us here are the following three inter- 
woven propositions. First, the polyarchic definition, resting on the 
theoretical model of pluralism and of structural-functionalist sociology, 
isolates explicitly the political from the social and economic spheres 
and situates democracy within the bounds of the former (and even at 

small group actually rules and mass participation in decision-making is 
confined to leadership choice in elections carefully managed by compet- 
ing elites. The pluralist assumption is that elites will respond to the gen- 
eral interests of majorities, through polyarchy's "twin dimensions" of 
"political contestation" and "political inclusiveness," as a result of the 
need of those who govern to win a majority of votes. The polyarchic defi- 
nition of democracy was developed in U.S. academic circles closely tied 
to the policymaking community in the United States in the post-World 
War II years. According to Samuel Huntington, this "redefinition" of the 
classical definition of democracy as rule, or power (cratos) of the people 
(demos) to make it more "realistic" and "compatible" with "modern 

society," culminated in Robert Dahl's 1971 study, titled Polyarchy.21 By 
the time the United States assumed global leadership after World War II, 
the polyarchic definition of democracy, which is only one variant of an 

essentially contested concept, had achieved hegemony, in the Gramscian 
sense, in social-scientific, political, and mass public discourse. 

As an essentially contested concept, the polyarchic definition competes 
with concepts of popular democracy. Although, in distinction to poly- 
archy, there is no fully elaborated theory of popular democracy (a situa- 
tion that strengthens the hegemonic status of the polyarchic definition), 
an abundance of literature is available on the subject and on the debate 
over democracy.21 The various views on popular democracy, traceable 
to the classical Greek definition of democracy and rooted in Rous- 
seauian-Marxist traditions, posit a dispersal throughout society of 

political power through the participation of broad majorities in deci- 

sion-making. This model conjoins representative government and 
elections to forms of participatory democracy that hold states account- 
able beyond the indirect mechanisms of periodic elections. Popular 
democracy is seen as an emancipatory project of both form and con- 
tent that links the distinct spheres of the social totality, in which the 
construction of a democratic political order enjoys a theoretically 
internal relation to the construction of a democratic socioeconomic 

order, and democratic participation is a tool for changing unjust social 
and economic structures. 

This is not the place to take up the debate over competing definitions 
of democracy. What concerns us here are the following three inter- 
woven propositions. First, the polyarchic definition, resting on the 
theoretical model of pluralism and of structural-functionalist sociology, 
isolates explicitly the political from the social and economic spheres 
and situates democracy within the bounds of the former (and even at 

small group actually rules and mass participation in decision-making is 
confined to leadership choice in elections carefully managed by compet- 
ing elites. The pluralist assumption is that elites will respond to the gen- 
eral interests of majorities, through polyarchy's "twin dimensions" of 
"political contestation" and "political inclusiveness," as a result of the 
need of those who govern to win a majority of votes. The polyarchic defi- 
nition of democracy was developed in U.S. academic circles closely tied 
to the policymaking community in the United States in the post-World 
War II years. According to Samuel Huntington, this "redefinition" of the 
classical definition of democracy as rule, or power (cratos) of the people 
(demos) to make it more "realistic" and "compatible" with "modern 

society," culminated in Robert Dahl's 1971 study, titled Polyarchy.21 By 
the time the United States assumed global leadership after World War II, 
the polyarchic definition of democracy, which is only one variant of an 

essentially contested concept, had achieved hegemony, in the Gramscian 
sense, in social-scientific, political, and mass public discourse. 

As an essentially contested concept, the polyarchic definition competes 
with concepts of popular democracy. Although, in distinction to poly- 
archy, there is no fully elaborated theory of popular democracy (a situa- 
tion that strengthens the hegemonic status of the polyarchic definition), 
an abundance of literature is available on the subject and on the debate 
over democracy.21 The various views on popular democracy, traceable 
to the classical Greek definition of democracy and rooted in Rous- 
seauian-Marxist traditions, posit a dispersal throughout society of 

political power through the participation of broad majorities in deci- 

sion-making. This model conjoins representative government and 
elections to forms of participatory democracy that hold states account- 
able beyond the indirect mechanisms of periodic elections. Popular 
democracy is seen as an emancipatory project of both form and con- 
tent that links the distinct spheres of the social totality, in which the 
construction of a democratic political order enjoys a theoretically 
internal relation to the construction of a democratic socioeconomic 

order, and democratic participation is a tool for changing unjust social 
and economic structures. 

This is not the place to take up the debate over competing definitions 
of democracy. What concerns us here are the following three inter- 
woven propositions. First, the polyarchic definition, resting on the 
theoretical model of pluralism and of structural-functionalist sociology, 
isolates explicitly the political from the social and economic spheres 
and situates democracy within the bounds of the former (and even at 

small group actually rules and mass participation in decision-making is 
confined to leadership choice in elections carefully managed by compet- 
ing elites. The pluralist assumption is that elites will respond to the gen- 
eral interests of majorities, through polyarchy's "twin dimensions" of 
"political contestation" and "political inclusiveness," as a result of the 
need of those who govern to win a majority of votes. The polyarchic defi- 
nition of democracy was developed in U.S. academic circles closely tied 
to the policymaking community in the United States in the post-World 
War II years. According to Samuel Huntington, this "redefinition" of the 
classical definition of democracy as rule, or power (cratos) of the people 
(demos) to make it more "realistic" and "compatible" with "modern 

society," culminated in Robert Dahl's 1971 study, titled Polyarchy.21 By 
the time the United States assumed global leadership after World War II, 
the polyarchic definition of democracy, which is only one variant of an 

essentially contested concept, had achieved hegemony, in the Gramscian 
sense, in social-scientific, political, and mass public discourse. 

As an essentially contested concept, the polyarchic definition competes 
with concepts of popular democracy. Although, in distinction to poly- 
archy, there is no fully elaborated theory of popular democracy (a situa- 
tion that strengthens the hegemonic status of the polyarchic definition), 
an abundance of literature is available on the subject and on the debate 
over democracy.21 The various views on popular democracy, traceable 
to the classical Greek definition of democracy and rooted in Rous- 
seauian-Marxist traditions, posit a dispersal throughout society of 

political power through the participation of broad majorities in deci- 

sion-making. This model conjoins representative government and 
elections to forms of participatory democracy that hold states account- 
able beyond the indirect mechanisms of periodic elections. Popular 
democracy is seen as an emancipatory project of both form and con- 
tent that links the distinct spheres of the social totality, in which the 
construction of a democratic political order enjoys a theoretically 
internal relation to the construction of a democratic socioeconomic 

order, and democratic participation is a tool for changing unjust social 
and economic structures. 

This is not the place to take up the debate over competing definitions 
of democracy. What concerns us here are the following three inter- 
woven propositions. First, the polyarchic definition, resting on the 
theoretical model of pluralism and of structural-functionalist sociology, 
isolates explicitly the political from the social and economic spheres 
and situates democracy within the bounds of the former (and even at 

small group actually rules and mass participation in decision-making is 
confined to leadership choice in elections carefully managed by compet- 
ing elites. The pluralist assumption is that elites will respond to the gen- 
eral interests of majorities, through polyarchy's "twin dimensions" of 
"political contestation" and "political inclusiveness," as a result of the 
need of those who govern to win a majority of votes. The polyarchic defi- 
nition of democracy was developed in U.S. academic circles closely tied 
to the policymaking community in the United States in the post-World 
War II years. According to Samuel Huntington, this "redefinition" of the 
classical definition of democracy as rule, or power (cratos) of the people 
(demos) to make it more "realistic" and "compatible" with "modern 

society," culminated in Robert Dahl's 1971 study, titled Polyarchy.21 By 
the time the United States assumed global leadership after World War II, 
the polyarchic definition of democracy, which is only one variant of an 

essentially contested concept, had achieved hegemony, in the Gramscian 
sense, in social-scientific, political, and mass public discourse. 

As an essentially contested concept, the polyarchic definition competes 
with concepts of popular democracy. Although, in distinction to poly- 
archy, there is no fully elaborated theory of popular democracy (a situa- 
tion that strengthens the hegemonic status of the polyarchic definition), 
an abundance of literature is available on the subject and on the debate 
over democracy.21 The various views on popular democracy, traceable 
to the classical Greek definition of democracy and rooted in Rous- 
seauian-Marxist traditions, posit a dispersal throughout society of 

political power through the participation of broad majorities in deci- 

sion-making. This model conjoins representative government and 
elections to forms of participatory democracy that hold states account- 
able beyond the indirect mechanisms of periodic elections. Popular 
democracy is seen as an emancipatory project of both form and con- 
tent that links the distinct spheres of the social totality, in which the 
construction of a democratic political order enjoys a theoretically 
internal relation to the construction of a democratic socioeconomic 

order, and democratic participation is a tool for changing unjust social 
and economic structures. 

This is not the place to take up the debate over competing definitions 
of democracy. What concerns us here are the following three inter- 
woven propositions. First, the polyarchic definition, resting on the 
theoretical model of pluralism and of structural-functionalist sociology, 
isolates explicitly the political from the social and economic spheres 
and situates democracy within the bounds of the former (and even at 

small group actually rules and mass participation in decision-making is 
confined to leadership choice in elections carefully managed by compet- 
ing elites. The pluralist assumption is that elites will respond to the gen- 
eral interests of majorities, through polyarchy's "twin dimensions" of 
"political contestation" and "political inclusiveness," as a result of the 
need of those who govern to win a majority of votes. The polyarchic defi- 
nition of democracy was developed in U.S. academic circles closely tied 
to the policymaking community in the United States in the post-World 
War II years. According to Samuel Huntington, this "redefinition" of the 
classical definition of democracy as rule, or power (cratos) of the people 
(demos) to make it more "realistic" and "compatible" with "modern 

society," culminated in Robert Dahl's 1971 study, titled Polyarchy.21 By 
the time the United States assumed global leadership after World War II, 
the polyarchic definition of democracy, which is only one variant of an 

essentially contested concept, had achieved hegemony, in the Gramscian 
sense, in social-scientific, political, and mass public discourse. 

As an essentially contested concept, the polyarchic definition competes 
with concepts of popular democracy. Although, in distinction to poly- 
archy, there is no fully elaborated theory of popular democracy (a situa- 
tion that strengthens the hegemonic status of the polyarchic definition), 
an abundance of literature is available on the subject and on the debate 
over democracy.21 The various views on popular democracy, traceable 
to the classical Greek definition of democracy and rooted in Rous- 
seauian-Marxist traditions, posit a dispersal throughout society of 

political power through the participation of broad majorities in deci- 

sion-making. This model conjoins representative government and 
elections to forms of participatory democracy that hold states account- 
able beyond the indirect mechanisms of periodic elections. Popular 
democracy is seen as an emancipatory project of both form and con- 
tent that links the distinct spheres of the social totality, in which the 
construction of a democratic political order enjoys a theoretically 
internal relation to the construction of a democratic socioeconomic 

order, and democratic participation is a tool for changing unjust social 
and economic structures. 

This is not the place to take up the debate over competing definitions 
of democracy. What concerns us here are the following three inter- 
woven propositions. First, the polyarchic definition, resting on the 
theoretical model of pluralism and of structural-functionalist sociology, 
isolates explicitly the political from the social and economic spheres 
and situates democracy within the bounds of the former (and even at 

small group actually rules and mass participation in decision-making is 
confined to leadership choice in elections carefully managed by compet- 
ing elites. The pluralist assumption is that elites will respond to the gen- 
eral interests of majorities, through polyarchy's "twin dimensions" of 
"political contestation" and "political inclusiveness," as a result of the 
need of those who govern to win a majority of votes. The polyarchic defi- 
nition of democracy was developed in U.S. academic circles closely tied 
to the policymaking community in the United States in the post-World 
War II years. According to Samuel Huntington, this "redefinition" of the 
classical definition of democracy as rule, or power (cratos) of the people 
(demos) to make it more "realistic" and "compatible" with "modern 

society," culminated in Robert Dahl's 1971 study, titled Polyarchy.21 By 
the time the United States assumed global leadership after World War II, 
the polyarchic definition of democracy, which is only one variant of an 

essentially contested concept, had achieved hegemony, in the Gramscian 
sense, in social-scientific, political, and mass public discourse. 

As an essentially contested concept, the polyarchic definition competes 
with concepts of popular democracy. Although, in distinction to poly- 
archy, there is no fully elaborated theory of popular democracy (a situa- 
tion that strengthens the hegemonic status of the polyarchic definition), 
an abundance of literature is available on the subject and on the debate 
over democracy.21 The various views on popular democracy, traceable 
to the classical Greek definition of democracy and rooted in Rous- 
seauian-Marxist traditions, posit a dispersal throughout society of 

political power through the participation of broad majorities in deci- 

sion-making. This model conjoins representative government and 
elections to forms of participatory democracy that hold states account- 
able beyond the indirect mechanisms of periodic elections. Popular 
democracy is seen as an emancipatory project of both form and con- 
tent that links the distinct spheres of the social totality, in which the 
construction of a democratic political order enjoys a theoretically 
internal relation to the construction of a democratic socioeconomic 

order, and democratic participation is a tool for changing unjust social 
and economic structures. 

This is not the place to take up the debate over competing definitions 
of democracy. What concerns us here are the following three inter- 
woven propositions. First, the polyarchic definition, resting on the 
theoretical model of pluralism and of structural-functionalist sociology, 
isolates explicitly the political from the social and economic spheres 
and situates democracy within the bounds of the former (and even at 

small group actually rules and mass participation in decision-making is 
confined to leadership choice in elections carefully managed by compet- 
ing elites. The pluralist assumption is that elites will respond to the gen- 
eral interests of majorities, through polyarchy's "twin dimensions" of 
"political contestation" and "political inclusiveness," as a result of the 
need of those who govern to win a majority of votes. The polyarchic defi- 
nition of democracy was developed in U.S. academic circles closely tied 
to the policymaking community in the United States in the post-World 
War II years. According to Samuel Huntington, this "redefinition" of the 
classical definition of democracy as rule, or power (cratos) of the people 
(demos) to make it more "realistic" and "compatible" with "modern 

society," culminated in Robert Dahl's 1971 study, titled Polyarchy.21 By 
the time the United States assumed global leadership after World War II, 
the polyarchic definition of democracy, which is only one variant of an 

essentially contested concept, had achieved hegemony, in the Gramscian 
sense, in social-scientific, political, and mass public discourse. 

As an essentially contested concept, the polyarchic definition competes 
with concepts of popular democracy. Although, in distinction to poly- 
archy, there is no fully elaborated theory of popular democracy (a situa- 
tion that strengthens the hegemonic status of the polyarchic definition), 
an abundance of literature is available on the subject and on the debate 
over democracy.21 The various views on popular democracy, traceable 
to the classical Greek definition of democracy and rooted in Rous- 
seauian-Marxist traditions, posit a dispersal throughout society of 

political power through the participation of broad majorities in deci- 

sion-making. This model conjoins representative government and 
elections to forms of participatory democracy that hold states account- 
able beyond the indirect mechanisms of periodic elections. Popular 
democracy is seen as an emancipatory project of both form and con- 
tent that links the distinct spheres of the social totality, in which the 
construction of a democratic political order enjoys a theoretically 
internal relation to the construction of a democratic socioeconomic 

order, and democratic participation is a tool for changing unjust social 
and economic structures. 

This is not the place to take up the debate over competing definitions 
of democracy. What concerns us here are the following three inter- 
woven propositions. First, the polyarchic definition, resting on the 
theoretical model of pluralism and of structural-functionalist sociology, 
isolates explicitly the political from the social and economic spheres 
and situates democracy within the bounds of the former (and even at 



625 625 625 625 625 625 625 625 625 

that, it limits democratic participation to voting in elections) in contrast 
to the popular definition. Second, behind essentially contested con- 

cepts are contested social orders. Mass movements for democratization 
in the South are movements seeking fundamental social change, 
encompassing much more than reforms leading to contested elections 
and other institutional structures of polyarchy. Third, the contradiction 
between popular democracy and polyarchy is a contradiction between 
distinct class and group protagonists and their opposing projects for 

organizing society. I advance these three propositions in order to draw 
out the argument that the promotion of polyarchy in U.S. foreign policy 
is intended to suppress popular democratization, which is a threat to 
elite status quos and the structure of an asymmetric international order, 
and is thus an attempt to resolve crises of elite domination generated 
by globalizing pressures. 

As a theoretical conceptualization distinct from polyarchy, popular 
democracy is concerned with both process and outcome (although a 

fully-elaborated theory of popular democracy would have to address 
such issues as the institutional structures of popular democracy and the 
relation between process and outcome). The polyarchic definition 

argues that democracy rests exclusively on process, so that there is no 
contradiction between a "democratic" process and a social order punc- 
tuated by sharp social inequalities and minority monopolization of 

society's material and cultural resources. Thus, under the polyarchic 
definition, a system can acquire a democratic form without a demo- 
cratic content or outcome. Polyarchy's emphasis on process irrespec- 
tive of outcome flows, in turn, from the theoretical premise of struc- 
tural-functionalism that different spheres of the social totality are 
independent and linked externally to each other, and that the political 
sphere of the social totality, therefore, is separate from the social and 
economic spheres. U.S. social scientists Larry Diamond, Juan J. Linz, 
and Seymour Martin Lipset articulate this theoretical view in their 
introduction to a widely circulated, four-volume, study funded by the 
quasi-governmental National Endowment for Democracy (NED), a 
new agency in the foreign-policy apparatus created in 1983 to "pro- 
mote democracy abroad.""22 According to the authors: "We use the 
term democracy in this study to signify a political system, separate and 
apart from the economic and social system.... Indeed, a distinctive 
aspect of our approach is to insist that issues of so-called economic and 
social democracy be separated from the question of governmental 
structure."2 (The authors also clarify that, by democracy, they are 
referring specifically to polyarchy.) 
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What theoretical or historical justification exists for the separation of 
the political system from socioeconomic matters is not clear. However, 
the implications of substituting the literal (or classic) definition of 

democracy with the institutional definition embodied in polyarchy are 
vast. By limiting the focus to political contestation among elites through 
procedurally free elections, such issues as who controls the material 
and cultural resources of society, as well as asymmetries and inequal- 
ities, both among groups within a single nation and among nations 
within the international order, become extraneous to the discussion of 

democracy. The notion that there may be a contradiction in terms 
between elite or class rule, in which wealth and power is monopolized 
by minorities, and democracy, a contradiction that would flow from the 

original Greek definition of power of the people, does not enter - by 
theoretical-definitional fiat - into the polyarchic definition. 

The distinction between polyarchy and authoritarian systems should 
not be belittled, either theoretically or normatively. But the trappings of 
democratic procedure in a polyarchic political system do not mean that 
the lives of those in nations where the United States "promotes democ- 

racy" become filled with authentic or meaningful democratic content, 
much less that social justice or greater economic equality are achieved, 
as numerous recent transitions to polyarchy in the South have made 
clear. At best, the polyarchic definition leaves open the issue as to 
whether "political democracy" may or may not facilitate "economic 

democracy." In contrast, I am arguing that polyarchy as a distinct form 
of elite rule performs the function of legitimating existing inequalities, 
but does so more effectively that authoritarianism. The intent behind 

promoting polyarchy is to relieve domestic pressure on the state from 
subordinate classes for more fundamental political, social, and eco- 
nomic change in emergent global society. The extremes of military 
regimes and highly unpopular dictatorships, although they might have 

represented or defended elite interests, also engendered mass-based 

opposition that could lead to more fundamental social, economic, and 

political changes that threaten perceived core and local elite interests. 
Mass struggles to replace authoritarian systems have sought outcomes, 
beyond the mere removal of dictatorships, of popular democratization. 
The purpose of promoting polyarchy is to remove dictatorships and to 

preempt more fundamental change. In crucial moments in these strug- 
gles, once the shift to "democracy promotion" had been effected in the 

early 1980s, the United States stepped in, through various forms of 

"democracy promotion" programs, to seek polyarchic outcomes. Poly- 
archy, as a form of elite rule distinct from authoritarianism and 
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dictatorship, may prove to be a more durable means of social control in 
an emergent integrated global economy and society. More precisely, 
polyarchic political systems may provide the foundations for a 
Gramscian hegemony in a transnational setting. 

A Gramscian model of international relations and world order 

An explanation for the shift to promoting polyarchy is best seen 

through analysis at two distinct levels: structural and behavioral. Struc- 
tural analysis focuses on the emergence of the global economy from the 
1960s and on, and the implications this has for changes in trans- 
national politics and class formation, North-South relations, hegemony, 
and world order. Behavioral analysis focuses on the policy debates and 

strategic discussion that took place among the extended policymaking 
community over what types of political arrangements are most con- 
ducive to the reproduction of North-South relations and to stability 
and social order in the periphery of the world system. Structural analy- 
sis frames behavioral analysis: behavioral changes (i.e., policy changes) 
transpire within structural contexts. Although intersubjective percep- 
tions are structurally contingent, the relation between the two is 
recursive, such that agency "feeds back" into and shapes structure in an 
interactive manner. A methodological approach that focuses on a 
mixture of structure and agency allows us to identify "feedback mecha- 
nisms" and tempers inclination toward functionalist teleology. 
Gramscian concepts, particularly of hegemony and the extended state, 
and the application of these concepts to international relations, help 
inform the link between the behavioral and the structural level of 

analysis and provide a theoretical framework for conceptualizing the 
shift from promoting authoritarianism to promoting polyarchy. 

The concept of hegemony is not generally used in the social sciences, 
including in most world-system, Marxist, and realist models, in the 
Gramscian sense. The commonplace usage refers broadly to domina- 
tion, rooted in the original Greek meaning of hegemony as pre- 
dominance of one nation over another. The United States exercised 
global "hegemony" in the post-World War II era, or Great Britain was 
the "hegemonic" world power in the nineteenth century. The 
Gramscian notion of hegemony is more circumscribed, positing 
distinct forms, or relations, of domination, in brief: coercive domination 
and consensual domination. Gramscian hegemony may be viewed 
roughly as a relation between classes in which one class or fraction of a 
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class exercises leadership over other classes and strata by gaining the 
active consent of those classes and strata through ideological coopta- 
tion and political incorporation (or at least institutional neutralization 
rather than repressive exclusion). Hegemony as a social relation binds 

together a "bloc" of diverse classes and groups under circumstance of 
consensual domination. A social order in which hegemony has been 
achieved is one that takes the form of consensual ("democratic") 
arrangements in the political system, and in society, characterized by a 

given set of juridical relations as the arbiter of social relations and 

procedural mechanisms for the resolution of group and class conflict. 
Such arrangements facilitate "the 'spontaneous' consent" given by other 

groups to "the direction imposed on social life" by the dominant 

groups. At the same time, hegemony mediates relations between 
dominant and subordinate groups, and also relations among dominant 

groups. The same consensual mechanisms for the reproduction of a 

given dominant constellation of social forces ("historic bloc") involve 
mechanisms for consensus among dominant groups themselves. 

Stated in admittedly simplified terms, dictatorship or authoritarianism 

may be conceived as the exercise of coercive domination and polyarchy 
as hegemony, or consensual domination. However, it should be stressed 
that hegemonic (consensual) domination does not mean the absence of 

coercion, much less the absence of conflict in a social formation, 
whether conceived as national or transnational. It is better conceived as 
the reproduction of social order through the salience of consensual 
means of social control. As Gramsci put it, hegemony is consensus pro- 
tected by the "armor of coercion," and the political superstructures of a 
coherent social order always combine both coercive and consensual- 
based elements (whether authoritarian or "democratic"). These two 
forms are (in Gramsci's Hegelian language) distinct "moments" in the 
social relations of domination, separable only in theoretical abstraction 
for methodological purposes. Gramsci's hegemony and Weber's legiti- 
ma(c are related but distinct. All social orders (and their political 
authority) require for their reproduction the attainment of legitimacy, 
which requires consent on the part of the dominated that is con- 

structed, in the last instance, through latent or active coercion. This is 

of concern to the present discussion on two counts. First, authoritarian 

regimes display elements of consensus as much as "democratic" 

regimes display elements of coercion. Second, transitions to polyarchy 
do not involve eliminating a coercive apparatus but subordinating that 

apparatus to civilian elites. 
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A critical element in the Gramscian construct is the distinction and 

unity of political and civil society: social control takes place on two 
levels: in civil society and through the state, which are fused in 
Gramsci's extended state ("civil society plus political society"). The 
Gramscian extended state eliminates the structural-functionalist dual- 
ism of state and civil society. "The two levels correspond on the one 
hand to the function of hegemony which the dominant group exercises 
throughout society and on the other hand to that of 'direct domination' 
or command exercised through the state and 'juridical' government."24 
The hegemony of a ruling class or fraction is exercised in civil society 
as distinct from its coercive power exercised through the state. Civil 

society is the arena of those social relationships that are based on con- 
sent - e.g., political parties, trade unions, the mass media, civic associa- 
tions, and the family. 

Gramsci originally developed the concept of hegemony in its applica- 
tion to relations among classes and social groups within a nation. But 
the premise can be applied to international relations, as has been 
advanced elsewhere in recent international relations and development 
literature,25 and an "Italian school" has begun to emerge. However, a 
Gramscian theory of international relations remains sparsely devel- 
oped, and most work has focused on intra-core and not on core- 

periphery relations. In the age of transnational political processes, 
hegemony is exercised in the context of relations among nations and 
among classes or groups in an international, or transnational, setting. 
The structures of asymmetry in the international political economy and 
international relations of power and domination may be exercised or 
sustained through variants of coercive or consensual mechanisms of 
transnational social control. Hegemony applied to international rela- 
tions therefore is not synonymous with the application of power by one 
nation over others in the context of an unequal distribution of inter- 
national power and resources. A critical mass of asymmetrical power in 
international relations may be applied in a myriad of ways that create 
or sustain asymmetries, such as colonial conquest and direct military 
intervention. During its "American century," the United States applied 
such as critical mass of power, both direct (political-military) and 
indirect (economic), flowing from its location in the world system, to 
construct global empire and exercise worldwide domination, just as 
Great Britain did in the nineteenth century. 

But this worldwide domination was not necessarily hegemonic. In the 
Gramscian construct, hegemony is one form in which nations, or more 
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precisely, groups operating in a cross-national setting, may exercise 
their domination in the international arena. My notion of transnational 

hegemony, therefore, is distinct from that of most world-system, realist, 
and many Marxist theorists, for whom it is equated with structural 
domination alone (and who, on that basis, identify a succession of his- 
toric "hegemons," from the Netherlands, to Great Britain, and then to 
the United States in the twentieth century, and now search for a new 

global "hegemon" and predict a coming period of core state rivalries26). 
Transnational domination, in order to be hegemonic, requires the 

ideological incorporation of both dominant and subordinate groups in 
the center and periphery. The locus for such a hegemony is a sufficient- 

ly developed civil society constituted on the foundations of capitalist 
production relations. Gramsci contrasted, in this regard, the "gelati- 
nous" civil society of Czarist Russia due to the sparse development of 

capitalism, and therefore the difficulty in hegemonic control, to the 
solid hegemonic control achieved in Western Europe, on the founda- 
tions of a fully capitalist economy.27 While the process is far from com- 

plete, the basis for a transnational hegemony has been gradual laid with 
the general spread of capitalist production relations into former 
colonial zones of Africa and Asia following post-WWII decolonization, 
and a hastened displacement in Latin America in this same period of 

pre-capitalist, usually tributary production relations (e.g., peasant 
peonage). This spread of capitalist production relations has accelerated 

dramatically in the late twentieth century under globalization, and is 

making possible for the first time in history a hegemonic world order. 

Moving "downward" from a structural toward a behavioral perspective, 
mass movements for the democratization of social life are threats to 
dominant groups in a transnational setting. Yet the earlier authoritarian 

arrangements are increasingly unable to manage with the complexity of 
such threats. New modalities of intervention have therefore emerged to 
face more complex threats. The United States, or transnational domi- 
nant classes and groups, may sustain core-periphery relations of domi- 
nation through "active coercion," such as direct colonial control, an 
invasion or CIA-orchestrated coup d'etat, and more characteristically, 
through the promotion of dictatorial or authoritarian social arrange- 
ments. Or, transnational social control may be achieved through 
foreign-policy undertakings intended to bring about the political and 

ideological incorporation of subordinate groups. The decline in the 
relative power of the United States and other core states in recent 

decades, the gradual separation of class power and state power (or the 
structural power of capital and the direct power of states), the dispersal 
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of global power to geographically diffuse classes and groups operating 
in a transnational environment, and the requirement of democratic 
legitimation, are some factors accounting for the relative decline in the 
effectiveness of traditional military power and the absolute coercive 
capacity of the core in the world system.28 Current debate over whether 
the United States is losing or merely reconfiguring its position as the 
dominant world p6wer reflects an outdated state-centered approach 
that fails to appreciate changes in the nature of power under globali- 
zation, and which therefore obscures our understanding of the relation 
between economic and political change in global society. 

Structural analysis: Polyarchy and the global economy 

The first level of analysis - structure - rests on the material production 
process as it takes place in the international political economy, and 
involves an examination of globalization. Hegemony is not simply 
something that happens as a mere superstructural derivative of eco- 
nomic structures. It is, in large part, the result of a permanent and per- 
suasive effort, conducted through a multiplicity of "superstructural" 
agencies and instances. However, the possibility of hegemonic order is 
conditioned by the structure of production and social relations that 
flow from political economy. The defining feature of our epoch is the 
emergence of a capitalist global economy, which brings with it the 
material basis for the emergence of a singular global society, including 
the transnationalization of civil society and of political processes. 
Nations are no longer linked "externally" to a broader system but 
"internally" to a singular global social formation. The old units of 
analysis - nation states - are increasingly inappropriate for under- 
standing the dynamics of our epoch, not only in terms of economic 
processes, but also social relations and political systems. An examina- 
tion of the policy shift to "democracy promotion" sheds much light, in a 
recursive manner, on these dynamics. In theoretical terms, there is a 
"doubling back" quality between the phenomenon to be explained 
("democracy promotion") and the process in which it is embedded 
(globalization). The etiology of "democracy promotion" is the historic 
process of globalization, yet at the same time "democracy promotion" 
is a transnational political practice that helps shape and facilitate 
important political dimensions of the globalization process, such as 
transnational class formation, the externalization of peripheral states, 
and new forms of articulation between the political and the economic 
in a cross-national environment. "Promoting democracy" can be con- 
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ceived as part of an effort to construct hegemony, in the sense meant by 
Gramsci, within and between nations in the context of the transnation- 
alization of the economy, political processes, and civil societies. The 
shift from authoritarian to consensual mechanisms of transnational 
social control corresponds to the emergence of the global economy 
since the mid-1960s and constitutes a political exigency of macro- 
economic restructuring on a world scale.29 

Globalization comprises two interwoven processes. First is the near- 
culmination of a process begun several centuries ago, in which capital- 
ist production relations are undermining and supplanting all precapi- 
talist relations across the globe, both in those areas specializing in 

manufacturing or services and those in primary production. Second is 
the transition over the past several decades from the linkage of nations 
via commodity exchange and capital flows in an integrated inter- 
national market, in which different modes of production coexisted 
within broader social formations and national and regional economies 

enjoyed autonomy despite external linkages, to the globalization of the 

process of production itself. These two processes, taken as integrated 
historic movement spanning the period from WWII to the present (and 
still underway), constitute a shift from a world economy to a global 
economy. The post-WWII breakup of the colonial system, the spread of 
multinational capital, and several consecutive waves in the "Scientific 
and Technological Revolution" (STR), one immediately following 
WWII and a second starting in the late 1960s, have allowed for the 
decentralization across the globe of complex production processes 
simultaneous to the centralization of decision making and management 
of global production, that is, the complete separation of the site of 

management from the site of production and the geographic frag- 
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techniques). It has allowed for a much more fluid movement of capital 
and its penetration into diverse regions. Intrinsic to this penetration is 
the capital-labor relation (i.e., tautologically, the capitalist production 
relation). (On this process of global proletarianization, see Ronaldo 
Munck, The New International Labour Studies, Zed Press, 1988, espe- 
cially chapter two). In all four countries examined below, capitalist pro- 
duction relations penetrated pre-capitalist reserves in a dramatic fash- 
ion in the post-WWII period, and particularly, from the 1960s and on, 
breaking up pre-capitalist communities and commodifying economic 
activities. This resulted in rapid class restructuring, including the accel- 
erated proletarianization of peasant communities and the creation of 
new rural and urban working classes who became politically mobilized. 

Research into this globalization of production has proliferated, but 
research into the social and political consequences of this process lags 
behind. The restructuring of the international division of labor, the 
reorganization of productive structures in each nation, and the global 
integration of these national production structures, has major con- 
sequences for the social and political texture of every society and for 
the world polity. The hitherto unseen integration of national economies 
under economic globalization erodes national boundaries and brings 
with it a tendency towards uniformity, not just in the conditions of pro- 
duction, but in the civil and political superstructure in which social 
relations of production unfold. The agent of the global economy is 
transnational capital, managed by a class-conscious transnational 
elite,32 based in the center countries and led by the United States. The 
accelerated concentration of capital and economic power around this 
transnational elite in center countries has profound effects on arrange- 
ments between existing social groups, class constellations, and political 
systems in every country of the world system. Political and economic 
power tends to gravitate toward new groups linked to transnational 
capital and the global economy, either directly or through location in 
reorganized local state apparatuses that function as "transmission 
belts" for transnational interests.33 In every region of the world, from 
Eastern Europe to Latin America, states, economies and political 
processes are becoming transnationalized and integrated under the 
guidance of this new elite. This transnational elite has local contingents 
in each nation of the South, in a new breed of "technocratic" elite in 
Latin America, Africa, and Asia, or what Sunkel and Fuenzalida call 
"transnational kernels,"34 who are overseeing sweeping processes of 
social and economic restructuring. 
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The transnational elite has an economic project and a political counter- 

part to that project. The economic project is "neo-liberalism," a model 
that seeks to achieve the conditions for the total mobility of capital. 
This model includes the elimination of state intervention in the econ- 

omy and the regulation by individual nation states over the activity of 

capital in their territories. The neo-liberal "structural adjustment" pro- 
grams currently sweeping the South seek macroeconomic stability 
(price and exchange-rate stability, etc.) as an essential requisite for the 

activity of transnational capital, which must harmonize a wide range of 

fiscal, monetary, and industrial policies among multiple nations, if it is 
to be able to function simultaneously, and often instantaneously, 
between numerous national borders. In turn, the political project of this 
transnational elite is the consolidation of political systems that function 

through consensual mechanisms of social control, that is, of polyarchic 
political systems. This elite has become hegemonic, in the Gramscian 
sense, owing to its structural domination in the world economy com- 
bined with the conditions of ideological consensus it has constructed 
around its dual project of neo-liberalism and polyarchy. It is in this con- 
text that "democracy promotion" and the promotion of free markets 

through neo-liberal restructuring has become a singular process in U.S. 

foreign policy. The Agency for International Development (AID) 
explains that promoting democracy in the latter part of the twentieth 

century "is complementary to and supportive of the transition to 
market-oriented economies."35 And a U.S. State Department policy 
document explains: "Support for democracy is becoming the new 

organizing principle for American foreign policy."36 

But why consensual over coercive mechanisms of control? Authoritar- 
ianism and dictatorship had become a fetter to the emergent patterns 
of international capital accumulation corresponding to the global econ- 

omy. Globalizing forces have been disintegrating previously embedded 
forms of political authority. As Stephen Gill points out, the "globaliza- 
tion thrust of internationally mobile capital [contradicts] the more ter- 

ritorially bounded nature of political authority in the late 20th cen- 

tury."37 Transnational capital has become sufficiently disruptive and 
intrusive so as to break down all the old barriers that separated and 

compartmentalized groups in and between societies, while mass com- 
munications is integrating what were once secluded social and cultural 

experiences of different peoples within the world system, as even the 
most remote and isolated regions of the world are linked with an 

increasingly global civilization. As recent literature on transnational 
communications has explored, the communications revolution has 
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penetrated virtually every region of the Third World, turning radio, 
television, print media, and other forms of symbolic exchange that 
extend beyond local and national borders, into crucial mediums for 
the development of broader intersubjective communities.38 Diverse 
demonstration effects and the heightened relative deprivation they 
generate have implications for social behavior and collective action. 
The globalization of social life has brought with it new social move- 
ments and revolutions in civil society around the world, "stirring" 
masses of people to rebel against authoritarian arrangements. In short, 
people have been pushed by the global economy into new roles as eco- 
nomic and social protagonists, and in this process, have been demand- 

ing the democratization of social life. 

This is what the Trilateral Commission, in its landmark 1975 report 
The Crisis of Democracy, referred to as "the explosion of social inter- 
action, and correlatively a tremendous increase of social pressure." 
Social and economic developments in the world over the past several 
decades "have made it possible for a great many more groups and 
interests to coalesce ... the information explosion has made it difficult 
if not impossible to maintain the traditional distance that was deemed 
necessary to govern." The report noted that the "democracy ethos 
make it difficult to prevent access and restrict information, while the 
persistence of the bureaucratic processes which have been associated 
with the traditional governing systems makes it impossible to handle 
them at a low enough level."39 

In other words, authoritarian political systems are unable to manage 
the expansive social intercourse associated with the global economy. 
Social interaction and economic integration on a world scale are 
obstructed by authoritarian or dictatorial political arrangements. Poly- 
archy is better equipped under the conditions of social dislocation and 
political reorganization that accompany each nation's entrance into the 
global economy to confront, or at least control, popular sectors and 
their demands. Polyarchic political systems lend themselves to more 
durable forms of social control, and therefore to stability. Polyarchy, 
while mediating inter-class relations, is also a more propitious institu- 
tional arrangement for the resolution of conflicts among dominant 
groups, encouraging the exercise of effective self-control in intra-group 
affairs. In its ideal-type function, polyarchy achieves intra-elite stability 
via compromise and accommodation. Under the fluid conditions of an 
integrated global society, polyarchic political structures are therefore 
seen as more disposed to diffusing the sharpest social tensions and to 
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incorporating sufficient social bases with which to sustain stable 
environments. In this regard, the Trilateral Commission Report 
emphasized the need to "carry through a basic mutation in (the) mode 
of social control," to "experiment with more flexible models that could 
produce more social control with less coercive pressure."40 

Under consolidated capitalism, the political organization of opposition 
to the capitalist system is generally unfettered, owing to mutually rein- 
forcing ideological, institutional, and structural constraints. Polyarchic 
political systems tend to set boundaries in which social struggles unfold 
whose legitimate parameters do not transgress the social order. Ideo- 
logical hegemony is a material force insofar as it orients, and sets limits 
on, human action by establishing generalized codes of conduct that 

organize entire populations. Under a hegemonic social order, embedd- 
ed in ideology are definitions of key political, economic, and 

philosophical concepts that establish the legitimacy or illegitimacy of 
demands placed on the social order. Polyarchy places enormous insti- 
tutional constraints on effective opposition to the social order. "Politi- 
cal inclusiveness" (polyarchy's "first dimension") is limited to the right 
to vote, and mass constituencies have no legitimate mechanisms 
between elections for holding elected officials accountable to them and 
to the platforms upon which they are elected, since accountability is 
defined as nothing more than the holding of elections. Equality of con- 
ditions for electoral participation is not relevant, and these conditions 
are decidedly unequal under capitalism owing to the unequal distribu- 
tion of material and cultural resources among classes and groups, and 
to the use of economic power to determine political outcomes. But 
economic considerations are excluded by definition from the poly- 
archic conception, in which "political contestation" (polyarchy's 
"second dimension") means the juridical right, not the material ability, 
to become a candidate and vie for power in elections. And the strulc- 
tural power of capital tends normally to block or neutralize systemic 
challenges without recourse to generalized coercion. Gill and Law's 
notion of the structural power of transnational capital is an extension 
to the global environment of similar notions developed by Block, Lind- 
blom, and others of the "veto power" of capital, in which global eco- 
nomic and social forces may exercise veto power or superimpose their 

power over direct state power exercised in a Weberian sense.4' 

Economic globalization involves, in addition, concomitant trends, 
impossible to explore fully here, that are conducive to more consensual 
modes of social control in the new global environment, such as the 
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spread of "post-modern" dominant global culture and global consump- 
tion patterns. Sklair analyzes a "culture-ideology of consumerism" 
associated with global capitalism, disseminated through omnipresent 
symbols and images made possible by advanced communications tech- 
nologies. Korzeniewicz has shown that emerging "post-Fordist" pat- 
terns of consumption shaped largely by transnational advertising and 
the use of popular culture in marketing have major consequences for 
social and economic organization. In my view, the manifest function of 
a global culture of consumerism and competitive individualism is to 
market goods and make profits, but its latent political function is to 
channel mass aspirations into individualist consumer desires and psy- 
chologically to disaggregate intersubjectivities. Induced wants depoliti- 
cize social behavior and preempt collective action aimed at social 
change through the fixation of the search for individual consumption 
and survival, and thus lend themselves to less overtly repressive and 
more consensual forms of social control.42 

Behavioral analysis: Promoting polyarchy as a transnational political 
practice 

At the behavioral level, the promotion of polyarchy43 should be situat- 
ed within the model of "transnational practices" (TNPs) proposed by 
Sklair. In his study Sociology of the Global System, Sklair argues that 
the global system as the starting point "is increasingly necessary for the 
analysis of a growing number of rapidly changing phenonemon"44 and 
may provide a way out of the impasse into which, in his view, globa- 
lizing processes have led international relations and development stud- 
ies. Sklair's model involves TNPs at three levels: the economic, whose 
agent is transnational capital; the political, whose agent is a transna- 
tional capitalist class; and the cultural, involving a "culture-ideology of 
consumerism": "The global system is made up of economic transna- 
tional practices and at the highest level of abstraction these are the 
building blocks of the system. The political practices are the principles 
of organization of the system. They have to work with the materials on 
hand, but by manipulating the design of the system they can build 
variations into it. The cultural-ideological practices are the nuts and 
bolts and the glue that hold the system together." But Sklair limits 
exploration of "transnational political practices" largely to instrumental 
political pressures exerted by corporate agents, such that transnational 
corporations and their activity are seen as representing a new political 
order. What must be problematized is the relation between economic 
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hand, but by manipulating the design of the system they can build 
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bolts and the glue that hold the system together." But Sklair limits 
exploration of "transnational political practices" largely to instrumental 
political pressures exerted by corporate agents, such that transnational 
corporations and their activity are seen as representing a new political 
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globalization and political processes and systems as linkages that 
mediate structure and agency. 

There was a chronological disjuncture between the emergence of the 

global economy and the development of U.S. and core policies in 

response to globalizing challenges. The methodological point is that 
there is parallel historical (chronological) movement at the structural 
and the behavioral levels that cannot be collapsed into one chronology. 
Change in policy came after structural pressures resulting from globa- 
lization made themselves felt in a myriad of ways. Behavioral ("super- 
structural") changes logically lag behind structural changes, owing in 

large part to intervening periods in which agency reflects upon struc- 
ture. Structural and behavioral change became synchronized in the lat- 
ter part of the 1970s, as a "critical mass" of globalizing pressures, both 
economic and political, spilled over into entirely new policy orienta- 
tions. The key moment of transformation in U.S. policy away from 
authoritarianism and toward promoting polyarchy took place between 
1981 and 1985. A chronological reconstruction follows.4' 

The specific period in question runs from the aftermath of WWII until 
the mid-1980s. The transition from a world economy to a global econ- 

omy began with the breakup of the old colonial system following WWII 
and accelerated from the 1960s and on, as discussed above. Successive 
U.S. administrations in the 1950s and 1960s voiced concerns over the 

long-term viability of backing authoritarian regimes, in the face of the 

upsurge in mass popular movements in the South, and the Kennedy 
administration's emphasis in foreign policy on a mixture of counter- 

insurgency with reform and "democracy" opened a prolonged debate 

among the extended policymaking community, discussed below, over 
the prospects of introducing a more systematic program of "promoting 
democracy" as part of a quest for world order. The 1975 Trilateral 
Commission report called attention to the general crisis of elite rule in 
the South that had developed by the 1970s, or to what it termed the 
"crisis of governability," and called explicitly for reestablishing global 
political authority on the basis of a "reconstituted democracy." The 
Carter administration's 1976-1980 "human rights policy" gave a 
further impetus to a shift toward promoting polyarchy, even though this 
shift would not actually take place until the next administration. In 

1981, the Reagan administration launched Project Democracy under 
the auspices of the National Security Council to develop and imple- 
ment concrete "democracy promotion" programs, as part of a general 
U.S. offensive against anti-systemic challenges around the world.4" In 
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June 1982, in a speech before the British Parliament considered the 

symbolic inauguration of the new policy. President Reagan announced 
that the United States would pursue a major new program to help 
"foster the infrastructure of democracy around the world."47 In 1983, 
the NED was created and other "democracy promotion" programs 
were introduced into various government agencies and departments. 
The decisive turning point at the level of policy execution came with 
the U.S. intervention in the Philippines in 1985 to help to effect a 
transition from authoritarianism to polyarchy, as discussed below. 
From that point on, it can be said that the United States had made a 

systematic switch to promoting polyarchy. Between 1985 and the mid- 
1990s, some one dozen new agencies or units were created within the 
U.S. state to conduct programs to promote polyarchy actively. Dozens 
of such programs were launched around the world in systematic 
fashion, as part of the consolidation and institutionalization of the new 

policy.48 Let us now undertake a more nuanced analysis of this 
behavioral chronology. 

Domhoff and Dye have shown the foreign policymaking process to be 

tightly controlled by an inner circle of political, business, and intel- 
lectual elites scattered throughout the organs of the U.S. state, the cor- 

porate echelons, and a handful of elite policy-planning institutes and 
universities. State managers are "proximate policymakers" that con- 
stitute only the final phase of a complex policymaking process largely 
determined by forces in civil society, and at whose apex are the agents 
of corporate capital.49 Final policy outcomes (in this case, the 1981- 
1985 shift to promoting polyarchy) often come after prolonged periods 
of strategic, and often acrimonious debate, within the extended policy- 
making community, comprising state managers, the corporate elite, and 
organic intellectuals (in the Gramscian sense) in the state, quasi- 
governmental and private policy-planning institutes, foundations, and 
universities. Such a debate took place within this community between 
the 1960s and the early 1980s. It analyzed the dramatic changes in the 
international correlation of forces simultaneous to new challenges 
raised by subordinate groups in the world system for a redistribution of 
resources and the democratization of social life. This community also 
perceived the increasing structural power of transnational capital and 
the emergence of transnational forces in the wake of globalization, 
including reconfigured transnational blocs. It explored the prospects 
for new forms of transnational political organization.50 Policymakers 
sought to adjust policies related to the reproduction of order in an 
increasingly integrated and conflict-ridden global society, and to devel- 
op policies calibrated to changing global circumstances.51 
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The Trilateral Commission and Council on Foreign Relations reports 
are properly seen as analysis by organic intellectuals that reflects upon 
structure in order to orient policy, and therefore expresses a linkage 
between the two levels of analysis. Perhaps more important were a 
series of follow-up studies conducted in the late 1970s. One set, spon- 
sored by the Trilateral Commission, was known as "Towards a Reno- 
vated International System," and the other, by the Council on Foreign 
Relations, as the "1980s Project."'2 These studies explored formulas 
for reconstituting world order in light of globalization, and called 

specifically for implementation of the transnational agenda discussed 
above. This included a "moderate international order," which meant a 
world economic environment in which state and other barriers to the 
free movement of capital, goods, and technology would be dismantled 

(neo-liberalism), a new international division of labor in which labor- 
intensive phases of world production would be transferred to the 

South, and reiterated the earlier Trilateral Commission report for 
reconstituted "democracy." These watershed reports were part of the 

gradual process of rethinking within the extended policymaking com- 

munity, from the 1960s into the 1980s. 

This process of rethinking included, specifically, a long-running debate 
over the most appropriate types of political systems for achieving 
stability and social control in the Third World. Among state managers, 
this debate focused on whether state policy should support "democ- 

racy" or bolster authoritarianism. Among intellectuals in academia and 
the policymaking community, the debate was played out in the litera- 
ture on political development, which explored the relation between 

political systems and social order.?3 In his classic 1968 study, Political 
Order in Changing Societies, Huntington, a political scientist and con- 
sultant for several U.S. administrations, argued that modernization 

(capitalist development) brought social disruptions and new demands 
on the political system that threatened stability and that were best 

managed through authoritarian political structures. Political scientist 
William Douglas, who was also a consultant to the State Department 
on "democracy promotion" policies, argued precisely the opposite in 
his 1972 book, Developing Democracy. In his study, Douglas coined the 
term regimented democracy to describe the type of political system the 
U.S. should promote in place of authoritarianism.54 Comparing the 

populations of developing nations with "children'" and underdevelop- 
ments as a result of their "traditional attitudes," Douglas argued that 

the peoples of the Third World required "tutelage," "regimentation', 
and "social control," but that "democracy" could achieve these goals 
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more effectively than authoritarianism. "That a firm hand is needed is 
undeniable," but "democracy can provide a sufficient degree of 

regimentation, if it can build up the mass organizations needed to reach 
the bulk of the people on a daily basis. Dictatorship has no monopoly 
on the tutelage principle."55 

Those favoring "democracy promotion" in both policymaking and 
intellectual circles emphasized the need to develop new modalities, 
instruments, and agencies for actually accomplishing the transition, in 
intervened countries in the Third World, from authoritarian to poly- 
archic political systems. This reorientation entailed, in particular, the 
introduction and expansion of an underdeveloped and underutilized 
instrument in U.S. foreign policy, political aid, which has come to 

supplement the two main tools of U.S. foreign policy since World War 
II - military and economic aid programs. Between World War II and 
1990, the U.S. spent some $400 billion in foreign military and eco- 
nomic aid (over a trillion dollars at 1990 dollars).56 An important pur- 
pose of military aid was to bolster local repressive forces that could 

suppress dissent and maintain social control. U.S. economic aid pro- 
grams, beyond gaining political influence, were intended to integrate 
the economies of recipient countries into the world capitalist market. 
The shift to promoting polyarchy has not eclipsed the two traditional 
foreign policy instruments, which remain central to foreign policy. 
However, as Douglas and others argued, the key ingredient was the sys- 
tematic introduction of this third category and the creation of new state 
agencies to administer "political aid" programs.57 

In his 1972 book, Douglas developed detailed recommendations on 
how "political aid" programs should be introduced. Just as economic 
aid addressed economic underdevelopment, stated Douglas, political 
aid "should address political underdevelopment."58 Overcoming politi- 
cal underdevelopment, said Douglas, would require "transplanting 
mechanisms" for establishing polyarchy in the Third World.59 Included 
among the recommendations were: the establishment of a specialized 
agency (later to become the NED); the participation of the private sec- 
tor in "democracy promotion" abroad; and the modification of existing 
government institutions and programs so as to synchronize overall 
foreign policy with "political aid." Two decades after his study, the 
"transplanting mechanisms" and "insulating devices," which Douglas 
called for, became embodied in the new "democracy promotion" pro- 
grams. Douglas went on to become a senior consultant to the NSC's 
Project Democracy. As a result, several specialized programs and en- 
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tities with a focus on political aid came into existence in the 1980s and 
1990s, most notably the NED and the State Department's Center for 
Democratic Governance. Specifically, funding and political guidance 
for political parties, trade unions, business groups, mass media, and 
civic organizations have been expanded and integrated into multi- 
dimensional U.S. "democracy promotion" undertakings. These com- 
plex undertakings have been well-documented elsewhere.60 Political 
aid, administered through the NED and other channels, has become a 
sophisticated instrument for penetrating the political systems and civil 
societies in other countries down to the grassroots level, and for linking 
them to external constituencies and agendas of an increasingly trans- 
nationalized extended state. 

NED president Carl Gershman has categorized programs into those 
aimed at "long-term democratic political development," and those 
aimed at securing a "democratic transition," that is, a change of 

regime.61 The first category refers to programs to stabilize and consoli- 
date polyarchic political systems in societies already considered 
"democratic" by bolstering elite forces in political and civil society, and 

by inculcating what the operatives and theoreticians of this new politi- 
cal intervention consider to be the "political culture" of polyarchy. Pro- 

grams under this category in the 1990s include most Latin American 
nations, as well as the former Soviet bloc countries, which were con- 
sidered "democratic." Regarding the second category, "transitions to 

democracy," U.S. policymakers identify two types of transitions: from 
authoritarian or right-wing dictatorships, to elitist civilian regimes; and 
from left-wing, popular, nationalist, or socialist regimes considered 
adversaries, to elitist regimes allied with the U.S.-led transnational elite. 
Chile, Haiti, Paraguay, and the Philippines, fell under the first type in 
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cal mechanisms, political cooptation, and the limits imposed by the 
global economy and the legitimizing parameters of polyarchy. This 
undertaking does require the development of formal democratic struc- 
tures (that is, the institutions of a polyarchic political system). 

This new intervention is conducted through the full panoply of U.S. 
foreign policy instruments, and "political aid" programs have not sub- 
stituted, but rather been integrated into, military and economic support 
programs.63 As it actually functions, it sets about not just to secure and 
stabilize polyarchy but to have the U.S. and local elites thoroughly 
penetrate not just the state, but civil society - the site of a Gramscian 

hegemony - and from therein exercise control over popular mobiliza- 
tion and mass movements. This is a change from social control "from 
above" to social control "from below" (and within), for the purpose of 
managing change and reform, preempting any elemental challenge to 
the social order. This explains why this new political intervention does 
not target governments per se, but groups in civil society, such as trade 
unions, political parties, the media, and women's, student, and other 
mass organizations. In countries subject to U.S. "democracy promo- 
tion" programs, civil society is the target of penetration as the locus of a 
Gramscian hegemony. As two Project Democracy consultants ex- 
plained: "The new policy instrument - aid to friendly political organi- 
zations abroad - [...] helps build up political actors in other polities, 
rather than merely seeking to influence existing ones."64 

The actual modality of "democracy promotion" is a complex trans- 
national political practice: the U.S. state provides funding and organiza- 
tional resources to a wide range of groups in U.S. civil society, including 
U.S. business groups, branches of the AFL-CIO, the Democratic and 
Republican parties, and other private and quasi-governmental civic 
groups. These ostensibly private organs of U.S. civil society become 
intermeshed with branches of the formal state apparatus through a 
variety of mechanisms, including interlocking directorates, joint deci- 
sion-making processes, and private dependency on government funds. 
Programs originating in the U.S. state are then carried out by these 
groups, in close coordination with U.S. state policy in the intervened 
country. These programs support existing groups, or create new groups 
entirely from scratch, in the civil society of the target country, in syn- 
chronization with U.S. state operations at the level of political society. 
The actual content of programs range from education and training, 
institution building, social projects, information dissemination, visitor 
exchanges, political action, and so forth, and involve deep cultural- 
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ideological dimensions alongside the institutional. Complex and multi- 
layered nexuses develop between the civil and political society of target 
countries and the organs of the U.S. state and civil society operating in 
conjunction. At the conceptual level, these operations help to exter- 
nalize civil and political societies in the periphery through trans- 
national political practices intended to promote transnational hege- 
mony. 

These operations became most prominent in those countries where so- 
cial movements, scattered protests, and pressures for democratic change 
had begun to coalesce into mass national democratization movements, 
such as in the Philippines, Chile, Nicaragua, and Haiti. The immediate 

purpose of U.S. intervention in these national democratization move- 
ments was to gain influence over them and try to shape their outcomes in 
such a way as to preempt more radical political changes and fundamen- 
tal challenges to the socioeconomic order. Beyond this immediate pur- 
pose, "democracy promotion" was aimed at advancing the agenda in 
intervened countries of the transnational elite - consolidation of poly- 
archic political systems and neo-liberal restructuring. 

Some empirical reference points 

This section draws on a mounting body of empirical studies on U.S. 

"democracy promotion" undertakings in different countries. The unit 
of analysis in these empirical points of reference is not national 
democratization movements per se, which are complex endogenous 
developments, but specifically U.S. intervention in these transitions as 

examples of "democracy promotion." I focus special attention on the 

Philippines as an operationalization of theoretical propositions 
because the successful outcome of the crisis of dictatorial rule there, 
and the contribution made by new forms of U.S. political intervention 
to that outcome, proved decisive in consolidating consensus among 
U.S. state managers around the shift in policy. 

The Philippines 

The U.S. conquest and colonization of the Philippines following the 
1898-1902 Spanish-American War gave continuity to an internal 

system of coercive colonial control established by the Spanish. The 
basis of a tenuous Philippine stability following independence in 1946 

ideological dimensions alongside the institutional. Complex and multi- 
layered nexuses develop between the civil and political society of target 
countries and the organs of the U.S. state and civil society operating in 
conjunction. At the conceptual level, these operations help to exter- 
nalize civil and political societies in the periphery through trans- 
national political practices intended to promote transnational hege- 
mony. 

These operations became most prominent in those countries where so- 
cial movements, scattered protests, and pressures for democratic change 
had begun to coalesce into mass national democratization movements, 
such as in the Philippines, Chile, Nicaragua, and Haiti. The immediate 

purpose of U.S. intervention in these national democratization move- 
ments was to gain influence over them and try to shape their outcomes in 
such a way as to preempt more radical political changes and fundamen- 
tal challenges to the socioeconomic order. Beyond this immediate pur- 
pose, "democracy promotion" was aimed at advancing the agenda in 
intervened countries of the transnational elite - consolidation of poly- 
archic political systems and neo-liberal restructuring. 

Some empirical reference points 

This section draws on a mounting body of empirical studies on U.S. 

"democracy promotion" undertakings in different countries. The unit 
of analysis in these empirical points of reference is not national 
democratization movements per se, which are complex endogenous 
developments, but specifically U.S. intervention in these transitions as 

examples of "democracy promotion." I focus special attention on the 

Philippines as an operationalization of theoretical propositions 
because the successful outcome of the crisis of dictatorial rule there, 
and the contribution made by new forms of U.S. political intervention 
to that outcome, proved decisive in consolidating consensus among 
U.S. state managers around the shift in policy. 

The Philippines 

The U.S. conquest and colonization of the Philippines following the 
1898-1902 Spanish-American War gave continuity to an internal 

system of coercive colonial control established by the Spanish. The 
basis of a tenuous Philippine stability following independence in 1946 

ideological dimensions alongside the institutional. Complex and multi- 
layered nexuses develop between the civil and political society of target 
countries and the organs of the U.S. state and civil society operating in 
conjunction. At the conceptual level, these operations help to exter- 
nalize civil and political societies in the periphery through trans- 
national political practices intended to promote transnational hege- 
mony. 

These operations became most prominent in those countries where so- 
cial movements, scattered protests, and pressures for democratic change 
had begun to coalesce into mass national democratization movements, 
such as in the Philippines, Chile, Nicaragua, and Haiti. The immediate 

purpose of U.S. intervention in these national democratization move- 
ments was to gain influence over them and try to shape their outcomes in 
such a way as to preempt more radical political changes and fundamen- 
tal challenges to the socioeconomic order. Beyond this immediate pur- 
pose, "democracy promotion" was aimed at advancing the agenda in 
intervened countries of the transnational elite - consolidation of poly- 
archic political systems and neo-liberal restructuring. 

Some empirical reference points 

This section draws on a mounting body of empirical studies on U.S. 

"democracy promotion" undertakings in different countries. The unit 
of analysis in these empirical points of reference is not national 
democratization movements per se, which are complex endogenous 
developments, but specifically U.S. intervention in these transitions as 

examples of "democracy promotion." I focus special attention on the 

Philippines as an operationalization of theoretical propositions 
because the successful outcome of the crisis of dictatorial rule there, 
and the contribution made by new forms of U.S. political intervention 
to that outcome, proved decisive in consolidating consensus among 
U.S. state managers around the shift in policy. 

The Philippines 

The U.S. conquest and colonization of the Philippines following the 
1898-1902 Spanish-American War gave continuity to an internal 

system of coercive colonial control established by the Spanish. The 
basis of a tenuous Philippine stability following independence in 1946 

ideological dimensions alongside the institutional. Complex and multi- 
layered nexuses develop between the civil and political society of target 
countries and the organs of the U.S. state and civil society operating in 
conjunction. At the conceptual level, these operations help to exter- 
nalize civil and political societies in the periphery through trans- 
national political practices intended to promote transnational hege- 
mony. 

These operations became most prominent in those countries where so- 
cial movements, scattered protests, and pressures for democratic change 
had begun to coalesce into mass national democratization movements, 
such as in the Philippines, Chile, Nicaragua, and Haiti. The immediate 

purpose of U.S. intervention in these national democratization move- 
ments was to gain influence over them and try to shape their outcomes in 
such a way as to preempt more radical political changes and fundamen- 
tal challenges to the socioeconomic order. Beyond this immediate pur- 
pose, "democracy promotion" was aimed at advancing the agenda in 
intervened countries of the transnational elite - consolidation of poly- 
archic political systems and neo-liberal restructuring. 

Some empirical reference points 

This section draws on a mounting body of empirical studies on U.S. 

"democracy promotion" undertakings in different countries. The unit 
of analysis in these empirical points of reference is not national 
democratization movements per se, which are complex endogenous 
developments, but specifically U.S. intervention in these transitions as 

examples of "democracy promotion." I focus special attention on the 

Philippines as an operationalization of theoretical propositions 
because the successful outcome of the crisis of dictatorial rule there, 
and the contribution made by new forms of U.S. political intervention 
to that outcome, proved decisive in consolidating consensus among 
U.S. state managers around the shift in policy. 

The Philippines 

The U.S. conquest and colonization of the Philippines following the 
1898-1902 Spanish-American War gave continuity to an internal 

system of coercive colonial control established by the Spanish. The 
basis of a tenuous Philippine stability following independence in 1946 

ideological dimensions alongside the institutional. Complex and multi- 
layered nexuses develop between the civil and political society of target 
countries and the organs of the U.S. state and civil society operating in 
conjunction. At the conceptual level, these operations help to exter- 
nalize civil and political societies in the periphery through trans- 
national political practices intended to promote transnational hege- 
mony. 

These operations became most prominent in those countries where so- 
cial movements, scattered protests, and pressures for democratic change 
had begun to coalesce into mass national democratization movements, 
such as in the Philippines, Chile, Nicaragua, and Haiti. The immediate 

purpose of U.S. intervention in these national democratization move- 
ments was to gain influence over them and try to shape their outcomes in 
such a way as to preempt more radical political changes and fundamen- 
tal challenges to the socioeconomic order. Beyond this immediate pur- 
pose, "democracy promotion" was aimed at advancing the agenda in 
intervened countries of the transnational elite - consolidation of poly- 
archic political systems and neo-liberal restructuring. 

Some empirical reference points 

This section draws on a mounting body of empirical studies on U.S. 

"democracy promotion" undertakings in different countries. The unit 
of analysis in these empirical points of reference is not national 
democratization movements per se, which are complex endogenous 
developments, but specifically U.S. intervention in these transitions as 

examples of "democracy promotion." I focus special attention on the 

Philippines as an operationalization of theoretical propositions 
because the successful outcome of the crisis of dictatorial rule there, 
and the contribution made by new forms of U.S. political intervention 
to that outcome, proved decisive in consolidating consensus among 
U.S. state managers around the shift in policy. 

The Philippines 

The U.S. conquest and colonization of the Philippines following the 
1898-1902 Spanish-American War gave continuity to an internal 

system of coercive colonial control established by the Spanish. The 
basis of a tenuous Philippine stability following independence in 1946 

ideological dimensions alongside the institutional. Complex and multi- 
layered nexuses develop between the civil and political society of target 
countries and the organs of the U.S. state and civil society operating in 
conjunction. At the conceptual level, these operations help to exter- 
nalize civil and political societies in the periphery through trans- 
national political practices intended to promote transnational hege- 
mony. 

These operations became most prominent in those countries where so- 
cial movements, scattered protests, and pressures for democratic change 
had begun to coalesce into mass national democratization movements, 
such as in the Philippines, Chile, Nicaragua, and Haiti. The immediate 

purpose of U.S. intervention in these national democratization move- 
ments was to gain influence over them and try to shape their outcomes in 
such a way as to preempt more radical political changes and fundamen- 
tal challenges to the socioeconomic order. Beyond this immediate pur- 
pose, "democracy promotion" was aimed at advancing the agenda in 
intervened countries of the transnational elite - consolidation of poly- 
archic political systems and neo-liberal restructuring. 

Some empirical reference points 

This section draws on a mounting body of empirical studies on U.S. 

"democracy promotion" undertakings in different countries. The unit 
of analysis in these empirical points of reference is not national 
democratization movements per se, which are complex endogenous 
developments, but specifically U.S. intervention in these transitions as 

examples of "democracy promotion." I focus special attention on the 

Philippines as an operationalization of theoretical propositions 
because the successful outcome of the crisis of dictatorial rule there, 
and the contribution made by new forms of U.S. political intervention 
to that outcome, proved decisive in consolidating consensus among 
U.S. state managers around the shift in policy. 

The Philippines 

The U.S. conquest and colonization of the Philippines following the 
1898-1902 Spanish-American War gave continuity to an internal 

system of coercive colonial control established by the Spanish. The 
basis of a tenuous Philippine stability following independence in 1946 

ideological dimensions alongside the institutional. Complex and multi- 
layered nexuses develop between the civil and political society of target 
countries and the organs of the U.S. state and civil society operating in 
conjunction. At the conceptual level, these operations help to exter- 
nalize civil and political societies in the periphery through trans- 
national political practices intended to promote transnational hege- 
mony. 

These operations became most prominent in those countries where so- 
cial movements, scattered protests, and pressures for democratic change 
had begun to coalesce into mass national democratization movements, 
such as in the Philippines, Chile, Nicaragua, and Haiti. The immediate 

purpose of U.S. intervention in these national democratization move- 
ments was to gain influence over them and try to shape their outcomes in 
such a way as to preempt more radical political changes and fundamen- 
tal challenges to the socioeconomic order. Beyond this immediate pur- 
pose, "democracy promotion" was aimed at advancing the agenda in 
intervened countries of the transnational elite - consolidation of poly- 
archic political systems and neo-liberal restructuring. 

Some empirical reference points 

This section draws on a mounting body of empirical studies on U.S. 

"democracy promotion" undertakings in different countries. The unit 
of analysis in these empirical points of reference is not national 
democratization movements per se, which are complex endogenous 
developments, but specifically U.S. intervention in these transitions as 

examples of "democracy promotion." I focus special attention on the 

Philippines as an operationalization of theoretical propositions 
because the successful outcome of the crisis of dictatorial rule there, 
and the contribution made by new forms of U.S. political intervention 
to that outcome, proved decisive in consolidating consensus among 
U.S. state managers around the shift in policy. 

The Philippines 

The U.S. conquest and colonization of the Philippines following the 
1898-1902 Spanish-American War gave continuity to an internal 

system of coercive colonial control established by the Spanish. The 
basis of a tenuous Philippine stability following independence in 1946 

ideological dimensions alongside the institutional. Complex and multi- 
layered nexuses develop between the civil and political society of target 
countries and the organs of the U.S. state and civil society operating in 
conjunction. At the conceptual level, these operations help to exter- 
nalize civil and political societies in the periphery through trans- 
national political practices intended to promote transnational hege- 
mony. 

These operations became most prominent in those countries where so- 
cial movements, scattered protests, and pressures for democratic change 
had begun to coalesce into mass national democratization movements, 
such as in the Philippines, Chile, Nicaragua, and Haiti. The immediate 

purpose of U.S. intervention in these national democratization move- 
ments was to gain influence over them and try to shape their outcomes in 
such a way as to preempt more radical political changes and fundamen- 
tal challenges to the socioeconomic order. Beyond this immediate pur- 
pose, "democracy promotion" was aimed at advancing the agenda in 
intervened countries of the transnational elite - consolidation of poly- 
archic political systems and neo-liberal restructuring. 

Some empirical reference points 

This section draws on a mounting body of empirical studies on U.S. 

"democracy promotion" undertakings in different countries. The unit 
of analysis in these empirical points of reference is not national 
democratization movements per se, which are complex endogenous 
developments, but specifically U.S. intervention in these transitions as 

examples of "democracy promotion." I focus special attention on the 

Philippines as an operationalization of theoretical propositions 
because the successful outcome of the crisis of dictatorial rule there, 
and the contribution made by new forms of U.S. political intervention 
to that outcome, proved decisive in consolidating consensus among 
U.S. state managers around the shift in policy. 

The Philippines 

The U.S. conquest and colonization of the Philippines following the 
1898-1902 Spanish-American War gave continuity to an internal 

system of coercive colonial control established by the Spanish. The 
basis of a tenuous Philippine stability following independence in 1946 

ideological dimensions alongside the institutional. Complex and multi- 
layered nexuses develop between the civil and political society of target 
countries and the organs of the U.S. state and civil society operating in 
conjunction. At the conceptual level, these operations help to exter- 
nalize civil and political societies in the periphery through trans- 
national political practices intended to promote transnational hege- 
mony. 

These operations became most prominent in those countries where so- 
cial movements, scattered protests, and pressures for democratic change 
had begun to coalesce into mass national democratization movements, 
such as in the Philippines, Chile, Nicaragua, and Haiti. The immediate 

purpose of U.S. intervention in these national democratization move- 
ments was to gain influence over them and try to shape their outcomes in 
such a way as to preempt more radical political changes and fundamen- 
tal challenges to the socioeconomic order. Beyond this immediate pur- 
pose, "democracy promotion" was aimed at advancing the agenda in 
intervened countries of the transnational elite - consolidation of poly- 
archic political systems and neo-liberal restructuring. 

Some empirical reference points 

This section draws on a mounting body of empirical studies on U.S. 

"democracy promotion" undertakings in different countries. The unit 
of analysis in these empirical points of reference is not national 
democratization movements per se, which are complex endogenous 
developments, but specifically U.S. intervention in these transitions as 
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was the alliance between the U.S. state and an upperclass Philippine 
elite that had developed under tutelage of U.S. and Spanish colonialism. 
As U.S. and other foreign investment poured in, the economy grew to 
the benefit of foreign capital and the Philippine elite simultaneous to the 
impoverishment of the majority and deep social polarization.65 The 
declaration of martial law by Ferdinand Marcos in 1972 and sub- 
sequent crackdown of the popular movement, with explicit U.S. sup- 
port,66 was foremost a means for the Philippine elite and the U.S. to face 
the crisis-level challenge of a popular rebellion against the status quo. 
The post-colonial order thus rested on an "elective affinity" between 

increasingly internationalized capital operating in the Philippines and 
an authoritarian internal political system. Throughout the 1970s and 
early 1980s, the United States sustained its support for Marcos and 
authoritarianism as the preferred instrument of social control. 

Nonetheless, as Marcos converted his rule into the most vulgar form of 
"crony capitalism," similar to that of the Somozas in Nicaragua or the 
Duvaliers in Haiti, corruption and the spoils of state became mono- 
polized by the dictator's own family and clique. Far from resolving the 
crisis of elite rule, authoritarian political structures ended up rupturing 
minimal intra-elite consensus and accommodation necessary for 
stability. Moreover, "crony capitalism," by disturbing free markets, 
eventually became a hindrance to transnational capital and neo-liberal 
restructuring in the Philippines as the global economy emerged.67 And 
the crackdown, rather than suppressing the popular movement, gave 
further impetus to it, spawning a leftist insurgency and galvanizing a 
powerful and well-organized opposition movement of popular and 
leftist forces. The August 1983 assassination by Marcos henchmen of 
the most prominent leader of the elite opposition, former Senator 
Benigno Aquino, Jr., aroused the non-Marcos elite into active opposi- 
tion. The middle classes soon joined the popular sectors in massive 
street demonstrations and a burgeoning nationwide movement for 
democratization ensued. By the early 1980s, observers began to speak 
of the coming Philippine revolution. 

In theoretical perspective, developments from Philippine independ- 
ence after World War II to the early 1980s reflected a gradual process 
of transition from a formal colonial relationship with the United States 
to a country's entrance into the emergent global economy as a depend- 
ent and peripheral country, with concomitant social and political reper- 
cussions. From a more narrow appendage of the U.S. economy, the 
Philippines was becoming a haven for transnational corporate capi- 
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tal, which poured into the country from the 1960s and on. The earlier 
colonial relationship was based, for the most part, on feudal and semi- 
feudal production relations in much of the Philippines, and on the pro- 
vision on the part of the Philippines of raw materials for the U.S. 

metropolitan power. In this way, a largely pre-capitalist social forma- 
tion in the periphery was articulated to a capitalist social formation in 
the core. The penetration of transnational capital, starting in the 1960s, 
disrupted rural communities as it forged new solidarities and mobiliza- 
tion among subordinate classes in these communities and in expanding 
urban communities.68 The internal political structure of authoritari- 
anism, and the "crony capitalism" tendencies that authoritarianism 
tends to generate, had served the purpose of social control in the first 
few decades of this process. But as this process unfolded, authoritari- 
anism proved unable to respond to the twin challenges of containing 
popular pressures from below generated by capitalist penetration and 
of providing mechanisms for intra-elite accommodation. 

Shifting from this structural to behavioral analysis, U.S. policymakers 
were witness to a dual crisis in the making in the early 1980s: an 
irreconcilable inter-elite split alongside a burgeoning popular move- 
ment and armed insurgency. It was the same type of pre-revolutionary 
situation that had developed in Nicaragua and led to the Sandinista tri- 

umph in 1979. State managers in Washington engaged in a brief yet 
heated debate over whether to intervene actively in the Philippines to 
redirect the anti-dictatorial struggle.69 Behind this debate loomed the 

larger issue discussed earlier of debate over the merits of authoritarian 
versus polyarchic methods of transnational social control. U.S. policy 
shifted between 1983-1985 from unqualified support for the dictator- 

ship to active and critical intervention in the country's political affairs 
to facilitate Marcos' removal and to manage a high-risk transition from 

dictatorship to polyarchy.7" The challenge for U.S. state managers 
became: 1) to transfer support from Marcos to the anti-Marcos elite; 2) 
to assure that the anti-Marcos elite would gain hegemony over the anti- 
dictatorial struggle and; 3) to reconstruct consensual polyarchic 
behavior among the elite as a whole. Parallel to pressures on Marcos, 
the U.S. began to develop broad contacts with the elite political and 

military opposition as a counterweight to the popular sectors, a 

strategy detailed in a secret November 1984 NSC Study Directive later 
made public.71 

In the weeks before and after the February 1985 elections, the Philip- 
pines was swept by what became known as "people power." Filipinos 
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voted en masse for Corazon Aquino, the wife of the assassinated 

Benigno, who enjoyed broad popular support as a symbol of the anti- 
dictatorial movement, and then launched a popular insurrection when, 
in the face of widespread fraud, Marcos declared himself the winner. 
Faced with this mass, popular uprising, U.S. actions sought to control 
its development and minimize its effects. U.S. officials sought to assure 
an important role for the Armed Forces of the Philippines (AFP). Key 
AFP officers, in consultation with U.S. military advisors and diplomats, 
led a revolt against Marcos's attempt to steal the elections, an event 
that, coupled with U.S. diplomatic pressure, convinced Marcos to step 
down and leave the country. The military revolt assured the preserva- 
tion of the repressive armed forces and left Aquino more indebted to, 
and dependent on, the conservative military than to the popular move- 
ment. The preservation of the coercive apparatus during the transition 
period, and the active role played by the "armor of coercion" during 
and after the transition, placed clear limits on social transformation 
and demands for equity in the post-Marcos period. 

The measure of U.S. influence in the outcome of the anti-dictatorial 
movement became a hotly debated issue in both Washington and 
Manila. But whether or not U.S. intervention was itself the determinant 
factor in the overthrow of Marcos obscured a much more significant 
issue: U.S. intervention was decisive in shaping the contours of the anti- 
Marcos movement and in limiting popular democratization in the post- 
Marcos era. By 1983 it had become clear that the dictatorship's days 
were numbered. From that point on, the underlying issue was not 
whether Marcos would go but what would take the dictatorship's place. 
The underlying struggle shifted from democracy versus dictatorship to 
the terms and outcome of the anti-dictatorial movement and the reach 
of the Philippine democratization process. By accelerating the removal 
of Marcos before further polarization could take place, by helping to 
supplant popular with elite leadership in the anti-Marcos movement, 
by preserving the integrity of the armed forces, and so on, the United 
States was able to channel the anti-Marcos movement into a less 
threatening outcome, and then to win more favorable circumstances for 
shaping the post-Marcos period. This period involved continued U.S. 
intervention aimed at diminishing left and popular influence in the new 
government, reconstructing consensus within the dominant groups 
around a polyarchic political system, and building up allied constitu- 
encies in Philippine civil and political society. It also involved launching 
a sweeping program of neo-liberal restructuring by the new govern- 
ment under the guidance of the AID and the multilateral lending 
agencies.7 
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Political aid and the new modalities of intervention discussed above 

began to play an important role from 1984 and on. The U.S. govern- 
ment allocated at least $ 9 million between 1984 and 1990 to the NED 
and the AID for Philippine civic and political organizations73 and then 
allocated another $ 12 million in such "democracy enhancement" funds 
in 1990 for the AID and the NED to spend in "democratic institution 

building [in conjunction with] a strong free-market private-sector 
orientation."74 While the opposition forces were diverse and well- 

organized, the weakest among them were the center and conservative 
sectors. As in Nicaragua and other authoritarian Third World regimes, 
these sectors had vacillated during many years between support for, 
and opposition to, the dictatorship. It was precisely these sectors that 
the United States set about to develop through new political aid pro- 
grams targeting civil society. These included: the Philippine Chamber 
of Commerce and Industry, which mobilized the business community 
against Marcos, the Trade Union Congress of the Philippines (TUCP), 
a minority, conservative union federation that had supported the 
Marcos regime and that competed with more radical and left-leaning 
labor organizations; Philippine "youth clubs" established under the 

guidance of U.S. organizers to mobilize Philippine youth in high 
schools and colleges; the KABATIB Philippine women's organization 
(KABATIB is the Tagalog acronym for "Women's Movement for the 

Nurturing of Democracy"), also established under the guidance of U.S. 

organizers, and the National Movement for Free Elections (NAM- 
FREL).75 These novel political aid programs were crucial in galvaniz- 
ing elite constituencies in civil society against Marcos and against 
popular pressures. They also played an important role in helping this 
elite to gain hegemony - in the Gramscian sense, not of domination but 
of leadership, over the multi-class, multi-sectoral mass movement and 
over the fragile state apparatus that had come under dispute. 

For instance, assistance for the Philippine Chamber of Commerce and 

Industry (PCCI) had "the overall goal [of providing] support [to] the 
restoration of private-enterprise values in place of the 'crony capital- 
ism' system as a key element in the overall transition to democracy, 
stated a NED report.76 "Crony capitalism" was to be replaced not by 
any popular economic program but by free-market reforms and deeper 
integration of the Philippines into the global economy.77 Similarly, the 

Philippines had the broadest and most vibrant feminist movement in 

Asia, but the existing women's movement put forth a clear program of 

popular democracy.78 The KABATID set out to promote this agenda, 
and to compete with the existing women's movement. U.S. political-aid 
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Philippines had the broadest and most vibrant feminist movement in 

Asia, but the existing women's movement put forth a clear program of 

popular democracy.78 The KABATID set out to promote this agenda, 
and to compete with the existing women's movement. U.S. political-aid 
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programs provided the resources and political training for women 
from the country's elite to network and become mobilized,79 and to 
"counteract the powerful propaganda machine of Left forces"80 
through KABATID leadership well-placed in the country's civil and 
political society. This was part of the broader efforts to cohere a "politi- 
cal center" and have it exercise hegemony in the organs of civil society 
and the internal political system. KABATIB documents stressed "the 
creation of a visible middle force," the "bonding together of women" 
around "a visibly moderate force," the creation of "circles of influence" 
around the country, training for KABATID members in "leadership 
skills and value orientation," and exercising a "catalyst function" in the 
formation of public opinion over national issues.81 Regarding labor, 
eight anti-Marcos union federations, disenchanted with the TUCP's 
pro-Marcos program, had set up the Kilusang Mayo Uno (May First 
Movement), or KMU, in 1981. The KMU became the largest anti- 
Marcos union center and one of the most dynamic in the world. It 
waged campaigns in the late 1980s for national control over natural 
resources, the removal of all U.S. military bases, an agrarian reform, 
worker participation and improvements in wages and benefits.82 
Between 1984 and 1990 the TUCP became the second largest reci- 
pient of NED funds worldwide, surpassed only by Poland's Solidar- 
ity.83 NED reports made clear that the main objective of the program 
was to counter left-wing unionism.84 One NED document stated: "A 
variety of approaches will be used to reach disparate groups of work- 
ers. These efforts will directly address KMU attempts to bring workers 
in specific industries in key economic sectors under their control 
[sic] ... [and] will allow the TUCP to supplant the KMU as the spokes- 
man for working men and women in the Philippines."85 

Through these efforts, the TUCP, the KABATID, the PCCI, and other 
groups supported through U.S. political-aid programs garnered a 
working-class base of support in urban areas for a gradual realignment 
of the Aquino coalition from the center-left to toward the center-right, 
and pushed the post-Marcos agenda of polyarchy and neo-liberalism. 
Political aid, in conjunction with economic and military aid, was not the 
determinant, but one of several interwoven endogenous and exogenous 
factors affecting the outcome of the transition. This transition involved 
the ascent to internal leadership of a transnationalized fraction of the 
Philippine elite over the elite as a whole, and the ideological and politi- 
cal incorporation, or at least neutralization, of enough of the popular 
sectors to restore social order in the wake of the Marcos crisis. This 
"transnational kernel" in formation set about to gain leverage over the 
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state and to position itself to exercise hegemony in civil society, al- 

though space constraints limit further discussion here. 

After six years in power, amidst a precarious period of mass mobiliza- 

tion, attempted coups, and the ebb and flow of insurgency and counter- 

insurgency, Aquino left office in 1992 in elections that brought Gen. 
Fidel Ramos, a close associate of Marcos who broke with the dictator 
in his final hours to lead the military revolt, to the presidency. The 1986 
"revolution" had been divested of its popular promises and polyarchy 
seemingly institutionalized. On the one hand, there was electoral com- 

petition and constitutional rule, including a separation of powers, 
formal respect for civil and political liberties, and so on. Although still 

factionalized, the elite had apparently reached consensus on the rules 
of polyarchic competition, which became quite intense, with a thriving 
press and a plethora of political parties. On the other hand, after six 

years, social and economic structures remained frozen and the formal 

political system continued to be a domain of the rich and powerful, as 
closed as ever to meaningful popular participation.86 A series of studies 
conducted by Philippine and foreign scholars in different rural and 
urban locations around the Philippines in the late 1980s on the actual 
extent of social, economic, and political change concluded: "The 

overwhelming evidence shows that what was achieved by Aquino 
replacing Marcos is much more modest than what is suggested by the 
notion of 'a transition from authoritarianism to democracy'... no deci- 
sive reform of iniquitous social structures has taken place."87 

Chile, Nicaragua, Haiti 

In Chile, the United States, after orchestrating the 1973 overthrow of 
the Allende government, provided consistent support for the military 
dictatorship of Augusto Pinochet. The Pinochet dictatorship decimat- 
ed the left as a precondition for beginning the massive neo-liberal 

restructuring of the Chilean economy and the insertion of the country 
into the emergent global economy. By 1983, however, the popular 
movement had recovered and a mass protest movement erupted 
against the dictatorship. The United States continued support for the 

regime until 1985, when it abruptly shifted support to the elite opposi- 
tion and began to promote a transition. The Chilean transition has 
been well documented,88 but the role of "democracy promotion" pro- 
grams in it has received less attention. From 1985 and on, the United 
States applied a myriad of carrot-and-stick pressures on the regime to 
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open up and to transfer power to civilian elites.89 Simultaneous to these 

pressures, it implemented political-aid programs through the AID and 
the NED to help organize and guide the coalition that ran against Pino- 
chet in the 1988 plebiscite and against the dictatorship's candidates in 
the 1990 general elections.90 U.S. political intervention played a key 
role in achieving unity among a splintered elite opposition, in eclipsing 
the popular opposition, and in assuring elite hegemony over the anti- 
dictatorial movement between 1985 and 1987, when this hegemony 
was in dispute. It also played an important role between 1987 and 
1990 in consolidating a reconstituted elite and in placing a "trans- 
national kernel," committed to the process begun under Pinochet of 

far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring and integration into the global 
economy, to a position of leadership among the new civilian author- 
ities.91 

In Nicaragua, the U.S. supported the Somoza family dictatorship for 

nearly five decades. Foreign capital poured into Central America in the 
1960s and 1970s, integrating the region into the global economy and 

laying the structural basis for the social upheavals of the 1980s. The 
Sandinista government, which came to power in the 1979 revolution, 
became the target of a massive U.S. destabilization campaign.92 In 
1987, the objective of this campaign changed dramatically, from a mili- 

tary overthrow of the Sandinistas by an externally-based counter- 
revolutionary movement seeking an authoritarian restoration, to new 
forms of political intervention in support of an internal "moderate" 
opposition. This opposition, organized and trained through large-scale 
U.S. political-aid programs, operated through peaceful (non-coercive) 
means in civil society to undermine Sandinista hegemony. These were 
the same elite civilian groups that had opposed the Somoza dictator- 
ship in its final years but - unlike the Philippines - had not been able to 
gain hegemony over the anti-dictatorial movement and thus to prevent 
a Sandinista victory. The shift from hard-line destabilization to 
"democracy promotion," culminating in the 1990 electoral defeat of 
the Sandinistas, a conservative restoration and the installation of a 
polyarchic political system, the reinsertion of Nicaragua into the global 
economy, and far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring, has been well- 
documented elsewhere.93 

In Haiti, the United States sustained the Duvalier dictatorship at the 
same time as it promoted a development model in the 1960s and 
1970s which inserted the country into the emergent global economy as 
an export-assembly platform and facilitated the thorough penetration 

open up and to transfer power to civilian elites.89 Simultaneous to these 

pressures, it implemented political-aid programs through the AID and 
the NED to help organize and guide the coalition that ran against Pino- 
chet in the 1988 plebiscite and against the dictatorship's candidates in 
the 1990 general elections.90 U.S. political intervention played a key 
role in achieving unity among a splintered elite opposition, in eclipsing 
the popular opposition, and in assuring elite hegemony over the anti- 
dictatorial movement between 1985 and 1987, when this hegemony 
was in dispute. It also played an important role between 1987 and 
1990 in consolidating a reconstituted elite and in placing a "trans- 
national kernel," committed to the process begun under Pinochet of 

far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring and integration into the global 
economy, to a position of leadership among the new civilian author- 
ities.91 

In Nicaragua, the U.S. supported the Somoza family dictatorship for 

nearly five decades. Foreign capital poured into Central America in the 
1960s and 1970s, integrating the region into the global economy and 

laying the structural basis for the social upheavals of the 1980s. The 
Sandinista government, which came to power in the 1979 revolution, 
became the target of a massive U.S. destabilization campaign.92 In 
1987, the objective of this campaign changed dramatically, from a mili- 

tary overthrow of the Sandinistas by an externally-based counter- 
revolutionary movement seeking an authoritarian restoration, to new 
forms of political intervention in support of an internal "moderate" 
opposition. This opposition, organized and trained through large-scale 
U.S. political-aid programs, operated through peaceful (non-coercive) 
means in civil society to undermine Sandinista hegemony. These were 
the same elite civilian groups that had opposed the Somoza dictator- 
ship in its final years but - unlike the Philippines - had not been able to 
gain hegemony over the anti-dictatorial movement and thus to prevent 
a Sandinista victory. The shift from hard-line destabilization to 
"democracy promotion," culminating in the 1990 electoral defeat of 
the Sandinistas, a conservative restoration and the installation of a 
polyarchic political system, the reinsertion of Nicaragua into the global 
economy, and far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring, has been well- 
documented elsewhere.93 

In Haiti, the United States sustained the Duvalier dictatorship at the 
same time as it promoted a development model in the 1960s and 
1970s which inserted the country into the emergent global economy as 
an export-assembly platform and facilitated the thorough penetration 

open up and to transfer power to civilian elites.89 Simultaneous to these 

pressures, it implemented political-aid programs through the AID and 
the NED to help organize and guide the coalition that ran against Pino- 
chet in the 1988 plebiscite and against the dictatorship's candidates in 
the 1990 general elections.90 U.S. political intervention played a key 
role in achieving unity among a splintered elite opposition, in eclipsing 
the popular opposition, and in assuring elite hegemony over the anti- 
dictatorial movement between 1985 and 1987, when this hegemony 
was in dispute. It also played an important role between 1987 and 
1990 in consolidating a reconstituted elite and in placing a "trans- 
national kernel," committed to the process begun under Pinochet of 

far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring and integration into the global 
economy, to a position of leadership among the new civilian author- 
ities.91 

In Nicaragua, the U.S. supported the Somoza family dictatorship for 

nearly five decades. Foreign capital poured into Central America in the 
1960s and 1970s, integrating the region into the global economy and 

laying the structural basis for the social upheavals of the 1980s. The 
Sandinista government, which came to power in the 1979 revolution, 
became the target of a massive U.S. destabilization campaign.92 In 
1987, the objective of this campaign changed dramatically, from a mili- 

tary overthrow of the Sandinistas by an externally-based counter- 
revolutionary movement seeking an authoritarian restoration, to new 
forms of political intervention in support of an internal "moderate" 
opposition. This opposition, organized and trained through large-scale 
U.S. political-aid programs, operated through peaceful (non-coercive) 
means in civil society to undermine Sandinista hegemony. These were 
the same elite civilian groups that had opposed the Somoza dictator- 
ship in its final years but - unlike the Philippines - had not been able to 
gain hegemony over the anti-dictatorial movement and thus to prevent 
a Sandinista victory. The shift from hard-line destabilization to 
"democracy promotion," culminating in the 1990 electoral defeat of 
the Sandinistas, a conservative restoration and the installation of a 
polyarchic political system, the reinsertion of Nicaragua into the global 
economy, and far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring, has been well- 
documented elsewhere.93 

In Haiti, the United States sustained the Duvalier dictatorship at the 
same time as it promoted a development model in the 1960s and 
1970s which inserted the country into the emergent global economy as 
an export-assembly platform and facilitated the thorough penetration 

open up and to transfer power to civilian elites.89 Simultaneous to these 

pressures, it implemented political-aid programs through the AID and 
the NED to help organize and guide the coalition that ran against Pino- 
chet in the 1988 plebiscite and against the dictatorship's candidates in 
the 1990 general elections.90 U.S. political intervention played a key 
role in achieving unity among a splintered elite opposition, in eclipsing 
the popular opposition, and in assuring elite hegemony over the anti- 
dictatorial movement between 1985 and 1987, when this hegemony 
was in dispute. It also played an important role between 1987 and 
1990 in consolidating a reconstituted elite and in placing a "trans- 
national kernel," committed to the process begun under Pinochet of 

far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring and integration into the global 
economy, to a position of leadership among the new civilian author- 
ities.91 

In Nicaragua, the U.S. supported the Somoza family dictatorship for 

nearly five decades. Foreign capital poured into Central America in the 
1960s and 1970s, integrating the region into the global economy and 

laying the structural basis for the social upheavals of the 1980s. The 
Sandinista government, which came to power in the 1979 revolution, 
became the target of a massive U.S. destabilization campaign.92 In 
1987, the objective of this campaign changed dramatically, from a mili- 

tary overthrow of the Sandinistas by an externally-based counter- 
revolutionary movement seeking an authoritarian restoration, to new 
forms of political intervention in support of an internal "moderate" 
opposition. This opposition, organized and trained through large-scale 
U.S. political-aid programs, operated through peaceful (non-coercive) 
means in civil society to undermine Sandinista hegemony. These were 
the same elite civilian groups that had opposed the Somoza dictator- 
ship in its final years but - unlike the Philippines - had not been able to 
gain hegemony over the anti-dictatorial movement and thus to prevent 
a Sandinista victory. The shift from hard-line destabilization to 
"democracy promotion," culminating in the 1990 electoral defeat of 
the Sandinistas, a conservative restoration and the installation of a 
polyarchic political system, the reinsertion of Nicaragua into the global 
economy, and far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring, has been well- 
documented elsewhere.93 

In Haiti, the United States sustained the Duvalier dictatorship at the 
same time as it promoted a development model in the 1960s and 
1970s which inserted the country into the emergent global economy as 
an export-assembly platform and facilitated the thorough penetration 

open up and to transfer power to civilian elites.89 Simultaneous to these 

pressures, it implemented political-aid programs through the AID and 
the NED to help organize and guide the coalition that ran against Pino- 
chet in the 1988 plebiscite and against the dictatorship's candidates in 
the 1990 general elections.90 U.S. political intervention played a key 
role in achieving unity among a splintered elite opposition, in eclipsing 
the popular opposition, and in assuring elite hegemony over the anti- 
dictatorial movement between 1985 and 1987, when this hegemony 
was in dispute. It also played an important role between 1987 and 
1990 in consolidating a reconstituted elite and in placing a "trans- 
national kernel," committed to the process begun under Pinochet of 

far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring and integration into the global 
economy, to a position of leadership among the new civilian author- 
ities.91 

In Nicaragua, the U.S. supported the Somoza family dictatorship for 

nearly five decades. Foreign capital poured into Central America in the 
1960s and 1970s, integrating the region into the global economy and 

laying the structural basis for the social upheavals of the 1980s. The 
Sandinista government, which came to power in the 1979 revolution, 
became the target of a massive U.S. destabilization campaign.92 In 
1987, the objective of this campaign changed dramatically, from a mili- 

tary overthrow of the Sandinistas by an externally-based counter- 
revolutionary movement seeking an authoritarian restoration, to new 
forms of political intervention in support of an internal "moderate" 
opposition. This opposition, organized and trained through large-scale 
U.S. political-aid programs, operated through peaceful (non-coercive) 
means in civil society to undermine Sandinista hegemony. These were 
the same elite civilian groups that had opposed the Somoza dictator- 
ship in its final years but - unlike the Philippines - had not been able to 
gain hegemony over the anti-dictatorial movement and thus to prevent 
a Sandinista victory. The shift from hard-line destabilization to 
"democracy promotion," culminating in the 1990 electoral defeat of 
the Sandinistas, a conservative restoration and the installation of a 
polyarchic political system, the reinsertion of Nicaragua into the global 
economy, and far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring, has been well- 
documented elsewhere.93 

In Haiti, the United States sustained the Duvalier dictatorship at the 
same time as it promoted a development model in the 1960s and 
1970s which inserted the country into the emergent global economy as 
an export-assembly platform and facilitated the thorough penetration 

open up and to transfer power to civilian elites.89 Simultaneous to these 

pressures, it implemented political-aid programs through the AID and 
the NED to help organize and guide the coalition that ran against Pino- 
chet in the 1988 plebiscite and against the dictatorship's candidates in 
the 1990 general elections.90 U.S. political intervention played a key 
role in achieving unity among a splintered elite opposition, in eclipsing 
the popular opposition, and in assuring elite hegemony over the anti- 
dictatorial movement between 1985 and 1987, when this hegemony 
was in dispute. It also played an important role between 1987 and 
1990 in consolidating a reconstituted elite and in placing a "trans- 
national kernel," committed to the process begun under Pinochet of 

far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring and integration into the global 
economy, to a position of leadership among the new civilian author- 
ities.91 

In Nicaragua, the U.S. supported the Somoza family dictatorship for 

nearly five decades. Foreign capital poured into Central America in the 
1960s and 1970s, integrating the region into the global economy and 

laying the structural basis for the social upheavals of the 1980s. The 
Sandinista government, which came to power in the 1979 revolution, 
became the target of a massive U.S. destabilization campaign.92 In 
1987, the objective of this campaign changed dramatically, from a mili- 

tary overthrow of the Sandinistas by an externally-based counter- 
revolutionary movement seeking an authoritarian restoration, to new 
forms of political intervention in support of an internal "moderate" 
opposition. This opposition, organized and trained through large-scale 
U.S. political-aid programs, operated through peaceful (non-coercive) 
means in civil society to undermine Sandinista hegemony. These were 
the same elite civilian groups that had opposed the Somoza dictator- 
ship in its final years but - unlike the Philippines - had not been able to 
gain hegemony over the anti-dictatorial movement and thus to prevent 
a Sandinista victory. The shift from hard-line destabilization to 
"democracy promotion," culminating in the 1990 electoral defeat of 
the Sandinistas, a conservative restoration and the installation of a 
polyarchic political system, the reinsertion of Nicaragua into the global 
economy, and far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring, has been well- 
documented elsewhere.93 

In Haiti, the United States sustained the Duvalier dictatorship at the 
same time as it promoted a development model in the 1960s and 
1970s which inserted the country into the emergent global economy as 
an export-assembly platform and facilitated the thorough penetration 

open up and to transfer power to civilian elites.89 Simultaneous to these 

pressures, it implemented political-aid programs through the AID and 
the NED to help organize and guide the coalition that ran against Pino- 
chet in the 1988 plebiscite and against the dictatorship's candidates in 
the 1990 general elections.90 U.S. political intervention played a key 
role in achieving unity among a splintered elite opposition, in eclipsing 
the popular opposition, and in assuring elite hegemony over the anti- 
dictatorial movement between 1985 and 1987, when this hegemony 
was in dispute. It also played an important role between 1987 and 
1990 in consolidating a reconstituted elite and in placing a "trans- 
national kernel," committed to the process begun under Pinochet of 

far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring and integration into the global 
economy, to a position of leadership among the new civilian author- 
ities.91 

In Nicaragua, the U.S. supported the Somoza family dictatorship for 

nearly five decades. Foreign capital poured into Central America in the 
1960s and 1970s, integrating the region into the global economy and 

laying the structural basis for the social upheavals of the 1980s. The 
Sandinista government, which came to power in the 1979 revolution, 
became the target of a massive U.S. destabilization campaign.92 In 
1987, the objective of this campaign changed dramatically, from a mili- 

tary overthrow of the Sandinistas by an externally-based counter- 
revolutionary movement seeking an authoritarian restoration, to new 
forms of political intervention in support of an internal "moderate" 
opposition. This opposition, organized and trained through large-scale 
U.S. political-aid programs, operated through peaceful (non-coercive) 
means in civil society to undermine Sandinista hegemony. These were 
the same elite civilian groups that had opposed the Somoza dictator- 
ship in its final years but - unlike the Philippines - had not been able to 
gain hegemony over the anti-dictatorial movement and thus to prevent 
a Sandinista victory. The shift from hard-line destabilization to 
"democracy promotion," culminating in the 1990 electoral defeat of 
the Sandinistas, a conservative restoration and the installation of a 
polyarchic political system, the reinsertion of Nicaragua into the global 
economy, and far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring, has been well- 
documented elsewhere.93 

In Haiti, the United States sustained the Duvalier dictatorship at the 
same time as it promoted a development model in the 1960s and 
1970s which inserted the country into the emergent global economy as 
an export-assembly platform and facilitated the thorough penetration 

open up and to transfer power to civilian elites.89 Simultaneous to these 

pressures, it implemented political-aid programs through the AID and 
the NED to help organize and guide the coalition that ran against Pino- 
chet in the 1988 plebiscite and against the dictatorship's candidates in 
the 1990 general elections.90 U.S. political intervention played a key 
role in achieving unity among a splintered elite opposition, in eclipsing 
the popular opposition, and in assuring elite hegemony over the anti- 
dictatorial movement between 1985 and 1987, when this hegemony 
was in dispute. It also played an important role between 1987 and 
1990 in consolidating a reconstituted elite and in placing a "trans- 
national kernel," committed to the process begun under Pinochet of 

far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring and integration into the global 
economy, to a position of leadership among the new civilian author- 
ities.91 

In Nicaragua, the U.S. supported the Somoza family dictatorship for 

nearly five decades. Foreign capital poured into Central America in the 
1960s and 1970s, integrating the region into the global economy and 

laying the structural basis for the social upheavals of the 1980s. The 
Sandinista government, which came to power in the 1979 revolution, 
became the target of a massive U.S. destabilization campaign.92 In 
1987, the objective of this campaign changed dramatically, from a mili- 

tary overthrow of the Sandinistas by an externally-based counter- 
revolutionary movement seeking an authoritarian restoration, to new 
forms of political intervention in support of an internal "moderate" 
opposition. This opposition, organized and trained through large-scale 
U.S. political-aid programs, operated through peaceful (non-coercive) 
means in civil society to undermine Sandinista hegemony. These were 
the same elite civilian groups that had opposed the Somoza dictator- 
ship in its final years but - unlike the Philippines - had not been able to 
gain hegemony over the anti-dictatorial movement and thus to prevent 
a Sandinista victory. The shift from hard-line destabilization to 
"democracy promotion," culminating in the 1990 electoral defeat of 
the Sandinistas, a conservative restoration and the installation of a 
polyarchic political system, the reinsertion of Nicaragua into the global 
economy, and far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring, has been well- 
documented elsewhere.93 

In Haiti, the United States sustained the Duvalier dictatorship at the 
same time as it promoted a development model in the 1960s and 
1970s which inserted the country into the emergent global economy as 
an export-assembly platform and facilitated the thorough penetration 

open up and to transfer power to civilian elites.89 Simultaneous to these 

pressures, it implemented political-aid programs through the AID and 
the NED to help organize and guide the coalition that ran against Pino- 
chet in the 1988 plebiscite and against the dictatorship's candidates in 
the 1990 general elections.90 U.S. political intervention played a key 
role in achieving unity among a splintered elite opposition, in eclipsing 
the popular opposition, and in assuring elite hegemony over the anti- 
dictatorial movement between 1985 and 1987, when this hegemony 
was in dispute. It also played an important role between 1987 and 
1990 in consolidating a reconstituted elite and in placing a "trans- 
national kernel," committed to the process begun under Pinochet of 

far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring and integration into the global 
economy, to a position of leadership among the new civilian author- 
ities.91 

In Nicaragua, the U.S. supported the Somoza family dictatorship for 

nearly five decades. Foreign capital poured into Central America in the 
1960s and 1970s, integrating the region into the global economy and 

laying the structural basis for the social upheavals of the 1980s. The 
Sandinista government, which came to power in the 1979 revolution, 
became the target of a massive U.S. destabilization campaign.92 In 
1987, the objective of this campaign changed dramatically, from a mili- 

tary overthrow of the Sandinistas by an externally-based counter- 
revolutionary movement seeking an authoritarian restoration, to new 
forms of political intervention in support of an internal "moderate" 
opposition. This opposition, organized and trained through large-scale 
U.S. political-aid programs, operated through peaceful (non-coercive) 
means in civil society to undermine Sandinista hegemony. These were 
the same elite civilian groups that had opposed the Somoza dictator- 
ship in its final years but - unlike the Philippines - had not been able to 
gain hegemony over the anti-dictatorial movement and thus to prevent 
a Sandinista victory. The shift from hard-line destabilization to 
"democracy promotion," culminating in the 1990 electoral defeat of 
the Sandinistas, a conservative restoration and the installation of a 
polyarchic political system, the reinsertion of Nicaragua into the global 
economy, and far-reaching neo-liberal restructuring, has been well- 
documented elsewhere.93 

In Haiti, the United States sustained the Duvalier dictatorship at the 
same time as it promoted a development model in the 1960s and 
1970s which inserted the country into the emergent global economy as 
an export-assembly platform and facilitated the thorough penetration 



652 652 652 652 652 652 652 652 652 

of capitalist production relations into the countryside. This model 

helped uproot the rural peasantry - a class that had constituted the 
backbone of the social order for nearly two centuries - and hastened a 
mass movement against the dictatorship.94 In early 1986 a popular 
uprising brought down the Duvalier regime. In the Philippines and 

Chile, elites had gained enough hegemony over the anti-dictatorial 
movement to secure a polyarchic outcome, and in Nicaragua the San- 
dinistas led popular sectors in a revolutionary outcome. In Haiti, how- 

ever, neither elite nor popular forces could gain any decisive hegemony. 
The elite was fragmentary and wedded to authoritarianism, and a small 
"transnational kernel" was poorly-organized. Popular forces had no 

unifying political organization, program, or leadership that could facili- 
tate a bid for power. Haiti became submerged in a national power 
vacuum and a cauldron of turmoil between 1986-1990. During this 

period, the United States introduced a massive "democracy promo- 
tion" program to cultivate a polyarchic elite and place it in power 
through U.S.-organized elections. The liberation theologist Jean- 
Bertrand Aristide defeated Marc Bazin, who had been carefully 

groomed in U.S. political-aid programs, in the 1990 elections.95 This was 
an upset for the U.S. program, but Aristide was overthrown in a 1991 

military coup d'etat, which was not obstructed by the United States, in 

contrast to U.S. suppression of the string of coup attempts against 
Aquino in the Philippines. The return of Aristide to office as a lame- 
duck president through a U.S. invasion in September 1994 underscored 
a complex ongoing scenario in Haiti whereby the conditions for a stable 

polyarchic system continued to elude the United States yet neither elite 
nor popular forces could achieve any hegemonic order.96 

Tentative conclusions and directions for future research 

In none of the preceding cases, it should be stressed, did the United 

States obtain its ideal outcome. But U.S. intervention was successful to 

the extent that it helped to limit the extent of popular change that took 

place through transitions from authoritarianism, to disaggregate popu- 
lar and revolutionary movements, to strengthen allied classes and their 

ideological and institutional mechanisms of social control in post- 
authoritarian environments, and to preserve or reconstruct repressive 
apparatuses as latent coercion (consensus protected by armor). Al- 

though space allows for only brief looks at four countries here, the 

scope of U.S. undertakings to promote polyarchy indicates that this is 

not a short-term policy. Between 1984 and 1992, the NED and other 
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branches of the U.S. state were conducting "democracy promotion" 
programs in 109 countries around the world. These included 30 coun- 
tries in Africa, 24 countries in Asia, 24 countries in Central and East- 
ern Europe, eight countries in the Middle East, and 26 countries in 
Latin America and the Caribbean.97 The promotion of polyarchy is a 

policy initiative that is becoming internationalized under U.S. leader- 

ship. Other core countries set up their own government-linked 
"democracy promotion" agencies in the early 1990s and launched pro- 
grams to intervene in the political systems and civil societies of the 
Third World in conjunction with U.S. programs.98 Inter-governmental 
organizations such as the United Nations, the Organization of Ameri- 
can States, the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, 
and the European Economic Community established "democracy 
units" whose functions ranged from local assistance for elections to 
mechanisms for coordinated international diplomatic pressures against 
states that threatened to relapse from polyarchic to authoritarian 

governments.99 The multilateral lending agencies, including the IMF 
and the World Bank, have proposed making multilateral aid, bilateral 
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now on a global scale, as capitalism comes to supplant all precapitalist 
social relations in a global setting, and also to integrate national econo- 
mies and societies into a single global social formation. Seen from a 

long-historic lens, the concentration of the dominant capitalist mode in 
the core and semi- or pre-capitalist modes in the periphery had as its 

political counterpart the tendency toward consensual mechanisms of 
social control in the core and coercive mechanisms in the periphery. 
Barrington Moore's classic study and more recent attempts to pinpoint 
the relationship between capitalist development and democracy "1 
need to be recast in light of globalization, and situated within historic 

processes of capital accumulation that were formerly concentrated 

spatially in particular regions and that now tends toward global frag- 
mentation with consequent political implications.'12 By breaking down 
the autonomy of national political systems and civil societies, globaliza- 
tion is increasingly making it impossible to sustain distinct political sys- 
tems. Economic globalization thus generates pressures for integration 
into a single "political regime." Polyarchy is the emergent global politi- 
cal "superstructure" of the emergent global economy. World order 
should not be conceived as the absence of conflict but as stable pat- 
terns of social relations around a global production process. Globaliza- 
tion provides the basis for the first time in history for world order 
based on a Gramscian hegemony. 

Further research also needs to delineate the relative weight of struc- 
tural and behavioral contributions to specific outcomes and to the pro- 

spects for the consolidation of a global polyarchy. The prospects for a 

global polyarchy may depend less on structure than on agency. In this 

regard, a pressing issue for future research is the potential for trans- 
national counterhegemonic projects. Left and popular forces remain 
vital and even ascendant in many countries in the Third World. Yet 

they appear unable to find a formula for operating effectively in the 
new political-ideological terrain - a challenge posed for much of the 
left internationally in the age of globalization and that is closely related 
to the lack of any viable programmatic alternative to integration into 

global free-market capitalism. Attempts to challenge elites within the 
bounds of polyarchic systems run up against the vastly superior 
resources of the elite, as well as direct repression, which, although more 

low-key and selective than under dictatorship, remains systematic in 
much of the periphery. Behind these obstacles for the left are two 

closely related constraints to popular social change in the new world 
order. One is the structural power of transnational capital in the global 
economy, along with the political and ideological power it gives elites 
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tied directly and indirectly to transnational capital. The other is the 
institution of polyarchy, which provides an immanent class advantage 
to those who command superior resources. Both these constraints lend 
themselves to non-coercive mechanisms of social control, and there- 
fore, to elite hegemony. In this regard, the focus on "democracy promo- 
tion" and globalization presented in this article may contribute new 

perspectives to the rich sociological literature on revolutions, and 

particularly, to recent works on late twentieth-century revolutionary 
movements in the Third World.103 Although this is not the place for 
such discussion, the issues raised here may in particular provide a 
much needed corrective to macrostructural approaches to revolution, 
e.g., how the changing world-historic context of revolutions combines 
with changes in strategy among transnational elites (international 
actors) to influence revolutionary outcomes dramatically. 

On the other hand, intent at the behavioral level does not necessarily 
translate into ability at the structural level. Authoritarianism has per- 
sisted in many African and Asian states despite U.S. and core efforts, 
and we should not rule out a reversion to, or persistence of, authori- 
tarian systems. The correlation between deepening socioeconomic 

inequalities and the breakdown of polyarchy has been well established 
in the sociological literature.104 By its very nature, the neo-liberal 
model is designed to prevent any interference with the workings of the 
free market, including state redistributive policies and structural trans- 
formations that could counterbalance the tendency inherent in capital- 
ism toward a concentration of income and productive resources. The 
neo-liberal model therefore generates the seeds of social instability and 
conditions propitious to the breakdown of polyarchy. This is a contra- 
diction internal to the transnational elite's project. "Democracy promo- 
tion" might run up against the structural impossibility of containing 
within the bounds of polyarchy demands placed on states. These con- 
tradictions, although the subject of another article, raise issues as to the 
viability of the transnational elite project. Seen in structural perspec- 
tive, it is not at all clear that polyarchy will be able to absorb the social 
and political conflict generated by inequalities that the global free 
market model reproduces and aggravates. Transitions to polyarchy 
might thus prove more effective in the long run in resolving intra-elite 
crises than in resolving the crisis of elite domination. 

tied directly and indirectly to transnational capital. The other is the 
institution of polyarchy, which provides an immanent class advantage 
to those who command superior resources. Both these constraints lend 
themselves to non-coercive mechanisms of social control, and there- 
fore, to elite hegemony. In this regard, the focus on "democracy promo- 
tion" and globalization presented in this article may contribute new 

perspectives to the rich sociological literature on revolutions, and 

particularly, to recent works on late twentieth-century revolutionary 
movements in the Third World.103 Although this is not the place for 
such discussion, the issues raised here may in particular provide a 
much needed corrective to macrostructural approaches to revolution, 
e.g., how the changing world-historic context of revolutions combines 
with changes in strategy among transnational elites (international 
actors) to influence revolutionary outcomes dramatically. 

On the other hand, intent at the behavioral level does not necessarily 
translate into ability at the structural level. Authoritarianism has per- 
sisted in many African and Asian states despite U.S. and core efforts, 
and we should not rule out a reversion to, or persistence of, authori- 
tarian systems. The correlation between deepening socioeconomic 

inequalities and the breakdown of polyarchy has been well established 
in the sociological literature.104 By its very nature, the neo-liberal 
model is designed to prevent any interference with the workings of the 
free market, including state redistributive policies and structural trans- 
formations that could counterbalance the tendency inherent in capital- 
ism toward a concentration of income and productive resources. The 
neo-liberal model therefore generates the seeds of social instability and 
conditions propitious to the breakdown of polyarchy. This is a contra- 
diction internal to the transnational elite's project. "Democracy promo- 
tion" might run up against the structural impossibility of containing 
within the bounds of polyarchy demands placed on states. These con- 
tradictions, although the subject of another article, raise issues as to the 
viability of the transnational elite project. Seen in structural perspec- 
tive, it is not at all clear that polyarchy will be able to absorb the social 
and political conflict generated by inequalities that the global free 
market model reproduces and aggravates. Transitions to polyarchy 
might thus prove more effective in the long run in resolving intra-elite 
crises than in resolving the crisis of elite domination. 

tied directly and indirectly to transnational capital. The other is the 
institution of polyarchy, which provides an immanent class advantage 
to those who command superior resources. Both these constraints lend 
themselves to non-coercive mechanisms of social control, and there- 
fore, to elite hegemony. In this regard, the focus on "democracy promo- 
tion" and globalization presented in this article may contribute new 

perspectives to the rich sociological literature on revolutions, and 

particularly, to recent works on late twentieth-century revolutionary 
movements in the Third World.103 Although this is not the place for 
such discussion, the issues raised here may in particular provide a 
much needed corrective to macrostructural approaches to revolution, 
e.g., how the changing world-historic context of revolutions combines 
with changes in strategy among transnational elites (international 
actors) to influence revolutionary outcomes dramatically. 

On the other hand, intent at the behavioral level does not necessarily 
translate into ability at the structural level. Authoritarianism has per- 
sisted in many African and Asian states despite U.S. and core efforts, 
and we should not rule out a reversion to, or persistence of, authori- 
tarian systems. The correlation between deepening socioeconomic 

inequalities and the breakdown of polyarchy has been well established 
in the sociological literature.104 By its very nature, the neo-liberal 
model is designed to prevent any interference with the workings of the 
free market, including state redistributive policies and structural trans- 
formations that could counterbalance the tendency inherent in capital- 
ism toward a concentration of income and productive resources. The 
neo-liberal model therefore generates the seeds of social instability and 
conditions propitious to the breakdown of polyarchy. This is a contra- 
diction internal to the transnational elite's project. "Democracy promo- 
tion" might run up against the structural impossibility of containing 
within the bounds of polyarchy demands placed on states. These con- 
tradictions, although the subject of another article, raise issues as to the 
viability of the transnational elite project. Seen in structural perspec- 
tive, it is not at all clear that polyarchy will be able to absorb the social 
and political conflict generated by inequalities that the global free 
market model reproduces and aggravates. Transitions to polyarchy 
might thus prove more effective in the long run in resolving intra-elite 
crises than in resolving the crisis of elite domination. 

tied directly and indirectly to transnational capital. The other is the 
institution of polyarchy, which provides an immanent class advantage 
to those who command superior resources. Both these constraints lend 
themselves to non-coercive mechanisms of social control, and there- 
fore, to elite hegemony. In this regard, the focus on "democracy promo- 
tion" and globalization presented in this article may contribute new 

perspectives to the rich sociological literature on revolutions, and 

particularly, to recent works on late twentieth-century revolutionary 
movements in the Third World.103 Although this is not the place for 
such discussion, the issues raised here may in particular provide a 
much needed corrective to macrostructural approaches to revolution, 
e.g., how the changing world-historic context of revolutions combines 
with changes in strategy among transnational elites (international 
actors) to influence revolutionary outcomes dramatically. 

On the other hand, intent at the behavioral level does not necessarily 
translate into ability at the structural level. Authoritarianism has per- 
sisted in many African and Asian states despite U.S. and core efforts, 
and we should not rule out a reversion to, or persistence of, authori- 
tarian systems. The correlation between deepening socioeconomic 

inequalities and the breakdown of polyarchy has been well established 
in the sociological literature.104 By its very nature, the neo-liberal 
model is designed to prevent any interference with the workings of the 
free market, including state redistributive policies and structural trans- 
formations that could counterbalance the tendency inherent in capital- 
ism toward a concentration of income and productive resources. The 
neo-liberal model therefore generates the seeds of social instability and 
conditions propitious to the breakdown of polyarchy. This is a contra- 
diction internal to the transnational elite's project. "Democracy promo- 
tion" might run up against the structural impossibility of containing 
within the bounds of polyarchy demands placed on states. These con- 
tradictions, although the subject of another article, raise issues as to the 
viability of the transnational elite project. Seen in structural perspec- 
tive, it is not at all clear that polyarchy will be able to absorb the social 
and political conflict generated by inequalities that the global free 
market model reproduces and aggravates. Transitions to polyarchy 
might thus prove more effective in the long run in resolving intra-elite 
crises than in resolving the crisis of elite domination. 

tied directly and indirectly to transnational capital. The other is the 
institution of polyarchy, which provides an immanent class advantage 
to those who command superior resources. Both these constraints lend 
themselves to non-coercive mechanisms of social control, and there- 
fore, to elite hegemony. In this regard, the focus on "democracy promo- 
tion" and globalization presented in this article may contribute new 

perspectives to the rich sociological literature on revolutions, and 

particularly, to recent works on late twentieth-century revolutionary 
movements in the Third World.103 Although this is not the place for 
such discussion, the issues raised here may in particular provide a 
much needed corrective to macrostructural approaches to revolution, 
e.g., how the changing world-historic context of revolutions combines 
with changes in strategy among transnational elites (international 
actors) to influence revolutionary outcomes dramatically. 

On the other hand, intent at the behavioral level does not necessarily 
translate into ability at the structural level. Authoritarianism has per- 
sisted in many African and Asian states despite U.S. and core efforts, 
and we should not rule out a reversion to, or persistence of, authori- 
tarian systems. The correlation between deepening socioeconomic 

inequalities and the breakdown of polyarchy has been well established 
in the sociological literature.104 By its very nature, the neo-liberal 
model is designed to prevent any interference with the workings of the 
free market, including state redistributive policies and structural trans- 
formations that could counterbalance the tendency inherent in capital- 
ism toward a concentration of income and productive resources. The 
neo-liberal model therefore generates the seeds of social instability and 
conditions propitious to the breakdown of polyarchy. This is a contra- 
diction internal to the transnational elite's project. "Democracy promo- 
tion" might run up against the structural impossibility of containing 
within the bounds of polyarchy demands placed on states. These con- 
tradictions, although the subject of another article, raise issues as to the 
viability of the transnational elite project. Seen in structural perspec- 
tive, it is not at all clear that polyarchy will be able to absorb the social 
and political conflict generated by inequalities that the global free 
market model reproduces and aggravates. Transitions to polyarchy 
might thus prove more effective in the long run in resolving intra-elite 
crises than in resolving the crisis of elite domination. 

tied directly and indirectly to transnational capital. The other is the 
institution of polyarchy, which provides an immanent class advantage 
to those who command superior resources. Both these constraints lend 
themselves to non-coercive mechanisms of social control, and there- 
fore, to elite hegemony. In this regard, the focus on "democracy promo- 
tion" and globalization presented in this article may contribute new 

perspectives to the rich sociological literature on revolutions, and 

particularly, to recent works on late twentieth-century revolutionary 
movements in the Third World.103 Although this is not the place for 
such discussion, the issues raised here may in particular provide a 
much needed corrective to macrostructural approaches to revolution, 
e.g., how the changing world-historic context of revolutions combines 
with changes in strategy among transnational elites (international 
actors) to influence revolutionary outcomes dramatically. 

On the other hand, intent at the behavioral level does not necessarily 
translate into ability at the structural level. Authoritarianism has per- 
sisted in many African and Asian states despite U.S. and core efforts, 
and we should not rule out a reversion to, or persistence of, authori- 
tarian systems. The correlation between deepening socioeconomic 

inequalities and the breakdown of polyarchy has been well established 
in the sociological literature.104 By its very nature, the neo-liberal 
model is designed to prevent any interference with the workings of the 
free market, including state redistributive policies and structural trans- 
formations that could counterbalance the tendency inherent in capital- 
ism toward a concentration of income and productive resources. The 
neo-liberal model therefore generates the seeds of social instability and 
conditions propitious to the breakdown of polyarchy. This is a contra- 
diction internal to the transnational elite's project. "Democracy promo- 
tion" might run up against the structural impossibility of containing 
within the bounds of polyarchy demands placed on states. These con- 
tradictions, although the subject of another article, raise issues as to the 
viability of the transnational elite project. Seen in structural perspec- 
tive, it is not at all clear that polyarchy will be able to absorb the social 
and political conflict generated by inequalities that the global free 
market model reproduces and aggravates. Transitions to polyarchy 
might thus prove more effective in the long run in resolving intra-elite 
crises than in resolving the crisis of elite domination. 

tied directly and indirectly to transnational capital. The other is the 
institution of polyarchy, which provides an immanent class advantage 
to those who command superior resources. Both these constraints lend 
themselves to non-coercive mechanisms of social control, and there- 
fore, to elite hegemony. In this regard, the focus on "democracy promo- 
tion" and globalization presented in this article may contribute new 

perspectives to the rich sociological literature on revolutions, and 

particularly, to recent works on late twentieth-century revolutionary 
movements in the Third World.103 Although this is not the place for 
such discussion, the issues raised here may in particular provide a 
much needed corrective to macrostructural approaches to revolution, 
e.g., how the changing world-historic context of revolutions combines 
with changes in strategy among transnational elites (international 
actors) to influence revolutionary outcomes dramatically. 

On the other hand, intent at the behavioral level does not necessarily 
translate into ability at the structural level. Authoritarianism has per- 
sisted in many African and Asian states despite U.S. and core efforts, 
and we should not rule out a reversion to, or persistence of, authori- 
tarian systems. The correlation between deepening socioeconomic 

inequalities and the breakdown of polyarchy has been well established 
in the sociological literature.104 By its very nature, the neo-liberal 
model is designed to prevent any interference with the workings of the 
free market, including state redistributive policies and structural trans- 
formations that could counterbalance the tendency inherent in capital- 
ism toward a concentration of income and productive resources. The 
neo-liberal model therefore generates the seeds of social instability and 
conditions propitious to the breakdown of polyarchy. This is a contra- 
diction internal to the transnational elite's project. "Democracy promo- 
tion" might run up against the structural impossibility of containing 
within the bounds of polyarchy demands placed on states. These con- 
tradictions, although the subject of another article, raise issues as to the 
viability of the transnational elite project. Seen in structural perspec- 
tive, it is not at all clear that polyarchy will be able to absorb the social 
and political conflict generated by inequalities that the global free 
market model reproduces and aggravates. Transitions to polyarchy 
might thus prove more effective in the long run in resolving intra-elite 
crises than in resolving the crisis of elite domination. 

tied directly and indirectly to transnational capital. The other is the 
institution of polyarchy, which provides an immanent class advantage 
to those who command superior resources. Both these constraints lend 
themselves to non-coercive mechanisms of social control, and there- 
fore, to elite hegemony. In this regard, the focus on "democracy promo- 
tion" and globalization presented in this article may contribute new 

perspectives to the rich sociological literature on revolutions, and 

particularly, to recent works on late twentieth-century revolutionary 
movements in the Third World.103 Although this is not the place for 
such discussion, the issues raised here may in particular provide a 
much needed corrective to macrostructural approaches to revolution, 
e.g., how the changing world-historic context of revolutions combines 
with changes in strategy among transnational elites (international 
actors) to influence revolutionary outcomes dramatically. 

On the other hand, intent at the behavioral level does not necessarily 
translate into ability at the structural level. Authoritarianism has per- 
sisted in many African and Asian states despite U.S. and core efforts, 
and we should not rule out a reversion to, or persistence of, authori- 
tarian systems. The correlation between deepening socioeconomic 

inequalities and the breakdown of polyarchy has been well established 
in the sociological literature.104 By its very nature, the neo-liberal 
model is designed to prevent any interference with the workings of the 
free market, including state redistributive policies and structural trans- 
formations that could counterbalance the tendency inherent in capital- 
ism toward a concentration of income and productive resources. The 
neo-liberal model therefore generates the seeds of social instability and 
conditions propitious to the breakdown of polyarchy. This is a contra- 
diction internal to the transnational elite's project. "Democracy promo- 
tion" might run up against the structural impossibility of containing 
within the bounds of polyarchy demands placed on states. These con- 
tradictions, although the subject of another article, raise issues as to the 
viability of the transnational elite project. Seen in structural perspec- 
tive, it is not at all clear that polyarchy will be able to absorb the social 
and political conflict generated by inequalities that the global free 
market model reproduces and aggravates. Transitions to polyarchy 
might thus prove more effective in the long run in resolving intra-elite 
crises than in resolving the crisis of elite domination. 

tied directly and indirectly to transnational capital. The other is the 
institution of polyarchy, which provides an immanent class advantage 
to those who command superior resources. Both these constraints lend 
themselves to non-coercive mechanisms of social control, and there- 
fore, to elite hegemony. In this regard, the focus on "democracy promo- 
tion" and globalization presented in this article may contribute new 

perspectives to the rich sociological literature on revolutions, and 

particularly, to recent works on late twentieth-century revolutionary 
movements in the Third World.103 Although this is not the place for 
such discussion, the issues raised here may in particular provide a 
much needed corrective to macrostructural approaches to revolution, 
e.g., how the changing world-historic context of revolutions combines 
with changes in strategy among transnational elites (international 
actors) to influence revolutionary outcomes dramatically. 

On the other hand, intent at the behavioral level does not necessarily 
translate into ability at the structural level. Authoritarianism has per- 
sisted in many African and Asian states despite U.S. and core efforts, 
and we should not rule out a reversion to, or persistence of, authori- 
tarian systems. The correlation between deepening socioeconomic 

inequalities and the breakdown of polyarchy has been well established 
in the sociological literature.104 By its very nature, the neo-liberal 
model is designed to prevent any interference with the workings of the 
free market, including state redistributive policies and structural trans- 
formations that could counterbalance the tendency inherent in capital- 
ism toward a concentration of income and productive resources. The 
neo-liberal model therefore generates the seeds of social instability and 
conditions propitious to the breakdown of polyarchy. This is a contra- 
diction internal to the transnational elite's project. "Democracy promo- 
tion" might run up against the structural impossibility of containing 
within the bounds of polyarchy demands placed on states. These con- 
tradictions, although the subject of another article, raise issues as to the 
viability of the transnational elite project. Seen in structural perspec- 
tive, it is not at all clear that polyarchy will be able to absorb the social 
and political conflict generated by inequalities that the global free 
market model reproduces and aggravates. Transitions to polyarchy 
might thus prove more effective in the long run in resolving intra-elite 
crises than in resolving the crisis of elite domination. 
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17. Some of the symptoms of this crisis were the Cuban revolution in 1959, the 1970s 

victory of the socialist Salvador Allende in Chile (and the damage to U.S. legi- 
timacy internationally that his overthrow and the exposure of the U.S. role 

involved), the defeat of the U.S. followed by the fall of the South Vietnamese 

regime in 1975, mass protests against authoritarian states in the Philippines, 
South Korea, elsewhere in Asia and in Latin America that broke out in the late 
1970s, the replacement of Portuguese colonialism in Africa by revolutionary 
regimes, and the Iranian, Granadian, and Nicaraguan revolutions in 1979. The 
intent of this article is not to explain democratic movements in the periphery but 
to explain the shift in U.S. policy toward "democracy promotion." However, it is 
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