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Introduction

     In Power, Protection, and Free Trade: International Sources of U.S. Com-

mercial Strategy, 1887-1939 (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1988), David A.

Lake argues that U.S. commercial strategy have been shaped and con-

strained not by domestic pressure but by international economic structures.

Lake analyzes the international economic structures under which the U. S. has

pursued free trade, protectionism, and a combination of the two by present-

ing a theoretical framework (Part I), and then testing this framework in an

empirical study of American trade policies between 1887 and 1939 (Part II).

This essay first introduces Lake’s theoretical and empirical arguments, and

then makes four critical observations about them.

Part I: Theoretical Argument

     Rejecting the explanation of American trade strategy through interest-

group politics, Lake compares over time the dependence of American manufac-

tures on exports with tariff policies, and concludes that “the industrial

structure of the American economy did not change in tandem with strat-

egy” (p. 8). Similarly, he refuses the idea that differences between the politi-

cal parties have shaped trade strategy―that the Republicans have supported

protectionism while the Democrats have been identified as the party of free

trade. He insists instead that “in the early 1890s, there were important

commonalities in policy despite changes in party” (p. 8).

     Lake argues that the theory of hegemonic stability offers “the most im-

portent international alternative to this domestic-level explanation” (p. 8).

However, this theory cannot explain the continued open economic structure in

the 1970s and early 1980s, because of a major defect: “By failing to

distinguish between the structurally derived interests of nonhegemonic nation- 

states, past studies have been unable to discern differences between

nonhegemonic international economic structures” (p. 11). Lake argues that:

 hegemony is neither a necessary or sufficient condition for the creation

 or maintenance of a liberal international economy. ・・・ Conversely, two

 or more opportunists, and in some cases even a single opportunists, may

 be willing and able to construct or maintain a liberal international econ-

omy ・・・Thus it is important to distinguish between different

nonhegemonic international economic structures. (p. 59).

     Lake defines the international economic structure as “the configuration

of nation-states within the two dimensions of relative size and relative labor

productivity” (p.11). There are seven actors in this structure, each of which

has particular trade strategy which can be expressed using the symbols ―

FT: free trade; P: protection; left side of / refers to domestic trade and

right side of / refers to trade abroad―. The actors and their trade policy

preference may be listed as the followings:

  (1) Hegemonic leaders (HLs):
FT / FT > FT / P > P / FT > P / P or






P / FT > FT / FT > P / P > FT / P






if all the trading partners are small.

　(2) Opportunists (OPs):

P / FT > FT / FT > P / P > FT / P

  (3) Liberal free riders (LFRs):
P / FT > FT / FT > P / P > FT / P

  (4) Imperial leaders (ILs):

P / FT > P / P > FT / FT > FT / P

  (5) Free trade free riders (FTFRs):
FT / FT > FT / P > P / FT > P / P

  (6) Protectionist free riders (PFRs):

     and

  (7) Spoilers (SPs): 


P / FT > P / P > FT / FT > FT / P

     (pp. 45-49).

     The two primary premises for Lake’s theory are, first, that nation-states

are unitary actors which always respond rationally to changes in the interna-

tional economic structures in order to pursue national interests and, second,

that the state consists of “two sets of conflicting actors: the foreign policy

executive and the representative element” (p. 13). Lake further argues that

“in most cases the principal objectives of the foreign policy executive were

met” because of two reasons: they “can mobilize societal groups with comple-

mentary interests into the policy-making process” and they assert their legiti-

mate role “as the sole authoritative maker of foreign policy to redefine the

political debate and alter congressional options” (pp. 85, 87, 220).

     Based on the above assumptions, Lake’s central thesis is that “the na-

tional trade interests, political choices, and ultimately trade strategies of indi-

vidual countries are fundamentally shaped and influenced by the constraints

and opportunities of the international economic structure” (p. 3). Conse-

quently, “by examining the international economic structure, the position of a

country within it, and changes in the structure over time, it is possible to ex-

plain and predict national trade strategies” (p. 11). He examines this theory

in Part II through the case of American trade policies between 1887 and 1939.

Part II : Empirical Argument

     Focusing on “the transition from America’s passive protectionism of the

mid-nineteenth century to its active liberalism of the mid-twentieth” (p. 6),

Lake argues that the U.S. experienced four phases between 1887 and 1939.

Phase One (1887-1897) 

     Both the Republicans and the Democrats sought to expand exports to

Latin America through duty-free policies for selected primary materials while

protecting home markets. Lake argues that “this combination of interna-

tional activism and domestic protection is the distinguishing characteristic of

American trade strategy in this first phase” (p. 98). The U.S. acted as an op-

portunist and easily obtained its most desirable trade strategy of protection

at home and free trade abroad (P / FT). This was made possible not be-

cause of competition between the political parties nor because of interest-

group politics, but because of “the position of the United States as an

opportunist within an international economic structure of British hegemony”
(p. 91).

Phase Two (1897-1912)

     The U.S. pursued a single purpose in this second phase: “to preserve

and expand exports, particularly to continental Europe, while causing the

smallest disruption possible to the American system of protection” (p. 146).

Even though British hegemony was declining, Great Britain still maintained a

hegemonic leadership and employed a nonretaliatory trade strategy which al-

lowed the U.S. to protect its home markets. At the same time, increasing rela-

tive labor productivity of the U.S., which surpassed that of Great Britain

around 1897, affected the new U.S. trade strategy. Lake asserts: “This impor-

tant change within the international economic structure broadened America’s

export horizons and correspondingly stimulated its desire for greater access

to foreign markets” (pp. 119-120). In short, the U.S. P / FT trade strategy

was shaped by the U.S. position as a single opportunist with increasing rela-

tive labor productivity in the declining British hegemonic international eco-

nomic structure.

Phase Three (1912-1930)

     Lake argues that by 1912 Great Britain was no longer a hegemonic

leader and the international economic structure changed from a hegemonic

structure to a bilateral-opportunist structure. This change of international

economic structure imposed greater constraints on the U.S., causing a dra-

matic departure from its protection of home markets: “the United States

could no longer take the liberalness of others for granted, and it must lower

its tariff to ensure continued openness by other countries” (p. 157). The

Underwood Act in 1913 manifested the U.S. recognition of this structural

change, and moved policy toward freer trade.

Phase Four (1930-1939)

     The U.S. adopted a severe protective measure, the Smoot-Hawley Act of

1930, but only four years later employed a liberal one, the Reciprocal Trade

Agreements Act (RTAA). As Lake comments, “seldom has a country re-

versed its trade strategy so quickly and extensively” (p. 184). Lake tackles

this conundrum through a structural explanation. He argues that the

international economic structure experienced a second structural change in

the 1930s because of three factors: increasing international economic instabil-

ity, the end of bilateral opportunism, and the emergence of unilateral opportun-

ism. He asserts: “American trade strategy was dramatically altered by the

change of the international economic structure from bilateral to unilateral op-

portunism” (p.212). The U.S. employed a strategy of preemptive protection-

ism (the Smoot-Hawley Act) for short-term relative benefits. When the U.S.

faced a wave of retaliation, it reversed its protective trend through the RTAA

of 1934 in order to reopen foreign markets. Lake argues that the Smoot-

Hawley Act and the RTAA were complementary to each other, reflecting the

conditions in the international economic structure in order to maintain U.S.

maximum benefits as a single opportunist.

Observations

Inadequate Definition of Terms and Concepts

     Lake uses special terms and concepts which are often not properly de-

fined; consequently, it is sometimes difficult to make a distinction among

those terms and concepts. For example, he writes; “By 1912 the United King-

dom was no longer a hegemonic leader” (p. 149), and that 20 years later, it

“evolved from an opportunist into a spoiler” (p. 185). These changes were so

important as to precipitate a transformation of the international economic

structure. Lake tries to define these terms on the basis of two dimensions:

the relative size―proportion of world trade―and relative labor productivity of

each nation-state; however, his definitions are too ambiguous to show clear

distinction among these categories. How can we measure to which category

a nation-state belonged at a given moment of time? Another example is that

be regards the U.S. between 1897 and 1912 as a “middle-sized global power,”
yet it is not clear what he means by this term (p. 124).

Lack of Theory of Transformation
     Lake distinguishes three kinds of international economic structures―hege

mony, bilateral opportunism, and unilateral opportunism―in terms of the

relative size and relative labor productivity of each nation-state. However,

since he focuses on only two aspects of economic factors, a share of the inter-

national trade and production, he neglects other factors which had significant

impact on the international economic structures. These factors include politi-

cal, military, ideological, and other economic factors such as exchange rates

and exporting commodities. For example, the U.S. share of the international

economy in 1930 was almost as much as that of 1950. One can make a plausi-

ble argument, if one used Lake’s terms alone, that the U.S. was a hegemonic

power in 1930 just as it was in 1950. The major problem of this flat picture,

in this case, is lack of clear definition of the term hegemony. Thomas McCor-

mick explicitly shows that “hegemony means that one nation possesses such

unrivaled supremacy, such predominant influence in economic power, military

might, and political-ideological leadership, that no other power, or combina-

tion of powers, can prevail against it” (McCormick 1989: 5)
. Using this defi-

nition, one can clearly distinguish the U.S. of 1930 from that of 1950.

     Technological changes, their diffusion, and nation-states’ adaptability to

the changes also have contributed to the transformation of the international

economic structure. In the mid-19th century, Great Britain, then a hegemonic

power, established a world-wide free trade system. Core powers had easy ac-

cess to advanced technologies, which helped spark their industrial revolutions

in the late 19th century. Rapidly industrialized nations in this period, espe-

cially the U.S. and Germany, quickly adopted and improved these technolo-

gies. They gradually acquired a clear comparative advantage in high-tech―th

erefore high-profit―industries such as chemical, oil, and electric. On the

other hand, Great Britain, which industrialized in the earlier period, had diffi

culty adjusting its own economic structure to the new development because it

was heavily embedded in the technology and production / management system

of the first stage of industrialization. In addition, Great Britain, the domi-

nant world financial center, was able to depend on capital investment. Lake

fails to consider these factors.

Limits of Realist Interpretation

     Lake cautiously asserts: “the theory of international economic structures

is not intended as either a deterministic of a unicausal explanation of trade

strategy” (p. 14). However, his realist approach centers on a single causal

factor: the international economic structure of which the nation-state is a ba-

sic unit primarily shapes trade strategy. He argues that “they  [the con-

straints and opportunities of the international economic structure] only make

some options more attractive and other options less so” (p. 64) and he as-

sumes that nation-states will choose attractive options because they behave ra-

tionally. This assumption is based on another assumption―that domestic

political pressures and political parties have contributed little to trade strat-

egy, and the foreign policy executive who makes a rational response to

changes in the international economic structures has played the dominant

role in trade policy.

     These arguments are highly questionable. First, because the U.S. has a

“weak” state meaning that the state is responsive to domestic pressures, inter-

nal situations greatly influence trade policy, contrary to what Lake insists.

Since the American economy, containing various kinds of sectors, is so com-

plex that national trade interests are heterogeneous, and contradictory inter-

ests coexist. Under these circumstances, it is difficult for the state to make

rational and cohesive responses to external incentives; trade policies are likely

to reflect compromises among those different interests. Second, foreign pol-

icy executives do not necessarily play a dominant role in trade policy. Lake

himself admits: “despite the efforts of the foreign policy executive, the nation-

state may choose not to follow its national trade interests” (p. 87).

Questionable Empirical Arguments

     During phase one (1887-1897), the U.S. suffered a wave of cyclical depres-

sions; consequently, the U.S. in the 1890s was socioeconomically an unstable so-

ciety. The most important considerations of the foreign policy executives,

whom Lake regards as key architects of trade strategy, were the stabilization

of the domestic economy and the search for social order. This domestic situa-

tion greatly influenced U.S. trade policy, but Lake mentions virtually nothing

about it. This is probably because he deliberately underestimates domestic

constraints on trade policy. Foreign policy executive during this phase realized

the important linkage between trade expansion and domestic tranquility.

     Phase three (1912-1930) includes the 1920s, commonly interpreted as a dec

ade of protectionism. Lake indicates that the degree of protectionism in the

1920s may be exaggerated. However, Herbert Hoover, one of the most impor-

tant foreign policy executives in trade policy making, was basically a

protectionism who viewed less critically the linkage between domestic prosper-

ity and expansion of U.S. foreign trade.

     Lake’s argument on the Smoot-Hawley Act and the Reciprocal Trade

Agreement Act (RTAA) is the most questionable, as it is simply too mechani-

cal. Lake can make this kind of argument because of his erroneous assump-

tions that the nation-state is the unitary actor which always makes rational

responses to external incentives. Passage of the Smoot-Hawley Act and the

RTAA were the results of the fact that heterogeneous economic interests coex-

isted in the U.S. economy and the “weak” state responded to their different de-

mands.

Epilogue

     David A. Lake shows, at least theoretically, that nonhegemonic nation-

states may cooperate and stabilize the international economic system which a

hegemony may not necessarily provide stability. This theory leads to an opti-

mistic picture: “America’s decline [in the mid-1960s] need not and will not fol-

low the path blazed by Britain earlier in this century.” He goes even

further: “the decline of American hegemony actually presents new opportuni-

ties for international cooperation” (p. 15). This idea is well taken, yet he

needs to elaborate his theoretical argument. Indeed, his “systemic-level the-

ory of national trade strategy, a theory that abstracts from domestic-level

characteristics and focuses exclusively on how nation-states stand in relation

to one another” (p. ix) is provocative, but the price he has paid by underesti-

mating domestic constraints is substantially high. Since each nation-state has

its own social system of production which shapes economic policy and perform-

ance, it would be surprising if all countries in the same category responded

to external changes in the same way. The international economic system has

its own logic of development while each nation-state has its own social

system of production. Consequently, it is necessary to find relational mecha-

nisms between these two systems in order to appreciate the U.S. trade strat-

egy, its performance, and its impact on the international economic system.

� Thomas McCormick, America’s Half-Century (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins


University Press, 1989).
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　　　この小論では、デーヴィッド・レーク氏の近著『権力、保護、自由貿易：米国通商戦術の国際的要因、1887－1939』を手がかりにして米国通商政策を理論と実践の両面から検討する。レーク氏の結論は、世界経済構造が各国の通商政策を根本的に規定するということである。レーク氏は1887年から1939年の米国の通商政策を検討することによって彼の理論を裏づけている。


　本小論では以下の4点においてレーク氏の議論を批判している。


曖昧な用語および概念規定


世界経済構造転換理論の欠如


現実主義的解釈の限界


当該期の米国通商政策の解釈に対する疑問





