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Abstract: This paper analyzes Francis Fukuyama's announcement of the "end of history" in light of Hugo Chavez's Bolivarian Revolution, particularly by way of a comparison of his ALBA trade proposal vs. the FTAA.  Whereas Fukuyama asserted that no system would again pose a viable challenge to Western liberalism, Chavez's plan runs in diametrical opposition to the tenets of the FTAA and of Western liberalism.  Western liberalism, particularly its capitalist economic component, is founded upon competition.  Chavez's plan, as were the many socialist alternatives posed before it, is instead rooted in cooperation.  This paper utilizes the works of Robert Axelrod and Robert Wright to demonstrate the theoretical viability of cooperation as an alternative to competition.  It is hoped that this discussion might dislodge the notion of the necessity of Western liberalism in order to honestly begin considering potentially superior systems of human association.

ALBA: Can Cooperation Revive History?


Francis Fukuyama, in his seminal article from 1989 entitled "The End of History?", declared that the triumph of Western liberal democracy over communism in the Cold War signaled the end of history.  The war of ideas that had provided the bullet-points to the timeline of history had ended with the victory of mankind's ideological champion.  In the Hegelian terminology that Fukuyama is so fond of employing in the article, Western liberalism represents the final synthesis of the historical dialectic. 


Rather than a Marxist story of historical materialism, Fukuyama focuses, like Hegel, on history through the scope of human consciousness; as a battle not simply of material forces, but of ideas.  As he put it, "the triumph of liberal democracy does not represent the "end of ideology" or a convergence between capitalism and socialism, as earlier predicted, but to an unabashed victory of economic and political liberalism" (Fukuyama 161).  Fukuyama recites, of history's final pages, that economic and political liberalism had finally crushed all plausible economic and political alternatives and had proved itself as the sole reconciler of the 'contradictions' of human society.  Fukuyama borrows from Kojeve, who said that through this program, and its eventual establishment of the 'universal homogenous state', contradictions such as "the dialectic between master and slave, the transformation and mastery of nature, the struggle for the universal recognition of rights, and the dichotomy between proletarian and capitalist" would all be resolved and all human needs would be provided for (Fukuyama 164). 


Though the idea that Western liberal democracy represents the only viable political and economic system does not originate with Fukuyama, his presentation of the argument has been very influential.  It is the purpose of this paper to critically analyze this assertion in light of recent developments in Latin America.  The re-emergence of socialism in this region, with Venezuelan President Huge Chavez at the forefront, gives cause to reexamine Fukuyama's thesis.  Chavez, in his now infamous 2006 address to the United Nations General Assembly, explicitly challenged the alleged end of history (Chavez "UN Address").  Fukuyama, in an article in the Washington Post, reasserted his thesis against the Bolivarian challenge.  He considers Chavez's socialist experiment to be an aberration propped up by Venezuela's oil fortune (Fukuyama "History's Against Him").  He asserts that this peculiar Venezuelan characteristic has facilitated an ephemeral viability of socialism in Venezuela, but that socialism as a universal system remains impossible.  Thus, the socialist ideal that Chavez embodies remains buried in its historical tomb.  However, Chavez has been actively encouraging the spread of the "Bolivarian Revolution".  Central to this effort is the Bolivarian Alternative for the Americas (ALBA) trade proposal, which (as its name indicates) is designed to provide an alternative to the Free Trade Area of the Americas (FTAA) proposal pushed by the United States.  This paper will examine the viability of such socialist ideas by way of an analysis of the socialist ALBA with the capitalist FTAA. 


Concurring with Western liberalism's demand for democracy in the political realm, Venezuelan President Hugo Chavez endeavors to bring democracy to the economic realm as well.  As the primary ideological confrontation between Chavez's "21st Century Socialism" and Western liberal democracy is economic, such also will be the emphasis of this discussion.  I wonder whether the idea behind ALBA, that of a cooperative, socialist economy, might front a serious challenge to the necessity of the competitive capitalist model represented in the FTAA.  Has Western liberal democracy, with its capitalist economic component, really reconciled all these important contradictions as Fukuyama claims, or are there important contradictions left unsettled?  Might ALBA go further in the resolution of these contradictions?  As such, while this paper is a response to Fukuyama's thesis, it can also be seen as a response to those in Western society who have uncritically conceded to the necessity of capitalism and liberal democracy and to those in non-Western societies who are now encountering these ideas.


In attempting to do so, I will examine the theoretical foundations of the ALBA.  This paper will examine Chavez's rhetoric and the language of both ALBA and the FTAA in order to consider whether or not ALBA might represent a refutation of Fukuyama's thesis and the potential revival of history.  To be clear, this is not so much an attempt to prove that Western liberalism is not itself a sustainable system of world order, though this program will be shown to be self-destructive and internally contradictory in important regards, but rather, to consider whether other systems are at all possible.  Essentially, it is a challenge to the inevitability and necessity of the Western liberal model.  This paper does not seek to affirm Chavez's alternative as the ideal exemplar of an alternative to this model, or to lay out my own vision of the best alternative, but rather, it seeks to help dislodge the perception of necessity attached to the current system so that thinkers more capable than myself may begin considering superior systems.  It makes little sense to consider the desirability of alternative systems until we can conceive of their possibility.  Such examination is a critical responsibility of political theory. 

Words and Action


Let me begin by providing a brief explanation of the approach of my argument.  Although I will make an effort to bring in some empirical data where applicable, I am most interested in the theoretical implications of Chavez's proposed alternative.  As such, this paper follows Fukuyama's focus on the ideas presented by Western liberal democracy and Chavez's socialist alternative.  The actual texts of these proposed agreements speak for themselves to a great degree, and will be utilized accordingly in this paper, but I believe that important theoretical foundations can also be gleaned from the arguments that proponents presented in support of their proposals.  I concede that information from sources such as speeches and policy statements provide us mostly with rhetorical appeals for this program, and do not provide assurance that said rhetoric will be actualized in policy or practice.  Indeed, I am making no claims to the level of sincerity of statements from leaders or governments supporting either system.  I presume that they are concerned with factors that go beyond simply the interests of the well-being of the people they represent.  Chavez could very well be capitalizing on the socialist message in order to grasp a firmer hold over his nation, its resources, and its influence over the region.  Likewise, George Bush may be supporting the FTAA for the potential profits that expanded free trade agreements promise his wealthy constituency.  The discussion here, however, is more fundamental and goes beyond Chavez or any of his ilk.


Even if Chavez's appeals for social equality, fair trade, and decentralized, sustainable development are made merely for rhetorical purposes, it is my assumption that such rhetoric is made because he assumes it aligns with the sentiments of at least part of his constituency.  He seeks to persuade by saying what he perceives to be persuasive.  The point is, this would lead one to believe that socialist ideas are alive.  Such appeals, even if they are only disingenuous pandering, tacitly imply at least the perception that a substantial proportion of individuals within Latin America recognize attributes of this program to be somehow superior to the Western liberal model and consider Chavez's socialist course to be a viable and desirable alternative.

The End of History


Now I would like to return to a more detailed discussion of just what Fukuyama's "end of history" entails.  Again, Fukuyama saw Western liberal democracy as history's inevitable conclusion.  Borrowing from the determinism of Hegel, the triumph of this system was the inevitable denouement to the dialectical narrative which followed man from his origins, through the battle of ideas between foes such as fascism and communism that had played themselves out through the ages, to this denouement.  As he puts it, this marked "the end point of mankind's ideological evolution and the universalization of Western liberal democracy as the final form of human government" (Fukuyama 162).  Let us consider what particular ideas he feels have prevailed in the end of history.  What is meant by the term Western liberal democracy that describes this final "universal homogenous state"?   


For our discussion, Western liberal democracy can be defined as a world order that involves liberalism in both the political and economic realms.  In short, it is the marriage of liberal democratic governance with free-market, capitalist economics.  As he puts it, "we might summarize the content of the universal homogenous state as liberal democracy in the political sphere with easy access to VCR's and stereos in the economic" (Fukuyama 167).  

Political Liberalism


I will borrow from Fukuyama, who borrowed from Kojeve, by defining liberal democracy as a political system that "recognizes and protects through a system of law man's universal right to freedom, and [is] democratic insofar as it exists only with the consent of the governed" (Fukuyama 163).  Drawing from John Locke and other thinkers from the Enlightenment, political liberalism seeks to limit the state's influence over the lives of individuals.  These protections are codified into law and available to all citizens universally.  This system is designed to provide maximum amounts of individual freedom with minimum governmental interference. 


As noted in the previous quote from Fukuyama, this system is democratic to the extent that individuals 'consent' to being governed, but this makes no strenuous demands upon the extent of democracy within.  Systems of representative, constitutional democracy such as those found within Western societies, such as that of the United States, fit easily within this concept.  However, Venezuela could also be considered an adherent to the traditions of political liberalism.  Although there have been accusations of human rights violations by Hugo Chavez's regime (as there have been of the United States as well), he has come to power through democratic means.  Further, he has instituted a constitution that has furthered the expanse of political liberalism within the country to include and protect the  human rights of the large populations of indigenous peoples that had previously been neglected in Venezuela.  Because the tenets of ALBA do not violate the demands of political liberalism, the focus of this paper will instead be on contrasting the characteristics and economic goals of free-market liberalism with ALBA's socialist arrangement. 

Economic Liberalism


Essentially, economic liberalism is the removal of government intervention in the economy.  Harkening back to Adam Smith, economic liberalism seeks to establish a free market to allow the invisible hand of the market to allocate society's scarce resources.  Whereas political liberalism seeks to free individuals from governmental constraints, economic liberalism seeks to free business and capital from governmental constraints.  

Such intervention results in external costs upon the economy that decrease aggregate economic output.  When less is produced, less can be consumed.  An assumption of capitalist thought is that consumption equals happiness.  Individuals are also assumed to possess unlimited wants.  If the economy is producing less than it could, there would be less for individuals to consume, and thus individuals would not be as happy as they could be.  


The end goal of economic liberalism is the maximization of such happiness and the realization of perfect economic efficiency.  This utopia would best utilize society's scarce resources to provide for society's unlimited desires.  Government intervention through laws regulating minimum wage, banning the use of child labor, enforcing pollution control, sanctioning collective bargaining, etc., exert external costs upon businesses and disrupt the efficiency of the market.  To take minimum wage laws as an example, while the interaction of supply and demand in the labor market may set a price of $4.00 an hour for certain type of labor, the government, out of concerns for the well-being of its citizens, would intervene to push that price up to $5.15 an hour for each labor unit (economic lingo for a human being).  Here we see that employers in this labor market would be wasting $1.15 an hour for each laborer.


Likewise, when nations publicly subsidize their industries or charge other nations tariffs on goods they export to them, they disrupt the efficiency of the market.  Governments use these protective measures to shield native industries from the competition of the world market.  Entry into these markets is obstructed by the extra costs from governmental protectionism.  As a result, they inhibit the allocation of resources to the most efficient producers.  This results in less efficient production and less for individuals to consume.

FTAA


This ethos of economic liberalism has been the guiding force behind the Western vision of economic globalization.  Foreign trade policies in the West have been working in recent decades to create formal trade agreements imbued with these principles.  The Free Trade Area of the Americas proposal, the United States' darling, is a project meant to extend the principles of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) between the United States, Canada, and Mexico to include all of the nations of the Americas.  These agreements endeavor to relieve the global economy of protectionist policies on the part of their signatories in order to establish the environment of free competition they deem to be so critical to economic efficiency.


These themes are explicitly evident in Article 2 of the General Provisions section of the FTAA agreement, which outlines the ultimate objectives of their project. As this section declares, the objectives of this agreement are to "generate increasing levels of trade in goods and services", "enhance competition and improve market access conditions for goods and services amongst Parties", "eliminate barriers, restrictions and/or unnecessary distortions to free trade amongst the Parties", and "eliminate the barriers to the movement of capital and business persons amongst the Parties" (FTAA Ch 2).  These provisions are not concerned with the protection of industries or individuals within nations, but rather with providing an unfettered environment of competition in which the market economy can most efficiently utilize resources.

A Sad End


Although mainstream political science does not dispute the necessity of capitalism, complaints of its neoliberal globalization are many, and from both sides of the political spectrum.  Some on the right lament the diminution of traditional culture in the face of the homogenizing forces of consumerism.  Fukuyama himself expresses concern over the "sad" conclusion of history, as he laments the "impersonality and spiritual vacuity of liberal consumerist societies" (Fukuyama 173).  Some on the left rail against the inequalities endemic to those who have adopted its principles.  Others accuse the hierarchical structure of capitalism itself, with its centralized consolidation of resources, as inherently anti-democratic and self-destructive.  


The latter two indictments seem to be the most serious condemnations of this system.  Detractors of the neoliberal trade model have long made the argument that rather than encourage the spread of democracy, neoliberal globalization is actually antithetical to democracy.  Interesting corroboration of this position can be found in Quan Li and Rafael Reuveny's study of the effects of economic globalization on democracy.  Their study found that capitalist economic globalization, or what I have been referring to as economic liberalism, has a negative effect on the levels of democracy in those countries exposed to it.  Their study found that the level of democracy is negatively related to levels of trade openness, foreign direct investment inflows, and portfolio investment inflows (Li and Reuveny 30).


These findings suggest that, as they put it, "globalization erodes the prospects for democracy" (Li and Reuveny 53).   Based on Fukuyama's thesis, one would expect the spread of economic liberalism to bring with it increasing political liberalism.  Although our definition of political liberalism placed no stringent demands on the extent of democracy, this calls the universal characteristic of Western liberal democracy into question.  Also, if this study demonstrates, as its authors claim, that integration into a liberalized market economy results in a decline in democracy, then the desirability of Western liberalism is called into serious question.  Are individuals willing to give up the universal benefits of democratic governance for the selective benefits of market efficiency?  


Another prominent criticism of economic liberalism is that by creating great disparities in wealth both within and amongst nations, it sows the seeds of its own demise.  A recent report from the United Nations seems to confirm these concerns.  Their study entitled "The World Distribution of Household Wealth" shows that not only is the global income gap between rich and poor immense, but it is increasing (Davies et al. 30).  Among the alarming statistics revealed in the study were that the top 1% own 40% of all wealth, while the bottom half of the global population owns merely 1.1% of global wealth (Davies et al. 29).  The trickle-down effect articulated by some proponents of economic liberalism has yet to materialize.  Capitalist expansion seems to be further polarizing the rich and the poor.  This would indicate that there is a major "contradiction" left unresolved by Western liberalism: the class issue.


As Fukuyama notes, "this contradiction has constituted the chief accusation against liberalism" (Fukuyama 168).  Further, he saw communism as the most serious ideological challenge to confronted liberalism.  Communism promised to resolve what it saw as the fundamental contradiction between capital and labor.  Though Fukuyama assures us that Western liberalism has resolved this problem where its program has been adopted, or at least will do so in the near future, many in Latin America evidently disagree.  Theorists such as Karl Marx postulated that this contradiction could not be resolved within economic liberalism and that, consequently, the capitalist system would eventually destroy itself.  Fukuyama's argument for the ultimate demise of the socialist challenge hinges upon the various failed Marxist-Leninist regimes of the 20th century.  However, these regimes could hardly be considered exemplars of Marx's philosophy.  Further, Fukuyama does not even consider libertarian rather than authoritarian socialist philosophies (such that thrived briefly during the Spanish Civil War of the 1930s). 


Nevertheless, Fukuyama claims that because liberal democracy has excluded legalistic factors that institutionally promoted inequality amongst certain demographics, that it had resolved this contradiction.  He concurs with Alexander Kojeve, contending that this level of egalitarianism is the realization of Marx's classless society (Fukuyama 168).  However, as Marx explained, the emancipation of races and minorities is not enough.  The fundamental problem is the exploitation of laborers by capitalists.  Divided by nothing but class, the proletariat would soon realize its true enemy and overthrow the system of capitalism that stood as the last door of history to swing open.


A seemingly unlikely supporter of free trade, Karl Marx thought capitalism was a necessary stage in the progress of history toward stateless communism.  Although he chastised the concept of freedom displayed in the term 'free-trade' as "not the freedom of one individual in relation to another, but the freedom of capital to crush the worker", Marx recognized the ability of economic liberalism to quickly and callously disperse the reality of capitalism upon the world (Marx "On the Question of Free Trade).  As his logic goes, the misery and tribulations wrought upon these masses would inspire proletarian consciousness and hasten the coming of socialist revolution.

And Yet It Lives


Of course, we have yet to witness this cataclysmic collapse. How has capitalism transcended these internal contradictions?  Why is Western liberalism sustainable?  One possible answer to this question (and in my mind the most plausible answer), posited by writers such as Karl Polanyi and Antonio Negri, is that adherents to the Western liberalist model talk a tough line, but often fail to practice what they preach.


They assert that liberalism has succeeded in the United States because of its ability to exploit vulnerable developing nations, while at the same time shielding itself from a truly free market behind protectionist policies such as the subsidization of agriculture and other industries.  Karl Polanyi, in his book The Great Transformation, views protectionism and social welfare programs as a necessary supplement to the ravages of the market economy.  Ironically, he asserts that timely injections of socialism into this system has proven a savior for capitalism.  For instance, he claims that the laissez faire capitalism of the 1920s created the disastrous depression of the 30s.  It was only through social protections such as agricultural subsidies, social security, and centralized banking that this so-called "self-regulating" market was saved from itself (Polanyi 202).


It seems the United States became successful by utilizing the very protectionist practices in its development that it is seeking to deny developing nations through the FTAA.  One beings to question whether United States policy makers genuinely believe in the idea of Western liberalism themselves, or are merely utilizing it as a convenient way to peacefully expand influence over the worlds resources.  Similarly, one wonders the extent to which the aforementioned Marxlist-Leninist regimes subscribed to the idea of socialism, or were merely utilizing it as a way to pursue other ends.  Fukuyama is content to bury socialism with the corpses of its bastard spawn.  However, with them he buries the hope of remedying the ills caused by a system which even he laments.  While it may be convenient to write off socialism on account of failed states that have nominally adopted its principles, it is a disservice to those that suffer from the problems generated by the current world order as well as those who want to change them.

Politics and Economics


Although economic liberalism demands the removal of politics and society from the economy, these appear to be important stop-valves for relieving the tension caused by disparities within the system that might boil up into the revolution that Marx had prophesied.  But, to promote free markets for others while utilizing protectionist policies for yourself is both contradictory and hypocritical.  Such intervention is seen by free market zealots as an improper and inefficient imposition by the government.  Borrowing again from Polanyi, the market economy separates the realms of politics and economy (Polanyi 213).  This system allocates resources based upon the dictates of the market.  The society whom this economy is supposed to be serving can only participate in the allocation of their resources through consumption (demand).  As this system currently has, and has always had, created vast disparities in wealth, there are consequently great variations in individuals' ability to express their demands.  To put this in democratic terms, those with more dollars get more votes. Obviously, this is not democracy.  However, efficiency, not democracy, is the goal of the market economy.  If our highest priority is efficiency, this system might serve us well (at least unless it destroys itself).  But as Quan Li and Rafael Reuveny put it, "if democratic governance is a desirable policy objective, our findings suggest a policy dilemma between economic efficiency gains and democratic decline" (Li and Reuveny 53).

ALBA


ALBA does not conflict with the view that democracy resolves many of the important problems, or "contradictions" as Fukuyama has referred to them, that he sees political liberalism curing.  They differ in that ALBA imagines that its brand of socialism can cure the economic ills created by economic liberalism, while Fukuyama regards these contradictions as a regrettable but necessary evil.  Both sides believe in democracy, however ALBA wants to extend democracy beyond politics and into economics.  While socialistic ideologies such as ALBA's demand that the economy be socially controlled, economic liberals demand that the economy be controlled by an exogenous market.  


Chavez has consistently reiterated the critique of economic liberalism just provided.

"It is practically and ethically inadmissible to sacrifice the human species, madly invoking the use of a socioeconomic model of careening destructive capacity. It is suicidal to insist on spreading this model as if it were an infallible remedy for the evils which it has, indeed, caused. Recently the President of the United States attended a meeting of the Organization of American States in which he proposed increasing market policies, the opening of markets, that is, neoliberalism for Latin America and the Caribbean. These policies are indeed the fundamental cause of great tragedies and evils that our people endure. Neoliberal Capitalism is the "Consensus" of Washington. It has generated greater misery, inequality and an infinite tragedy for the peoples of this continent." (Chavez “Chavez at the UN”)


Unlike reformist critiques of Western liberalism, Chavez seeks to transcend the capitalist system completely.  He seeks a better system, not just a better place within an existing and perceivedly flawed one.

"This model, the so called American way of life, the extreme capitalism, is not sustainable, life on this planet will come to an end if we continue down this road, that is why we are motivated to seek socialism and abandon capitalism, the individualism, the selfish consumerism, the so called destructive development that is destroying this planet, we are all in danger, and not so much us, our children and grandchildren!" (Chavez quoted in Whitney)

The essential difference between these two economic programs are the goals to which they strive.  The objective of 'free-trade' is to remove governmental constraints upon the economy.  The idea, at least in principle, is to allow the free hand of the market, through competition, to allocate global resources.  The economic vision of ALBA, in contrast, is geared towards cooperation.  Chavez believes that societies should be able to use their economies to pursue broader social goals.  


These values are also explicitly imbued in the language ALBA's formal agreements.  As the agreement between Venezuela, Cuba, and Bolivia states, the principles of ALBA are that "trade and investment should not be ends in themselves, but instruments to achieve just and sustainable development", to provide "special and differential treatment, that takes in to account the level of development of the diverse countries and the dimension of their economies", and to promote "economic complementarily and cooperation between the participant countries and not the competition between countries and productions" (ALBA).  This particular agreement involves a sort of barter system in which nations exchange goods in which they have a comparative advantage.  The goal of which not being profit, but rather, the improvement of the quality of life of individuals within their societies.  For example, Venezuela offers oil and access to its universities, while Cuba exchanges these goods for access to Cuban doctors and universities (ALBA).


In place of economic liberalism, Chavez  demands a system in which sovereign societies formulate their needs collectively and operate their economy accordingly.  His ALBA plan seeks to unite like-minded nations in cooperative agreements to share complementary resources.  Further, it endeavors to do so in a manner that will nurture culture, promote empowerment through literacy programs, and compensate for economic asymmetries between nations (ALBA).  


As Chavez declares, "we are putting forward an international policy of respect for the sovereignty of states, of the people, and also opening channels to establish a new mechanism for integration, based on solidarity, above all solidarity; based on true cooperation, on economic complementation" (Chavez "Press Conference").  These goals present a stark contrast to the those of the FTAA.  Free-market capitalism pays no mind to social concepts like solidarity, it is a system of calloused economics obsessed with efficiency, regardless of the costs to humanity.  The FTAA's ideological goal seems to be to provide a fair economic fight, whereas ALBA's appears to be to provide a better life for citizens of member nations.


ALBA rests on the viability of these concepts of solidarity, cooperation, and complementarity.  Detractors have asserted that these principles, however nice they sound, are impossible to build a successful and sustainable modern economy around.  It is certainly understandable that these ideas are hard to consider, in light of the tradition of Western liberalism and its underlying assumptions.  Man in a Hobbesian state of nature is inclined toward violence and exploitation, not cooperation.  Without an overarching international Leviathan to insure fidelity amongst nations, how could this program work?  I will examine this issue under the pretense of the conservative, pessimistic view of human nature to consider whether cooperation might be sustainable for ALBA, even without a supranational institution to coercively enforce it and absent any altruism on the part of signatories.

Can it survive? Robert Axelrod and the Viability of Cooperation.

  
In his book The Evolution of Cooperation, Robert Axelrod examines how cooperation occurs amongst individuals in the absence of third party enforcement (coercive government) or altruism.  International relations, and indeed the interactions of participating governments involved in these trade agreements, also occur in such an anarchic realm (at least that is the safe, pessimistic assumption).  As his book deals with the viability of cooperation, and since ALBA rests its fate on the cooperation of member states, I will look to see if his analysis might shed some light upon the viability of ALBA.


Axelrod conducted a computerized experiment which studied the success of various strategies in iterated prisoner-dilemma games.  In these situations, prisoners can get the most long-term benefit through cooperation with fellow prisoners, but are tempted with higher short-term payoffs to defect on one another.  However, when both players defect, the prisoners receive the least total pay-out.  His aim was to see whether or not cooperation might be possible in this situation, without the influence of external coercion and with self-interest being the only motivation of prisoners. 


Axelrod's experiment and analysis show that if we can assume there to be continued interactions over time, that it is in each prisoner's self-interest to cooperate with fellow prisoners.  Strategies of cooperation, which he called 'nice' strategies, consistently triumphed over strategies of defection, which he called 'mean' strategies.  These strategies benefited most because they were able to utilize the long-term positive effects of cooperation.  Interestingly, although nice strategies succeeded in the long run, they never 'win' any one game (Axelrod 189).  The best they can do is to get a pay-out equal to that of the player they cooperate with.


In analogy, the FTAA represents the 'mean', defector strategy.  Competition is the foundation of the FTAA.  Competitors seek to defeat their competition, not cooperate with them.  Further, the FTAA implies no loyalty on the part of businesses to engage in lasting trade relationships.  Corporations may invest in an area initially, to utilize cheap labor for example, but will flee if labor costs escalate and/or they can find cheaper labor elsewhere.  Some may call this exploitation, but this is simply profit-maximization.


Conversely, the ALBA agreement embodies the 'nice', cooperative strategy.  The language of the ALBA agreement shows a willingness on behalf of signatories to grow with, rather than vie against, their parters.  Much like the cooperative prisoner resists the temptation to "win" any round, ALBA members vow to resist the temptation to exploit weaker members.  This agreement emphasizes solidarity, which is a means by which continued future trade and interaction is insured.  Further, the agreement goes as far as to favor weaker nations in exchanges.  This is a clear contrast to the FTAA, which would favor the strong over the weak.  Signatories to ALBA have determined that it is in their best interest to improve the nations around them.  After all, even the egoist could see that it is in his best interest to be cooperating with more prosperous, like-minded nations from whom they stand to gain more from.  


From his study, Axelrod concludes that "the key to doing well lies not in overcoming others, but in eliciting their cooperation" (Axelrod 190).  All of this even in light of the fact that defection can, in the short-run, involve higher payoffs for defectors.  This provides a compelling argument for strategies of cooperation over strategies of competition.  Thanks to Axelrod, the argument between competition and cooperation need not be pitting the altruist with the egoist.  It is in our egotistical self-interest to seek the increased total gains from cooperation.

A Cooperative Future?


Beyond the benefits to cooperative individuals, Axelrod shows that cooperative populations can thrive as well.  Axelrod's study demonstrates that 'nice' strategies are also the most stable and sustainable (Axelrod 68).  As individuals enjoy the increased benefits of cooperation within their population, it is in no one's best interest to begin defecting on another and jeopardize superior long-term benefits for the ephemeral, and inferior, rewards of defection.  As long as these individuals keep a mind to justice and reciprocate both cooperation and defection when they receive it from others, this system remains stable.  


Promisingly for Chavez, Axelrod also shows how cooperative strategies can successfully invade and subsume a population defector strategies.  This is indeed the task to which ALBA sets out.  It is in the defectors best interest to marginalize and isolate these nice strategies.  The isolated 'nice' individual, or in our analogy the isolated socialist nation, in a defector population will lose out to exploitation of defectors around it.  However, if these individuals collude into clusters, they are able to maximize the benefits of cooperation and take over the less productive defector society (Axelrod 145).  The superior rewards from cooperation accumulate, and defector strategies die out as they are shown to be less beneficial in comparison to their nice counterparts.  Nations will see the benefits of cooperating with 'nice' nations.  Eventually, nice clusters can then take over populations of defectors.


Once in place, these systems are impossible for defector strategies to invade.  This makes intuitive sense, for why would someone consent to being exploited if they were not compelled to?  Conversely, Axelrod shows how defectors destroy their own environment by defeating others who might be valuable partners in cooperation.  At times, Axelrod's analysis of defector vs. nice strategies takes on an almost Marxist tone.  Axelrod notes that "not being nice may look promising at first, but in the long run it may destroy the very environment it needs for its own success" (Axelrod 52).  In the short-term, advantaged nations can exploit their economic superiority, but as they do so, they risk pushing the entire system toward collapse.  This was precisely what Marx prophesied for capitalism.


Chavez's program proposes just such a clustering.  These nations are clustering together with the explicit intention of invading and conquering what they see to be as the defector population of Western liberalism.  Their aim is to prosper off the cooperation fostered between one another, while simultaneously serving as a role model for others to emulate, thus expanding their own opportunities for cooperation and the benefits realized therein.  If ALBA can build a sufficient cluster, it seems to have a legitimate chance to invade the global system.  This statement echos the concerns of Domino Theory from the 20th century.  Understandably so, as the benefits of cooperation with ALBA could very well present an attractive alternative for developing countries to the perils of the competitive market.

A History of Cooperation


In his book Nonzero: The Logic of Human Destiny, Robert Wright provides an account of history by which such cooperation has generated ever-increasing emancipation for humanity.  He claims that human history follows an evolutionary path in which new technologies create non-zero-sum situations (situations that facilitate cooperation), which provide potential benefits superior to the environment prior.  As Wright explains "new technologies arise that permit or encourage new, richer forms of non-zero-sum interaction; then (for intelligible reasons grounded ultimately in human nature) social structures evolve that realize this rich potential-- that convert non-zero-sum situations into positive sums" (Wright 6).

Robert Wright viewed the printing press as ushering in what we call "Modern Times".  He makes clear that the revolution of the printing press was preceded by similar (though perhaps not as drastic) revolutions in technology, such as language, roads, etc.  Further, he explains that this process is by no means over.  Modern technologies such as the internet have already been hailed as potentially ushering in a new era.  These technologies prosper because they facilitate the possibility for increased cooperation through non-zerosumness.  As technology progresses, the cost of denying that beneficial technology to the masses becomes more and more costly.  As time goes on, it becomes harder and harder for rulers to consolidate control of and the benefits from this new cooperation.  As history progresses, this process leads toward greater and greater decentralization and emancipation for mankind. 

Wright describes the economic system of capitalism as a metatechnology that liberated mankind from the trappings of feudalism.  As Wright describes 

“the instinct of feudal lords was to exploit the emerging class of merchants with tolls at bridges and feudal bounds.  But it didn’t take merchants long to sense their common interest.  They united into guilds and demanded the freedoms necessary for commerce: not just freedom from outrageous tolls, but freedom to buy or sell property, freedom to enter into contracts—and freedom to decide what other freedoms they needed” (Wright 150)

However, as previously mentioned, theorists such as Karl Marx have criticized capitalism itself as inherently oppressive and exploitative.  As the printing press provided a means by which the nation-state could consolidate national power, capitalism has provided a means by which wealthy capitalists can consolidate economic power.  Although Wright contends that Marx had it wrong in important aspects, his account often takes on a Marxist tone.  Wright agrees with Marx that "politics has an economic and ultimately a material basis, and that the evolution of technology therefore brings unsettling change" (Wright 152).   Though Marx saw capitalism as a necessary stage of history, and recognized the liberation it provided from the feudal system, he thought the class issue that it created would result in the eventual destruction of capitalism and rise of a new metatechnology: stateless socialism.  By destroying private property, and the economic exploitation that it enables on the part of capitalists, mankind would be afforded the opportunity to cooperatively manage the world’s resources in order to provide for its needs.

If human history in the long run involves ever increasing emancipation and cooperation, and if capitalism involves considerable power centralization and exploitation, might Marx have been on to something when he prophesied the eventual destruction of this system?  By their logic it would seem that if man can create a technology that can generate greater non-zerosumness, and if man can then realize the benefits from the cooperation that these situations afford, capitalism could indeed be rendered obsolete. 

Conclusion: On Necessities


Personally, I am no prophet.  I do not buy into the determinism of these theories, but I do not need to.  Some may assert (as Marx did) that such emancipation must occur.  I merely assert that the cooperation that leads to such emancipation can be demonstrated to be theoretically viable.  Western liberal democracy at least shows its ability to adapt itself (however internally contradictory those adaptations may be) to account for its market failures.  Again, I am not saying that ALBA is the ideal prototype for a challenge to liberal democracy.  However, I contend that both capitalism and socialism are possibilities.


It is true that the socialist challenge has been consistently quashed in modern history.  However, the idea of socialism is not challenged by Fukuyama on the content of that idea but rather on the failures of countries that have exploited and bastardized that idea.  As Fukuyama concedes, an examination of the battle of ideas throughout history cannot wholly neglect material factors. As he says, "the material world can clearly affect in return the viability of a particular state of consciousness" (Fukuyama 167).  Ultimately, ideologies fail because they are demonstrated to fail in material reality.  Their failures render them undesirable.  Such was the fate that Fukuyama describes of fascism and communism.  Similarly, in order for liberal democracy to succeed, individuals at some level must be willing to tolerate its negative consequences.  Ills are much more tolerable when they are viewed as immutable realities of life, rather than considered byproducts of the idea of capitalism which has been chosen.  


Under Fukuyama's formulation, the triumph of Western liberalism is inevitable.  It is but a necessary progression down the predetermined course of human history.  Alternative courses of history are not possible, and thus, economic models contrary to the capitalist economic liberalism are doomed to failure.  Delegating an outcome as inevitable is a powerful rhetorical tool, for can one be faulted for actions taken out of true necessity? 


To relegate decisions to necessity is also to bypass debate on the issue.  This necessity of Western liberalism is a dangerous myth.  Neither constructive debate nor progress will be able to proceed until people realize that this system is not a necessity, is not inevitable.  To say something is a necessity is to remove any moral judgment of it.  Leo Strauss, a political philosopher who I am less than enthusiastic to be quoting, once said "necessity excuses:  what is justified by necessity is in need of excuse" (Strauss 191).  As Fukuyama will concede, liberal democracy is by no means perfect, and indeed in need of excuse.  


One could sit and philosophize on romantic utopias, that is not my intention.  If Western liberalism was demonstrated to me to be a necessary end to the human narrative, I would not set myself against necessity. But, if Western liberalism is in many regards destructive and undesirable, which so many (including Fukuyama himself) insist that it is, and if it can be demonstrated that there are other viable solutions, which Axelrod and Wright demonstrate there to be, should we not pursue them?  


There are a plethora of reasons to look for a new system, there are viable alternatives that have been proposed, but blocking the way of progress is this perception that the model of Western liberalism is a necessity, that we have no choice.  The purpose of this paper was to aid in freeing this dialogue from this yoke of necessity imposed upon it by modern proponents such as Fukuyama.  This examination of this issue has hopefully shed light upon the theoretical viability of alternatives to Western liberalism and invigorated hope in at least the possibility of change.

  
Chavez's ALBA is giving many in Latin America just such a hope.  They are convinced that Western liberalism does not work for them and have the audacity to seize the pen of history and attempt to continue the story.  They seek control over their own economies.  They believe in the viability of cooperation.  They believe in the idea of socialism.  If they are on to something here, if it can be shown that an alternative to capitalism is viable, and desirable, then it becomes incumbent upon not just political scientists, but citizens of the world universal, to consider the qualities of all viable political and economic programs and to shun or to nourish, to establish or to dismantle them accordingly.
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