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Introduction 

On the following article we are going to develop a literature review of two radical American schools 

of economic thought: the Monopoly Capital and the Social Structures of Accumulation approaches.12 

Monopoly Capital was the first Marxist school that emerged in the US after both the Monthly Review 

Magazine and the Monthly Review Press were set up in 1949 and 1951 respectively (see McChesney, 

1984). Differently, the Social Structures of Accumulation has its origins on the 60s and 70s anti-

Vietnam war student movements and was developed together with the Union for Radical Political 

Economics and its peer reviewed journal The Review of Radical Political Economics (see Reich, 1993). 

Both schools, which defend clear critical, activist and revolutionary propositions, have made huge 

efforts in order to denounce and criticise the hegemonic economic theory, while stressing the 

relevance of social, political andecological struggles. 

The Social Structures of Accumulation approach has been a promising stream of Marxian literature 

due to its capacity to design a theoretical and analytical framework that includes economic, political, 

institutional and cultural factors. Differently, the Monopoly Capital approach has focused on the 

inherent tendency of the capital accumulation process to become more concentrated and 

centralized. This tendency is materialised in both the consolidation of Monopolistic Corporations and 

in the disproportional rise of financial capital versus productive capital.  

Following fundamentally different analytical frameworks, these two schools hold different accounts 

regarding the Post War ‘treinte gloriouses’ and the subsequent Oil Crisis of the 70’s. Yet, although 

their theoretical postures appear to be a priori incompatible, both schools share a common ground 

on the identification of the key factors and developments of the neoliberal era and the 2008 

financial crisis. The objective of this article will be twofold: first, to make a diachronic explanation of 

the Monopoly Capital and Social Structures of Accumulation schools’ and, second, to define the 

major differences and commonalities that both American schools have. We will argue that there is 

space for further constructive dialogue between them if both stands acknowledge idiosyncratic 

weaknesses while keeping their major strengths. 

                                                           
1
 I thank Dr. Thanasis Maniatis, lecturer at the National and Kapodistrian University of Athens for providing the 

framework of this article, a comparative analysis of the Monopoly Capital and Social Structures of 
Accumulation schools. I very much appreciate his efforts to teach the dark and forbidenside of Political 
Economy.  
2
 I thank PhD student Stefanos Ioannou at University of Leeds, who is presenting at this very same conference, 

for his comments and debates, he has definitely been a source of ideas. We both studied our MPhil at the 
Doctoral Program at the University of Athens with Prof. Yanis Varoufakis, and we both held a course in 
Marxian Economics where we wrote about this same topic, the Monopoly Capital and SSA schools. Without his 
efforts to challenge and support my economic knowledge writing this article would have been a more difficult 
and incomplete task. 
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The article is organized as follows: in the following section we will provide a general description of 

the main theoretical propositions of the Monopoly Capital school (MC hereafter) that are gathered 

in the seminal book written by Paul Baran and Paul Sweezy in 1966. We will later present the 

explanation they provide of the 70’s crisis and the stagnation tendency of mature capitalism, 

reverted by a new period of unsustainable growth through the expansion of financial capital. On 

section two, we will go through the spring of the Social Structures of Accumulation approach (SSA 

from now on) after the Oil shocks of the 70’s and Reagan’s monetarist policies took place. The 

theoretical foundations were consolidated during the 80’s and early 90’s. Afterwards, we will 

present the problems that the SSA scholars faced in order to define whether if a Neoliberal SSA 

existed or not. Several debates took place regarding whether if it was appropriate to have a more or 

less materialist approach. The materialist approach, modifying some seminal contributions, 

superseded post-structuralist perspectives. In so doing, we consider appropriate to present several 

articles that pull the SSA and the Regulation Theory (RT) together into the same Marxian analysis. 

We will argue that the more materialist approach of the SSA is essentially equal to the materialist RT, 

and that the former has something to learn from the later which is theoretically and 

methodologically more sophisticated. In section three, we will present the most relevant set of 

critiques that both schools face, as well as both their theoretical and analytical differences and 

commonalities. We will end the article with a concluding summary. 
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Monopoly Capital 

1. Monopoly Capital Theory 

From the very initial pages of the seminal book entitled “Monopoly Capital: An Essay on the 

American Economic and Social Order”, Paul Baran and Paul Sweezy made clear that the theoretical 

orthodoxy where Marxist theory was trapped ought to be re-examined and, ultimately, overcome. 

According to them, Marxists had not provided any new theory before their book was published in 

1966 while the historical material conditions had transformed substantially. The rise of the Giant 

Corporation and its monopolistic pricing dynamics, the increase of unproductive labour in 

comparison to productive labour, or the dismaying divergence between core and peripheral 

countries required a rapid theoretical response. Since the fundamental principle of Historical 

Materialism is the “continous, systematic and comprehensive confrontation of reality with reason” 

(Baran, 1969: 33), it was paramount for Baran and Sweezy to update Marxist theory according to 

new historical events.  

There were two other major theoretical contributors to such theory, Michael Kalecki and Joseph 

Steindl, who were direct or indirect collaborators and contributors to the Monthly Review (Baran 

and Sweezy, 1966: 56). To build the Monopoly Capital theory, Baran contributed with his genuine 

idea of economic surplus instead of surplus value, as well as with some sociological understanding 

drawn upon the Frankfurt School materialised in the last chapters of the book; Sweezy brought 

Thorstein Veblen’s understanding of the Monopolistic Corporation and the Marxist 

underconsumption-overaccumulation crisis theory; Kalecki contributed indirectly with his theory of 

monopolistic pricing and investment dynamics; and Steindl with the intrinsic tendency of Monopoly 

Capitalism towards stagnation and lower capital utilization rates instead of continuously falling into 

catastrophic crisis (Foster, 1986; Howard and King, 2004). 

Based in Veblen, Baran and Sweezy (1966, see chapter 2) develop and institutional analysis of the 

modern corporation. According to them, corporations have become so large, embedding a massive 

amount of operations and transactions that cannot be explained through the ‘traditional 

entrepreneur’ paradigm. Managers are important decision makers vis-a-vis stockholders and the 

huge amount of profits bestows some sort of financial independence to corporations. They define 

the behaviour of the firm as the “systematic temporal search for the highest practicable profits”, 

being its major goals to achieve “high managerial incomes, good profits (by reducing systematically 

production costs), a strong competitive position and growth” (p. 25, italics added by the author).  
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As the time horizon wherein large corporations take decisions becomes larger, there is a ‘rational 

calculator’ behaviour opposite to the traditional individual entrepreneur that seeks the maximisation 

of short term profits. In MC, corporations maximize their average profit throughout the business 

cycle. From such renewed ‘organic constitution’ two fundamental corporate practices are derived: i) 

the systematic avoidance of risk taking and, ii) an attitude of ‘co-respective behaviour’ of live-and-

let-live towards other corporations that pretends to outweigh Anti-Trust Laws. According to Baran 

and Sweezy, these two features are crucial because they allow corporations to be ‘price makers’ 

rather than ‘price takers’ (pp. 54-55). 

In an earlier work, Sweezy (1939) puts brightly the dynamic pricing problem that Monopolistic 

Corporations must face. During the late 19th century, Giant Corporations entered into competitive 

price wars in order to gain larger shares of the market. Because the response of all companies to 

competitors’ price reductions was to retaliate in kind, reducing prices themselves, the final outcome 

was a not a smaller share of the pie, but a smaller pie to share. After learning from their errs, a tacit 

agreement sprout: companies started to assume that their rivals wouldn’t retaliate in kind and new 

form of pricing (mark-ups) and competition (mainly cost leadership and product differentiation) was 

used (Sweezy, 1981).3 

The new price formation mechanism under MC is thoroughly derived from Kalecki (Foster, 1986; 

Howard and King, 2004). Put simply, the ratio of prices (or proceeds) to (prime) costs varies 

depending on the level of monopoly.4 Thus, the greater the monopoly power and “price leadership”, 

the greater the capacity of a company to charge higher prices in comparison to its competitors and, 

hence, the larger the profits they will accumulate. Nevertheless, the rest of competitors will tacitly 

accept such move in order to avoid any kind of price warfare.5 And “[s]o long as all firms accept this 

convention […] it becomes relatively easy for the group as a whole to feel its way toward the price 

which maximizes the industry’s profit” (Baran and Sweezy 1966:61), i.e. marginal revenue equates 

                                                           
3
 Despite the shift on corporate strategy to avoid price cuts, Sweezy (1939) makes an interesting point by 

depicting a set of “imaginary demand curves” that model the behaviour of oligopolistic companies. Depending 
on the level of the actual demand, demand curves (which are non linear) represent more inelastic or elastic 
tendencies. He’s conclusions are the following: 1) expansion of demand is likely to lead to an increase in 
oligopoly prices, 2) a contraction in demand sets up strong resistance to any reduction in oligopoly prices, and 
3) the list of prices become less trustworthy guides to real prices the longer bad time last (p. 572). 
4
 Whereas the degree of monopoly is affected by: a) concentration of industry; b) greater ‘sales effort’; c) the 

ratio of overhead costs to prime costs which leads to more or less tacit agreement between firms to “protect” 
profits; d) level of labour unionisation and power; e) degree of monopoly in comparison to other industries 
(Kalecki 1954: 17-18). 
5
 In Baran and Sweezy’s (1966) words: “[t]he leader is normally the largest and most powerful firm in the 

industry, […] and the others accept its dominant role not only because it profits them to do so but also 
because they know that if it should come to price warfare the leader would be able to stand the gaff better 
than they could” (pp. 60-61). 
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marginal costs. Further, if the previous statement is true, and if it is accompanied by a continuous 

pressure to cut production costs in order to maximize profits, “then it follows with inescapable logic 

that surplus must have a strong and persistent tendency to rise” (ibid. p.67). 

Before we proceed with an explanation of surplus, it is paramount to clarify that despite the fact that 

the industry as a whole behaves like a single monopoly, the competition among the set of Giant 

Corporations forming such monopolistic industry persists. The MC school does not reject the notion 

of fierce competition between capitals, as we have explained above; it has just changed its methods 

and form. Quoting Veblen, the endeavour of all enterprises “is to establish as much of a monopoly as 

may be” (Veblen 1904, in Sweezy, 1981:61). Nevertheless, after the 19th century competition has 

become more visible and open than ever. May it be the time to change misleading terms? 

Foster et al. (2011) and Foster and McChesney (2012) make an insightful argument by recalling 

Milton Friedman and his “ambiguity of competition” proposition. According to orthodox economists 

competition refers to the incapacity of corporations to affect market prices, i.e. marginal costs 

equate price. This idea of competition conflicts with what business usually refer to rivalry, and which 

particularly happens amongst oligopolistic firms. Monopoly, thus, comes closer to the idea of 

competition because it implies personal rivalry.6 The authors argue that for analytic purposes it can 

be misleading to confuse such terms. 

Coming back to the previous point, in MC the idea of surplus is grasped from Baran’s 1957 opus, The 

Political Economy of Growth. The idea of surplus deviates from surplus value as a sociological and 

cultural critique to capitalism and, more specifically, to Monopoly Capital. According to Howard and 

King (2004: 426-427) such approach was influenced by Baran’s previous engagement with scholars 

of the Frankfurt School. He proposes three different ideas of surplus: A) actual surplus, as the 

difference between current output and current consumption, i.e. current savings, Y – C = S; B) 

potential economic surplus, expressing the irrationality and waste of our actual society and defined 

as “the difference between the output that could be produced in a given natural and technological 

environment with the help of employable productive resources, and what might be regarded as 

essential consumption”, i.e. Y – C excluding excess consumption by the middle and upper layers of 

society; unproductive workers; waste in the economy in terms of unused capacity; and 

unemployment; and C) planned economic surplus, which relates to socialism, and was defined as the 

                                                           
6
 Despite rejecting the traditional idea of pure competition, Sweezy (1981, Chapter 2, Appendix B) argues that 

such shift hasn’t changed the “content of the laws of economics”. Competition is generally the executor of the 
laws, the force of gravity which keeps the parts of the system in place, but which does not establish the laws. 
In other words, Sweezy and Baran do not reject the Labour Theory of Value, they argue to only call attention 
to the historical forms in which is represented. 
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“difference between society’s ‘optimum’ output attainable under conditions of planned ‘optimal’ 

utilization of all available  productive resources” (Baran, 1957: 22-23; 41-42). The purpose of Baran is 

to develop a method of “comparative statistics” between economic systems. As Foster explains: 

“The basis for distinguishing between the three types of surplus then becomes three 

standpoints of “individual capital”, “global capital” and “society as a whole”. From the 

perspective of individual capital it is impossible to perceive advertising expenditure […] as a 

form of waste as long as it enhances surplus value for the individual firm. But from the 

standpoint of global capital (reflected in the concept of potential surplus) it is quite apparent 

that this constitutes a form of unproductive consumption in a very broad sense. […] 

Unproductive labour proper [which generates a distortion of the costs structure of the 

system] is labour that is not organized under the direct domination of capital (the law of 

value) and does not produce surplus value for the capitalist” (Foster, 1986: 30, 33). 

In Monopoly Capital, Baran and Sweezy follow successive subtle approximations to the same line of 

argument.7 Along the first three chapters, as a first approximation, they develop the conventional 

notion of surplus value, i.e. profits + interest + rent, where it is “tacitly assumed” a full utilization of 

productive capacity which generates unproductive labour and consumption patterns. Later, in 

chapter four, the “tacit assumption” is dropped as a response to a critique posed by Kaldor (in an 

essay entitled A Model of Economic Growth) who argued against the MC chronic problem of 

“realizing surplus value” based on the empirical evidence of a decrease on profits as a share of 

national income. Baran and Sweezy develop the notion of surplus as “the difference between what a 

society produces and the cost of producing it” (Baran and Sweezy, 1966: 9). The MC authors’ reply 

underling that the “actual share of profits” was in fact only a proportion of the total produced 

surplus, since unemployment and excess capacity constituted a large component of the potentially 

available surplus. The existence of unemployment showed that part of the aggregate profits, or 

surplus value, was only potential (ibid. pp. 35-36).  

At this point, Baran and Sweezy bring the Kaleckian twist on investment decisions and the capital 

accumulation process. Monopolistic firms are able to profit more and more given certain levels of 

capacity utilisation wielding their ‘price mark-up power’ (where they provide empirical data of U.S. 

Steel Corporation). Further, given that investment decisions depend on the level of economic activity 

(inventories) and the rate of change in this level at some earlier time (profitability rates) (Kalecki, 

1954, Chapter 9), the tendency for “investment seeking” will rise out of monopoly power to profit 

more given a certain level of economic activity. However, due to the growing disproportion between 

                                                           
7
 For a more extensive explanation of the successive approximations see Foster (1986, Chapter 2). 
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industrial sectors (centralization of capital), and the disproportion of capital versus labour out of the 

overaccumulation process (concentration of capital), there is a tendency of surplus to rise instead of 

surplus to fall.  

Sweezy (1981: 66) argues that surplus value is generated at the production level, whilst it is not 

distributed at such level but at the level of exchange out of monopolistic forces8. The implications 

are important: 1) there is not an average rate of profit but a rather hierarchy of profit rates; 2) there 

is a strong tendency for more and more surplus value to be absorbed by the monopolistic sectors 

from the more competitive ones; and 3) “since the amount of surplus value available for 

accumulation is always greater in proportion to the size and profitability of the unit of capital […], it 

follows that the same total amount of surplus value will tend to support a more rapid rate of 

accumulation the more monopolistic is the overall structure of the economy”. 

It is so that there is a dual tendency for surplus to rise and resources to be wasted. There are three 

ways to use surplus, (i) capitalists consumption; (ii) investment; and (iii) waste. The first two are 

rejected because (i) the dividend-payout and capitalistconsumption ratio is generally lower than the 

profit rate and (ii) following Kalecki, it is impossible to have an accelerated rate of investment 

because capital cannot expand for its own sake. The rest of the book focuses on the irrationality of 

the capitalist economy that leads to generate wasteful projects (sales effort, civilian government and 

military expenditures) in order to absorb part of the surplus and keep the system in relative stability.  

Following Steindl’s (1952) logic of the capitalist tendency towards overaccumulation, excess capacity 

and unemployment, Baran and Sweezy claim that capitalism faces a inherent tendency towards 

stagnation, because there is always “too much [supply], and never too little [demand]” (1966: 108-

111). 

2. Stagnation and Financial Explosion 

As Kalecki (1954: 54, 161) puts it, there is a general tendency in capitalism towards monopoly and 

lower and lower growth rates. Unless exogenous “development factors” enter into play, we are 

condemned to a future of economic stagnation and social distress. Nevertheless, after WWII 

                                                           
8
 See Baran and Sweezy (2012), a very controversial chapter that was not published in Monopoly Capital out of 

the sudden death of Paul Baran in 1964. Paul Sweezy was not fully decisive of its theoretical validity and left it 
aside. It has been posthumously published by the editor of the Monthly Review John Bellamy Foster. In this 
chapter, called “Some Theoretical Implications”, the authors reject the validity of the labour theory of value. 
Implementing Keynesian insights further, argue that the price of the labour power may not be a definite 
irreducible magnitude, i.e. to the quantity of commodities that are socially necessary for the production and 
reproduction of labour power. The rate of surplus value may be defined as well by the demand of capitalists to 
extract surplus value and the monopoly power of a firm to re-distribute surplus value between industries. See 
Foster (2012) for further explanations. 



9 
 

capitalism experienced the largest persistent growth rates of all its history. How did the MC react to 

such unexpected events? Well, as Kalecki (1939) himself, they argue not in favour of inherent 

capitalist dynamics but in favour of a set of “exogenous historical factors” that could outweigh 

stagnationist trends. A book (Magdoff and Sweezy, 1987) that collects several articles which were 

written between the late 70’s and early 80’s deals with the Post-War period, as well as with the 

initial steps that were driving the economy towards the financial era. 

According to the MC school, it is impossible to know which are the features that will pump a chronic 

stagnating capitalism upwards because such features “originate not in the internal logic of the 

economy but in a large historical context, […] the stagnation phase of a long wave does not  

generate any ‘forces of reversal’” (pp. 37-38). For Magdoff and Sweezy (1987: 35), the reasons for 

the U.S. to experience such prosperous period during two decades are fivefold: 1) the huge 

investments in capital stock that aftermath recovery generated; 2) there were some market-goods 

that had not been produced during the war period whilst there was some purchasing power 

accumulated during the war by individuals and businesses which had a very positive effect on the 

demand side; 3) the worldwide U.S. establishment in military (NATO) and economically (Bretton 

Woods) that assured cheap investments and huge market outlets; 4) civilian spin-offs from new 

military technology; 5) an armaments industry that was reduced after WWII and which continuously 

sucked surpluses.9  

However, the rapid Post-War growth was a mirage and when such historical events vanished the 

depressing stagnationist trend came back fiercely in the form of the 70’s crisis. Foster (1987) recalls 

Steindl’s argument statingthat when profit margins are enlarged, some capital can be left idle so that 

there is no shift from wages to profits but a shift from potential income of workers to wastage in 

excess capacity. In so doing, capitalists’ can increase the rate of surplus value while the net realised 

profit rates remain stagnant. Such proposition is argued to have its empirical base on the 70’s crisis 

(Magdoff and Sweezy, 1987: 55-58), when 24% of the labour force was unemployed in 1982 and 

investment in fix capital had been moderate, whilst the unique industries were the surplus was 

flowing were linked to commercial building, financial sector and mining and oil drilling. A limited 

expansion in productive fix investment was the result of capital overaccumulation. 

It was relatively early when Magdoff and Sweezy pointed out the spring of the financial sector. In a 

chapter of the same book entitled Production and Finance, they warn about the rising proportion of 

the financial sector’s versus the productive’s sector profit share. Updating the MC conclusions, they 

                                                           
9
 There are other scholars who concern whether if military has been an actual surplus absorption for idle 

capital (see Howard and King, 2005). 
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acknowledge the ability of the financial sector to absorb aggregate surplus. Sweezy (1991; 1994) was 

nevertheless quite self-critical for not having realised before about the role of the financial sector as 

a possible source for surplus absorption.10 

According to Magdoff and Sweezy, the growing role of finance had created a highly fragile financial 

structure, threatening the stability of the economy whilst it fostered a significant stimulus in terms 

of excess surplus absorption and demand promotion. The financial fragility required greater 

involvement of the state in order to rescue monopoly capitalists from financial crises. Also, and quite 

important, contrary to other heterodox economists view, they argue that the shift from productive 

to speculative investment hadn’t been at the expense of real production, because without the 

financial sector productive capital would have remained as idle (pp. 148-151). 

 

3. Monopoly-Finance Capital 

The amount of publications on the Monthly Review dealing with the latest stage of capitalism is vast. 

We will focus on a group of selected writings that will summarise the view of the editors. Following 

the discussion outlined above, two direct implications arise after capitalism’s historical swift from 

the “real” to the financial sector: i) a shift of corporate power from managers to financial markets; 

and ii) the dominance of finance over democracy. Sweezy (1997) labels such phenomenon as 

financialization. 11 In particular, Sweezy states that this has been one of the three pillars of the post-

1973 developments, the other two being (i) the slowing down of the overall rate of growth and (ii) 

the enlargement of the monopoly structure of the economy in a global scale. Being those three 

processes interrelated, Sweezy excludes globalization as a driving force of the system, because it is 

not globalization but the monopolistic corporations themselves seeking to have access into new 

markets that push further into the international arena. 

Stephen Hymer (1960, in Foster and McChesney, 2012a) and Keith Cowling (1995) support such 

posture. The transnationalisation of corporations, or monopolization, increases the monopoly power 

of corporations since outsourcing helps to manage production effectively. Further, the 

deindustrialisation is considered a direct consequence of the struggle between labour and capital, 

                                                           
10

 Howard and King (2004) argue that a better comprehension of the dynamics of the financial sector would 
have been possible if the authors had used a Keynesian-Minskyan approach. Also, Agnoletto (2013) and Weeks 
(2011) criticises the emphasis that Marxist approaches place on the real economy by making an arbitrary 
distinction between the base and the superstructure. According to him, finance does not only belong to the 
superstructure, but is recognized as an internal feature of capitalist production. Bellofiore (2011) may be 
interpreted as an attempt to deal with such criticism. 
11

 For an analytical account on what is taken by the MC school as financialization see Foster (2010). 
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leading to mobile capital to establish in regions of the world were the working class is relatively 

cheap and docile, multiplying the capacity to extract surplus value. Out of Globalization, there is in 

consequence a reinforced stagnationist trend (Cowling 1995: 430) and a fulfilment of what Hymer 

called the “Law of Increasing Firm Size” (Hymer, 1960, in Foster and McChesney, 2012, see Chapter 

4).12  

McChesney and Foster (2003) reject the idea of the U.S. experiencing an economic recovery under 

the financial regime. Exports hadnd’t not grown sufficiently, investment on fix capital had been on 

decay and the major growth of government spending, if any, had been devoted to military purposes. 

After the dotcom crisis a “Great Bubble Transfer” took place (Foster 2006a). Overall consumption 

spending was increasing whilst real wages were stagnant. Between 1994 and 2004 consumption had 

grown faster than national income, with the share of personal expenditures to GDP reaching 70%. 

Moreover, the decrease in home equity and the increase in mortgage debt service underlined the 

“speculative fervour” underpinning consumption growth. Foster claimed the necessity of an 

imperious structural shift of business investment to fix productive capital in order to smoothen what 

it would later be a massive crisis.  

Realising that finance had overtaken “real” capital, Foster (2006b) makes an important shift in his 

theoretical paradigm and wields Minsky’s “financial instability hypothesis”. For Foster, capital does 

not only expand itself by adding physical capital stock to its balance sheet (as capacity to generate 

more surplus value), it does as well by adding financial assets. As he expressed, accumulation now is 

related to “build up financial claims to wealth and capital stock”. Once securities have acquired the 

grade of liquidity, an idiosyncrasy that fixed capital stock cannot have, it “has opened for a 

proliferation of financial instruments and markets which, so far at any rate, has proved to be literally 

unlimited”.  A new era had been established called Monopoly-Finance Capital. The editor of the 

Monthly Review wondered if there was any limit to such enlarging time-bomb in an apparent state 

of tranquillity. 

Two years later, history seemed to support Foster’s propositions. Private debt in the U.S. had risen 

from 110% of GDP in 1970 to 293% in 2007, and if we include government debt the cipher reaches 

346%. The subprime housing bubble had finally burst. Foster (2008a, 2008b) and Foster and 

McChesney (2008) stress the relevance of the MC’s major claim, capitalism is in a mature phase 

where stagnation and financialisation appear to be at the centre of the world economy. They reject 

Palley’s argument of being financialisation the source of stagnation. As well, they quote Bellofiore 

and Halevi’s term “paradoxical financial Keynesianism” to refer to the continuous stimulation of the 

                                                           
12

 In a recent book, Foster and McChesney (2012) provide supportive empirical data for such propositions. 
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economy on the basis of asset bubbles since the 1980’s. This phenomena, they argue, is crucially 

related to the new opening for export-driven industrialisation in low-wage peripheral countries. 

Structural trade imbalances are supported with financial debt. 

A relevant extension to the above narrative is conducted by Peet (2011) who argues that with the 

rise of financialization, a new form of exploitation has emerged. Rise in income inequality as 

proportional to private debt has permitted new forms of exploitation that “pass mainly through the 

sphere of reproduction rather than the sphere of production” (2011:6). This new form of 

exploitation, named ‘exploitation in consumption’, is materialised in credit card indebtness and 

house price rises, inducing a larger part of the income to go directly to the repayment of 

consumption debt.  

A compilation and further extension of the previous debates can be read on two books that Monthly 

Review Press has published: Magdoff and Foster (2009) and Foster and McChesney (2012). 
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Social Structures of Accumulation 

1. SSA Theory  

The SSA, briefly outlined, focuses on the emergence, establishment and decay of those institutions 

that ameliorate (but not eliminate) inter and intra class conflict in order to underpin rapid capital 

accumulation and corporate profitability for extended periods of time. Such institutions, rather than 

focusing exclusively on economic dynamics, pull social, political, ideological and cultural aspects 

together as well (for a more extensive definition see Kotz et al. 1994; McDonough et al. 2006; 2010). 

Contrary to most Marxian scholars, the SSA does not focus as much on the collapse of capitalism but 

in its capability to renew itself and establish sustainable growth rates. The SSA theory adopts, in 

addition to Marx’s labour theory of value and class conflict dynamics, some theoretical and 

methodological propositions from Radical Institutionalists and their approach to the institutional 

embeddedness of the political economy, Keynes’ and (post)Keynesians’ approach to investment 

behaviour, and long-wave cycle scholars like Schumpeter and Kondratieff (Kotz et al. 1993: 3). They 

also underline important theoretical similarities with the “Regulation Theory”. 

Making use of the long-wave cycles’ logic on history periodisation, SSA theory argues that the 

institutions underpinning capital accumulation contain their own contradictions and, therefore, 

cannot persist indefinitely. As emphasised on the foundations of the SSA (see Gordon, 1979; Gordon 

et al. 1982; Bowles et al. 1983), different historical accumulation stages cannot be separated by 

pointing out specific dates because the process of institutional development is highly complex.  

For Gordon et al. (1982) historical materialism is essential to understand capitalist motion; 

intercapitalist competition and capital-labour conflict being its main triggers. Their particular vision 

of historical materialism is founded upon the following assumptions (Gordon et al. 1982:11): 

(i) The continuous commodification and expansion over non capitalist relations; 

(ii) The concentration and centralization of capital into larger corporations and fewer hands; 

(iii) The expansion of the wage labour system as the prevalent mode of production; 

(iv) The continuous change in the labour process in order to expand surplus value, either in 

the form of new technologies or in the form of new systems of management and 

corporate control; 

(v) The never ending organisation and struggle of workers with a combative view to defend 

themselves against the effects of capital accumulation. 
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Moreover, the SSA argues that the analysis of such dynamics cannot take place only at the level of 

abstract theory but must also be supported by more specific determinations. Those determinations 

refer to the historical politico-economic surroundings that facilitate the individual capitalist to make 

precise investment decisions, i.e. the prevailing SSA. Put it differently, on this view the SSA brings 

two important features: first, the Keynesian notion of fundamental uncertainty and the incapacity of 

social actors to predict the future and, second, the Institutionalist perception that corporations and 

investors do not operate in an aseptic and non-conflictive market vacuum. Because of the 

unpredictable and conflictive nature of the social world, institutions will play a key role in generating 

a set of expectations to individual (or collective) capitalists about the existence of possible profitable 

investment projects. In addition, the authors assert that the formation of a SSA requires self-

conscious actions by actors that engage in social and economic life. In the light of bridging the 

agency-structure dichotomy, they write that “the social structure of accumulation, in short, is 

external to the decisions of individual capitalists, but is internal to the macrodynamics of capitalist 

economies” (1982:16). 

According to Gordon et al. (1987), and the SSA paradigm in general, there is a substantive political 

nature on the production and distribution of surplus value. Their study focuses on the 

interrelationship between class power, profitability rates, and rates of investment. The logic would 

be the following: corporate investment depends on experienced profitability rates, and the 

profitability rates depend on the power that corporations hold to reduce unit labour costs to the 

minimum possible. Or in other words, the power that capital has to extract larger amounts of 

surplus value (McDonough et al. 2010).  

This is materialised on a rate of profit that rests upon the gains of a three-front war against: i) 

workers; ii) foreign buyers and sellers; iii) the citizenry (embodied on the state). In such terms, the 

rate of profit is brought down basically to power and conflict. The reflection of the struggle against 

workers will materialise on the form of 1) real wage growth rates and 2) the intensity of labour while 

exerting their tasks; the reflection of the intercapitalist rivalry in 3) terms of trade and 4) rates of 

capacity utilisation; and finally, as a reflection of the struggle against the citizenry 5) input-output 

coefficients of production and 6) corporate profit tax rates will fluctuate.  

The decline of the rate of profit, leading to a capitalist crisis, will hence occur when capital is either 

‘too strong’ or ‘too weak’ (see Weisskopf et al. 1985; Gordon et al. 1987; Bowles et al. 1989; Bowles 

et al. 1990; and Goldstein, 2000). It is all these power and conflictive relations that the SSA pretends 

to regulate and render stable for profitable investment to happen. 
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In the first type of crisis there is a problem of underconsumption-overaccumulation and, thus, a lack 

of effective demand or problems to realize surplus value; whereas in the second there is a profit 

squeeze due to the empowerment and augmented bargaining power of workers who manage to 

reduce the rate of exploitation and interfere on the production of sufficient surplus value. It is 

paramount to note that regarding the second type of crisis (profit squeeze crisis), Weisskopf et al. 

(1985) argue that it is not greater workers disposable income and relative welfare what causes the 

crisis but the political consequences of maintaining full employment and high levels of aggregate 

demand.13 

Finally, recalling a previous debate, a notable extension of the SSA theory is considered by Kotz 

(1994) who argues that several institutions of a SSA may not appear evenly or at the same time. 

Evolution of institutions is highly complex and contingent, and as long as some core set of 

institutions are established, a complete SSA needn’t be in place so that the SSA starts underpinning 

rapid capital accumulation. The less important parts for the completion of the growth model can 

arise at a later stage, once the core buttresses have been developed and well established. In so 

doing, the SSA scholars implicitly stress the importance of understanding socio-economic processes, 

rather than taking static pictures of reality (as the Varieties of Capitalism does) in order to grasp 

better capitalist evolution. 

2. Post-War SSA  

The SSA framework emerged in order to understand and explain contemporary US Post-War history. 

Different from what underconsumptionist or classical Marxist approaches would have forecasted, 

the US economy experienced an unprecedented and lasting period of economic growth. Relevant 

literature calculates the Post-War SSA  (PW SSA) to last approximately from 1948 to 1966, with the 

erosion of the supporting institutions taking place between 1966 and 1973. For the SSA scholars it 

was possible out of a fusion of different economic, political, institutional and cultural factors. 

Initially, they defined three main “buttresses” or “structures of domination” (Bowles et al. 1983). 

Further analysis raised the number to four (Gordon et al. 1987, Bowles et al. 1990). During the 90’s 

and 2000’s other two buttresses have been proposed (Albelda and Tilly, 1994; Wolfson, 1994; 

O’Hara, 2006). The four basic institutions are the following:  

 Capital-labour accord: involved workers’ implicit toleration of capitalist management over 

the enterprise in exchange for rising wages, improved working conditions and greater job 

security. This quid-pro-quo strategy aimed to deplete the disturbances that threaten the 
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American workplaces during the 30’s. Moreover, it created separating lines among the 

working force, in terms of unionized and non-unionized workers, with hierarchical top union 

representatives agreeing to stop any further benefit claims.  

 Pax-Americana: this buttress featured all those economic and political institutions that 

secured the dominant position of the US economy among the capitalist world. Based on 

military control (US military expenditure in 1955 was at the same level as war levels, around 

10% of the GNP), and monetary control (Bretton Woods tightened the rest of national 

currencies to the dollar with a semi-pegged exchange rate), the US assure i) having cheap 

imports, ii) relative expensive industrial machinery exports that were absent in the 

aftermath countries, and iii) worldwide financial expansion and FDI support, linking most of 

the largest foreign companies and commercial banks to American capital. 

 Capital-Citizen accord: a set of political arrangements that managed to ameliorate the 

conflict between capitalists’ pursue of profits and citizens’ demands for economic security 

and social accountability of business. It also facilitated the entry of the state into the market 

so that business cycles wouldn’t be so severe: automatic stabilisers were established, a 

larger welfare state, and larger infrastructural public works for the use of both citizens and 

corporations. A key aspect of such arrangements was the attachment of the capitalist 

principle of profitability to the expansion of state activity. 

 Moderation of inter-capitalist rivalry: the material destruction of several developed capitalist 

economies plus the domestic expansion of new markets thrust US corporations into a very 

advantageous position in comparison to foreign capitals. US firms could expand domestically 

and internationally without engaging into rival activity. 

Two other PW SSA buttresses that the literature has outlined are: i) a ‘healthy’ Financial System 

(relying on the Glass-Steagall Act of 1933 and the Bretton Woods system) that would “promote 

stability, enhance profitability and manage class conflicts”, while facilitating investment on fix 

industrial capital (Wolfson, 1994); and ii) a ‘family community formation’  based on the white male 

bread winner that secured long lasting family and local reproductive relations (Albelda and Tilly, 

1994; and O’Hara 2006). 

Nevertheless, out of the inherently contradictory capital accumulation dynamics, these institutions 

suffered qualitative mutations (out of a quantitative mounting) and generated opposite counter-

effects. At the domestic level, labour militancy increased as a result of high capacity utilization and 

thus imposed a direct pressure on profits. In the meantime, the cost of losing the job was lower out 
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of a greater welfare state and multiplied the power of the workers. 14 Furthermore, the capital-

citizen accord was challenged by a vast variety of popular movements (e.g. anti-war, race, gender 

and ecologist) that pressured the state to establish new regulations. Additionaly, as the process of 

capital accumulation developed market outlets begun to shrink and domestic inter-capitalist rivalry 

intensified, leading to a new wave of mergers. In the meantime, at the international level, the US 

military and economic hegemony were under threat. The failures of the military intervention in Cuba 

and Vietnam, the increase of several raw material exporting countries power (like the OPEC), the 

more and more intense international competition of countries such as Germany and Japan that had 

recovered their exporting capacity, and the increasing US government debt and financial sector’s 

fragility, lead to the implosion of the US PW SSA. It begun in 1966 and finally slumped in 1973 

(Weisskopf et al. 1983, Bowles et al. 1983, Bowles et al. 1990). 

The amalgamation of all these factors harmed capitalist power and profitability, leading to a supply 

side profit squeeze crisis wherein capital was ‘too weak’. The response to such impasse was to apply 

conservative macroeconomic policy, and therefore by raising the cost of job loss, reducing the 

intensity of state regulation and cutting down capitals share on taxes (Gordon et al. 1987). The 

sterilisation program that pretended to recover profitability and economic growth rates was called 

“The Great Repression” (Bowles et al. 1983, chapter 5).  

Nevertheless, capital’s political victory was not straight forward and had its negative repercussions. 

First, because the ‘cold bath’ lasted the whole decade of the 70’s and was initially counter fought by 

organised workers, the raising levels of unemployment with higher wage claims lead to the so called 

phenomenon of stagflation. A shirking pie (stagnation) coupled with a political stalemate (inflation). 

The FED stepped in when Paul Volcker raised the interest rates in 1979 favouring the capitalist class. 

Unfortunately, “the effort to solve supply-side contradictions by reducing effective demand is 

extremely costly, for it entails a great deal of demand-side waste, loss of jobs and output attendant 

upon cooling down the economy” (Weisskopf et al. 1985:278). Despite recovering profitability rates, 

“The Great Repression” did not recover productive investment rates, productivity growth rates, 

employment rates nor capital utilisation rates. The US economy before the neoliberal financial 

‘recovery’ took place resembled the beaches of Dunkirk in 1940 (Bowles et al. 1983: 189). 
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 Bowles et al. (1986) note that capacity utilization has two contradictory effects: first, it has a direct positive 
effect on profitability because more output is produced with the same amount of capital equipment whilst 
production costs are kept at a relatively low level; second, it also has a negative effect due to the higher level 
of employment that is attained, which in turn is positively related with the bargaining power of the working 
class (recall Kalecki, 1943). 
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3. A Neoliberal SSA? 

As implicitly denoted by the above question mark, contrary to the PW SSA, the existence of a 

Neoliberal SSA has been a matter of debate and disagreement amongst the SSA scholars.15 Lippit 

(1997) and Reich (1997) argue that a new SSA had been built up from the 1980’s onwards, after the 

effects of the ‘cold bath’ had diminished. Both authors call the qualitative shifts that appeared on 

the US. While Reich (1997) was slightly reluctant about the capacity of the US economy to grow 

steadily, Lippit (1997) does not have such doubts and points seven coherent set of institutions that 

support profitable and ‘sustainable’ accumulation trends: i) a relative strengthening of capital versus 

labour; ii) a reconstruction of financial institutions favouring capital investments with low inflation 

and interest rates; iii) deregulation of financial and industrial relations; iv) changes in corporations 

structures that prompt more dynamism (e.g. JIT, oursourcing, etc.); v) smaller government 

intervention in the economy and lower welfare provisions; vi) international institutions and 

agreements supporting trade; and vii) growing capital markets that enhanced small-medium size 

entrepreneurship. This “Neoliberal SSA is likely to secure high growth rates of accumulation and 

productivity growth for several decades in the US” (Lippit, 1997: 10-12). 

Other authors followed the same line believing that capitalism had been able to generate economic 

growth once again (see Michalowski and Carlson, 2000; Diebolt, 2002; Went, 2002; Kotz, 2003a and 

McDonough, 2003). Despite sluggish productivity growth and lower capacity utilisation rates, high 

returns on capital investments, steady rise of stock prices, growth of business fix capital investment 

(despite been materialised in larger house stocks), and larger capital inflows, seemed to provide 

enough empirical foundations to state that a new SSA had, not only sprout, but been established. 

In a series of articles (O’Hara 2002; 2003; 2004) that are compiled on a book (O’Hara 2006), the 

Australian economist Anthony Phillip O’Hara generated much controversy on the debate about the 

establishment of a new SSA or not. Put simply, he develops an economic study of the underlying 

trends of the US economy with the following conclusions. First, financial deregulation and its 

subsequent explosion are correlated, while they support the consumption explosion of the American 

households, generating financial instability (O’Hara 2002). Second, wielding the theoretical and 

methodological toolkit of the Regulation Theory, which distinguishes the “regime of accumulation” 

and the “mode of regulation”, concludes that despite the growth of the “New Economy” (e.g. the 

related investments in automated processes, greater information and communications technology, 

flexible factory production techniques with more skilled workforce, larger mobility of capital and 

labour, etc.) the productivity growth rates of the US economy have been low. Whilst at the demand 
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side of the “regime of accumulation” real wage growth rates were inexistent, deriving into lack of 

effective demand problems and subsequent debt growth (O’Hara, 2003). Finally, 

transnationalisation of corporations has not led either to higher growth rates in domestic economies 

(out of the increasing monopolisation of the markets) neither to even economic growth rates across 

countries. For all these three reasons, O’Hara rejects the idea of the emergence of a SSA that would 

secure rapid and lasting capital accumulation. 

Aware of such phenomena, Kotz (2003b) and Wolfson (2003) cannot but accept the validity of the 

critiques. Quite contrary, Lippit (2004) asserts that the construction of the new SSA had been finally 

completed. Whether if there was or not a new SSA, it was difficult to obviate the qualitative shift 

that capitalism had experienced during the last decades. But the theoretical framework of the SSA 

posed some problems in order to develop a coherent critical analysis.  

As an attempt to deal with the overcoming theoretical problems, Kotz (2003b) introduces a new 

concept, the Institutional Structure (IS). He defines an IS as a “coherent set of economic, political, 

cultural and ideological institutions that provides a structure for capitalist economic activity (i.e. the 

circuit of capital accumulation M-C-M’) and the appropriation of surplus value”. The IS can take two 

forms: a Regulated Institutional Structure (RIS) and a Liberal Institutional Structures (LIS). Capitalist 

accumulation will move (cyclically) from one to other, although there is an inner tendency of 

capitalism to move towards the LIS out of capitalist hegemony.16 The RIS (much like the PW SSA) is 

more efficient arrangement and supports healthier accumulation rates that lead to profit squeeze 

crisis; while the LIS (like the Neoliberal SSA) will be less efficient and more contradictory, generating 

repeated underconsumption crisis. Put differently, according to the new definition, institutions do 

not necessarily have to support rapid and lasting capital accumulation. They might only try to do so. 

Such determinacy and cyclicality among the RIS and LIS growth models is criticised by Lippit (2006). 

4. Reconstructing the SSA Theory 

For several years the theoretical and empirical debate amongst SSA scholars had no apparent 

solution. McDonough (2006: 39) observes that “within the current SSA literature there is no 

consensus as to whether the neoliberal era is a consolidation of a new SSA or not”. McDonough 

worries why it has been easier for the SSA literature to expand to other fields rather than economics. 

Perruci (1994), Wallace and Grant (1995), Grant (1995), Grant and Hutchinson (1996), Grant and 
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st
 century capitalist institutions have to be understood under three headings: i) class 

contradictions are specific to each historical and geographical period; ii) Polanyi’s theory of “Double 
Movement” that explains tri-partite relations among capital-labor-state; and iii) capitalist crisis occur when the 
capitalist class is ‘too strong’ or ‘too weak’. 
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Martinez (1997), Lobao et al. (1999) and Arena (2003) opened the object of study to sociology or 

cultural studies, and focused on different spatial arrangements, such as counties, urban regions or 

transnational organisations like the WTO or NAFTA. Prechel (2000) explored the corporation 

transformation throughout each historical SSA. And others have for example expanded their 

research to disciplines such as the political economy of criminology: Barlow and Barlow (1995), 

Carlson and Michalowski (1997; 1999; 2000). 

Out of such proliferation of academic papers well beyond the main object of study of the SSA theory, 

Harris-White (2003) criticises the SSA literature (from a relatively empiricist standpoint) for being too 

open and loose, avoiding a methodological structure that permits generating concrete and refutable 

hypothesis. 

If we step ourselves some years back we can find a clue to part of the problem. During the 1990’s, 

the SSA had an epistemological schism. Pioneers of the SSA theory, such as David Gordon, Samuel 

Bowles or  Thomas Weisskopf followed a rapprochement to purely quantitative methods, adopted a 

more methodologically individualist approach, and focused on the econometric measurement of 

how the buttresses affected quantitatively corporate profitability (see Bowles et al. 1989; Gordon et 

al. 1994; 1996). Quite oppositely, Reich (1997) and Lippit (1997) emphasised the qualitative and 

institutional nature of the SSA theory. They argue, questioning the epistemological validity of 

statistical methods, that capital investment decisions are “overdetermined” by factors within and 

without the SSA. On such line, Lippit (2010) refers to a work of Wolf and Resnick (2003) who provide 

an extensive definition of what “overdetermination” is. They provide their own understanding  of 

Marxist Dialectical Materialism. Let’s have a short look to such posture. 

Resnick and Wolff (2003) argue that empiricist and rationalist tendencies separate theory and facts, 

the subject (who analyses) and the object (the evidence to be explained), whereas Marx was aware 

of their interrelationship and made an epistemological brake based on a dialectical philosophy. Both, 

the researcher and the research belong to the same reality and shape each other in reciprocity. 

Moreover, social reality is built upon contradictions, specifying the existence of different aspects and 

processes within the social totality, which are overdeterminated by other different contradictions. 

Overdetermination is defined (Resnick and Wolff, 2003:18) as the “complex constitution” of each 

aspect and process by the rest of social aspects and processes. Therefore, each existing social theory 

is a part of the total number of theories and thinking processes of society. One theory will be 

overdetermined by another. From this standpoint, it is impossible to proof any absolute truth, 

because it will be relative and overdetermined by the rest of the truths. As well, Dialectical 

Materialism rejects the possibility of one single aspect determining the rest of phenomena, 



21 
 

distancing Marxism from any economistic and deterministic propositions. Nevertheless, an ‘entry 

point’ has to be chosen in order to commence the inquiry of social reality(ies). This will be an 

arbitrary point, a ‘partisan perspective’ that will generate its own set of ‘particular truths’. The 

particular ‘entry point’ or set of processes and contradictions that Marxian theorists have adopted 

are those related to the extraction of surplus value and the struggle between social classes. 

Lippit (2006; 2010: 54-57) adopting this epistemological standpoint, affirms that it is impossible to 

prove the existence of a SSA. An inductive, in opposition to deductive, method has to be followed. 

Reality can only be grasped partially and it is paramount that we provide strong evidence to support 

our conclusions. But why then create such ambiguous and uncertain concept as the SSA? Because “it 

can help us to provide a convincing story of the capitalist history17and understand the present 

contradictions within each country which shape the forces that struggle for their future”. Put simply, 

Lippit (2006; 2010) defends an anti-essentialist conception of reality. 

On the contrary, two other members of the SSA framework defend some sort of non-deterministic 

hierarchisation between dimensions. Kotz (1994) pointed out quite early three problems within the 

SSA theory: 1) the time period that connects a SSA with the long-wave theory does not fit because 

some institutions or “buttresses” had not appeared but after the economic growth was well 

established; 2) the stability and durability of institutions is doubtful since some of the institutions 

disappeared before the SSA entered into crisis while new institutions appeared later and supported 

long-term growth; and 3) the SSA does not appear as a unified whole out of the gaps that the two 

previous problems create. His answer (Kotz, 1994; 2006; 2010) is that some core institutions must 

exist within each SSA and which permit other supplementary institutions to emerge. Without the 

core the capital accumulation is weak and unsustainable. More specifically, within the PW SSA Kotz 

(1994: 65) counts both the Capital-Labour accord and the Pax-Americana as the two core butresses. 

Nevertheless, he does worry about the problematic of how to select systematically and coherently 

the set of core institutions. Wolfson (2006) asserts that core institutions must effectively pacify the 

most important struggle within capitalist societies, the class struggle over the production and 

distribution of surplus value. 

Kotz (2006) and Wolfson and Kotz (2010) avoid entering into muddy post-structuralist waters and 

follow a more materialist path. In order to do so, first they re-define Gordon et al. (1982) definition 

of a SSA. They argue that it was never made a strong case for the SSA literature to focus only on 

“those institutions which promote rapid capital accumulation”. According to Kotz and Wolfson, there 

is an implicit leap from the analysis of the necessary supportive role of institutions to the circuit of 
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capital to the much distinct claim that institutions are constructed to accelerate the rate of capital 

accumulation. For them, neither the contradictory system neither the individual capitalist have such 

‘far-sighted’ goals. Subsequently, Wolfson and Kotz (2010) define the SSA, synthesising their 

previous work on the Institutional Structure, as the set of institutional arrangements that stabilise 

“the most important” class struggle within capitalism, that between capital and labour and which 

paradoxically permits and undermines capital accumulation. Further, they make a qualitative 

distinction between Liberal and Regulated SSA. Finally, within these two types of SSAs, SSA scholars 

have to focus into five dimensions (Wolfson and Kotz 2010: 89): i) the manner in which the capital-

labour is stabilised; ii) the state role in the economy; iii) contradictions within the capitalist class, i.e. 

degree of competition and the role of finance vis-à-vis industrial capital; iv) contradictions within the 

labour class; and v) the character of the dominant social ideology. 

5. The Global Neoliberal SSA 

After having defined some common ground of debate, Kotz and McDonough (2010) define 

neoliberalism as a “coherent set of institutions that fosters high profit rates but not high 

accumulation rates”.18 Despite of such contradictory coupling, the neoliberal era was a SSA, Kotz 

(2009: 286) argues, because it was capable to counterbalance stagnating and underconsumptionist 

tendencies through specific historical set of institutions.  

The neoliberal SSA has a list of particular characteristics related to domestic and insternational 

institutions. Out of the first bundle, the authors discuss the weakening of the labour movement, the 

relegation of working conditions of several jobs that used to be considered as “primary sectors” jobs 

under the PW SSA, introduction of new production systems and relocation of numerous firms in low-

wage regions.  

Also, they claim that the state has been involved in: i) the abandonment of the use of Keynesian 

aggregate demand management as a means to achieve higher growth and lower unemployment; ii) 

the sharp reduction of the “social wage”; iii) reallocation of tax payments from capital to labour; iv) 

assignment of several public services to private companies; v) the deregulation and privatization of a 

number of natural monopolies and public enterprises that used to be considered highly important 

for economic welfare; and vi) the implication of more authoritarian policies of social control. 
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At the international level, they number a set of international institutions that support the 

emergence of the Global Neoliberal SSA (ibid. pp. 98-104): i) expansion and increase of weight of the 

financial sector and international movements of capital, i.e. financialisation, ii) increasing 

competition among international firms, iii) fragmentation of production and outsourcing, and iv) 

geographical extension of capitalist class relations as a mode of production.  

Other authors have pointed out other characteristics of the Neoliberal SSA. Wallace and Brady 

(2010) link the concept of globalisation to the spatialisation of production relations. Tabb (2010) 

presents the financialisation process as the key component of the Global Neoliberal SSA. He 

identifies slow economic growth and augmented volatility to lie behind the rising involvement of 

profit seekers into financial activities. In addition, he views the creation of huge piles of debt, 

streaming from stagnant wages and firms’ speculative activities, to be one of the most buoyant 

results of financialisation. Most significantly, Tabb asserts that higher profits of the financial sector 

came at the expense of productive capital and criticises Wolfson and Kotz for not allowing making 

such an inter-capitalist distinction. McDonough (2003; 2008) and Nardone and McDonough (2010) 

stress the relevance of globalisation and its consolidating role through a number of international 

institutions, e.g. EMU, NAFTA, WTO, WB, IMF, and so on. These works follow a clear IPE 

(International Political Economy) approach, and the authors recognize to be very much influenced by 

neo-Gramscian and Amsterdam School scholars (see  Liodakis, 2005; Robinson, 2005; for a more 

nuanced reading on the position of this literature). Differently, Tabb (2009) cavils whether if these 

schools have not posited too much autonomous power on international institutions and processes  

forgetting that are ultimately supported by domestic actors.  

As any other previous SSA, the Global Neoliberal SSA embeds its own contradictory dynamics. Kotz 

and McDonough (2010) identify seven: 

1) The rising gap between expanding profits and stagnant wages, which rises an issue of 

inadequate aggregate demand; 

2) The speculative character of the financial sector; 

3) The tendency for asset bubbles to spring due to the limited productive investment 

opportunities; 

4) The economic and financial integration at a global level which synchronizes business cycles; 

5) The contradiction of the US Dollar as a world currency and the large and persistent US trade 

and current account deficits; 

6) The capital domination over labour which may prompt radical class struggles; 

7) The destruction and depletion of natural resources. 

In Wolfson and Kotz (2010: 18) view, “the SSA theory cannot predict how the [neoliberal] economy 

will be restructured but it can say that it needs some restructuring [if pretends to last]”. The crisis 
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didn’t take therefore SSA scholars by surprise.19 The 2008 financial crisis was not however an 

underconsumption crisis, basically because it was the Neoliberal SSA which counterbalanced 

stagnating and underconsumption tendencies through specific set of historical institutions. 

Differently, it was an over-investment or overaccumulation crisis. “By over-investment is meant the 

creation of too much fixed capital relative to a sustainable level of demand. The actual crisis emerges 

when demand, which had been elevated above a sustainable level, returns to a “normal” or 

sustainable level, causing fixed capital that had appeared necessary in relation to demand to 

suddenly become excess fixed capital. A severe realization crisis follows” (Kotz, 2013: 288). It is 

because over-investment generates a slump where there is a large collapse of consumer demand 

with a large excess of productive capacity that business has little incentive to invest. 

6. Nexus with the Regulation Theory 

The SSA has been several times linked or grouped with the French Regulation Theory (RT) of Aglietta 

(1979), Lipietz (1986) and Boyer (1990) among others. As the American radicals, these authors had 

also their roots on the class and student struggles of May 68. Kotz (1990; 1994) was the first scholar 

that recognized the possibility of building a bridge between the two political economy schools. In his 

view, both have a common theoretical ground since they seek long-run patterns of capital 

accumulation, while keeping track to the relation between capital accumulation and the set of socio-

political and cultural institutions that embrace and underpin such process. Further, both schools 

hold a historical materialist ground agreeing on the two main institutions that rule capitalism, the 

wage labour relation and the generalisation and expansion of commodity exchange. 

Their understanding of historical evolution is quite similar as well. Both the RT and the SSA use the 

Marxist concept of economic crisis as a prelude to a transition between different stages of capital 

accumulation coupled with evolving institutional arrangements. In that sense, both schools develop 

an intermediate, middle-range, study of history (Kotz, 1990: 8). Jessop (2002) and Jessop and Sum 

(2006) groups the SSA with the Regulation School on the same features. O’Hara (2003; 2006) also 

fusions both schools when he analyses the existence of a sustainable Neoliberal SSA or MoR (which 

stands for “mode of regulation”, the equivalent concept on the RT paradigm). O’Hara (2006) 

considers the potential constructive dialogue they can build, because “one is more structural and 

materialistic, focusing on the accumulation and technological dynamics, [while] the other focuses on 

social relationships, class conflicts and institutions” (p. 16). McDonough (2008) and McDonough et 

al. (2010) point out the existence of strong similarities between the Americans and the French. 
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Nevertheless, the SSA scholars want to differentiate between two major divergent trends between 

the Regulationists. Those who stand for a more materialist approach which focus on the capital 

accumulation dynamics, e.g. Jessop (2006), O’Hara (2006), Aglietta (1979) and Lipietz (1986); and 

those who follow an institutionalist perspective and which focus on individual-collective agency 

problems and institutional change, e.g. Boyer (2005) or Boyer and Sallard (2005). The SSA scholars 

are appealed by the first strand (McDonough et al. 2010: 4-6). 

Despite the outstanding similarity in the philosophy of inquiry with the materialist RT, there are 

some methodological differences to be noticed. Kotz (1990; 1994) identifies three. First, the SSA 

scholars fundamentally attempt to explain the manner in which institutions affect the rate of capital 

accumulation, while the RT focuses on how is the process of production and capital accumulation 

qualitatively displayed (in terms of technological usage, economies of scale, etc.) . Second, within 

the SSA framework institutions shield the stability and predictability of investments (á la Keynes), 

whilst the RT focuses on how key institutions affect the creation of surplus value and its realisation. 

More specifically, the RT makes a distinction among two levels of institutions on the capital 

accumulation process, the RoA (or “regime of accumulation”) and the MoR (“mode of regulation”). 

The former stands for the institutions which underpin the production and realisation of surplus 

value, while the second stands for all the institutional features that complement the capital 

accumulation process.20 Third, crisis in the SSA will unravel if the whole set of institutions (or the 

core) collapse, whilst in the RT the crisis will happen if the RoA cannot develop coherent 

relationships with the general MoR (bestowing a hierarchical role to the RoA). Related to the third 

difference, O’Hara (2006) affirms that the RT is especially helpful because it recognises the centrality 

of the regime of accumulation in the analysis. The RoA is a “more complex, foundational, and core 

element of the global circuit of social capital than the money and trade regimes, since it provides the 

basis of productivity [growth] and [effective] demand, the critical ends of capitalism that propel 

growth” (pp. 88-90).  

Summing up, we can affirm that the main difference between the SSA and the RT is related to 

whether within a systemic or specific case study, the scholar wants to develop a more institutional-

sociological and power related analysis or a more economic-materialist analysis. Nevertheless, both 

schools interpret that the material and the political-social spheres are interrelated and cannot be 

                                                           
20

 Lipietz (1986) differentiates three types of RoA or “regime of accumulation”: extensive accumulation (simple 
homothetic growth of the two departments validating each other), intensive accumulation without mass 
consumption (where the expansion of constant capital alone validates the growth of department I), and 
intensive accumulation with growing mass consumption. He further explains: “[i]t remains true that regimes of 
accumulation do not materialize by themselves. The problem is to know what coercive forces, what 
institutional forms will assure the coherence of the strategies and expectations of the agents of the capitalist 
market economy, to make them converge towards the realization of the schema of reproduction” (p. 15). 
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separated from each other, since institutions affect economic processes and economic processes 

determine affect institutions. The degree of importance of any of those will suggest the analytical 

and methodological tools to be used.21 
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 Other scholars have attempted to fuse both perspectives into a “systemic” analysis of capitalist dynamics 
(Palazuelos, 2000). He makes a distinction between different spatial levels of analysis: the international, the 
national and the regional, and within each other different core processes. At the national level, he points to 
four dimensions: supply and demand (quite related to the RoA), distribution (related to the struggles over the 
distribution of surplus) and the institutional framework (which bestows some degree of complexity to national 
or international institutional rigidities, quite in the line of historical institutionalists). All these four dimensions 
are transversal to each other, and they should be analysed through holistic lenses. 
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Comparison and Critique of the Theories:                                            

Any Points for Convergence? 

The two American radical theories we have presented in this article follow a Marxian approach 

towards capital accumulation dynamics. Moreover, both are prone to bring features from other 

heterodox schools such as Keynesian and Post-Keynesian economics as well as Radical 

Institutionalists. Each of the theories, in their own way, further acknowledge the relevance of other 

social theories that focus on non-economist ontology such as (radical) feminism, post-colonialism or 

ecologist critiques. As we have explained throughout the article, despite the apparently radical-

Marxist foundations that the SSA and MC have, both theories approach political economy 

differently.  

In the next section, we will provide a critical account of the different interpretations and 

postulations that these schools of Marxist and heterodox political economy have. These objections 

may encourage the reader to think of the incompatibility of the literatures. However, in an attempt 

to overcome apparent contradictory positions, we will reflect on the features the SSA and the MC 

theories share, arguing that common foundations could be built if both schools decide to actively 

engage with each other. 

1. Differences 

Economic growth is the core driving force within a capitalist economy and the main process to be 

explained in political economy. The MC and SSA schools, however, understand it differently. Above 

all, not because of explicit divergent theoretical explanations of such process since both schools do 

relatively accept the labour theory of value, but due to the unravelling of historical events. Put 

simply, the SSA does not consider the capitalist economy to be in its mature and final stage where 

everlasting stagnation is its fashion. Oppositely, as we have explained above, the MC believes to be 

it so. Out of such ontological stand, the MC school envisions any economic growth process as 

external to the intrinsic features of the Monopoly-Finance Capital system. Magdoff and Sweezy 

(1987: 37-38) affirm that those institutions that help capital to accumulate at healthy and 

sustainable rates “originate not in the internal logic of the economy but in a large historical context, 

[…] the stagnation phase of a long wave does not generate any ‘forces of reversal’”. Unfortunately, 

the MC theory has not deployed much effort on the explanation of the ‘forces of reversal’. Monopoly 

Capital makes a strong and coherent claim of the paramount role that Giant Corporations play on 

the 20th and 21st century capitalism. However, it was the rigidity of the view, explaining 

intercapitalist struggle solely from the standpoint of financially self-sufficient Monopolies that did 
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not, for example, allow the financial sector to have any role on the accumulation process (Howard 

and King, 2004). 

For the SSA this account of capitalism is rather too simple (McDonough, 2006). Oppositely, it is the 

specific and contingent that permits capital to accumulate, and it is the specific and the contingent 

what the SSA wants to understand. Whenever capital cannot accumulate and expand enough 

economic crises occur. Therefore, political and economic institutions, with all their contradictory 

forms, will intermingle on a historical plane to support such process temporarily. Or in other words, 

the SSA understands capital accumulation to be contradictorily endogenous to the historical 

environment and vice versa. It is its raison d’être and cannot happen but within history. In that 

sense, for the SSA scholars capitalism and capital accumulation is a social relation and cannot 

produce and reproduce but within a definite institutional framework. The SSA stresses the 

embeddedness of economic growth. Only if it is done so, general explanations of historical evolution 

might be provided. 

Also, it is within the SSA theory that the role of uncertainty can be thoroughly perceived.22 Investors 

do not know in advance whether if the capital investment will end up being profitable or not. It is 

the existence of “social structures” and conventions that permit an always biased judgement of the 

future, generating positive or negative expectations that will encourage or not investors to make 

proper investment decisions (see Crotty, 1994). Capital accumulation occurs out of human actions, 

wherein social institutions play a significant role so that the former is executed.23 In the absence of a 

proper set of institutions and/or social conventions (and we are not just talking about the role of the 

state in patronizing social class struggle), investors’ dark future forecasts wouldn’t but only self-

perpetuate an everlasting stage of crude crisis. 

MC scholars, despite recently bringing some Keynesian-Minskyan insights into their theoretical 

framework, base their capital accumulation-investment model from Kalecki, who did also emphasize 

the impossibility of capitalism to generate growth from within. Different to Keynes, Kalecki derived 

capital investment decisions from pure materialist factors instead of placing any meaning to 

conventions or psychological factors (see Kalecki, 1954: 107-108). The Minskyan perspective, which 

places greater relevance to institutions and conventions and to the speculative reasoning processes 

they generate, could forecast the predominant role which finance has played during the last 30 years 

or so.  

                                                           
22

 Though Lippit’s (2010) concern about the cyclicality between the Regulated and the Liberal SSA is well 
founded. 
23

 In saying so, we do not obviate either forget the intrinsic thrust of capital to valorise itself. 
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We don’t want to enter into a specific discussion regarding the validity of Minsky’s speculative 

dimension (or maniacs) of capitalist accumulation, but in the fact that institutions and conventions 

(or the “artificial” realm of social life) can also drive the proper material dynamics of accumulation. 

MC is not wrong, thus, when it affirms that it was capital overaccumulation, out of a concentration 

and centralization process, what drove capitalism to the 2008 cliff, but it might be so when it only 

places the efforts to understand capitalism from the unique standpoint of monopolistic (mainly US) 

corporations.  

We will finish this subsection by pointing out two other relevant differences the MC and SSA have. 

First, and more obvious, both schools provide substantially different accounts of the 70’s Oil crisis. In 

one hand, the SSA puts emphasis on the role of workers’ capability to organise and struggle, leading 

to the exemplar profit squeeze crisis. Also, they stress the role of increasing international 

competition from the emergent European and Japan economies. In the other hand, the MC refers to 

the inherent stagnationist tendency of the US economy. When the exogenous historical 

counterforces had lost their strength nothing could happen but an overaccumulation crisis.  Devine 

(1987) criticises MC for having a determinist account of capital-labour relations for always placing 

the power on the capital capital. 

In this sense, the SSA presents a new and more sophisticated understanding of the Post-war period. 

In Regulationist terms, the Post-War MoR (“mode of regulation”) was able to generate a sustainable 

RoA (“regime of regulation”) of intensive growth and mass consumption. Nevertheless, the SSA 

explanation of the crisis has not lived without its critiques. Warskett (1991) rejects the defence of a 

profit squeeze crisis due to the mobility capacity of capital. The “knife-edge” growth argument, 

where there is a specific real wage rate that can equate productivity growth rates maintaining 

adequate levels of effective demand, is senseless. Whenever capitalists might find some pressure 

from the workers they will fly somewhere else. McIntyre and Hillard (2012) provide empirical 

findings to support Warksett’s claim about the inexistence of the Post-War capital-labour accord. In 

their view, scholars, and in particular the SSA scholarship should be more careful when building up 

theory on historical accounts. “Capitalists and their allies were impressively disciplined in their long 

war of position from the 1940s through the 1960s” (p. 146). For McIntryre and Hillard (2012) The 

stylized thinking found in the SSA literature may be inaccurate and misleading. “Inaccurate because 

it creates an image of a golden age that never was, and misleading in that it encourages a politics of 

social cooperation rather than worker [anticapitalist] militancy” (p.130). Regardless the political 

consequences of a “cooperative” vision of PW SSA we consider important the question these 

authors put on the adoption of stylized facts. Out of the significantly different visions the MC and 
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SSA have about the PW SSA, we argue that there is still much to debate and prove on this issue, in 

order for Marxist scholars construct a coherent understanding of contemporary history. 

 

Finally, and not less important, we would like to take the attention of the reader to the unclear 

explanation that the SSA provides to the main theoretical and empirical weapon of the MC: the level 

of competition amongst capitalists. From the earliest works (e.g. Bowles et al. 1983; 1990) to the 

latest (e.g. McDonough et al. 2010) the SSA has provided a contradictory explanation. As national 

economies have opened their trade barriers in successive deregulatory phases, international 

corporations have besieged national industries and effectively dismantled if not all, a big part of 

them. On the same line, Lippit (2013) argues that the financialization process supported the 

emergence of small and medium enterprises out of the cheap available credit. Put simply, for the 

SSA globalization and financialisation have reinforced competition. In the meanwhile, same scholars 

stress the increasing role of TNC and their monopolistic nature (see McDonough, 2008; Nardone and 

McDonough, 2008; Kotz and McDonough, 2010). The incoherence is latent. We argue that the blurry 

understanding of the corporation and its relevance on the economy leads to such propositions. 

Instead, out of its own idiosyncrasy, the MC provides a more nuanced formulation of the role and 

characteristics of the Giant Corporation as well as it defines what competition is and what it is not, 

i.e. rivalry.  

 

2. Similarities 

 

Apart from the four differences we have outlined, there is as wide range of common elements 

between both schools. It is by placing them on the table that we suggest the possibility of future 

cooperative work among these literatures. 

First, both literatures are “middle-range” theories, i.e. theories that in an attempt to couple Marxist 

abstract laws of capitalist motion with historical and empirical evidence generate their own set of 

intermediate concepts that operationalize Marxist political economy (Mavroudeas, 1999; Penner 

2011). For some scholars these are good news (Tabb, 2010) and indispensable steps in order to 

understand specific historical phenomena that may not be as closely related to the abstract laws of 

motion, e.g. the South African apartheid growth model (Nattrass, 1992). Others, quite contrary, 

oppose MC and SSA theories because they enter into a non firmed ground of quasi-theoretical and 

arbitrary set of concepts that evolve parallel to historical change, falling into the tramp of explaining 

the concrete on excessive detail while forgetting to deal and explain the overarching capital 

accumulation process (see Mandel, 1967; Bryan, 1985; Sherman, 1985; Albo, 2004; Mavroudeas, 
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1999; 2004; 2006; and Penner, 2012). Such epistemological critique may explain the rise of the 

general debate that overtook the SSA literature during the early 00’s.  

We consider that such attempt to link the abstract with the concrete is both the source of analytical 

strength and theoretical weakness. Strength because the SSA and the MC actively engage with new 

historical phenomena, such as the rise and establishment of the Giant Corporation and its ability to 

stir conventional capital accumulation dynamics or the SSA’s ability to engage with emerging 

contradictory institutions that underpin and undermine capital accumulation equally. Both theories 

have been strong in explaining new phenomena. However, they also embody some sort of weakness 

for generating intermediate concepts that do not present capital accumulation on a general line, as 

well as because their analysis may not provide such an acute picture of reality due to the arbitrary 

construction of intermediate concepts, e.g. the impossibility of a PW capital-labour accord 

(Warksett, 1991; McIntyre and Hillard, 2012), or the absence of strong evidence of persistent 

differential profit rates among monopolistic and non-monopolistic industries (Semmler 1981; Glick, 

1985).  

On an effort to avoid relativism, as we have explained before, O’Hara (2006) and Mavroudeas (2006) 

remark the positive aspects for the SSA adopting some insights of the RT approach. We argue that if 

we consider a new Monopoly Finance Capital RoA based on intensive accumulation and lack of 

purchasing power, a better understanding of a 21st century MoR may be developed.24 This leap we 

are proposing is already implicit in the convergence of both literatures on the explanation of the 

2008 financial crisis and the interpretation of the current phase of chronic stagnation. Capital is not 

just overwhelming labour, but it is also hugely disproportional amongst Capitals. This is fact has not 

been obviated by SSA scholars, as McDonough himself puts it: “the SSA has largely returned to its 

roots in the American Monopoly Capital school of Marxism” (McDonough 2006: 44). 

Moreover, we want to recall the existence of earlier rapprochements between both schools that 

have unfortunately been left aside. In a very lucid article written on the early 80’s, Kotz (1982) deals 

with the 70’s stagflation dynamics by bringing insights of the SSA and MC schools.Kotz mingles price 

mark-ups dynamics and conflict price theories. Summing his article up, Kotz develops a pricing 

theory within a chronic stagnation phase of capitalism founded upon (i) the capacity of corporations 

to set monopolistic prices whilst these (ii) face the pressure of workers’ claims for higher wages and 

pressures of corporations belonging to other industries attempting to enter into the monopolistic 

industry in order to absorb part of such monopolistic surplus. Out of such dual pressures on price 
                                                           
24

 Palley (2010) does also provide his own amalgamation of theories, trying to unite both the  MC and the SSA 
with what he calls “structural Keynesians”. However, his proposal is not very welcomed (see Foster and 
McChesney, 2010) 
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setting, monopolies establish “limit prices” just below the price that would permit a new entrant 

approprate the average profit rate of the rest of industries (Kotz 1982: 7). Constant attempts of 

Giant Corporations to reduce production costs (raising intensity of labour, productivity growth or 

depressing the wage rate) will raise the barrier of entry to other corporations and raise the 

monopolist profit rate.25 Foster (1985) generally accepts the validity of such propositions, wherein 

MC is linked to profit squeeze theories, but is reluctant to the idea of these having emerged out from 

MC’s theoretical framework. Kotz (1985) acknowledges the importance of the MC stressing the role 

of monopoly in modern capitalism. Nevertheless:  

“writers in the ‘monopoly capital school’ do not emphasize the traditional Marxian value and 

price of production theory; they view stagnation as the normal condition of monopoly 

capitalism rather than as one phase of a long wave; and they allow only a limited role for 

class and group conflicts in the generation of crisis. On these questions, my article is closer 

to what Foster refers to as the “conflict theory” tradition (David Gordon, Sam Bowles, Raford 

Boddy, James Crotty, and others), although Foster correctly points out that the conflict 

theorists generally do not regard monopoly as important. It is my belief that each of these 

schools has both positive and negative aspects, and I have tried to draw on the positive 

elements in each. This approach, for better or worse, leaves my work somewhat outside of 

each tradition” (Kotz 1985: 228). 

It is on these terms where we think that the SSA and the MC have much to learn from each other. By 

taking the strengths of each school and leaving aside idiosyncratic “stylized facts” that a fruitful 

debate can emerge. We argue about the coherence of bringing the SSA and the MC into a Monopoly-

Finance Capital “Regime of Accumulation” within an increasingly Trasnational or Globalised “Mode 

of Regulation”. 

Finally, as an anecdote, in order to stress the political stands against the irrationality of capitalism, 

we want to stress the place of Waste (with a capital W) in their political economy analysis. In 

Monopoly Capital Waste is both the means to absorb surplus value and the way that capitalists keep 

the working class subjugated. Unemployment and idle capital, government expenditures in 

education and military, as well as the sales effort with all the mass media related production, are 

ultimate expressions of class oppression. For example, the US educational system in Monopoly 

Capital, is nothing more than a classist filter to allow the most intelligent students to scale on the 

social hierarchy while keeping most of the young students and population indoctrinated with poor 
                                                           
25

 Note that in his article Kotz (1982: 11) argues that monopoly prices are determined solely by entry 
conditions, not by demand conditions. We believe this is an oversimplistic approach that rejects Sweezy’s 
(1939) valid contributions. What would then be the role of product differentiation, salesmanship and waste? 
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educational levels. Also, substantial theoretical and empirical analysis is devoted to Waste within 

SSA’s early works. We just need to have a short look to the book titles “Beyond the Wasteland” 

(Bowles et al. 1983) and “After the Wasteland” (Bowles et al. 1990). According to their findings, a 

substantial amount of the total production of the GDP is destined to unproductive allocations, as 

those equally pointed by MC. By putting the irrationality of the system on the forefront, both 

schools derive radical transformative and revolutionary claims into their policy agenda. The MC and 

the SSA don’t forget their ultimate raison d’être when embracing Marx’s rebellious stands, an 

ultimate replacement of the capitalist system by a rationally organised and more socially cohesion 

one.  
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Conclusion 

On this article we have presented a literature review of the theoretical foundations and subsequent 

evolution of two of the most relevant political economy Marxist schools. We have first explained the 

Monopoly Capital school and its stress on the emergence of the Giant Corporation. The 

financialization process of western capitalist economies is explained as a historically contingent 

balance to the perpetual stagnationist tendency to which mature capitalism is condemned. 

Globalization has also been the result of large capitals seeking new markets and forms of 

exploitation. The 2008 crisis has been the natural outcome of persistent overaccumulation 

dynamics. 

Secondly, we have presented the Social Structures of Accumulation approach that emphasises the 

role of institutions and political struggles in underpinning a historically contingent model of 

economic growth. The incapability to define whether if a SSA had been established during the 

neoliberal period led to an internal debate. A more materialist approach seems to have been the 

winner of such debate. We have argued that this conclusion is the certification that the SSA and the 

Regulation Theory currently work within the same theoretical, epistemological and methodological 

framework. It is by taking this step forward that political economy can enter into a better 

understanding of historical evolution. 

Finally, we have presented the differences and similarities of the MC and SSA schools, mingled with 

a critical approach that attempted to underline the strengths and weaknesses of both theories. In 

doing so, we have argued about the possibility of an active constructive dialogue between both 

literatures that could generate more fruitful and coherent research.  
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